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Foreword

Th�s report �s be�ng publ�shed �n a watershed year for UNEP. It comes at 
a t�me when tremendous changes have occurred not only �n the strateg�c 
focus of  the organ�zat�on, but also �n the way we plan and programme our 
work. Wh�le th�s report fulf�ls the requ�rement of  a Govern�ng Counc�l 
Dec�s�on request�ng the “Execut�ve D�rector to report to the Govern�ng 
Counc�l at subsequent sess�ons on the results of  the evaluat�ons carr�ed 
out”, �t �s also a very forward-look�ng document. 

Th�s year, the report has focused pr�mar�ly on the analys�s of  evaluat�ons of  projects undertaken 
�n 2007 and methodolog�cal work done by the Evaluat�on and Overs�ght Un�t. Both the analys�s 
of  evaluat�ons conducted �n 2007 and the methodolog�cal work presented �n th�s report are more 
forward-look�ng �n the sense that they ant�c�pate what would be requ�red to evaluate a themat�c sub-
programme as opposed to a funct�onal subprogramme. The spec�al stud�es present new approaches 
to observ�ng patterns among lessons learned from evaluat�ons and commun�cat�ng them more effec-
t�vely to enhance programme/project des�gn and �mplementat�on. They may also serve as a pr�or�ty 
sett�ng mechan�sm wh�ch has the potent�al to �dent�fy evaluat�on opportun�t�es that prov�de the grea-
test pay-offs to UNEP. Indeed, the study found that these pay-offs w�ll come from evaluat�ons that 
focus on the assessment of  outcomes, �nfluences and �mpact of  ongo�ng programmat�c act�v�t�es that 
are closely al�gned w�th the strateg�c pr�or�t�es of  UNEP.

Over the past year, substant�al changes to our programme and project development and approval 
processes have been �mplemented to address the accumulated body of  f�nd�ngs from mon�tor�ng 
and evaluat�on act�v�t�es as well as aud�t observat�ons �n the area of  programme/project des�gn and 
management. However, �t �s too soon to e�ther assess or document the �mpact of  the changes �n-
troduced. The evaluat�ons conducted �n 2007 echo the same f�nd�ngs as �n prev�ous years. As a part 
of  our dec�s�ons on the UNEP evaluat�on pol�cy and to better ut�l�se evaluat�on f�nd�ngs and the 
accountab�l�ty framework �nto our work programme, we plan to prov�de the necessary resources �n 
the programme of  work of  the organ�zat�on, not only to allow the evaluat�on funct�on to develop a 
more strateg�c approach to the development and ma�ntenance of  a roll�ng portfol�o of  evaluat�ons, 
but also to promote systemat�c evaluat�on of  the work of  UNEP cons�stent w�th our determ�nat�on 
to fully �mplement Results Based Management w�th�n the organ�zat�on.

W�th most of  the key programmat�c and manager�al reforms now agreed, the 2008/2009 b�enn�um 
w�ll also prov�de us w�th an opportun�ty to ensure that evaluat�ons and lessons learnt feed more 
d�rectly �nto the process of  �nst�tut�onal and programmat�c management. The EOU has cons�stently 
produced h�gh qual�ty evaluat�ons. However, as �n all organ�zat�ons, �t �s not the qual�ty of  the reports 
alone, but the process by wh�ch the results �mpact the programme and management of  UNEP that 
ult�mately determ�ne the�r value – both to management and the govern�ng bod�es. We are comm�tted 
to address�ng th�s challenge dur�ng the com�ng year.

Ach�m Ste�ner
Execut�ve D�rector
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Executive summary

1. Th�s report prov�des analyses of  �nformat�on prov�ded �n 19 �n-depth project evaluat�ons, 
�nclud�ng s�x m�d-term evaluat�ons, eleven term�nal evaluat�ons and two programmat�c evaluat�ons 
conducted by the Evaluat�on and Overs�ght Un�t �n 2007. These projects represent a total monetary 
value of  more than $126 m�ll�on. The report also conta�ns, �n a separate chapter, analyses of  
the compl�ance status of  evaluat�on recommendat�ons �nclud�ng recommendat�ons �n evaluat�on 
reports from 2002-2007. In two further chapters we present the f�nd�ngs of  two spec�al stud�es: 
one on a new strateg�c approach to select�ng evaluat�on opportun�t�es and develop�ng a strateg�c 
evaluat�on plan and the second on a framework wh�ch fac�l�tated �dent�f�cat�on of  patterns �n 
lessons from evaluat�ons.

2. The analys�s of  �n-depth evaluat�ons th�s year has been prepared w�th�n the context of  s�x new 
strateg�c pr�or�t�es for the organ�zat�on, namely: cl�mate change; d�sasters and confl�cts; ecosys-
tems management; env�ronmental governance; harmful substances and hazardous waste; and 
resources eff�c�ency (susta�nable consumpt�on and product�on). As UNEP moves towards the 
�mplementat�on of  �ts programme �n relat�on to these new themat�c pr�or�t�es, the f�nd�ngs and 
lessons learned from �n-depth evaluat�ons can help to �nform des�gn, plann�ng and �mplemen-
tat�on of  projects and programmes.

3. Seventy e�ght percent of  the projects evaluated ach�eved a sat�sfactory rat�ng1 (‘moderately satis-
factory’ or better) and twenty two percent (four projects) were rated ‘moderately unsatisfactory’. In 
add�t�on, 41% of  the projects were rated as ‘satisfactory’ for atta�nment of  object�ves and plan-
ned results, 55% were rated as ‘moderately satisfactory’, and only one project evaluat�on expressed 
concern about the l�kely ach�evement of  �ts �mpact. Susta�nab�l�ty of  the project benef�ts was 
‘moderately likely’ or better �n 70% of  the projects, ‘moderately unlikely’ �n about 30%. The projects 
performed best �n the ach�evement of  the�r outputs and act�v�t�es: 60% were ‘satisfactory’ and 
the rest ‘moderately satisfactory’. Most �nterest�ng was that over 85% of  the projects e�ther had a 
‘satisfactory’ or ‘moderately satisfactory’ catalyt�c role or were very l�kely to be repl�cated. 

4. However, there was concern on the standard of  the mon�tor�ng and evaluat�on systems of  
the projects. Forty (40) % of  the evaluated projects reported ‘moderately unsatisfactory’ or ‘un-
satisfactory’ M&E systems and less than 20% were ‘satisfactory’. Th�s �s partly due to new and 
more r�gorous standards for assess�ng M&E2 be�ng appl�ed to completed projects that pre-
date such standards. The �mplementat�on approach, wh�ch �s an analys�s of  the projects’ 
framework adaptat�on to the chang�ng cond�t�ons, was also ‘unsatisfactory’ or ‘moderately unsa-
tisfactory’ �n about 40% of  the projects. In 2007, EOU developed an ‘Evaluat�on Manual’ that 
h�ghl�ghts good pract�ce �n M&E.

5. As �n 2006, the projects have cont�nued to strengthen �nst�tut�onal and �nd�v�dual capac�ty 
�n the areas of  cl�mate change, ecosystems management, harmful substances and hazardous 

1 All evaluat�on parameters are rated on a s�x po�nt scale from ‘h�ghly sat�sfactory’ through to ‘h�ghly unsat�sfactory’.
2 The GEF approved �ts M&E pol�cy �n 2006, the standards �t conta�ns are appl�ed �n all EOU evaluat�ons.
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waste, susta�nable consumpt�on and product�on, and env�ronmental governance. For the 
most part, the projects have contr�buted to the �mplementat�on of  mult�lateral env�ronmental 
agreements, developed assessment methodolog�es, prov�ded env�ronmental �nformat�on to 
the publ�c, ra�sed awareness among pol�cy- and dec�s�on-makers, and developed gu�del�nes 
and tools for env�ronmental management.

6. F�ve evaluat�ons (26%) related to �nternally executed projects/programmes, w�th the rema�nder 
be�ng externally or jo�ntly �mplemented. As �n prev�ous years, the substant�ve �nput by UNEP 
�nto the projects �n 2007 focused on assur�ng the qual�ty of  project outputs by rev�ew�ng 
project techn�cal reports, documents and other products, followed by coord�nat�on, project 
development, prov�s�on of  expert�se, methodolog�es and approaches, techn�cal ass�stance, 
backstopp�ng/overs�ght, and prov�s�on of  mon�tor�ng and evaluat�on of  project act�v�t�es. 
Ass�stance �n project adm�n�strat�on, fund-ra�s�ng, �nformat�on exchange and �nst�tut�onal 
and profess�onal capac�ty-bu�ld�ng also featured as the contr�but�on of  UNEP.

7. The challenges �dent�f�ed by project evaluat�ons have cont�nued �n the areas of  project des�gn, 
f�nanc�al plann�ng and management, project �mplementat�on and project susta�nab�l�ty. 
The spec�f�c challenges �n project des�gn �nclude: poor des�gn of  project coord�nat�on and 
effect�ve log�st�cal arrangements, �nadequate mon�tor�ng and evaluat�on plans, unreal�st�c 
project assumpt�ons and �nappropr�ate select�on of  project partners. In the area of  f�nanc�al 
plann�ng and management, a h�gh percentage of  the projects lacked suff�c�ent fund�ng to 
complete project act�v�t�es as a result of  overamb�t�ous project des�gns, pr�ce fluctuat�ons 
wh�ch outstr�pped project costs, late rece�pts of  allotments, and �nflex�b�l�ty of  f�nanc�al 
regulat�ons even �n post-confl�ct s�tuat�ons.

8. As a follow-up to the successful �mplementat�on of  a rev�sed qual�ty assurance process for 
evaluat�ons, EOU has �mplemented new procedures for management responses to evaluat�on 
f�nd�ngs. Over the per�od between 2002 and 2007, our analys�s of  the levels of  compl�ance 
w�th report�ng on evaluat�on recommendat�ons show qu�te var�able levels of  compl�ance. 
Wh�le DEC, DCPI, DRC and DEWA show compl�ance rates of  70% and above DEPI 
(58%), DGEF (50%) and DTIE (47%) need to make cons�derable �mprovements. It should 
however, be acknowledged that the compl�ance challenges are generally proport�onal to the 
numbers of  projects managed by each d�v�s�on3. If  compl�ance �s exam�ned �n relat�on to 
the number of  projects for wh�ch recommendat�ons were �ssued �n terms of  the average 
number of  recommendat�ons rema�n�ng open per project, then DCPI, DTIE and DEWA 
perform least well w�th 5.0, 3.9 and 3.9 respect�vely. EOU �ntends to cont�nue to d�sclose 
the levels compl�ance w�th evaluat�on recommendat�ons w�th�n UNEP and strongly suggests 
that the level of  compl�ance w�th evaluat�on recommendat�ons be adopted by UNEP Sen�or 
management as a performance measure at D�v�s�onal level.

9. In 2007 the Evaluat�on and Overs�ght Un�t undertook a study to develop a method wh�ch 
establ�shes the relat�ve pr�or�ty of  ‘evaluation opportunities’ aga�nst cr�ter�a that 
d�rectly relate to the pr�mary purposes of  the evaluat�on funct�on. The study found that wh�le 
appl�cat�on of  a r�gorous pr�or�ty sett�ng approach helps cons�derably w�th the development 
of  an evaluat�on portfol�o that can max�m�ze the returns to the organ�zat�on w�th respect to 
the pr�mary purposes of  the funct�on, tactical investments in some evaluation activities 
w�ll st�ll be necessary. An earl�er study on evaluat�on demand �n UNEP showed that the 
demand for accountab�l�ty-or�ented evaluat�ons �s h�gh and not currently well-matched e�ther 

3 The numbers of  projects, by d�v�s�on, for wh�ch recommendat�ons were �ssued (2002-2007) was: GEF – 50, DEC – 20, 
DTIE – 13, DEWA – 8, DEPI – 5, DRC – 5, DCPI - 2
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w�th the capac�ty or the level of  resources requ�red by the evaluat�on funct�on of  UNEP to 
del�ver them. 

10. In pract�ce, wh�le �t �s very �nformat�ve to understand the relat�ve pr�or�t�es of  d�fferent 
evaluat�ons on the EOU work programme, the overwhelm�ng major�ty of  evaluat�ons the un�t 
currently undertakes are mandatory and the�r costs are not fung�ble – the evaluat�on budgets 
res�de �n the project/programme budgets and not w�th EOU. Therefore, there is currently 
little scope to link this priority setting approach to resource allocation decisions under 
current arrangements for the evaluation function in UNEP. The bulk of  evaluat�on 
resources are l�nked to project-level evaluat�ons and therefore the returns to UNEP from 
�nvestment �n evaluat�on are fall�ng well short of  the�r potent�al max�mum. It �s hoped that 
under the new arrangements planned for the work programme of  UNEP �n the 2010-2011 
b�enn�um, resources w�ll be allocated for programmat�c results-or�ented evaluat�ons.

11. Assum�ng that EOU w�ll, at some future juncture, be at l�berty to dec�de among compet�ng 
evaluat�on alternat�ves, th�s pr�or�ty sett�ng method w�ll allow EOU to develop a strateg�c 
approach to the development and ma�ntenance of  a roll�ng portfol�o of  evaluat�ons. The 
f�nd�ngs �nd�cate that the greatest pay-offs to UNEP w�ll come from evaluat�ons that focus 
on the assessment of  outcomes, �nfluences and �mpact of  ongo�ng programmat�c act�v�t�es 
that are closely al�gned w�th the Agency’s strateg�c pr�or�t�es.

A.	 Lessons

12. In order to enhance the qual�ty of  lessons, �mprove the�r ut�l�sat�on, and to a�d the d�ssem�-
nat�on and commun�cat�on to both �nternal and external aud�ences, EOU has developed a 
Framework of Lessons from Evaluation.

13. The framework of  lessons learned prov�des a means to v�sual�se all lessons at once, and to see 
how d�fferent clusters of  lessons relate to one another. It �s �ntended to be a user-fr�endly way 
of  present�ng and stor�ng �nformat�on �n relat�on to lessons from evaluat�on. Its problem-
or�ented nature �s �ntended to prov�de a more �ntu�t�ve and �nteract�ve ‘user �nterface’ to the 
usual databases of  lessons that are commonly collated by evaluat�on un�ts and can therefore 
serve as a useful ‘platform’ for both collat�ng and d�ssem�nat�ng lessons. Th�s approach has 
been favourably rev�ewed by the UN Evaluat�on Group and the GEF Evaluat�on Off�ce and 
has potent�al for adaptat�on and appl�cat�on by profess�onal evaluators �n a w�de range of  
organ�zat�ons. 

14. Among the most common ‘problem clusters’ relat�ng to ‘project/programme management 
and �mplementat�on’ �dent�f�ed �n the lessons framework were:

• Delays �n project �mplementat�on due to slow recru�tment of  the project team 
• Poor project coord�nat�on due to �nadequate/�neffect�ve commun�cat�on and unclear 

roles among partners
• Poor fund management due to poor track�ng and coord�nat�on of  project expend�tures
• Inadequate d�ssem�nat�on and outreach due to poor use of  ava�lable d�ssem�nat�on 

methods
• H�gh transact�on costs due to �nsuff�c�ent use of  local experts
• Poor understand�ng and execut�on of  M&E
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15. W�th respect to ach�evement of  outcomes, espec�ally pol�cy �nfluence and �mpacts, the �ssues 
most commonly encountered, for wh�ch lessons were art�culated, were:

• Lack of  ownersh�p and leg�t�macy for project outputs/outcomes caused by lack of  
adequate stakeholder part�c�pat�on/representat�on

• Lack of  ownersh�p and leg�t�macy for project outputs/outcomes caused by consensus-
based mult�-stakeholder dec�s�on processes that avo�ded d�ff�cult but �mportant �ssues

• Lack of  a ‘cr�t�cal mass’ of  effort caused by too many d�fferent project act�v�t�es/�n�t�at�ves 
be�ng pursued �n a l�m�ted t�meframe

• Lack of  susta�nab�l�ty for project outcomes due to �nappropr�ate �nst�tut�onal arrangements 
and/or lack of  engagement w�th long-term �n�t�at�ves

16. A common feature of  most evaluat�on feedback �s that �t tends to be supply dr�ven, w�th 
the evaluat�on un�t ‘pump�ng out’ �nformat�on on the assumpt�on that someone w�ll use �t. 
Though �nev�table to some degree, �t �s generally acknowledged as a common weakness. It can 
be argued that the greatest learn�ng occurs dur�ng the course of  the evaluat�on �tself  through 
presentat�ons and workshops to debr�ef  and d�scuss f�nd�ngs. 

17. For th�s reason, EOU �ntends to place greater emphas�s on the prov�s�on of  early feedback. It 
�s therefore recogn�sed that the framework of  evaluat�on lessons w�ll need to be used w�th�n the 
context of  �nteract�ve ‘face-to-face’ commun�cat�on w�th project/programme managers and 
project des�gn staff  �f  evaluat�on lessons are to truly become ‘lessons learned’. 

18. Selected lessons drawn from evaluat�on stud�es conducted �n 2007 are summar�zed below. These 
lessons are cons�stent w�th the most commonly encountered clusters of  �ssues and trends �n 
evaluat�on lessons der�ved from the special study on lessons summar�zed above.

B.	 Selected	Lessons	from	2007	Evaluations

1.  Project Design

19. Potent�al uncerta�nt�es �n project �mplementat�on need to be cons�dered at the des�gn stage. 
A strong emphas�s on conduct�ng a needs assessment �nvest�gat�on, espec�ally �n projects 
w�th mult�-stakeholder processes, prov�des d�rect�on and can draw the attent�on of  UNEP 
management teams and �mplement�ng agenc�es to key �ssues. A systemat�c assessment makes 
the project demand-dr�ven, relevant to the commun�t�es and other expected end users and 
helps to susta�n �ts outcomes. 

20. Complex reg�onal projects requ�re carefully cons�dered project management structures and 
project del�very mechan�sms at the project des�gn stage. Such structures should have been 
�dent�f�ed through a part�c�patory process �n each country. A reg�onal project �mpl�es a longer 
“cha�n of  command” to manage the day-to-day operat�on of  the project. However, part�cular 
effort should be made to streaml�ne th�s “cha�n of  command” �n order to empower local 
project �mplementers. A reg�onal project requ�res strong reg�onal coord�nat�on w�th a full 
t�me project manager to be �n the reg�on to coord�nate/commun�cate regularly w�th project 
partners �n each country and support the �mplementat�on of  the project �n each country.

2. Project Implementation

21. Coord�nat�on Group and Steer�ng Comm�ttee processes fac�l�tate stakeholder buy-�n and 
prov�de a means of  �nform�ng organ�zat�ons and �nd�v�duals of  project developments and 
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requ�red outputs. S�m�larly, the peer-rev�ew process, though t�me consum�ng for stakeholders, 
prov�des valuable �nput for project managers and encourages stakeholders to explore and 
analyse the usefulness and accuracy of  the project. Peer rev�ew workshops prov�de exchange 
opportun�t�es and are h�ghly apprec�ated by the country teams. Clear Terms of  Reference are 
�mportant so as to clar�fy whether an ent�ty such as a Steer�ng Comm�ttee has an adv�sory role 
or a b�nd�ng dec�s�on-mak�ng role. 

22. In large-scale reg�onal projects, the role of  UNEP should be pursued through partnersh�p 
and not a mere overs�ght. Delegat�ng the mon�tor�ng of  the project act�v�t�es to competent 
agenc�es �ncreases the chances of  project success. However, play�ng a hands-off  role could 
underm�ne the potent�al �mpact of  the project as the capac�ty of  UNEP �n d�ssem�nat�ng the 
f�nd�ngs at government level �s h�gher compared to execut�ng agenc�es. 

3. Sustainability

23. Under constra�nts of  l�m�ted resources and t�me, projects a�med at local pol�cy-mak�ng 
�nstead of  nat�onal pol�cy �nfluence are more read�ly ach�evable and real�st�c as mun�c�pal�t�es 
and local governments are more recept�ve and open to results and knowledge up-take. In 
add�t�on, to guarantee f�nanc�al resources, projects have to �nvolve relevant pol�cy makers. 
Somet�mes secur�ng pol�t�cal support for the �ssue, rather than just the project, �s cruc�al to 
ensur�ng adequate resources from government budgets. 

24. Projects are l�kely to be susta�nable �f  they art�culate the�r ‘ex�t strategy’ at the des�gn stage w�th 
an act�on plan to ma�nstream the project act�v�t�es �nto the regular programs of  the relevant 
�nst�tut�ons and garner pol�t�cal support to ensure adequate resources from government budgets.

25. Good pol�cy and regulatory frameworks have to be �n place at nat�onal level to susta�n and foster 
susta�nable land management �n agr�culture, forestry and other sectors and st�mulate stakeholder 
part�c�pat�on. Th�s �s espec�ally true when s�gn�f�cant changes occur �n the governance and pol�cy 
at the national level, during implementation of  projects of  long (≥ 4 year) duration. It is important 
to constantly make project managers and other stakeholders aware, tra�n and capac�tate them 
at nat�onal level regard�ng changes that may occur �n pol�c�es and act�v�t�es of  f�nanc�ng and 
�mplement�ng agenc�es as well as the state-of-the–art of  the subject matter. Nat�onal focal po�nts 
have d�ffer�ng backgrounds and d�ffer�ng levels of  understand�ng, exper�ence and knowledge 
about project development and subject matter �ssues and, therefore need to be constantly 
updated.

4.  Stakeholders

26. It �s easy to �dent�fy stakeholders, but d�ff�cult to ma�nta�n the�r part�c�pat�on unless they 
see tang�ble results that have a d�rect relevance to the�r l�ves. Sett�ng vary�ng cr�ter�a for 
stakeholder �nvolvement depend�ng on spec�f�c c�rcumstances and the context w�th�n the 
country �s more product�ve and ult�mately only stakeholders who see themselves as relevant 
should be �nvolved. 

27. The success of  a mult�-stakeholder process �s also to a large extent attr�buted to eff�c�ent 
commun�cat�on among �ts stakeholders. Webs�tes can serve as an �mportant platform for 
stakeholders’ effect�ve consultat�on through well-developed onl�ne �nteract�ve features. Th�s 
prov�des cont�nu�ty as well as promot�ng the �mplementat�on of  the future act�v�t�es.
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5. Involvement of policy makers 

28. S�gn�f�cant �nvolvement of  pol�cy-makers �n the project k�ck-off  workshops espec�ally �n 
�dent�fy�ng key quest�ons helps ensure the ut�l�ty of  the project �n the pol�cy realm. The key 
aspects that seek to �nfluence pol�cy must d�rectly relate to key nat�onal pol�cy quest�ons �n 
order for the project outputs to be relevant for dec�s�on-mak�ng processes. 

29. The benef�ts �n terms of  ‘ownersh�p’ of  new research �deas and �n�t�at�ves from early 
�nvolvement of  pol�cy makers, pr�vate sector and NGOs are �mmed�ate and great. In th�s way, 
these stakeholders w�ll also ga�n the same understand�ng and exper�ence as the sc�ent�sts and 
f�eld level project part�c�pants. As tr�cky or d�ff�cult as th�s may seem, nat�onal teams should 
�nvolve/engage pol�cy makers, NGOs and pr�vate sector (for market�ng serv�ces) at an early 
stage. The�r representat�ves should be �nvolved at the outset of  the project act�v�t�es such 
as �n the surveys, �n capac�ty bu�ld�ng exerc�ses and �n the research and analys�s, long before 
pol�cy d�scuss�ons. 

6. Measuring project success in changing attitudes and behaviours towards biodiversity

30. Educat�on and awareness-ra�s�ng act�v�t�es a�m to bu�ld knowledge and awareness, and through 
these challenge att�tudes, create new understand�ngs and change behav�ours. However, 
there seems to be part�cular uncerta�nty over how to best measure changes �n awareness, 
att�tudes and behav�ours brought about by project act�v�t�es (�mpact of  awareness-ra�s�ng 
and educat�onal act�v�t�es). Chang�ng deep-seated att�tudes can take many years, and may 
requ�re a generat�onal change. Consequently, �t �s often d�ff�cult to say �f  the project has had 
an effect on publ�c percept�ons and behav�ours towards b�od�vers�ty �ssues dur�ng �ts 3-4 
year l�fet�me. What �s needed �s a follow-up assessment of  �mpact some years (say 5 years) 
after the project has f�n�shed. UNEP should cons�der �dent�fy�ng money �n proposals to 
undertake post-project evaluat�ons, or perhaps as a reg�onal exam�nat�on of  the effect�veness 
of  awareness-ra�s�ng act�v�t�es of  all �ts B�od�vers�ty projects.

C.	 Findings	and	recommendations	

Project Design

	 Finding	1

31. Many UNEP projects fa�l to formulate proper mon�tor�ng and evaluat�on plans dur�ng the�r 
des�gn phase. Th�s makes �t d�ff�cult for adequate mon�tor�ng of  project act�v�t�es and future 
evaluat�on; espec�ally �n the absence of  the bas�c parameters �nclud�ng basel�nes and �nd�cators 
that are SMART (spec�f�c, measurable, ach�evable, relevant and t�me-bound). 

	 Recommendation	1

32. Comprehens�ve M&E plans must be developed on the bas�s of  the log�cal framework 
�nd�cators and properly resourced and �mplemented. The focus should be on the �mpact of  
projects and on the �mpact on growth of  pol�t�cal and �nst�tut�onal support to env�ronmental 
management. The focus of  mon�tor�ng and report�ng should be on outcomes as opposed 
to act�v�t�es. Deta�led report�ng on �nd�v�dual act�v�t�es �s t�me-consum�ng and takes valuable 
t�me away from efforts to max�m�ze the project’s �mpact. The use of  the log�cal framework 
and performance �nd�cators should be ev�dent �n project report�ng. It should be noted that 
DGEF has already developed a tool to ass�st �n the des�gn of  good M&E plans and determ�ne 
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the cost of  all project-related M&E act�v�t�es. S�m�larly DGEF has produced rev�sed UNEP 
progress report templates to fac�l�tate outcome mon�tor�ng. EOU recommends the adopt�on 
of  these tools and templates across the organ�zat�on.

	 Finding	2

33. Many of  the d�ff�cult�es encountered by projects �n early �mplementat�on stemmed from 
the �n�t�al project des�gn. Project personnel d�d not have the same understand�ng of  project 
expectat�ons. Th�s �s somet�mes because project proposals/concepts and subsequently 
the project documents were authored by several people over a per�od of  several years and 
thus tended to represent an amalgamat�on of  d�fferent �n�t�at�ves and pr�or�t�es, as well as 
adjustments to evolv�ng requ�rements.

	 Recommendation	2

 34. It �s recommended that all projects have a tra�n�ng workshop at the �ncept�on to g�ve clear 
gu�dance to all stakeholders on the approach, management process, roles and respons�b�l�t�es, 
and project expectat�ons. 

	 Finding	3

35. UNEP projects are usually overly amb�t�ous; they are mult� country, reg�onal projects a�m�ng 
to del�ver a broad range of  outputs and outcomes (educat�on, awareness-ra�s�ng, sc�ent�f�c 
publ�cat�ons, conservat�on act�on, local stakeholder development, nat�onal capac�ty-bu�ld�ng 
or �nfluence on nat�onal pol�c�es) �n a l�m�ted amount of  t�me. Wh�le th�s �s not necessar�ly 
a bad th�ng, projects are often not able to del�ver effect�vely aga�nst such a w�de range of  
outputs and outcomes. 

	 Recommendation	3

36. UNEP needs to ensure that future projects are more focused w�th a real�st�c set of  object�ves 
and act�v�t�es and adequate capac�ty and budgets. L�nked to th�s, UNEP should set targets for 
the overall performance of  projects. For example, the GEF requ�res that the performance 
of  at least 75% of  projects should be �ndependently evaluated as ‘moderately satisfactory’ or 
better.

Reporting

	 Finding	4

37. UNEP projects do not have a mechan�sm for qu�ck and s�mple assessment of  f�nanc�al 
elements of  the project (by outcomes, outputs and act�v�t�es) because report�ng of  budgetary 
d�sbursements �s not done �n a cumulat�ve way. 

	 Recommendation	4

38. Better f�nanc�al management tools should be made ava�lable to project managers and UNEP 
staff. In part�cular, expend�ture report formats and cash advance request formats should 
show cumulat�ve expend�tures and relate such expend�tures to project components (act�v�t�es/
outputs/outcomes). DGEF has developed spec�f�c templates to fac�l�tate the job of  project 
managers �n track�ng d�sbursements and expend�tures aga�nst project progress. These have 
the potent�al to be appl�ed more w�dely �n UNEP. 
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Impact

	 Recommendation	5

39. In the des�gn of  UNEP projects, due attent�on should be pa�d to �nternat�onal best pract�ces 
and strateg�es (der�ved from several d�sc�pl�nes) �n enhanc�ng the use of  �nnovat�ons and 
the�r �mpact or �nfluence on pol�c�es. Among the key strateg�es and best pract�ces are the 
follow�ng:

•	 Seek out powerful or �nfluent�al all�ances/partnersh�ps for uptake and ‘promot�on’ from 
the outset, select a strong and cred�ble lead agency; 

•	 Ensure that the �nnovat�on has a volunteer 'champ�on' through the ent�re process from 
�n�t�at�on of  research or p�lot act�v�t�es to eventual �mpact (e.g. pol�cy ‘entrepreneur’); 

•	 Adopt a plural�st�c att�tude to project des�gn and �mplementat�on processes and encourage 
mult�-�nst�tut�onal ownersh�p of  �ns�ghts and �nnovat�ons; 

•	 Invest �n ‘market research’ and learn from the aud�ence through: adv�sory groups, plann�ng 
workshops, partnersh�ps and network; 

•	 Bu�ld the �ntended aud�ence �nto the project processes and seek feedback at all stages; 
•	 Translate p�lot project/research f�nd�ngs �nto ‘operat�onal’ language e.g. management 

suggest�ons, or pol�cy dec�s�on opt�ons; 
•	 Embed research or p�lot act�v�t�es w�th�n �nfluent�al pol�cy change processes or w�th�n 

development �n�t�at�ves; 
•	 Invest �n outreach processes, mak�ng use of  a comb�nat�on of  approaches to enhance 

uptake;
•	 Us�ng ‘Launch events’ for key products and f�nd�ngs; 
•	 Use mass med�a to reach large but �mportant const�tuenc�es; 
•	 Develop good �nterpersonal channels of  commun�cat�on w�th key �nfluent�al �nd�v�duals 

(or make use of  partners that can do th�s); 
•	 Use �nternet and ema�l l�st servers as commun�cat�on tools not as a d�ssem�nat�on 

strategy; 
•	 Send frequent rem�nders or conduct repeated demonstrat�ons to �ntended users about the 

�nnovat�on; 
•	 Invest �n �nteract�ve ‘educat�onal’ meet�ngs (pol�cy or ‘best pract�ce’ d�scuss�on fora) that 

�nvolve project stakeholders and pract�t�oners.

Management Response to Evaluation Recommendations 

	 Finding	6

40. Analys�s of  the levels of  compl�ance w�th report�ng on evaluat�on recommendat�ons over 
the per�od between 2002 and 2007 show qu�te var�able levels of  compl�ance. There �s a 
need to make cons�derable �mprovements �n levels of  compl�ance �n some of  the D�v�s�ons 
of  UNEP. EOU �ntends to cont�nue to d�sclose the levels of  compl�ance w�th evaluat�on 
recommendat�ons w�th�n UNEP. 

	 Recommendation	6

41. Management response to evaluat�on recommendat�ons �s an essent�al way to promote accounta-
b�l�ty and ensure programme �mprovement. It �s therefore strongly recommended that the level 
of  compl�ance w�th evaluat�on recommendat�ons be adopted by UNEP Sen�or management as 
a performance measure at both D�v�s�onal level and for performance appra�sals of  managers of  
projects/programmes.
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I  Introduction

A.	 Evaluation	and	Oversight	Unit

42. The mandate for conduct�ng, coord�nat�ng and oversee�ng evaluat�on �n UNEP �s vested �n 
the Evaluat�on and Overs�ght Un�t. Th�s mandate covers all programmes and projects of  the 
Env�ronment Fund, related trust funds, earmarked contr�but�ons and projects �mplemented 
by UNEP under the Global Env�ronment Fac�l�ty (GEF). The Un�t conducts var�ous types 
of  evaluat�ons and management stud�es, �n accordance w�th the requ�rements of  the Un�ted 
Nat�ons General Assembly, the UNEP Govern�ng Counc�l, and the norms and standards for 
evaluat�on of  the Un�ted Nat�ons system.

43. The act�v�t�es of  the Evaluat�on and Overs�ght Un�t compr�se management stud�es, �n-depth 
subprogramme and project evaluat�ons and project self-evaluat�ons. The Un�t prov�des 
techn�cal backstopp�ng to project and programme managers �n the�r annual self-evaluat�on and 
closely follows up on the �mplementat�on of  evaluat�on recommendat�ons. The Un�t prepares 
Spec�al Stud�es des�gned to prov�de �nformat�on relevant for dec�s�on-mak�ng and to �mprove 
evaluat�on processes, and procedures. Gu�del�nes and pract�cal approaches for conduct�ng 
evaluat�ons are elaborated �n the UNEP Evaluat�on Manual wh�ch can be found on the UNEP 
Evaluat�on Web s�te at: http://www.unep.org/eou.

44. All UNEP projects, �ndependent of  the�r fund�ng source, are subject to evaluat�on. Evaluat�on 
of  projects takes two ma�n forms: 

�) Annual self-evaluat�on report�ng; 
��) M�d-term and term�nal evaluat�ons conducted as desk or �n-depth stud�es. 

45. UNEP subprogrammes are covered by �n-depth evaluat�ons conducted every four or f�ve years. 
However, to �mprove the methodology, ava�lab�l�ty of  support�ng data and resource requ�rements 
used �n assess�ng results ach�eved by subprogrammes dur�ng the course of  the b�enn�um, the 
Evaluat�on and Overs�ght Un�t has been support�ng subprogrammes �n the development of  
the�r mandatory self-assessment plans for the 2006–2007 and 2008–2009 b�enn�a. 

B.	 Mandate	and	mission

46. The present annual evaluat�on report has been prepared as part of  the m�ss�on of  the UNEP 
Evaluat�on and Overs�ght Un�t to prov�de strateg�c �nformat�on to Governments, UNEP 
sen�or management and programme managers to enable them to rev�ew progress made by the 
organ�zat�on and to reflect cr�t�cally on the constra�nts and challenges of  del�ver�ng a qual�ty 
global env�ronmental programme.

47. The mandate for undertak�ng evaluat�ons has been stated �n var�ous General Assembly 
resolut�ons and UNEP Govern�ng Counc�l dec�s�ons. The Govern�ng Counc�l has recogn�zed 
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the �mportance of  evaluat�on as an �ntegral part of  the programme plann�ng cycle, wh�le 
reta�n�ng �ts �ndependence, and has requested the Execut�ve D�rector to cont�nue to ref�ne 
evaluat�on methodolog�es �n collaborat�on w�th Governments (Govern�ng Counc�l dec�s�ons 
75 IV, 6/13, 13/1 and 14/1) and partners w�th�n the Un�ted Nat�ons system. In �ts dec�s�on 
19/29, the Counc�l also requested the Execut�ve D�rector to strengthen the UNEP overs�ght 
funct�on. Accord�ng to the Secretary General’s bullet�n on programme plann�ng, mon�tor�ng and 
�mplementat�on (ST/SGB/2000/8), wh�ch consol�dates the General Assembly dec�s�ons on the 
evaluat�on funct�on, the purpose of  the evaluat�on funct�on �s to fac�l�tate the rev�ew of  results 
ach�eved from programme �mplementat�on, exam�ne the val�d�ty of  programme or�entat�on 
and determ�ne whether there �s need to change the d�rect�on of  d�fferent programmes.

C.	 Scope	and	objective

48. The annual evaluat�on report �s prepared as an �nter-sess�onal document of  the UNEP 
Govern�ng Counc�l/Global M�n�ster�al Env�ronment Forum and serves as part of  the �nput of  
UNEP to the Secretary-General’s report on evaluat�on to the General Assembly. The report 
prov�des stakeholders such as Governments, UNEP sen�or management and UNEP partners 
w�th an evaluat�ve assessment of  UNEP programme and project performance �n 2007. The ma�n 
object�ve of  the annual evaluat�on report �s to help UNEP reflect on �ts programme performance 
through evaluat�ve ev�dence and lessons from programme and project �mplementat�on. The 
terms of  reference for the report are prov�ded �n annex I to the present report.

49. The report �s based on evaluat�ons conducted �n 2007 and compr�ses data prov�ded �n 19 
�n-depth project evaluat�on reports and 2 spec�al stud�es. The report also conta�ns a rev�ew 
of  the status of  �mplementat�on of  the recommendat�ons conta�ned �n the 2002–2007 annual 
evaluat�on reports, a chapter on evaluat�on pr�or�ty sett�ng and a framework study on lessons 
conducted by the Evaluat�on and Overs�ght Un�t.

D.	 Method

1.  Evaluation parameters 

50. The report �s based on a rev�ew and assessment of  the key parameters �n four spec�f�c areas: 
f�rst, relevance and appropr�ateness; second, effect�veness and eff�c�ency; th�rd, results and 
�mpacts; and, fourth, susta�nab�l�ty. 

	 (a)	 Relevance	and	appropriateness

51. The relevance and appropr�ateness of  evaluated programme and project act�v�t�es �mplemented 
under the mandate of  UNEP (General Assembly resolut�on 2997 (XXVII) of  15 December 
1972, the 1997 Na�rob� Declarat�on, the 2000 Malmö Declarat�on and the 2002 Johannesburg 
Plan of  Implementat�on) were exam�ned by assess�ng the follow�ng parameters:

�) Relevance of  act�v�t�es and the�r contr�but�on �n such areas as promot�ng the development 
of  �nternat�onal env�ronmental law, �mplement�ng �nternat�onal norms and pol�cy, 
conduct�ng env�ronmental assessments and prov�d�ng pol�cy adv�ce and �nformat�on, and 
ra�s�ng awareness and fac�l�tat�ng effect�ve co-operat�on between all sectors of  soc�ety;

��) Relevance of  act�v�t�es and the�r contr�but�on to prov�d�ng pol�cy and adv�sory serv�ces 
�n key areas of  �nst�tut�on-bu�ld�ng to Governments and other �nst�tut�ons; 
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���) Relevance of  act�v�t�es and the�r contr�but�on to strengthen�ng the role of  UNEP �n 
coord�nat�ng env�ronmental act�v�t�es �n the Un�ted Nat�ons system and as a GEF �m-
plement�ng agency.

	 b)	 Effectiveness	and	efficiency

52. The rev�ew and assessment of  the effect�veness and eff�c�ency of  programmes and projects 
was based on �n-depth evaluat�ons and took �nto account the follow�ng factors:

�) Evaluat�on rat�ngs based on a cr�t�cal analys�s of  11 aspects of  �mplementat�on for the 
projects that have been used s�nce 2004;

��) Emerg�ng lessons learned from project �mplementat�on and evaluat�on recommendat�ons; 
���) Results and �mpact.

53. The rev�ew and assessment of  the results and �mpact of  the evaluated act�v�t�es largely 
focused on capac�ty-bu�ld�ng �n areas related to env�ronmental �nformat�on and assessment, 
mon�tor�ng of  compl�ance w�th ex�st�ng convent�ons and �nternat�onal agreements, support�ng 
�nst�tut�on bu�ld�ng and awareness-ra�s�ng, and foster�ng �mproved l�nkages between the 
sc�ent�f�c commun�ty and pol�cymakers. 

	 c)	 Sustainability

54. The evaluat�on of  project susta�nab�l�ty adopts a r�sk-based approach and �dent�f�es potent�al 
r�sks to the susta�nab�l�ty of  outcomes across four areas: soc�o-pol�t�cal, f�nanc�al, �nst�tut�onal 
framework and governance, and env�ronmental susta�nab�l�ty. 

2. Analytical approach

55. The Evaluat�on and Overs�ght Un�t conducts all evaluat�ons �n consultat�on w�th the relevant 
programme and project managers to ensure that, wh�le Un�ted Nat�ons and UNEP evaluat�on 
standards are followed, the v�ews and concerns of  the respect�ve programmes and projects are 
adequately and fa�rly reflected. The same approach has been used �n the preparat�on of  th�s 
report and �ssues and quest�ons that arose from the rev�ews and consultat�ons have been further 
d�scussed w�th relevant d�v�s�ons and c�rculated to all d�v�s�ons �n the form of  a draft report.

56. The analys�s and conclus�ons conta�ned �n the report are based on:

(a) Rev�ew of  �n-depth evaluat�on reports; 
(b) Rev�ew of  spec�al stud�es; 
(c) Rev�ew of  desk evaluat�on reports; 
(d) Rev�ew of  �mplementat�on plans and management responses to the recommendat�ons 

of  the evaluat�on reports over the per�od 2000–2007; and;
(e) D�scuss�ons w�th UNEP staff  on subjects related to partnersh�p framework agreements, 

�mplementat�on of  evaluat�on recommendat�ons and self-evaluat�on report�ng.

3. Evaluation rating

57. All project evaluat�ons are assessed on a s�x-po�nt scale w�th the follow�ng categor�es: “h�ghly 
unsat�sfactory” (1), “unsat�sfactory” (2), “moderately unsat�sfactory” (3), “moderately sat�s-
factory” (4) “sat�sfactory” (5) and “h�ghly sat�sfactory” (6), based on a qual�tat�ve analys�s of  
project performance �n evaluat�ons. The rat�ng system and evaluat�on qual�ty control proces-
ses have recently been further developed and ref�ned and ensure cons�stency w�th the rat�ng 
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system used by the GEF because a substant�al number of  the evaluat�ons conducted by the 
Evaluat�on and Overs�ght Un�t are for GEF projects. The evaluat�on parameters �nclude: 

(a) Ach�evement of  object�ves and planned results;
(b) Atta�nment of  outputs and act�v�t�es;
(c) Cost-effect�veness;
(d) Country ownersh�p;
(e) F�nanc�al plann�ng and management;
(f) Impact;
(g) Implementat�on approach;
(h) Mon�tor�ng and evaluat�on;
(�) Repl�cab�l�ty;
(j) Stakeholder �nvolvement; 
(k) Susta�nab�l�ty.
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II. Findings from in-depth evaluation of projects in the 
context of the thematic priorities of UNEP 

58. The new strateg�c d�rect�on of  UNEP focuses �ts efforts on del�ver�ng aga�nst �ts mandate 
by exerc�s�ng env�ronmental leadersh�p �n s�x cross-cutt�ng themat�c pr�or�ty areas: These 
pr�or�ty areas and the�r spec�f�c object�ves are summar�sed �n Table 1 below. 

Table 1: UNEP six cross-cutting thematic priorities for the period 2010-2013

Thematic priorities Objectives In-depth evaluations 
discussed

Climate change Strengthen the ability of countries to integrate climate 
change responses into national development processes

1

Disasters and conflicts Minimize environmental threats to human well-
being arising from the environmental causes and 
consequences of conflicts and disasters.

0

Ecosystem management For countries to utilize the ecosystem approach to 
enhance human well-being.

12

Environmental 
governance

Environmental governance at country, regional and 
global levels is strengthened to address agreed 
environmental priorities.

1

Harmful substances and 
hazardous waste

Minimize the impact of harmful substances and 
hazardous waste on the environment and human beings.

1

Resource efficiency – 
sustainable consumption 
and production

Natural resources are produced, processed and 
consumed in a more environmentally sustainable way.

2

59. As UNEP moves towards the �mplementat�on of  �ts programme �n relat�on to these new themat�c 
pr�or�t�es, the f�nd�ngs and lessons learned from �n-depth evaluat�ons can help to �nform project 
des�gn, plann�ng and �mplementat�on of  projects and programmes. 

60.  The 19 �n-depth project evaluat�ons conducted �n 2007, represent�ng a monetary value of  over 
$126 m�ll�on, have been categor�zed accord�ng to the themat�c pr�or�t�es of  UNEP (Table 1). The 
n�neteen evaluat�ons �ncluded a donor partnersh�p evaluat�on (w�th the Netherlands) and covered 
a number of  themat�c areas �nclud�ng cl�mate change, b�od�vers�ty conservat�on, susta�nable 
agr�cultural pract�ces, eco-health, dry lands, POPs, fresh water management, mar�ne pollut�on and 
technology transfer/energy (see Annex II for a full l�st of  the projects evaluated). 

61.  The overall performance of  the projects evaluated, when cons�dered at an aggregated level, 
was rated by EOU as “moderately satisfactory”.

A.	 Climate	Change

62. The GEF Cl�mate Change m�t�gat�on project ent�tled “Building sustainable commercial 
dissemination networks for household PV systems in Eastern Africa” had spec�f�ed �ts 
goal was to “st�mulate �ncreased rural sales of  PV by �ncreas�ng consumer awareness and by 
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shar�ng exper�ences between commerc�al markets and projects �n reg�on”. UNEP has, for the 
f�rst t�me, �mplemented a solar photovolta�c project wh�ch a�med to support the establ�shment 
of  commerc�al d�ssem�nat�on networks �n four Eastern Afr�can countr�es. The project budget 
was used ma�nly to �ncrease local awareness and to help actors �n the supply cha�n to set up or 
strengthen the�r solar bus�nesses �n a susta�nable way. The project has not been able to �nduce 
major effect�ve changes �n nat�onal pol�c�es but many dec�s�on-makers have been sens�t�sed.

63.  The nat�onal l�nkage to establ�sh a commerc�al route for PV products was the core act�v�ty of  
the project and can be cons�dered as rather successful �n 3 countr�es (Tanzan�a, Uganda and 
Eth�op�a). But the mob�l�sat�on of  microfinance institutions (MFI) has been challeng�ng and 
l�m�ted �n Eth�op�a and Tanzan�a �n part�cular where �nterest and/or conf�dence were lack�ng. 
In Uganda & Tanzan�a, the nat�onal pol�cy �s clearly support�ng pr�vate sector development 
and the promot�on of  renewable energ�es. Therefore, the establ�shment of  a commerc�al route 
or supply cha�n for PV d�ssem�nat�on was fac�l�tated and, after the project ended, many actors 
were �n place and �nvolved to some degree. In th�s rather pos�t�ve context, two new projects 
w�th a s�m�lar commerc�al approach for PV d�ssem�nat�on came out as a repl�cat�on effect based 
on lessons learnt from the UNEP project. MFI and local cooperat�ves are slowly attracted by 
the solar bus�ness.

64.  In Eth�op�a, the pol�t�cal and econom�c context was less favourable to PV commerc�al�sat�on 
than �n Uganda and Tanzan�a as the whole f�nanc�al sector and many compan�es are st�ll t�ghtly 
regulated by the government. Consequently, the d�ssem�nat�on network between the cap�tal and 
the project area �s d�sadvantaged (only 2 dealers) and low sales volumes were reached dur�ng 
the project per�od. The recent �nvestment of  Energy through Enterpr�se (E+Co) �n one PV 
suppl�er to develop h�s bus�ness �s an encourag�ng �mpact of  the project.

65.  The case of  Er�trea �s separate as the pol�t�cal and econom�c context was extremely unfavourable 
to PV commerc�al�sat�on, and thus to the project �mplementat�on. The Term�nal Evaluat�on 
has conf�rmed that the project act�v�t�es �n Er�trea were clearly outs�de the scope of  the project. 
There were no ach�evements �n terms of  establ�sh�ng a dealers’ network between the cap�tal 
and a rural area. However the ‘Fee-For-Serv�ces’ d�ssem�nat�on model developed �n Er�trea by 
the nat�onal consultant has shown �nterest�ng results; w�th reduced upfront barr�ers, the rate 
of  PV system penetrat�on �n the v�llages �s drast�cally �ncreased and the PV bus�ness becomes 
more prof�table and more susta�nable.

66. The UNEP-GEF project related to household PV has demonstrated �ts capac�ty to establ�sh 
a network of  PV actors (suppl�ers, dealers, techn�c�ans, agents) between cap�tals and targeted 
d�str�cts, and to create a “PV Aware Market” thanks to the project’s act�v�t�es (�.e. market stud�es, 
capac�ty bu�ld�ng, awareness-ra�s�ng, co-f�nanc�ng, overall superv�s�on and M&E). However, 
ach�ev�ng a susta�nable and effect�ve “PV Sales Market” was found to be much more d�ff�cult as 
PV sales w�ll ‘take off ’ only �f  pr�ces are s�gn�f�cantly reduced or attract�ve cred�ts are ava�lable. 
Therefore, the mob�l�sat�on of  m�crof�nance �nst�tut�ons �s an essent�al but arduous and drawn-
out pre-requ�s�te.

B.	 Ecosystem	Management

67. In 2007, twelve projects wh�ch relate to the broad theme of  Ecosystem Management were 
evaluated. However, for the purpose of  understand�ng the contr�but�on that results from 
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UNEP projects have made towards the organ�zat�on’s new strateg�c pr�or�t�es, only the 
term�nal evaluat�ons w�ll be taken �nto cons�derat�on (these be�ng e�ght)4.

1. Ecosystem Management for Development Planning

68. The med�um-s�zed GEF project Biodiversity Indicators for National Use (BINU) was 
des�gned to promote conservat�on and susta�nable use of  b�od�vers�ty by �mprov�ng the 
�nformat�on on wh�ch dec�s�ons are based. The project had two ma�n ach�evements. The 
f�rst was demonstrat�ng that funct�onal nat�onal level b�od�vers�ty �nd�cator frameworks can 
be created w�th data currently ava�lable. W�th�n the data used by the BINU countr�es there 
were many gaps, but the countr�es brought all the ava�lable data together to create an overall 
p�cture of  the status of  b�od�vers�ty w�th�n a certa�n ecosystem w�th�n the�r country. BINU 
presented the f�rst opportun�ty w�th�n the part�c�pat�ng countr�es to put together an aggregate 
p�cture of  b�od�vers�ty at the nat�onal level. The second was the bu�ld�ng of  capac�ty by 
br�ng�ng together d�verse stakeholders work�ng on b�od�vers�ty conservat�on-related �ssues 
w�th�n each country. However, there was only very l�m�ted progress �n ass�st�ng pol�cy and 
dec�s�on-makers to apply �nformat�on suppl�ed by b�od�vers�ty �nd�cators to nat�onal plann�ng 
and dec�s�on-mak�ng. In common w�th many projects, the evaluat�on found that the project 
document was overamb�t�ous �n ant�c�pat�ng that the �ntended pol�cy �nfluence of  the project 
would be ach�evable w�th�n the l�m�ted t�me and resources budgeted.

69. The BINU project and the �nd�cator frameworks developed were h�ghl�ghted �n the Th�rd 
Nat�onal Reports to the CBD of  Kenya, the Ph�l�pp�nes and Ukra�ne (Ecuador had, at the 
t�me of  the evaluat�on, not subm�tted a second or th�rd nat�onal report to CBD). However, 
the fact that there was no mechan�sm �n place to prov�de for the systemat�c aggregat�on of  
�nd�cator-related data �n the future may affect the project’s susta�nab�l�ty. Whether the �nd�cators 
w�ll be used �n the fourth nat�onal report (2009) to the CBD rema�ns to be seen.

70. The Protection of  the North West Sahara Aquifer System (NWSAS) and related humid 
zones and ecosystems project was des�gned to �mprove management of  the NWSAS aqu�fer 
system shared by Alger�a, L�bya and Tun�s�a through protect�on of  water qual�ty and of  the 
recharge areas and hum�d zones and ecosystems related to the aqu�fer. The project was successful 
�n ach�ev�ng a pol�t�cal agreement at the m�n�ster�al level w�th regard to the management of  the 
shared aqu�fer resources as the part�c�pat�ng countr�es succeeded �n establ�sh�ng a permanent 
consultat�ve mechan�sm (“Mécan�sme de concertat�on”, better translated as “Mechan�sm for 
Concerted Act�on”) for the Système Aqu�fère du Sahara Septentr�onnal (SASS), def�n�ng the 
role and m�ss�ons, and request�ng support from the Observato�re du Sahara et du Sahel (OSS) 
to put �n place a secretar�at. 

71. The goal of  the Community Based Management of  On-Farm Plant Genetic Resources in 
Arid and Semi-Arid Areas of  Sub-Saharan Africa project was to �mprove the effect�veness of  
trad�t�onal farm�ng systems for conservat�on of  crop landraces of  local and global �mportance. 
Wh�le pol�cy-makers have been engaged, the l�nk between th�s project and the pol�cy �n�t�at�ves 
�n these countr�es cannot be ascerta�ned from the ev�dence prov�ded. Although mechan�sms to 
ach�eve �t are �n place more t�me w�ll be requ�red to �nfluence the pol�cy env�ornment. 

72. Another project evaluat�on related to ecosystems management was the Global Support 
to Facilitate the Early Development and Implementation of  Sustainable Land 

4 M�d Term evaluat�ons focus more on ‘operat�onal �mprovement’ and, at m�d term, the �ntended project results are often 
yet to be ach�eved
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Management Programmes and Projects Under the GEF Operational Programme 
Number 15 (OP15). The project was des�gned to fac�l�tate early development and 
�mplementat�on of  GEF programmes and projects on susta�nable land management through 
global �nformat�on and tra�n�ng of  the relevant dec�s�on-makers �n address�ng land degradat�on 
�ssues, and develop�ng and �mplement�ng act�v�t�es el�g�ble for GEF fund�ng under OP 15. 

73. Th�s was the f�rst t�me that UNCCD and GEF focal po�nts came together to address Land 
Degradat�on (LD) and susta�nable land management (SLM)-related project factors �n a 
synerg�st�c way. Partnersh�ps were developed, mostly dur�ng or shortly after sub-reg�onal 
workshops, wh�ch were spec�f�cally planned by the project to �nvolve shar�ng of  exper�ences, 
best pract�ces and on-go�ng act�v�t�es �n susta�nable land management among the part�c�pants 
thereby strengthen�ng construct�ve partnersh�ps at all levels.

74. Through the �nteract�on that took place among all the stakeholders at the workshops, th�s project 
helped the formulat�on of  SLM and LD pr�or�t�es �n pre-ex�st�ng Sub-reg�onal Act�on Programme 
(SRAPs) and Reg�onal Act�on Programme (RAPs). Unfortunately, after the workshops, many 
�nst�tut�onal changes occurred (rev�sed strateg�es and fund�ng dec�s�on mechan�sms) w�th�n the 
GEF wh�ch acted to reduce the �mpact and susta�nab�l�ty of  new and ex�st�ng project outputs 
over the long–term. The key outputs be�ng a tra�n�ng handbook and mult�l�ngual Operat�onal 
Gu�de/webs�tes on the GEF OP15; th�s was to a�d the development of  project proposals and 
access to project fund�ng from the GEF for SLM.

75. The Dams and Development Project (DDP) had, as �ts pr�mary goal, the promot�on 
of  �mproved dec�s�on-mak�ng, plann�ng and management on dams and the�r alternat�ves, 
bu�ld�ng on World Comm�ss�on on Dams (WCD) core values and strateg�c pr�or�t�es and 
other relevant reference mater�als. 

76. DDP promoted nat�onal d�alogues �n over twenty developed and develop�ng countr�es. In Phase 
2, wh�ch was the object of  the evaluat�on, the DDP focused on promot�ng nat�onal d�alogues 
�n Ghana, N�ger�a, Togo, and Uganda and a follow-up to conclude processes �n Republ�c of  
South Afr�ca (RSA), Nepal and Sweden that were �n�t�ated �n Phase 1 of  the project. Countr�es 
such as Nepal, RSA and Uganda were evaluated as be�ng ahead of  others �n the advancement 
of  nat�onal d�alogue act�v�t�es. All stakeholders agreed �t was an effect�ve mechan�sm for settl�ng 
d�sputes on dams and the�r alternat�ves. However, consensus has not been reached and many 
stakeholders st�ll hold entrenched pos�t�ons on var�ous aspects of  dams and the�r alternat�ves.

77. The current level of  country ownersh�p of  the project �s rather l�m�ted and there �s l�ttle s�gn 
that the project has so far led to any changes �n nat�onal pol�c�es or dec�s�on-mak�ng �nvolv�ng 
dams and the�r alternat�ves

78. The overall goal of  the project on Conservation of  Gramineae and Associated Arthropods 
for Sustainable Agricultural Development in Africa was to document d�vers�ty of  Gramineae 
(grasses) and assoc�ated �nsects �n d�fferent selected agro-ecosystems and soc�o-econom�c 
surround�ngs, and the�r adjacent natural hab�tats �n Eth�op�a, Kenya and Mal�; to understand 
the relat�onsh�ps between certa�n grasses and �nsects; and to develop and promote the pract�cal 
appl�cat�on of  th�s knowledge �n self-regulatory pest management and susta�nable agr�culture. 

79. The project managed to:
�) Observe and document d�vers�ty of  Gramineae and the�r assoc�ated arthropods �n 

selected agro-ecosystems and soc�o-econom�c surround�ngs, although the arthropods 
were essent�ally l�m�ted to �nsects and w�th�n �nsects to stemborers.
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��) Develop self-regulatory pest management and susta�nable agr�cultural pract�ces ut�l�z�ng 
d�vers�ty of  Gramineae and assoc�ated arthropods, wh�ch were appl�ed and part�ally 
evaluated �n part�c�pat�ng countr�es

80. The project ra�sed publ�c-awareness at all levels (�nclud�ng school ch�ldren, farmers, and the 
w�der sc�ent�f�c commun�ty) of  the �mportance and values of  b�od�vers�ty �n general and of  
agro-ecosystems �n part�cular. The project has sens�t�sed farmers, stakeholders, �nst�tut�ons and 
pol�cy-makers �n th�s regard, establ�shed the foundat�ons for further developments, and �t �s 
l�kely that �mpacts w�ll accrue �n the future. If  adopted on a large scale, �t w�ll have the des�red 
pos�t�ve �mpact on the env�ronment and �n part�cular on the preservat�on of  key arthropods, 
grassland flora, and �nd�genous agr�cultural management systems that promote self-regulatory 
pest management and susta�nable agr�culture.

81. The project d�d not establ�sh formal agreements w�th pol�cymakers and l�nkages w�th 
nat�onal programmes to address further �mplementat�on, although �t d�d rece�ve the �nterest 
of  techn�cal staff  (staff  of  relevant M�n�str�es and of  the �nst�tut�ons �nvolved �n the project, 
both at �nd�v�dual and �nst�tut�onal level) and �nst�tut�ons, and �t was reported that both 
techn�cal staff  and pol�cy-makers showed �nterest �n the project, and noted that �n future 
programmes they w�ll cons�der the best pract�ces �dent�f�ed.

82. However, even though the �nformat�on collected showed the potent�al of  the technology 
�dent�f�ed, �t d�d not prov�de conclus�ve results, espec�ally for large-scale appl�cat�ons and 
these st�ll need to be sc�ent�f�cally val�dated and appl�ed to normal f�eld scales and �ntegrated, 
�nto local (spec�f�c) farm�ng systems and pract�ces.

83. Ecosystem approaches to Human Health referred to �n the project ent�tled “Improved Health 
Outcomes through Community-based Ecosystem Management: Building Capacity and 
Creating Local Knowledge in Community Health and Sustainable Development” were 
termed the Ecohealth Framework. The project was �mplemented as an �terat�ve development 
research framework/process where commun�t�es, stakeholders, research teams and pol�cy- 
and dec�s�on-makers worked together for better understand�ng of  concerted opt�ons for 
�mproved health promot�on/d�sease control and prevent�on through susta�nable ecosystems 
management.

84. The project succeeded �n target�ng knowledge generat�on and capac�ty bu�ld�ng but was over-
amb�t�ous to a�m at nat�onal pol�cy �nfluence under the constra�nts of  l�m�ted resources and 
t�me. A focus on pol�cy-mak�ng at the local level would have been more read�ly ach�evable 
and real�st�c as the evaluat�on found that mun�c�pal�t�es and local governments had been 
more recept�ve and open to Ecohealth results and knowledge up-take �n Central Amer�ca and 
the Car�bbean, West Afr�ca and M�ddle East and North Afr�ca.

85. Desp�te the decentral�zed and part�c�patory des�gn and �mplementat�on, some country f�eld 
projects had few l�nks to ongo�ng nat�onal programmes �n the f�eld of  env�ronment and health. 
An outstand�ng except�on was the Honduras team that bu�lt strateg�c partnersh�ps w�th local, 
nat�onal and �nternat�onal agenc�es and m�n�str�es. The project was even �ntegrated �nto the 
nat�onal strateg�c plan of  Chagas’ d�sease control and �n a sub-reg�onal control programme.

86. The project ent�tled “Sustainable Conservation of  Globally Important Caribbean 
Bird Habitats: Strengthening a Regional Network for a Shared Resource” a�med at 
enhanced conservat�on of  globally �mportant s�tes for b�od�vers�ty �n the Car�bbean through 
strengthened local and nat�onal partnersh�ps and �ncreas�ng awareness of  �mportant b�rd 
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hab�tats among nat�onal and �nternat�onal networks of  publ�c and pr�vate sector stakeholders 
and dec�s�on-makers.

87. The project appeared to have ach�eved a rather m�xed and uncerta�n level of  success at the 
Development Object�ve level as performance �nd�cators for th�s �n the project’s log-frame 
were poor and made �t d�ff�cult to evaluate the level of  ach�evement. Although the �mpact of  
the awareness-ra�s�ng and educat�on components of  the Car�bbean B�rd project, �n terms of  
changed att�tudes and behav�ours, could not be assessed d�rectly and quant�tat�vely, �t �s fa�r 
to say that w�thout the GEF project tens of  thousands of  people �n the Car�bbean would 
not have been exposed to b�rd and s�te conservat�on �ssues. The fact that people were w�ll�ng 
to express the�r oppos�t�on to, and take part �n protests aga�nst, destruct�ve m�n�ng pract�ces 
�n Cockp�t Country, Jama�ca suggests that awareness of  the value of  b�od�vers�ty had been 
ra�sed locally and nat�onally �n Jama�ca through the project. In the Dom�n�can Republ�c, 
members of  the Jaragua S�te Support Group (SSG) commented that they had observed a 
change �n the behav�our of  local people because of  the awareness-ra�s�ng act�v�t�es.

88. There were, however, delays over del�very of  several key outputs, part�cularly the nat�onal 
Important B�rd Area (IBA) l�sts, wh�ch meant that there was �nsuff�c�ent t�me for s�gn�f�cant 
�mpact on nat�onal pol�c�es, and advocacy work was l�m�ted. There was an assert�on by project 
staff  on all three �slands that the project �ncreased d�alogue between partner NGOs and 
government off�c�als although access to pol�cy-makers var�ed between the �slands dur�ng the 
project, and was most successful �n the Bahamas, but what level of  �mpact th�s had, and how 
susta�ned th�s w�ll be, was d�ff�cult to judge.

2.  Capacity to use Ecosystem Management tools

89. All the projects evaluated demonstrate that UNEP has been successful �n del�ver�ng capac�ty 
bu�ld�ng act�v�t�es and develop�ng tools for eff�c�ent ecosystem management. However, �n 
common w�th many capac�ty bu�ld�ng �n�t�at�ves, �t �s d�ff�cult to assess the level and durab�l�ty 
of  project benef�c�ar�es’ awareness or the effect that knowledge and sk�lls acqu�red w�ll have 
w�th�n countr�es follow�ng project complet�on. Selected examples follow:

90. The BINU project was successful �n promot�ng uptake of  the framework of  �nd�cators by 
state agenc�es �n nat�onal stat�st�cal report�ng, un�vers�ty curr�cula and by the government 
m�n�str�es to vary�ng degrees. The actual process of  develop�ng the respect�ve nat�onal 
b�od�vers�ty �nd�cator frameworks was h�ghly valuable �n �tself  (capac�ty bu�ld�ng). In th�s 
context the term�nal evaluat�on notes that measur�ng capac�ty cont�nues to be a challenge 
�n evaluat�on. Nonetheless, data gathered dur�ng th�s evaluat�on �nd�cated that s�gn�f�cant 
techn�cal and �nst�tut�onal capac�ty had been bu�lt w�th�n each of  the part�c�pat�ng countr�es 
as a d�rect result of  th�s project. The evaluat�on po�nts out, however, that there was no 
pre-project basel�ne for compar�son. The �ssue of  concern �s that th�s �s happen�ng �n an 
ad-hoc form w�thout any long-term susta�nable strategy and the r�sk �s that the process of  
ma�nta�n�ng th�s �nformat�on source �s h�ghly dependent on one or a very few �nd�v�duals.

91. As part of  the project “Commun�ty Based Management of  On-Farm Plant Genet�c Resources 
�n Ar�d and Sem�-Ar�d Areas of  Sub-Saharan Afr�ca”, capac�ty development was carr�ed out 
throughout project �mplementat�on wh�ch targeted researchers, extens�on staff, farmers and 
pol�cy makers. Ben�n, Ghana, Kenya, Malaw�, Mal� and Z�mbabwe have begun the process 
of  �ntegrat�ng trad�t�onal knowledge on landraces �n nat�onal pol�cy �n�t�at�ves lead�ng to 
nat�onal dec�s�on-mak�ng strateg�es on plant genet�c resources at pol�cy levels �n accordance 
w�th art�cle 6b of  the CBD on wh�ch the GEF �s requ�red to take act�on. 
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92. Conservat�on �ntervent�ons for �mportant grasses and assoc�ated �nsects were developed and 
promoted �n the Conservat�on of  Gram�neae and Assoc�ated Arthropods for Susta�nable 
Agr�cultural Development �n Afr�ca project. Best pract�ces for conservat�on of  Gramineae and 
assoc�ated �nsect d�vers�ty were �dent�f�ed and d�ssem�nated. The capac�ty of  nat�onal agr�cultural 
research and extens�on systems �n mon�tor�ng, protect�ng, and promot�ng b�od�vers�ty of  
Gramineae and assoc�ated �nsects was strengthened, and tra�n�ng �n �dent�f�cat�on, collect�on and 
preservat�on of  germplasm and spec�mens of  plant and �nsects conducted.

93. The successful capac�ty-bu�ld�ng efforts dur�ng the �mplementat�on of  the Ecohealth project 
contr�buted s�gn�f�cantly to creat�ng a cr�t�cal mass of  Ecohealth experts, researchers, pract�t�oners 
and, to a lesser extent, to more �nformed local dec�s�on- and pol�cy-makers to susta�n Eco-health 
approaches �n the three reg�ons. V�able reg�onal Eco-health networks were also establ�shed and 
have great potent�al for further �mpact on the target reg�ons and probably beyond.

3.  National realignment of environmental programmes and financing to address 
prioritized degraded ecosystem 

94. Analys�s of  term�nal evaluat�ons carr�ed out �n 2007 clearly show that ach�ev�ng f�nanc�al 
susta�nab�l�ty �s a common r�sk or l�m�t�ng factor �f  outcomes are to be susta�ned. 

95. Although the DDP project establ�shed a model of  mult�-stakeholder approach to deal w�th 
content�ous dam �ssues, there are very few develop�ng countr�es that have comm�tted s�gn�f�cant 
f�nanc�al resources �n the nat�onal d�alogue process. 

96. The susta�nab�l�ty of  the Ecohealth project outcomes was regarded as h�gh w�th regard to 
capac�ty bu�ld�ng, but external �nputs are requ�red to further susta�n research act�v�t�es. Some 
teams succeeded �n leverag�ng substant�al fund�ng from other donors to �mplement further 
Ecohealth research. A “success” story occurred �n Cameroon where the research team was 
granted 936,000 Euro by the European Water Fac�l�ty to follow up on the Ecohealth project 
funded w�th�n the present project on part�c�patory urban san�tat�on and health �n part�cular, 
to scale out access to water and san�tat�on.

97. All e�ght term�nal evaluat�ons show that UNEP has cons�stently worked towards support�ng 
governments to �ntegrate ecosystem management approaches �nto development and plann�ng 
processes. However none of  the projects evaluated were able to conv�nc�ngly cla�m to have 
ach�eved such pol�cy change outcomes at the t�me of  the�r evaluat�on.

C.		 Environmental	Governance

98. One project related to env�ronmental governance was evaluated �n 2007: The project ent�tled 
“Development of  Issue-based Modules to support the coherent implementation of  
biodiversity-related Conventions – Phase I” a�med at fac�l�tat�ng harmon�zed and coherent 
�mplementat�on of  b�od�vers�ty-related mult�lateral env�ronmental agreements (MEAs). Th�s on-
go�ng project develops �ssue-based modules on crosscutt�ng top�cs �n order to create pract�cal 
�nstruments to be appl�ed to any crosscutt�ng top�c of  any comb�nat�on of  MEAs; hence creat�ng 
a comprehens�ve overv�ew of  the �mplementat�on requ�rements on a part�cular top�c. 

99. The project focuses pr�nc�pally on the Convent�on on B�olog�cal D�vers�ty (CBD), the 
Convent�on on Internat�onal Trade �n Endangered Spec�es (CITES), the Convent�on on 
M�gratory Spec�es (CMS), the Ramsar Convent�on on Wetlands (Ramsar Convent�on) and 
the World Her�tage Convent�on (WHC), though other treat�es, such as the Un�ted Nat�ons 
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Framework Convent�on on Cl�mate Change (UNFCCC) and the Internat�onal Plant Protect�on 
Convent�on, are also addressed.

100. As the project �s st�ll on-go�ng and �n �ts �n�t�al phases, �t �s not poss�ble to conclude at th�s stage 
whether the project w�ll meet �ts pr�mary object�ve. Ach�ev�ng such harmon�zed �mplementat�on 
�s a d�ff�cult task that may ult�mately not be ach�eved by th�s project alone. The evaluat�on 
�nd�cates however, that f�ve modules were successfully developed (i. B�od�vers�ty & Cl�mate 
Change, ii. Inland Waters, iii. Invas�ve Al�en Spec�es, iv. Protected areas and v. Susta�nable use) 
and that there �s a w�de range of  actual and potent�al uses of  these, by both State and non-
State actors. These uses cover at least f�ve areas of  act�v�ty relevant to �mplementat�on of  the 
b�od�vers�ty related MEAs: develop�ng programmes, pol�c�es, laws and strateg�es; �nst�tut�onal 
development and change; report�ng and mon�tor�ng act�v�t�es; capac�ty and knowledge bu�ld�ng; 
advocacy, awareness ra�s�ng and d�plomacy. These uses �n turn suggest reasonable potent�al for 
the future ach�evement of  the project’s object�ve.

D.		 Harmful	substances	and	hazardous	waste

101.  In 2007 only one project related to assess�ng, manag�ng and reduc�ng r�sks posed by chem�cals 
and hazardous waste was evaluated.

102.  The GEF project ent�tled “Fostering Active and Effective Civil Society Participation 
in Preparat�ons for Implementation of  the Stockholm Convention (NGO-POPs 
Elimination Project) (IPEP)” was �mplemented w�th the object�ve of  develop�ng capac�t�es 
w�th�n C�v�l Soc�ety to face the challenges of  �mplement�ng the Stockholm Convent�on - 
a�med at reduc�ng and el�m�nat�ng pers�stent tox�c substances (PTS), enhanc�ng publ�c 
awareness about POPs and �ncreas�ng c�v�l soc�ety part�c�pat�on, �nvolvement and �nterest �n 
the Convent�on and related act�v�t�es. 

103.  All countr�es �nvolved �n the IPEP project are part�es to the Stockholm Convent�on and most 
of  them have already rat�f�ed �t, and therefore have an obl�gat�on to �mprove the�r legal and 
�nst�tut�onal framework �n order to manage POPs. Accord�ng to the Nat�onal Implementat�on 
Plans they also need to �mprove the�r techn�cal capac�ty �n order to mon�tor POPs. However, 
many relevant �nst�tut�ons are st�ll lack�ng th�s capac�ty.

104.  Results of  the project are commensurate w�th the object�ves stated �n the project document. 
However �t �s not clear to what extent IPEP outputs have �nfluenced pol�cy dec�s�ons and �t 
�s also d�ff�cult to assess the NGOs’ contr�but�ons to the Nat�onal Implementat�on Plans. In 
add�t�on, due to d�ff�cult�es �n ra�s�ng co-f�nanc�ng, �nternat�onal expert teams proposed as an 
output of  the project were never establ�shed; support and ass�stance were prov�ded to NGOs 
�n a d�fferent manner.

105.  Although �t was too early to assess the �mpacts of  IPEP, there were some �nd�cat�ons that 
IPEP had, to a certa�n extent, ach�eved part of  the goal for wh�ch �t was �mplemented. Many 
of  the part�c�pat�ng NGOs that had exper�ence �n other �ssues such as cl�mate change or 
AIDS have had the�r POPs-related capac�ty enhanced through IPEP. In total, more than 160 
NGOs from 61 countr�es part�c�pated �n IPEP.

106.  As a global project, the soc�o-pol�t�cal r�sks vary accord�ng to the countr�es’ context and 
relat�onsh�p between the governments and the c�v�l soc�ety. Furthermore, accord�ng to the 
term�nal evaluat�on, IPEP was geared exclus�vely towards NGOs and the level of  �nvolvement 



21

of  nat�onal or local author�t�es was very low. The lack of  pr�vate sector �nvolvement �n the project 
was also a matter of  concern. NGO �nfluence on governments was l�m�ted, espec�ally where 
the Nat�onal Implementat�on Plans (NIPS) happened before the IPEP project commenced. 
Desp�te the large number of  pol�cy br�efs and pol�cy recommendat�ons produced �n the context 
of  IPEP act�v�t�es �n the d�fferent reg�ons, there �s l�ttle ev�dence, so far, that these have been 
cons�dered dur�ng pol�cy formulat�on and dec�s�on-mak�ng or �n NIPs.

107. Th�s term�nal evaluat�on showed that UNEP �s mak�ng efforts towards �ncreas�ng capac�t�es 
and f�nanc�ng to assess, manage and reduce r�sks to human health and the env�ronment 
posed by chem�cals. However �t also �nforms the Agency that when work�ng towards the 
new themat�c pr�or�t�es recently la�d-out by UNEP, �t �s �mportant that project managers 
and partners, �nclud�ng �mplement�ng and execut�ng agenc�es and the Stockholm Secretar�at, 
place a h�gh pr�or�ty on commun�cat�on and outreach efforts to promote products and new 
�nformat�on to government off�c�als and pol�cy makers. 

 

E.		 Resource	efficiency	–	sustainable	consumption	and	production

108. One project relat�ng to Resource Eff�c�ency and Susta�nable Consumpt�on and Product�on 
(SCP) was evaluated �n 2007, th�s be�ng a m�d-term evaluat�on. An add�t�onal evaluat�on 
related to SCP was the jo�nt evaluat�on of  the ongo�ng Nat�onal Cleaner Product�on Centre 
programme w�th The Un�ted Nat�ons Industr�al Development Organ�zat�on (UNIDO). 

 
109. UNIDO and UNEP are cooperat�ng �n the promot�on of  Cleaner Product�on (CP). CP �s a 

prevent�ve env�ronmental strategy that can be appl�ed to processes, products and serv�ces to 
reduce env�ronmental �mpacts and �mprove resource product�v�ty. Establ�shed �n 1994, the 
UNIDO-UNEP Programme (CP Programme) set out to bu�ld nat�onal CP capac�t�es 
through the establ�shment of  Nat�onal Cleaner Product�on Centres/Programmes (NCPCs/
NCPPs) �n develop�ng countr�es and econom�es �n trans�t�on. In 2007, the Programme 
encompassed act�v�t�es �n 37 countr�es. UNIDO and UNEP v�ew th�s CP Programme as a 
cornerstone of  the�r act�v�t�es to foster susta�nable �ndustr�al development. 

110.  The jo�nt evaluat�on on the UNIDO - UNEP Cleaner Product�on Programme found that, for 
pol�cy adv�ce, the degree of  pro-act�veness of  each NCPCs/NCPPs d�ffers qu�te s�gn�f�cantly. 
Overall, there �s an opportun�ty to expand the scope of  pol�cy adv�ce beyond the trad�t�onal 
env�ronmental pol�cy doma�n, to cover econom�c and technology doma�ns. 

111. Cleaner Product�on �s generally cons�dered relevant by government, pr�vate sector and other 
stakeholders �n host countr�es for the UNIDO-UNEP CP Programme. Several current global 
trends have caused the relevance of  CP to r�se, but the presence and s�gn�f�cance of  these trends 
var�es largely between the host countr�es. The programme’s pr�nc�pal ach�evement has been �n; 
ra�s�ng CP on the agenda of  government and bus�ness, bu�ld�ng capac�ty for CP, development 
of  �nformat�on mater�als, �mplementat�on of  good housekeep�ng and low/�ntermed�ate 
technology opt�ons �n selected compan�es, and promot�ng pol�cy change �n some countr�es.

112. Some CP technology �nvestments have been fac�l�tated through the programme, often by 
ut�l�s�ng ava�lable green cred�t l�nes and/or deployment of  local eng�neer�ng des�gn and 
fabr�cat�on capac�t�es. Overall, however, the programme has made l�ttle headway �n transferr�ng 
env�ronmentally sound technolog�es e�ther through the regular act�v�t�es of  the NCPCs or 
through spec�f�c CP technology transfer �n�t�at�ves. 
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113. The evaluat�on showed that the susta�nab�l�ty of  the programme’s ach�evements �n bu�ld�ng 
CP capac�ty, �mplement�ng CP �n compan�es and CP-promot�ng pol�c�es �s generally h�gh. It �s, 
however, noted that the pr�or�ty ass�gned to f�nanc�al susta�nab�l�ty (or rather �ndependence) 
of  the NCPC as a nat�onal �nst�tut�on largely through �ncome from serv�ces can become 
counterproduct�ve to ach�ev�ng susta�ned effects and �mpacts as measured by the programme’s 
object�ves. 

F.		 Consumer	 choice	 towards	 resource	 efficient	 and	 environmentally	
friendly	products

114. The UNIDO-UNEP CP Programme was successful �n establ�sh�ng CP �n�t�at�ves �n each host 
country and all were reported to be act�ve. For the 18 countr�es v�s�ted �t was conf�rmed that 
the NCPC had produced valuable outputs and outcomes �n part�cular w�th regard to awareness 
ra�s�ng, tra�n�ng, �mplementat�on of  low and �ntermed�ate technology CP opt�ons and, �n some 
countr�es, pol�cy change. The UNIDO-UNEP CP Programme has, over t�me, expanded �ts 
scope to �nclude new top�cs and tools, but a major weakness rema�ns that these have essent�ally 
been ‘added on’ �nstead of  ‘integrated into’ the key serv�ce areas and core CP concepts. A d�st�nct�on 
needs to be made �n ‘specialisation’ (�mprov�ng the r�gour and depth of  serv�ce del�very related 
to CP �mplementat�on, for pol�cy and/or technology) and ‘diversification’ (�ntroduc�ng serv�ces 
perta�n�ng to top�cs related to CP, for Corporate Soc�al Respons�b�l�ty and/or Susta�nable 
Consumpt�on and Product�on). NCPCs w�ll also have to adapt, and some have started do�ng 
so, to the fact that other nat�onal �nst�tut�ons have cons�derable CP capac�t�es, so that the 
trad�t�onal CP serv�ces may no longer be appropr�ate and/or suff�c�ent

115. Country v�s�ts demonstrated that each NCPC �s un�que �n �ts �nst�tut�onal sett�ng, act�v�t�es 
and ach�evements, w�th cons�derable d�fferences from the ‘idealised’ NCPC as env�saged by 
the UNIDO-UNEP CP Programme and advocated by �ts management. The Programme 
has not yet demonstrated flex�b�l�ty to suff�c�ently adapt �ts support to the spec�f�c needs 
and act�v�t�es of  the d�fferent countr�es and to enable d�fferent types of  NCPCs to fulf�l 
n�che roles that are most appropr�ate and effect�ve �n the�r spec�f�c nat�onal contexts. The 
absence of  programme-based fund�ng has contr�buted to a scattered approach to network�ng 
and learn�ng, w�th l�m�ted opportun�t�es for captur�ng and advanc�ng best pract�ces and for 
strengthen�ng and manag�ng the network. 

116. The evaluat�on shows that UNEP has cons�stently worked towards support�ng governments 
�ntegrate SCP approach �nto development and plann�ng processes. However the project 
seemed not to have ach�eved such pol�cy changes. Although work �s be�ng undertaken by 
UNEP to support the development of  econom�c �nstruments and act�ons for resource 
eff�c�ent and susta�nable products �n poorer countr�es, the formulat�on and adopt�on of  
pol�c�es related to SCP st�ll appears to be very low. 
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III. Analysis of Project Performance

117. In 2007, the Evaluat�on and Overs�ght Un�t (EOU) conducted 185 �n-depth evaluat�ons. The 
evaluat�ons covered a number of  themat�c areas �nclud�ng b�od�vers�ty conservat�on; cl�mate 
change; land degradat�on and ecosystems management. To measure the performance of  
projects, and to allow for compar�sons across projects the EOU cons�dered the follow�ng 
standar�sed evaluat�on parameters: ach�evement of  object�ves and results; susta�nab�l�ty of  
outcomes; ach�evement of  outputs and act�v�t�es; cost effect�veness; mon�tor�ng and evaluat�on 
systems; repl�cat�on and catalyt�c role; �mplementat�on approach; country ownersh�p; f�nanc�al 
plann�ng; UNEP superv�s�on; and stakeholder �nvolvement.

118. Seventy e�ght percent of  the projects evaluated ach�eved a sat�sfactory rat�ng6 (‘moderately 
satisfactory’ or better) and twenty two percent (four projects) were rated ‘moderately unsatisfactory’. 
In add�t�on, 41% of  the projects were rated as ‘satisfactory’ for atta�nment of  object�ves and 
planned results, 55% were rated as ‘moderately satisfactory’ and only one project evaluat�on 
expressed concern about the l�kely ach�evement of  �ts �mpact. Susta�nab�l�ty of  the project 
benef�ts was ‘moderately likely’ or better �n 70% of  projects and ‘moderately unlikely’ �n about 30% 
of  the projects. The projects performed best �n the ach�evement of  the�r outputs and act�v�t�es: 
60% were ‘satisfactory’ and the rest ‘moderately satisfactory’. Most �nterest�ng was that over 85% of  
the projects e�ther had a ‘satisfactory’ or ‘moderately satisfactory’ catalyt�c role or were very l�kely to 
be repl�cated. 

119. However, there was concern on the standard of  the mon�tor�ng and evaluat�on systems 
of  the projects. Forty (40) % of  the evaluated projects reported ‘moderately unsatisfactory’ or 
‘unsatisfactory’ M&E systems and less than 20% were ‘satisfactory’. Th�s �s partly due to new 
and more r�gorous standards for assess�ng M&E7 be�ng appl�ed to completed projects that 
pre-date such standards. The �mplementat�on approach, wh�ch �s an analys�s of  the projects’ 
framework adaptat�on to the chang�ng cond�t�ons, was also ‘unsatisfactory’ or ‘moderately 
unsatisfactory’ �n about 40% of  the projects. The analys�s �s presented below for each evaluat�on 
parameter assessed and subsequently summar�zed �n Table 4.

A.		 The	Attainment	of	Objectives	and	Planned	Results

120. Evaluat�ons should assess the extent to wh�ch the project’s major relevant object�ves were 
effect�vely and eff�c�ently ach�eved, or are expected to be ach�eved, and the�r relevance. The 
overall performance of  approx�mately 95% of  the projects was ‘satisfactory’ to ‘moderately 
satisfactory’ (see Figure 1)

5 N�neteen �n-depth evaluat�ons were conducted �n 2007 but one was a jo�ntly �mplemented evaluat�on led by UNIDO 
and d�d not ut�l�ze the same evaluat�on and rat�ng parameters as the rema�n�ng 18 evaluat�ons. 

6 All evaluat�on parameters are rated on a s�x po�nt scale from ‘h�ghly sat�sfactory’ through to ‘h�ghly unsat�sfactory’.
7 The GEF approved �ts M&E pol�cy �n 2006, the standards �t conta�ns are appl�ed �n all EOU evaluat�ons.
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121. Most of  the projects were overly amb�t�ous �n target�ng knowledge generat�on, capac�ty 
bu�ld�ng and pol�cy �nfluence under cond�t�ons of  l�m�ted resources and t�me constra�nts. At 
the same t�me, a lack of  capac�ty at the nat�onal and local levels hampered progress. Nat�onal 
staff, tra�ned at the start of  projects, left dur�ng the l�fe of  the project �n a number of  cases 
and there were no strateg�es for staff  retent�on and/or tra�nees to become tra�ners. 

122. For most projects, �t was too early to judge the �mpact. The last�ng results depend h�ghly on 
what w�ll happen next w�th regard to the act�ons of  the pol�cy makers. The projects’ work 
had �mproved the global d�alogue and nat�onal processes, wh�ch, �f  cont�nued, had potent�al 
for long-term �mpacts. Local �mplementat�on of  projects and a grow�ng level of  �nvolvement 
of  stakeholders �n project act�v�t�es seemed to s�gnal a h�gh l�kel�hood of  eventual �mpacts. 

Figure 1. Ratings for attainment of results and sustainability of outcomes 2007 
(n=18)
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B.		 Sustainability	of	Project	Outcomes	

123.  Susta�nab�l�ty was assessed �n terms of  the r�sks to the cont�nued long-term project-der�ved 
outcomes and �mpacts after the project fund�ng ends. The four aspects of  susta�nab�l�ty are; f�nanc�al; 
soc�o-pol�t�cal; �nst�tut�onal framework and governance; and env�ronmental susta�nab�l�ty. 

124. Of  the projects evaluated about 70% were ‘likely’ or ‘moderately likely’ to be susta�nable (F�gure 
1.) Projects outcomes judged l�kely to be susta�ned, placed cons�derable emphas�s on ensur�ng 
susta�nab�l�ty of  project results and processes from the �n�t�al des�gn stage. In general, these 
projects demonstrated effect�ve mult�-stakeholder approaches w�th w�de consultat�ons, wh�ch 
enhanced the potent�al for susta�nab�l�ty of  the project benef�ts. Strong publ�c awareness 
programmes helped to focus pol�t�cal w�ll at local, nat�onal and/or global levels on env�ronmental 
�ssues and �ncreased the l�kely susta�nab�l�ty of  project benef�ts.

125. The projects deemed as most l�kely to be susta�nable secured f�nanc�al resources for the 
cont�nuat�on of  act�v�t�es, although �n some cases th�s was for few countr�es or only for 
nat�onal rather than global act�v�t�es. Projects w�th low r�sks to susta�nab�l�ty also establ�shed 
formal agreements w�th d�fferent organ�zat�ons and �ndustry for cont�nuat�on of  act�v�t�es w�th 
d�m�n�sh�ng support from UNEP. 
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126. In add�t�on, projects that are l�kely to be susta�nable often had an ‘ex�t strategy’ to help ma�ns-
tream the project act�v�t�es �nto the regular programmes of  the relevant �nst�tut�ons and garner 
pol�t�cal support to ensure adequate resources from government budgets. To guarantee f�nan-
c�al resources, projects had to �nvolve relevant pol�cy makers. Somet�mes secur�ng pol�t�cal 
support for the �ssue (rather than just the project) was cruc�al to ensur�ng adequate resources 
from government budgets. 

127. W�th a number of  projects, tra�n�ng act�v�t�es resulted �n �ncreased capac�t�es of  staff  but 
long-term add�t�onal benef�ts would only result w�th transfer of  lessons learned �n the p�lots. 
“Bra�n dra�n” of  �nd�v�duals tra�ned by projects, espec�ally �n the Car�bbean reg�on, underm�ned 
�nst�tut�onal susta�nab�l�ty.

128. In some cases, the project durat�ons were too short to establ�sh systems to enhance susta�nab�l�ty 
and eff�c�ently �mplement the co-f�nanc�ng mechan�sms. Projects act�ve �n countr�es �n states of  
confl�ct, where government pol�c�es tend to channel most of  the ava�lable resources to defence, 
were also not l�kely to be susta�nable. 

C.		 Achievement	of	Outputs	and	activities

129. Th�s parameter requ�res an assessment of  a project’s success �n produc�ng each of  the pro-
grammed outputs, both �n quant�ty and qual�ty as well as usefulness and t�mel�ness. It requ�res 
an assessment of  the soundness and effect�veness of  the methodolog�es used and, where 
necessary, the extent to wh�ch the project outputs produced have the we�ght of  sc�ent�f�c 
author�ty/cred�b�l�ty, necessary to ach�eve the des�red outcomes.

130. Over 60% of  the projects sat�sfactor�ly del�vered all the�r outputs and a few exceeded the�r 
or�g�nal plans. The ma�n challenge was the assoc�ated w�th d�ssem�nat�on of  the outputs. The 
tremendous amount of  knowledge generated by the projects requ�red effect�ve d�ssem�nat�on 
strateg�es that were generally lack�ng. Th�s �s a common problem and underp�ns the f�nd�ngs 
from many evaluat�ons regard�ng the ach�evement of  pol�cy �nfluence. UNEP projects often 
place more emphas�s on del�ver�ng outputs than on the processes that can promote the use 
of  such outputs to lead to the ach�evement of  outcomes and object�ves.

Table 2: Ratings for Achievement of Outputs and activities

Number of projects attaining specific rating

Highly 
Satisfactory

Satisfactory Moderately
Satisfactory

Moderately
unsatisfactory

Unsatisfactory Highly 
Unsatisfactory

0 11 6 1 0 0

D.		 Monitoring	and	Evaluation

131. The evaluat�ons assessed the qual�ty, appl�cat�on and effect�veness of  the project mon�tor�ng 
and evaluat�on plans and tools. Overall, the M&E systems �n the projects were rated as 
moderately satisfactory: about 17% were ‘satisfactory’, 39% ‘moderately satisfactory’, 22% ‘moderately 
unsatisfactory’ and 22% ‘unsatisfactory’. Th�s relat�vely low performance �s partly due to new 
and more r�gorous standards for assess�ng M&E be�ng appl�ed to projects that pre-date such 
standards.
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132. In the projects that performed well, the M&E framework was part of  the project des�gn w�th a 
d�st�nct budget. There was also an early development and agreement of  the log�cal framework/
results-based matr�x for such projects.

133. Projects that performed poorly frequently had �nsuff�c�ent budget allocat�ons for M&E act�v�t�es 
�n the or�g�nal budgets and there was often a fa�lure to �dent�fy all the relevant M&E act�v�t�es 
�n the or�g�nal project documents. Rud�mentary M&E plans were prepared to mon�tor project 
progress us�ng a steer�ng comm�ttee, project reports and portfol�o rev�ews and depended on 
s�mple frameworks to track project progress w�th no plan to collect �nformat�on to measure the 
progress towards ach�evement of  outcomes and �mpact. Some M&E arrangements resulted �n 
dupl�cat�on of  efforts. Somet�mes mon�tor�ng frameworks were complex and confus�ng and 
requ�red �nd�cator frameworks to be s�mpl�f�ed. Generally, there were �nadequate prov�s�ons 
for basel�ne measurements of  project start�ng cond�t�ons, mak�ng assessment of  project 
performance all the more challeng�ng.

E.		 Replicability	and	the	Catalytic	role	of	projects	

134. Repl�cab�l�ty refers to the extent to wh�ch the approaches used and exper�ences ga�ned could 
be appl�ed �n the des�gn, and �mplementat�on of  other s�m�lar projects. A catalyt�c role refers 
to the ab�l�ty of  a project to tr�gger s�m�lar act�v�t�es. S�xteen projects were evaluated for th�s 
parameter and 6% were rated ‘highly satisfactory’, about 13% were ‘satisfactory’, over 65% were 
‘moderately satisfactory’ and about 13% were ‘moderately unsatisfactory’.

135. The projects rated as be�ng ‘satisfactory’ produced tra�n�ng mater�als and tra�n�ng packages 
w�th great transferab�l�ty potent�al to other countr�es and reg�ons. They had a repl�cat�on plan 
art�culat�ng the methods and f�nanc�al resources endorsed by the steer�ng comm�ttee. Therefore, 
the potent�al for d�ssem�nat�on of  the project exper�ences ex�sted �n a tang�ble form. 

136. However, the projects rated as be�ng weaker d�d not �ncorporate a repl�cat�on strategy at 
the plann�ng stage and there were no spec�f�c formal act�v�t�es �n the project plan to ensure 
repl�cat�on - even where the potent�al ex�sted. The projects d�d not expl�c�tly address the 
challenge of  ensur�ng repl�cat�on or catalyt�c effects dur�ng �mplementat�on. They also had 
l�m�ted part�c�pat�on of  representat�ves of  government �nst�tut�ons or other potent�al ‘repl�cat�on 
agents’ at the des�gn stage. 

F.		 Implementation	Approach

137. The evaluat�ons analysed three stages of  �mplementat�on: the read�ness and preparedness 
of  projects for �mplementat�on; the approach of  �mplementat�on and; the superv�s�on and 
backstopp�ng of  UNEP. Although not all evaluat�ons assessed all three areas, overall the 
performance of  the projects was ‘moderately satisfactory’.

138. The most sat�sfactory projects had act�v�t�es, wh�ch were t�mely and adequately �mplemented; 
act�v�t�es also bu�lt on lessons learned as the projects unfolded. T�metables and work plans 
outl�ned �n the project document enabled effect�ve and eff�c�ent �mplementat�on, progress 
reports were prepared �n a t�mely and sat�sfactory manner and the project governance system 
worked well. There was also good commun�cat�on among project managers across countr�es. 

139. A number of  the d�ff�cult�es encountered by the projects �n early �mplementat�on stemmed 
from the �n�t�al project des�gn. Several people had authored some projects proposals and 
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documents over long per�ods thus the projects came to represent an amalgamat�on of  
d�fferent �n�t�at�ves and pr�or�t�es, as well as adjustments to evolv�ng requ�rements. 

140. The ‘unsatisfactory’ projects could have benef�ted from more cr�t�cal rev�ew and qual�ty control 
�n the log�cal framework des�gn as projects planned unreal�st�c, complex and themat�cally 
d�verse outputs and act�v�t�es w�th l�m�ted resources. The �dent�f�cat�on of  the roles and res-
pons�b�l�t�es of  potent�al partners was not as comprehens�ve as �t should have been. 

141. In some cases, UNEP prov�ded strong support at the project development stage but th�s 
reduced after project approval. Add�t�onal gu�dance dur�ng the project start-up phase would 
have helped the project management teams to be more eff�c�ent and effect�ve �n the early 
stages. There was also l�m�ted engagement of  partners beyond the mandatory meet�ngs and, 
�n some cases, a formal project steer�ng comm�ttee to oversee the project was lack�ng. 

Table 3: Ratings for Assessment of Implementation of Projects

Number of projects attaining specific rating

Highly 
Satisfactory

Satisfactory Moderately 
Satisfactory

Moderately 
Unsatisfactory

Unsatisfactory Highly 
Unsatisfactory

Preparedness 
and readiness

0 0 3 3 1 0

Implementation 
Approach

0 3 6 4 2 0

UNEP 
Supervision

0 3 4 0 0 0

G.		 Country	Ownership

142. Th�s evaluat�on parameter �s concerned w�th the relevance of  the project to nat�onal 
development and env�ronmental agendas, rec�p�ent country comm�tments, and �nternat�onal 
agreements. Of  the projects evaluated about 30% were ‘satisfactory’, 50% ‘moderately satisfactory’ 
and about 20% ‘moderately unsatisfactory’. 

143. The projects w�th h�gh rat�ngs for th�s evaluat�on parameter had pol�t�cal support and f�nanc�al 
comm�tment from the governments. Countr�es where structures l�ke nat�onal adv�sory 
comm�ttees were setup to play a key role �n coord�nat�ng act�v�t�es and ensure good governance 
had better ownersh�p. The comm�ttees were �nstrumental �n ensur�ng the �ntegrat�on of  the 
project act�v�t�es �n the nat�onal budgets, programmes and pol�c�es. Nevertheless, and �n some 
cases desp�te tremendous effort, �t was quest�onable whether countr�es owned the process as 
there was l�ttle s�gn that the projects led to changes �n nat�onal pol�c�es and dec�s�on-mak�ng.

144. Weak �nvolvement of  governments �n the project execut�on led to �nsuff�c�ent l�nkage to 
nat�onal env�ronmental agendas and strateg�es. Th�s was partly due to a dependence on few 
government off�c�als w�th l�m�ted t�me to comm�t towards project act�v�t�es because of  a large 
number of  respons�b�l�t�es. Somet�mes �nd�v�duals des�gned projects w�th few representat�ves 
from �nst�tut�ons; as a result, ownersh�p of  the project was largely at an �nd�v�dual level from 
the start.
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H.		 Stakeholder	Involvement

145. Th�s evaluat�on parameter requ�res an assessment of  �nformat�on d�ssem�nat�on efforts, consul-
tat�on processes and “stakeholder” part�c�pat�on. Over 40% of  the projects were ‘satisfactory’ of  
wh�ch 14% were rated ‘highly satisfactory’. 

146. ‘Satisfactory’ projects had extens�ve stakeholder consultat�on processes dur�ng project des�gn 
and mapped out the key stakeholders. Key stakeholders were �ncluded �n the steer�ng 
comm�ttee, they ra�sed publ�c awareness, used the project webs�te for d�ssem�nat�on/contact 
w�th stakeholders and project staff  frequently traveled to the project s�tes to conduct meet�ngs, 
publ�c hear�ngs and hold d�scuss�on. They also held ‘round tables’, workshops and publ�c 
events, and produced documentat�on and publ�cat�ons. Project staff  also act�vely ma�nta�ned 
contact and sol�c�ted v�ews of  pol�t�cal stakeholders. Countr�es w�th a strong local project 
team often had good �nvolvement of  local stakeholders �n many act�v�t�es.

147. However, projects that �nvolved the�r stakeholders much later, used a top-down approach to 
plann�ng, and /or had �nsuff�c�ent ongo�ng �nvolvement of  some key stakeholders were often 
rated poorly. Some of  these projects had assumed �n the project document that the partners 
were suff�c�ently establ�shed and had exper�ence �n �mplement�ng large projects, wh�ch often 
proved not to be the case. The select�on of  the�r partners was also not as comprehens�ve or 
as suff�c�ently �nclus�ve as �t should have been.

I.		 Financial	Planning	and	Management

148. Evaluat�on of  f�nanc�al plann�ng requ�res assessments of  the qual�ty and effect�veness of  
f�nanc�al plann�ng and controls of  f�nanc�al resources throughout a project’s l�fet�me. About 
50% of  the projects were e�ther ‘satisfactory’ or ‘highly satisfactory’ and about 20% were ‘moderately 
unsatisfactory’ or ‘unsatisfactory’. 

149. The ‘h�ghly satisfactory’ projects establ�shed excellent f�nanc�al management structures and had 
r�gorous systemat�c �nternal aud�ts. ‘Unsatisfactory’ projects had poor budget presentat�ons that 
were d�ff�cult to understand. There were unacceptable delays �n the prov�s�on of  f�nanc�al 
�nformat�on, problems of  wrong bank account numbers, fund transfers not rece�ved, and 
delays �n send�ng f�nanc�al reports. All these hampered smooth f�nanc�al adm�n�strat�on and 
eff�c�ent project �mplementat�on. 
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Table 4: Summary of projects ratings based on evaluation parameters.

Parameter Highly 
satisfactory

Satisfactory Moderately 
satisfactory

Moderately 
unsatisfactory

Un-
satisfactory

Highly
unsatisfactory

Attainment of 
Objectives and 
planned results

0 7 10 1 0 0

Sustainability of 
outcomes 0 3 9 6 0 0

Achievement 
of Outputs and 
activities

0 11 6 1 0 0

Cost 
effectiveness 0 3 5 2 0 0

M&E 0 3 7 4 4 0

Catalytic Role/
Replicability 1 2 11 2 0 0

Preparedness 
and Readiness 0 0 3 3 1 0

Country 
Ownership 0 5 9 4 0 0

Stakeholder 
Involvement 1 6 6 4 0 0

Financial 
Planning 2 7 5 1 3 0

Implementation 
Approach 0 3 6 4 2 0

UNEP 
Supervision and 
backstopping

0 3 4 0 0 0

Overall Rating 0 5 9 4 0 0

150. EOU recommends that UNEP set targets for the overall performance of  projects. For example, the GEF 
requ�res that the performance of  at least 75% of  projects should be �ndependently evaluated 
as ‘moderately satisfactory’ or better.



30

IV. Compliance with evaluation recommendations

151. The Evaluat�on and Overs�ght Un�t promotes operat�onal �mprovements �n UNEP projects 
and programmes through the �dent�f�cat�on of  appropr�ate recommendat�ons �n evaluat�ons 
and thorough a compl�ance procedure for the�r �mplementat�on. Accord�ng to a recent study 
by UNEG8, �n 1996 UNEP became one of  the f�rst UN agency evaluat�on funct�ons to 
�ntroduce a process to mon�tor and promote compl�ance w�th evaluat�on recommendat�ons. 

  Figure 2: Purpose of an evaluation recommendation compliance process

152. Th�s procedure prov�des support for, and follow-up on, recommendat�ons of  evaluat�ons 
conducted w�th�n the organ�zat�on and requ�res that the �mplementat�on status of  formal evalua-
t�on recommendat�ons be reported to EOU by programme and project managers. Desp�te some 
�mprovements �n the level of  compl�ance w�th evaluat�on recommendat�ons by some d�v�s�ons 
over the past years, a number of  problems w�th the ex�st�ng compl�ance process have become 
apparent:

• Project/programme managers do not always complete the requ�red ‘�mplementat�on 
plan’ as requested

• Project/programme managers do not always update progress �n the �mplementat�on of  
evaluat�on recommendat�ons 

• Recommendat�ons can rema�n un�mplemented (but tracked by EOU) for several years, 
often beyond the�r useful ‘l�fet�me’ for operat�onal relevance.

• Compl�ance w�th evaluat�on recommendat�ons has not been used as a performance 
measure by UNEP Sen�or management.

• Levels of  compl�ance w�th evaluat�on recommendat�ons have not been publ�cly d�sclosed 
across UNEP.

153.  In 2007, EOU developed a rev�sed compl�ance procedure des�gned to enhance the eff�c�ency 
of  the compl�ance process and to prov�de greater ‘�ncent�ves’ for compl�ance by project and 
programme staff  through the publ�c d�sclosure of  compl�ance rates by UNEP D�v�s�ons and 
by track�ng compl�ance for a def�ned per�od of  t�me (18 months). The new procedure w�ll be 
appl�ed from March 2008. In parallel, EOU has �mproved the gu�del�nes g�ven to evaluators 

8 UN Evaluat�on Group (2008). Management response and follow-up to evaluat�on recommendat�ons: Overv�ew and 
lessons learned. Evaluat�on Qual�ty Enhancement Task Force.
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 and EOU profess�onal staff  on what attr�butes a h�gh qual�ty recommendat�on9 should 
possess. These attr�butes are stressed �n evaluat�on Terms of  Reference and are appl�ed �n 
EOU’s evaluat�on qual�ty control processes.

A.		 Summary	of	the	updated	recommendation	compliance	procedure.

154. Follow�ng the complet�on of  an evaluat�on, an implementation plan must be prepared by 
the respons�ble off�cer of  the project/programme as soon as the f�nal�sed evaluat�on report �s 
sent by EOU. A one month deadline for subm�ss�on of  the proposed �mplementat�on plan 
�s �mposed from the date EOU sends the f�nal evaluat�on report.

155. The �mplementat�on plan spec�f�es whether a recommendat�on has been accepted, how the re-
commendat�on w�ll be �mplemented, who �s respons�ble for �ts �mplementat�on, the date by wh�ch 
the �mplementat�on of  the recommendat�on �s expected to be completed, and what act�ons have 
already been taken (�f  any). Where a recommendat�on �s rejected by the project/programme 
management, an explanat�on must be prov�ded as to why the recommendat�on cannot be �mple-
mented and, where appropr�ate, an alternat�ve course of  act�on w�ll be spec�f�ed.

156. If  an �mplementat�on plan has not been rece�ved by EOU w�th�n the spec�f�ed one month 
per�od, th�s �s recorded as non-compliance for all recommendations spec�f�ed �n the 
evaluat�on report (see below). After the �mplementat�on plan has been completed, EOU w�ll 
follow-up w�th the substant�ve off�ce on the status of  �mplementat�on of  recommendat�ons at 
s�x month �ntervals and report on the levels of  compl�ance to the Deputy Execut�ve D�rector. 
Th�s �s done �n September and �n March every year.

157. At each assessment po�nt, the progress �n �mplement�ng agreed recommendat�ons, as recorded 
by the respons�ble staff  �n updates to the �mplementat�on plan, �s assessed. On the bas�s of  the 
ev�dence prov�ded �n the �mplementat�on plan progress updates rece�ved, recommendat�ons 
are deemed to be:

•	 Fully �mplemented (compl�ant), 
•	 Part�ally �mplemented (part�ally compl�ant), 
•	 Not �mplemented (not compl�ant).
•	 No further act�on requ�red (�f  events overtake what �s planned)
•	 When a recommendat�on has been fully �mplemented �t w�ll be recorded as such and 

‘closed’, no further follow-up �s requ�red. All other recommendat�ons w�ll rema�n ‘open’. 

158. When a recommendat�on has reached the third assessment point (�.e. after 18 months) �t w�ll 
automat�cally be recorded as ‘closed’. The status of  �mplementat�on of  the recommendat�on 
w�ll also be recorded at th�s t�me10 and no further changes to th�s status w�ll be made. If  EOU 
does not rece�ve an updated �mplementat�on plan pr�or to the compl�ance assessment process, 
any rema�n�ng recommendat�ons are ‘closed’ w�th the level of  compl�ance unchanged from 
the prev�ous assessment po�nt.

9 EOU requ�res evaluat�on recommendat�ons to: (�) def�ne the �ssue or problem to be addressed; (��) be feas�ble to 
�mplement w�th�n the t�meframe and resources ava�lable; (���) be commensurate w�th the ava�lable capac�t�es of  project/
programme team and partners; (�v) be spec�f�c �n terms of  who would do what, how and by when; and (v) conta�n 
results-based language (�.e. a measurable performance target)

10 Therefore recommendat�ons reach�ng the th�rd assessment po�nt can be recorded as: ‘compl�ant-closed’, ‘part�ally 
compl�ant-closed’, ‘no further act�on requ�red-closed’, or ‘not compl�ant-closed’
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159. Any recommendat�ons from m�d-term evaluat�ons that were not fully �mplemented after three 
assessment po�nts w�ll be cons�dered �n the term�nal evaluat�on of  the project/programme 
and �ncorporated �nto the terms of  reference accord�ngly.

B.		 Overview	of	compliance	with	subprogramme	and	project	evaluation	
recommendations	2002–2007

160. As a prelude to the �ntroduct�on of  the new recommendat�on compl�ance procedure, the level 
of  compl�ance w�th evaluat�on recommendat�ons was exam�ned for the per�od 2002-2007. 

161. The Evaluat�on and Overs�ght Un�t conducted a comb�ned total of  98 subprogramme and pro-
ject evaluat�ons between 2002 and 2007, wh�ch resulted �n 918 recommendat�ons be�ng �ssued. 
As of  December 2007, a total of  632 recommendat�ons (68 per cent) had been fully �mplemen-
ted (compl�ant-closed) and 80 (9 per cent) were part�ally �mplemented (part�ally compl�ant). A 
total of  109 recommendat�ons (12 per cent) were not �mplemented and as such were deemed 
‘not compl�ant’. Overall, 77 per cent of  recommendat�ons have been e�ther fully or part�ally 
�mplemented. Dur�ng the 2007 report�ng per�od, a total 407 recommendat�ons were cons�dered. 
Th�s total was compr�sed of  258 recommendat�ons brought forward from pr�or years and 149 
recommendat�ons �ssued �n 2007. The Evaluat�on and Overs�ght Un�t deemed 191 (47%) of  
recommendat�ons cons�dered �n 2007 to be fully �mplemented (compl�ant-closed). 

C.		 Recommendation	compliance	status	2002	–	2007,	by	UNEP	
Division

162. Twenty two (20%) projects evaluated between 2002 and 2007 did not respond to EOU’s 
request for an implementation plan w�th respect to evaluat�on recommendat�ons. Of  that 
total, 13 of  the requests were �ssued more than two years ago. N�neteen of  the twenty two 
projects fa�l�ng to prepare a management response were from DGEF represent�ng 38% of  
the f�fty projects for wh�ch recommendat�ons were �ssued. The rema�n�ng three projects were 
from DTIE and represent 23% of  the 13 projects for wh�ch recommendat�ons were �ssued.

0

50

100

150

200

250

N
o.

 o
f r

ec
om

m
en

da
tio

ns

2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007

Year

Figure  3: Status of evaluation recommendations by year of issuance (2002-2007).
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163. Evaluat�on recommendat�ons that rema�n open and that were �ssued before September 2006 (18 
months pr�or to the commencement of  the new procedure) w�ll be recorded as ‘not compl�ant-
closed’ and no longer tracked for compl�ance. The relevant d�v�s�on managers of  the spec�f�c 
projects w�ll be �nformed. In 2007 e�ghteen (18) �mplementat�on plans were requested, and ten 
(66 percent) responded by prov�d�ng a management responses �n the requ�red format. Ten 
projects (44 percent) did not provide an implementation plan and recommendat�ons from 
these projects w�ll be recorded as ‘closed-not compl�ant’.

164. One subprogramme (D�v�s�on of  Reg�onal Cooperat�on) and two projects prepared an 
�mplementat�on plan follow�ng an evaluat�on but have not prov�ded updates on the �mplementat�on 
status of  evaluat�on recommendat�ons for more than two years.

165. UNEP D�v�s�ons show qu�te var�able levels of  compl�ance w�th evaluat�on recommendat�ons 
(Table 5). DELC shows the h�ghest levels of  compl�ance w�th evaluat�on recommendat�ons11; 
whereas DEPI, DTIE and DGEF need to make cons�derable �mprovements �n the�r overall 
levels of  compl�ance. Nevertheless, �f  compl�ance �s exam�ned �n relat�on to the number 
of  projects for wh�ch recommendat�ons were �ssued, �n terms of  the average number of  
recommendat�ons rema�n�ng open per project, then DCPI, DTIE and DEWA perform least 
well w�th 5.0, 3.9 and 3.9 respect�vely.

Table 5: Number of evaluation recommendations issued and numbers of those that have been closed and 
deemed fully compliant by UNEP Division 2002-2007

Division

Number of 
Evaluation 

recommendations 
issued 2002-2005 
and (number of 

projects)

Number of 
recommendations 

remaining open 
Dec 2005 and 
(cumulative % 
Compliance)

Number of 
recommendations 

remaining open 
in Dec 2006 and 
(cumulative % 
Compliance 
2002-2006)

Number of 
recommendations 

remaining open 
Dec 2007 and 
(cumulative % 
Compliance 
2002-2007)

Average 
number of 

recommendations 
per project 

remaining open 

DCPI 28 (2) 2 (93 %) 12 (74 %) 10 (72 %) 5.0

DRC 23 (5) 11 (52 %) 9 (61 %) 7 (70 %) 1.4

DEPI 28 (5) 14 (50 %) 23 (43 %) 17 (58 %) 3.4

DEWA 103 (8) 47 (54 %) 44 (57 %) 31 (70 %) 3.9

DTIE 56 (13) 11 (80 %) 51 (47 %) 51 (47 %) 3.9

DELC 214 (20) 166 (22 %) 45 (79 %) 18 (92 %) 0.9

DGEF 253 (50) 196 (23 %) 148 (50 %) 173 (50 %) 3.5

166. The follow�ng graphs show the evaluat�on recommendat�ons �ssued each year between 
2002 and 2007 for each d�v�s�on. The compl�ance over t�me w�th these recommendat�ons 
�s shown. As a cohort of  evaluat�on recommendat�ons �s �mplemented, so the number of  
recommendat�ons rema�n�ng ‘open’ reduces (�deally to zero).

11  A large number of  recommendat�ons relat�ng to DEC evaluat�ons were targeted at governments. These recommendat�ons were 
forwarded to the relevant governments and, s�nce the compl�ance respons�b�l�ty of  DEC ended w�th �nform�ng such governments, the 
recommendat�ons were deemed to be ‘compl�ant-closed’ from the DEC perspect�ve.
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Figure 5. DRC - Compliance with evaluation recommendations 2002-2007
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Figure 6. DEPI - Compliance with evaluation recommendations 2002-2007
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Figure 5. DRC – Compliance with evaluation recommendations 2002–2007

Figure 5. DRC - Compliance with evaluation recommendations 2002-2007

0

2

4

6

8

10

12

2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007

Year

N
o.

 o
f r

ec
om

m
en

da
tio

ns
 re

m
ai

ni
ng

Recommendations  made in 2002 Recommendations  made in 2003 Recommendations  made in 2004 

Figure 6. DEPI - Compliance with evaluation recommendations 2002-2007
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Figure 7. DEWA - Compliance with evaluation recommendations 2002–2007

Figure 8. DGEF – Compliance with evaluation recommendations 2002–2007

Figure 9. DTIE – Compliance with evaluation recommendations 2002–2007
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Figure 8. DGEF- Compliance with evaluation recommendations 2002-
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Figure 8. DGEF- Compliance with evaluation recommendations 2002-
2007
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Figure 9. DTIE - Compliance with evaluation recommendations 2002-2007
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Figure 10. DELC - Compliance with evaluation recommendations 2002-
2007

0

10

20

30

40

50

60

70

80

90

2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007

Year

N
o.

 o
f r

ec
om

m
en

da
tio

ns
 re

m
ai

ni
ng

 o
pe

n

Recommendations  made in 2002 Recommendations  made in 2003 
Recommendations  made in 2004 Recommendations  made in 2005 



36

D.		 Implementation	Status	of	recommendations	issued	in	2007

167.  Of  the recommendat�ons �ssued �n 2007, s�xty seven recommendat�ons were der�ved from 
n�ne project evaluat�ons out of  the total of  17 evaluat�ons conducted �n 2007. Of  that num-
ber, the Evaluat�on and Overs�ght Un�t deemed 20 recommendat�ons (30%) to have been 
fully addressed (compl�ant), 21 recommendat�ons (31%) to have been part�ally �mplemented 
(part�ally compl�ant) and 23 (34%) are yet to commence �mplementat�on (not compl�ant). 
Recommendat�ons from the rema�n�ng e�ght project evaluat�ons conducted �n 2007 are yet to 
reach the�r f�rst assessment po�nt, wh�ch w�ll occur �n March 2008.

168. In summary, EOU has rev�sed the evaluat�on recommendat�on compl�ance process for �m-
plementat�on �n 2008. EOU w�ll d�sclose the levels compl�ance w�th evaluat�on recommen-
dat�ons w�th�n UNEP. Such compl�ance needs to be �mproved �n several UNEP D�v�s�ons. 
EOU strongly suggests that the level of  compliance with evaluation recommendations be adopted by UNEP 
Senior management as a performance measure at Divisional level.

Figure 10. DELC – Compliance with evaluation recommendations 2002–2007

Figure 9. DTIE - Compliance with evaluation recommendations 2002-2007
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V.  Priority setting for Evaluation: Developing a strategic 
evaluation portfolio 

A.	 Introduction

169. Resources are scarce and best use should be made of  them to del�ver aga�nst the core 
evaluat�on purposes of  (�) prov�d�ng ev�dence of  results to meet accountab�l�ty requ�rements 
and (��) promot�ng operat�onal �mprovement and learn�ng. To th�s end, the Evaluat�on and 
Overs�ght Un�t has developed a method for analys�ng and pr�or�t�s�ng potent�al evaluat�ons to 
�mprove the select�on of  a portfol�o of  act�v�t�es that w�ll lead to the greatest pay-off  to the 
organ�zat�on. The method establ�shes the relat�ve pr�or�ty of  ‘evaluation opportunities’ 
aga�nst cr�ter�a that d�rectly relate to the pr�mary purposes of  the evaluat�on funct�on. 

170.  A range of  benef�ts are expected to accrue from the appl�cat�on of  th�s thorough, quant�tat�ve 
pr�or�ty sett�ng process. These �nclude:

•	 Enhanc�ng the relevance of  evaluat�ons to the w�der UNEP agenda
•	 Prov�d�ng structured just�f�cat�on for allocat�ng funds to evaluat�on act�v�t�es
•	 Promot�ng more transparent, pred�ctable dec�s�on-mak�ng
•	 Enabl�ng real�gnment of  evaluat�on pr�or�t�es w�th chang�ng needs and c�rcumstances
•	 Improved cred�b�l�ty w�th stakeholders 
•	 Prov�d�ng a clear d�rect�on and sense of  purpose to evaluat�on staff
•	 Document�ng a clear framework for the development of  the Agency’s evaluat�on 

portfol�o.

171. Th�s pr�or�ty sett�ng method was developed by EOU staff  �n late 2007 and was presented 
at the AGM of  the UN Evaluat�on Group �n Apr�l 2008. Feedback rece�ved from UN and 
Mult�lateral Development Bank evaluat�on profess�onals suggested that �t �s of  general ut�l�ty 
to the w�der �nternat�onal evaluat�on commun�ty. 

172. The method has been appl�ed �n EOU’s annual work plann�ng for 2008 to help ensure that 
the extremely scarce evaluat�on resources, that EOU has the freedom to allocate, are used to 
the�r best advantage and the relat�ve �mportance of  the mandatory evaluat�ons that from the 
overwhelm�ng major�ty of  EOU’s evaluat�on work plan, are better understood.

B.	 Priority	setting	methods

173.  Pr�or�ty sett�ng methods that use a framework s�m�lar to the one set out below have been successfully 
appl�ed at a var�ety of  levels — nat�onal (e.g. �n New Zealand), �nst�tut�onal, programme and 
project (e.g. CSIRO Austral�a and some CGIAR centres). The method requ�res the def�n�t�on of  
a set of  cr�ter�a and �nd�cators to determ�ne the relat�ve attract�veness and feas�b�l�ty for a set of  
mutually exclus�ve potent�al evaluat�ons wh�ch we term ‘evaluat�on opportun�t�es’.
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Figure 11. The Attractiveness and feasibility framework for priority setting
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174. The ‘Attract�veness’ cr�ter�a address �mportant character�st�cs of  evaluat�on opportun�t�es 
that relate d�rectly to the evaluat�on purposes of  prov�d�ng accountab�l�ty and promot�ng 
operat�onal �mprovements. The ma�n factors that affect the ‘Attractiveness’ of  an evaluat�on 
opportun�ty were def�ned as: 

•	 The cons�stency of  the evaluat�ve top�c w�th organ�zat�on’s strateg�c d�rect�on
•	 The pr�mary results focus of  the evaluat�on (d�stance along �mpact pathway - from 

act�v�t�es to �mpacts)
•	 The magn�tude and d�str�but�on env�ronmental benef�ts from the �ntervent�on l�kely to 

be assessed at the t�me of  the evaluat�on
•	 The potent�al �mportance of  the evaluat�on opportun�ty for resource mob�l�zat�on
•	 The number of  uptake events requ�red, the d�rectness of  the �mpact pathway and length 

of  lag t�mes for max�mum �mpact to be ach�eved from an �ntervent�on
•	 The ease of  attr�but�on to the project/programme of  the effects evaluated and the 

ex�stence of  adequate basel�nes/counterfactuals and/or performance mon�tor�ng 
�nformat�on

•	 The t�m�ng of  the evaluat�on opportun�ty relat�ve to project or programme operat�ons
•	 The l�kel�hood that operat�onally relevant f�nd�ngs or lessons w�ll be appl�cable to other 

UNEP projects /programmes
•	 The potent�al of  a project/programme to �mplement adapt�ve management, or m�t�gate 

known r�sks to project performance

175. The ‘Feas�b�l�ty’ cr�ter�a address �ssues relevant to the �mplementat�on of  the evaluat�on �tself, 
and were def�ned as:

•	 The level of  techn�cal/evaluat�ve capac�ty requ�red and the assoc�ated ava�lab�l�ty of  
consultants 

•	 The level of  overs�ght capac�ty requ�red for management and qual�ty control of  the 
evaluat�on opportun�ty

•	 The level effort requ�red �n the des�gn of  the evaluat�on approach
•	 The s�mpl�c�ty of  the evaluat�on methods needed
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176. The overall focus �n determ�n�ng the relat�ve pr�or�t�es for evaluat�on �s the ‘return to UNEP’ 
from investment in evaluation. The overall return �s h�gher, when both ‘attract�veness’ and 
‘feas�b�l�ty’ are h�gh. As ‘attract�veness’ and ‘feas�b�l�ty’ both decl�ne, so too does the ‘return 
to UNEP’, and so the select�v�ty �n choos�ng among evaluat�on opportun�t�es �ncreases.

Figure 12. Selectivity of evaluation investments using attractiveness and feasibility factors
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C.		 Evaluation	opportunities	

177. The 2008 EOU work plan l�sts approx�mately 60 planned evaluat�ons. Rather than assess the 
relat�ve pr�or�t�es for all evaluat�ons, a sampl�ng approach was used. The a�m was to apply the 
pr�or�ty sett�ng framework to a sample of  planned evaluat�ons that �s broadly representat�ve 
of  the ent�re work plan. All s�x planned management stud�es/themat�c evaluat�ons were 
�ncluded �n the sample. The rema�n�ng project/portfol�o evaluat�ons were then categor�zed by 
themat�c area accord�ng to the strateg�c framework of  UNEP, us�ng SIT’s ‘dom�nant purpose 
test’. Project/portfol�o evaluat�ons were then sampled from w�th�n each themat�c area to g�ve, 
as far as poss�ble, a balance between m�d term and term�nal evaluat�ons and s�ngle country, 
mult�-country/reg�onal project approaches. The select�ons also a�med to ach�eve a balance 
across geograph�c areas. 
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Table 6. Planned project/portfolio evaluations for 2008, and numbers sampled for priority setting classified 
by UNEP thematic areas

UNEP Thematic area No of evaluations 2008 work plan No evaluations sampled 

Climate Change 9 3

Disaster and Conflict 1 1

Ecosystem Management 20 5

Environmental Governance 6 1

Harmful Substances 6 2

Sustainable Consumption and Production 12 3

Total 54 15

 The ‘evaluation opportunities’ cons�dered �n the pr�or�ty sett�ng exerc�se were:

1. UNEP �nfluence study on the Global Env�ronment Pol�cy Agenda (Chem�cals)
2. A Study of  the C�v�l Soc�ety Programme of  UNEP
3. New Arrangements for the ASCOBANS Secretar�at
4. F�nal Evaluat�on of  the Belg�um-UNEP partnersh�p
5. Evaluat�on of  UNEP SubProgramme 4 - The D�v�s�on of  Technology, Industry and 

Econom�cs
6. Qual�ty of  Project Superv�s�on �n DGEF
7. UNEP TE Ach�ev�ng the Johannesburg Plan of  Target of  “IWRM and Eff�c�ency Plans 

by 2005
8. GEF MSP TE Ozone Portfol�o 
9. GEF FSP TE Solar and W�nd Energy Resource Assessment (SWERA)
10. UNEP TE Us�ng Carbon F�nance to Promote Susta�nable Energy Serv�ces �n Afr�ca 

(CF-SEA)
11. GEF MSP TE Susta�nable land use plann�ng for d�saster preparedness �n the lower 

L�mpopo Bas�n
12. GEF FSP TE Revers�ng Env�ronmental Degradat�on Trends �n the South Ch�na Sea 

and Gulf  of  Tha�land
13. GEF FSP MTE Gu�nea Current LME- Combat�ng L�v�ng Resource Deplet�on and 

Coastal Area Degradat�on 
14. GEF MTE Afr�can/Euras�an Flyways - Enhanc�ng Conservat�on of  the Cr�t�cal 

Network of  S�tes of  Wetlands Requ�red by M�gratory Waterb�rds
15. GEF MSP TE Cedar Forests �n the Med�terranean Reg�on- Development of  an Act�on 

Plan for Integrated Management of  Forests and Assessment of  Insect Infestat�on 
16. GEF MSP MTE Bu�ld�ng the Partnersh�p to del�ver the Global 2010 Ind�cators
17. GEF FSP TE Development of  Nat�onal Implementat�on Plans for the Management of  

Pers�stent Organ�c Pollutants (POPs)
18. GEF MSP TE Assesment of  Ex�st�ng Capac�ty and Capac�ty Bu�ld�ng Needs to Analyse 

POPs �n Develop�ng Countr�es
19. UNEP Implementat�on of  a Reg�onal Programme of  Susta�nable Product�on and 

Consumpt�on �n Lat�n Amer�ca and the Car�bbean
20. UNEP Ch�na Rural Energy Enterpr�se Development (C-REED)
21. GEF MTE Conservat�on and Susta�nable Use of  B�od�vers�ty through Sound Tour�sm 

Development �n B�osphere Reserves �n Central and Eastern Europe
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178.  Each ‘evaluat�on opportun�ty’ was then �ndependently scored by EOU evaluat�on profess�onals 
for each of  the var�ous ‘attract�veness’ and ‘feas�b�l�ty’ factors us�ng a scor�ng matr�x12 l�st�ng 
the cr�ter�a and prov�d�ng �nd�cators that correspond to the d�fferent scores. A m�n� Delph� 
approach was used and the reasons for d�fferences �n scores between profess�onals and of  
each cr�ter�on for each ‘evaluat�on opportun�ty’ were d�scussed. The evaluat�on opportun�t�es 
were then re-scored and the averages for each evaluat�on opportun�ty prov�de the bas�s for 
the analyses that h�ghl�ght the relat�ve pr�or�t�es for ‘evaluat�on opportun�t�es’.

D.		 Analysis	and	discussion	of	the	evaluation	portfolio	for	2008	

179. The comb�ned scores fore each ‘evaluat�on opportun�ty’ across all factors, prov�des a measure 
for assess�ng the relat�ve pr�or�t�es assoc�ated w�th EOU’s 2008 work plan �n terms of  the 
l�kely benef�t accru�ng to UNEP from the�r successful complet�on.

180. F�gure 13 shows that the h�ghest rank�ng overall evaluat�on pr�or�t�es �n the 2008 work plan 
are the themat�c and management stud�es. These aggregated scores y�eld overall pr�or�t�es 
but do not allow an �nterpretat�on of  those pr�or�t�es w�th respect to the d�fferent purposes 
evaluat�ons can serve. To ga�n an understand�ng of  these �ssues, d�fferent attr�butes of  the 
‘evaluat�on opportun�t�es’ are exam�ned �n more deta�l.

E.		 Strategic	importance.

181. Some project or programmat�c act�v�t�es �n the UNEP work programme have greater 
relevance to the future strategy of  the organ�zat�on as compared to others. Evaluat�ons 
of  projects/programmes of  h�gh strateg�c �mportance w�ll be of  greater potent�al ut�l�ty 
to the organ�zat�on to �mprove future operat�onal performance as compared to projects or 
programmes that are unl�kely to feature �n the future work of  the organ�zat�on. Prov�d�ng 
ev�dence �n terms of  results (outcomes �nfluences and �mpacts) ach�eved �n the areas of  future 

12 See M.J. Sp�lsbury, S. Norgbey, C. Battagl�no and J. K�takule-Mukungu. (2008). Pr�or�ty sett�ng for Evaluat�on: Develop�ng 
a strateg�c evaluat�on portfol�o. Spec�al Paper Number 3. Un�ted Nat�ons Env�ronment Programme Na�rob�, Kenya.

 http://www.unep.org/eou/Spec�al_Stud�es/Spec�alstud�es.asp.

Figure 13. Combined 'feasibility' and 'attractiveness' scores 
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Figure 14. Strategic importance versus accountability attractiveness 
of ʻevaluation opportunitiesʼ
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strateg�c �mportance to UNEP enhances accountab�l�ty by prov�d�ng cred�ble ev�dence to 
support the organ�zat�on’s ‘track record’. F�gure 14 shows the relat�ve pr�or�t�es for evaluat�on 
opportun�t�es w�th respect to the�r ‘strateg�c �mportance’ –– how well evaluat�on opportun�t�es 
are al�gned w�th the strateg�c focus of  UNEP and the�r ‘accountab�l�ty attract�veness’.

Figure 13. Combined 'feasibility' and 'attractiveness' scores 
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 Note: The d�ameter of  the plotted po�nts �s proport�onal to the est�mated cost for each evaluat�on opportun�ty. 

182. The graph h�ghl�ghts, �n the top r�ght hand quadrant, the evaluat�ons that are most l�kely to 
del�ver f�nd�ngs that assess outcomes, �nfluences and �mpacts of  UNEP work �n areas of  
strateg�c s�gn�f�cance. These represent the pr�or�t�es w�th respect to the accountab�l�ty purpose 
of  the evaluat�on funct�on of  UNEP. The top pr�or�t�es are the proposed evaluat�on of  the 
‘pol�cy �nfluence’ of  DTIE’s Chem�cals subprogramme element and the overall subprogramme 
evaluat�on of  DTIE. In general, few project-level term�nal evaluat�ons are ranked as h�gh 
pr�or�ty. Except�ons �nclude the GEF Ozone Portfol�o term�nal evaluat�ons and the term�nal 
evaluat�on for the GEF South Ch�na Seas Project.

183. Results Focus of  the Evaluat�on (D�stance down the ‘results cha�n’ or ‘�mpact pathway’). There 
�s a trade-off  between the level at wh�ch an evaluat�on �s focused �n terms of  results (outputs, 
outcomes, �nfluences or �mpacts), and �ts ut�l�ty for ‘accountab�l�ty’ or ‘operat�onal eff�c�ency/
learn�ng’ purposes. For example, an evaluat�on that a�ms to assess long-term �mpacts w�ll usually 
only take place long after a project or programme has ended and wh�lst such an evaluat�on may 
have a h�gh ut�l�ty for accountab�l�ty purposes, �t w�ll be of  l�ttle relevance for the purposes of  
�mprov�ng the ‘operat�onal eff�c�ency’ of  that part�cular project or programme (because �t has 
ended). However such evaluat�ons may generate some lessons for future programme/projects 
of  a related nature. 
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184. Conversely, an evaluat�on that takes place dur�ng project/programme �mplementat�on w�ll be 
l�kely to have h�gh ut�l�ty for the purposes of  ‘operat�onal �mprovement’ (adapt�ve management) 
of  that project/programme but �s l�kely to be too soon �n the l�fe of  the �ntervent�on to assess 
the �ntended �mpacts. There �s, therefore, a trade-off  between the t�me/speed of  del�very of  
evaluat�on f�nd�ngs and the�r operat�onal relevance to the ent�ty be�ng evaluated. For example, 
a m�d term evaluat�on of  a project or programme w�ll typ�cally y�eld larger benef�ts �n terms 
of  suggest�ons to �mprove project �mplementat�on (course-correct�on/adapt�ve management) 
than would an evaluat�on of  the same project at �ts complet�on.

185. The ‘results focus’ of  an evaluat�on also �ncludes the nested trade-offs of  ‘attr�but�ve ease’ 
versus ‘lack of  �mpact knowledge’ (see F�gure 15 above). Assess�ng outcomes shortly after 
complet�on of  an �n�t�at�ve m�ght be eas�er �n terms of  establ�sh�ng attr�but�on of  any effects to 
the �ntervent�on, but real �mpacts w�ll often be yet to accrue. Conversely, an �mpact assessment 
some t�me after project/programme complet�on m�ght be better able to measure changes �n 
�mpact-related metr�cs but attr�but�on to the or�g�nal �ntervent�on may be more challeng�ng 
due to the passage of  t�me and the lack of  adequate basel�nes/counterfactuals to m�t�gate the 
d�ff�culty of  separat�ng out the effects of  other events and actors. 

186. It �s also �nstruct�ve to exam�ne the ‘attract�veness for accountab�l�ty’ (F�gure 16) by plott�ng 
the scores for evaluat�on opportun�t�es �n terms of  the�r d�stance down the �mpact pathway, 
aga�nst the correspond�ng ease of  attr�but�on, for the causal effects evaluated. The score for the 
magn�tude and scale of  effect l�kely to be assessed at the t�me of  the evaluat�on �s represented 
by the d�ameter of  the po�nts plotted. Th�s graph offers the prospect of  �dent�fy�ng any ‘low 
hang�ng fru�ts’ �.e. evaluat�ons that are l�kely to demonstrate env�ronmental results that are more 
read�ly attr�buted to UNEP �ntervent�ons. The 2008 work plan shows no such evaluat�ons.
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 Note: The d�ameter of  the plotted po�nts �s proport�onal to the scores for the magn�tude and d�str�but�on of  
benef�ts l�kely to be assessed at the t�me of  the evaluat�on

187. The pol�cy �nfluence evaluat�on, the DTIE subprogramme evaluat�on, and the GEF Ozone 
portfol�o evaluat�on all scored s�m�larly for the magn�tude of  benef�ts l�kely to be assessed. 
However, wh�lst the ‘pol�cy �nfluence’ evaluat�on of  DTIE’s Chem�cals subprogramme element 
�s regarded as the most attract�ve �n terms of  �ts ‘results focus’ �t also presents the greatest 
challenges �n terms of  attr�but�on. In contrast, the Ozone portfol�o evaluat�on has the most 
favourable attr�but�on score because of  the l�nkage between reduct�on and el�m�nat�on of  
Ozone Deplet�ng Substances (a performance measure of  projects �n th�s GEF portfol�o) and 
env�ronmental benef�ts of  avo�ded damage to the Ozone layer. The GEF Ozone portfol�o 
evaluat�on �s the h�ghest pr�or�ty evaluat�on when assessed aga�nst these cr�ter�a.

F.		 Operational	improvement

188. If  we exam�ne evaluat�on pr�or�t�es �n terms of  the l�kely contr�but�ons to operat�onal 
�mprovement �n UNEP, a d�fferent pattern emerges. M�d-term evaluat�ons or evaluat�ons 
of  ongo�ng projects and programmes tend to score h�gher because evaluat�on f�nd�ngs are 
l�kely to feed back d�rectly �nto management and �mplementat�on. The DTIE Subprogramme 
evaluat�on emerges as the h�ghest pr�or�ty evaluat�on aga�nst the cr�ter�a of  ‘attractiveness for 
operational improvement’ comb�ned w�th ‘strategic importance’. 

Figure 16. Attractiveness of ʻevaluation opportunitiesʼ for accountability purposes.
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189. However, �f  EOU were to place the emphas�s on secur�ng ‘qu�ck w�ns’ �n terms of  learn�ng 
and operat�onal �mprovement, then we would look at the pr�or�t�es �n terms of ‘Operat�onal 
�mprovement return’ and plot the comb�ned scores for ‘attract�veness for operat�onal 
�mprovement’ aga�nst the scores for the factors that relate to ‘evaluat�on feas�b�l�ty’(F�gure 18). 
The plot shows that evaluat�on of  ongo�ng projects/programmes �s more ‘attract�ve’ than those 
that have ended or are near�ng complet�on. The evaluat�on of  GEF project superv�s�on be�ng 
the most ‘feas�ble’ and the most l�kely to y�eld s�gn�f�cant ‘operat�onal �mprovement’ benef�ts. 
This suggests that this planned evaluation could be of  greater benefit to UNEP if  its 
scope were extended to also examine the quality of  supervision of  non-GEF UNEP 
projects. F�gure 18 also shows that those projects that are executed by UNEP score more 
h�ghly than those projects that are executed by a th�rd party (as �s the case for several of  the 
GEF evaluat�ons), because �n th�s latter case, operat�onal �mprovements w�th�n such a project 
are not l�kely to be d�rectly captured by UNEP - but by the execut�ng agency. However, the 
‘attract�veness for operat�onal �mprovement’ may st�ll be s�gn�f�cant �f  the project �s s�m�lar �n 
nature and focus to others that feature �n the Agency’s work programme.

Figure 17. Strategic Importance & ʻattractiveness for operational 
improvementʼ
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Figure 18. ʻAttractiveness for operational improvementʼ versus ʻevaluation 
feasibilityʼ
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 Note: The d�ameter of  the plotted po�nts �s proport�onal to the est�mated cost for each evaluat�on opportun�ty. 
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G.		 Resource	Mobilisation

190. Evaluat�on f�nd�ngs can play an �mportant role �n help�ng to secure f�nanc�al resources for 
UNEP. If  we exam�ne the 2008 EOU work plan �n terms of  the potent�al of  the ‘evaluat�on 
opportun�t�es’ to contr�bute to resource mob�l�zat�on w�th respect to the ease w�th wh�ch the 
evaluat�on can be conducted – the comb�ned ‘feas�b�l�ty’ factors, several patterns can be observed. 
Project evaluat�ons that focus on course correct�on and operat�onal �mprovement often have a 
more l�m�ted potent�al for use �n resource mob�l�zat�on efforts – as the resources st�ll rema�n �n 
the project and the major ach�evements have often yet to be real�sed (F�gure 19). By contrast, 
evaluat�ons that are l�kely to prov�de ev�dence of  effect�ve UNEP performance �n ach�ev�ng 
�mportant outcomes and �nfluences, that have (or are l�kely) to generate tang�ble env�ronmental 
benef�ts, can contr�bute greatly to resource mob�l�zat�on efforts. Th�s �s espec�ally so when the 
focus of  the evaluat�on co�nc�des w�th the fund�ng pr�or�t�es of  �mportant donors. In the case 
of  GEF projects, complet�on of  a h�gh qual�ty term�nal evaluat�on that suggests that cont�nued 
�nvestment �n the project (or �ts follow-up phases) �s mer�ted, �s essent�al for secur�ng cont�nued 
GEF f�nanc�al support.

Figure 19. Attractiveness for resource mobilization versus the feasibility of 
evaluation opportunities
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 Note: The d�ameter of  the plotted po�nts �s proport�onal to the est�mated cost for each evaluat�on opportun�ty. 

H.		 Conclusion

191. Wh�lst apply�ng a r�gorous pr�or�ty sett�ng approach helps cons�derably w�th the development 
of  an evaluat�on portfol�o that can max�m�ze the returns to the organ�zat�on, w�th respect to the 
pr�mary purposes of  the funct�on, tactical investments in some evaluation activities w�ll st�ll 
be necessary. Such �nvestments may wa�ve the normal requ�rements for ‘evaluat�on opportun�t�es’ 
to be of  h�gh strateg�c �mportance, or to make s�gn�f�cant contr�but�ons to the organ�zat�on’s 
accountab�l�ty or operat�onal eff�c�ency. For example, they may be evaluat�ons undertaken to meet 
spec�f�c external requ�rements or to fulf�l a spec�f�c request from management or to enhance the 
profess�onal cred�b�l�ty of  the Agency’s evaluat�on funct�on. Evaluat�on managers should use 
the pr�or�ty sett�ng method as a tool to analyse the ‘portfol�o’ of  evaluat�on �nvestments, not to 
un�laterally ‘f�lter out’ evaluat�on opportun�t�es w�th lower potent�al.

192. For the key evaluat�ve purpose of  demonstrat�ng accountab�l�ty, and �n the context of  ‘results-
based management’, there are obv�ous advantages to preferent�ally select�ng UNEP ‘success 
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stor�es’ when �nvest�ng scarce resources �n an evaluat�on portfol�o. Focus�ng accountab�l�ty-
or�ented evaluat�ons ent�rely on cases where causal l�nkages to outcomes and �mpacts are read�ly 
establ�shed (h�gh attr�but�ve ease) has pragmat�c appeal but would tend to l�m�t evaluat�ons at 
UNEP e�ther to stud�es that focus ‘early’ �n the �mpact pathway (on outputs and �mmed�ate 
outcomes) or restr�ct accountab�l�ty-or�ented evaluat�ons to a m�nor�ty of  cases where attr�but�on 
�ssues are stra�ghtforward. S�nce much of  the Agency’s work seeks �mpacts v�a �nd�rect �mpact 
pathways often l�nked to pol�cy change processes, th�s would y�eld an unbalanced evaluat�on 
portfol�o and enshr�ne a tendency to ‘shy away’ from the greatest challenges �n results-based 
evaluat�on and �mpact assessment. It would also result �n much of  the Agency’s �nvestment 
�n evaluat�ons lack�ng suff�c�ent focus on �n�t�at�ves a�med at generat�ng env�ronmental 
benef�ts. Wh�lst the evaluat�on funct�on w�ll str�ve to l�nk UNEP act�v�t�es to quant�f�cat�on of  
env�ronmental benef�ts – th�s �s only l�kely to be poss�ble (due to the cons�derable attr�but�on 
d�ff�cult�es) for a small proport�on of  act�v�t�es �n the work programme of  UNEP.

193. It should, however, be noted that an earl�er study on evaluat�on demand �n UNEP showed 
that the demand for accountab�l�ty-or�ented evaluat�ons �s h�gh and not currently well-matched 
e�ther w�th the capac�ty or the level of  resources requ�red by the evaluat�on funct�on of  UNEP 
to del�ver them13. ‘In-house’ evaluat�on funct�ons often face cr�t�c�sms that the�r evaluat�ons 
are heav�ly b�ased by self-serv�ng mot�ves and th�s acts to �ncrease the level scept�c�sm w�th 
wh�ch evaluat�on f�nd�ngs are regarded by external aud�ences unless the evaluat�on funct�on has 
a h�gh level of  �ndependence �n the organ�zat�on, a track record of  d�sclos�ng negat�ve as well 
as pos�t�ve evaluat�on f�nd�ngs �s establ�shed, and the organ�zat�on subjects �ts evaluat�ons to 
r�gorous peer rev�ew processes. 

194. In contrast, operat�onal �mprovements and �nst�tut�onal learn�ng (feedback) that result from 
evaluat�on f�nd�ngs are (by def�n�t�on) also ‘self  serv�ng’ but th�s �s frequently perce�ved favourably 
by donors and other external stakeholders and can help foster percept�ons, and the real�ty, of  
UNEP be�ng a ‘learn�ng organ�zat�on’. Operat�onal �mprovement and learn�ng are �mportant 
reasons for �nvest�ng �n evaluat�on and should therefore be a cons�derat�on �n the select�on of  a 
balanced portfol�o of  evaluat�on stud�es. 

195. In pract�ce, wh�lst �t �s very �nformat�ve to understand the relat�ve pr�or�t�es of  d�fferent 
evaluat�ons on the EOU work programme, the overwhelm�ng major�ty of  evaluat�ons the un�t 
currently undertakes are mandatory and the�r costs are not fung�ble – the evaluat�on budgets 
res�de �n the project/programme budgets and not w�th EOU. Therefore, there is currently 
little scope to link this priority setting approach to resource allocation decisions under 
current arrangements for the evaluat�on funct�on �n UNEP. The bulk of  evaluat�on resources 
are l�nked to project-level evaluat�ons and therefore the returns to UNEP from �nvestment �n 
evaluat�on are fall�ng well short of  the�r potent�al max�mum.

196. Assum�ng that EOU w�ll, at some future juncture, be at l�berty to dec�de among compet�ng 
evaluat�on alternat�ves, th�s pr�or�ty sett�ng method w�ll allow EOU to develop a strateg�c 
approach to the development and ma�ntenance of  a roll�ng portfol�o of  evaluat�ons. The 
f�nd�ngs �nd�cate that the greatest pay-offs to UNEP w�ll come from evaluat�ons that focus on 
the assessment of  outcomes, �nfluences and �mpact of  ongo�ng programmat�c act�v�t�es that 
are closely al�gned w�th the strateg�c pr�or�t�es of  UNEP. 

13 M. J. Sp�lsbury, S. Norgbey, G. Raun�yar and C. Perch. (2006). Internal and external needs for evaluat�ve stud�es �n a 
mult�lateral agency: match�ng supply w�th demand �n UNEP. Evaluat�on and Overs�ght Un�t Spec�al Paper Number 1. 
Un�ted Nat�ons Env�ronment Programme Na�rob�, Kenya.

 http://www.unep.org/eou/Spec�al_Stud�es/Spec�alstud�es.asp
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VI. Observing Patterns in Lessons Learned from 
Evaluation

A.	 Introduction

197. Be �t at the project, programme, �nst�tut�onal or pol�cy level, one true measure of  EOU’s 
long-term performance w�ll be determ�ned by assess�ng how knowledge der�ved from evalua-
t�ons can br�ng about pos�t�ve change. To th�s end, the evaluat�on funct�on can help �nform 
new th�nk�ng w�th knowledge from past exper�ences and present the ‘b�gger p�cture’ ga�ned 
through systemat�c collect�on of  evaluat�ve �nformat�on across the organ�zat�on. It can pro-
mote operat�onal �mprovements through compl�ance w�th evaluat�on recommendat�ons and 
foster effect�ve ut�l�sat�on of  ‘lessons learned’. The real value-added of  evaluat�on “lessons” 
�s captured when they are cons�dered and then �ntegrated �nto programme/project opera-
t�ons, plann�ng and des�gn. 

198. UNEP Evaluat�on and Overs�ght Un�t (EOU) ma�nta�ns a database of  lessons der�ved from 
evaluat�ons conducted s�nce 1999. The art�culat�on of  lessons �s standard requ�rement for 
all UNEP evaluat�ons, however, ‘lessons’ presented �n evaluat�on reports are often of  h�ghly 
var�able qual�ty and somet�mes of  l�m�ted ut�l�ty. In add�t�on, even when h�gh qual�ty lessons 
are developed, they are seldom commun�cated effect�vely to the�r �ntended aud�ence. ‘Lessons 
learned’ should more accurately be regarded as ‘lessons to be learned’. 

199. In common w�th many organ�zat�ons, lessons der�ved from evaluat�ons have had l�m�ted 
success as a feedback mechan�sm for programme/project des�gn and �mplementat�on w�th�n 
UNEP. Two broad problems underl�e th�s observat�on:

a) Lessons are poorly formulated (low qual�ty); and;
b) Processes to promote d�ssem�nat�on and uptake of  lessons are weak.

200. Many so-called lessons lack the essent�al attr�butes. A h�gh qual�ty lesson should; (�) succ�nctly 
spec�fy the context from wh�ch �t �s der�ved, (��) establ�sh �ts relevance beyond that context 
(where �t w�ll be appl�ed and by whom) and (���) suggest some prescr�pt�on or act�on. Although 
lessons are der�ved from a spec�f�c s�tuat�on, they are �ntended to have w�der relevance. How-
ever, lessons are frequently regarded as one-off  f�nd�ngs that lack support�ng �nformat�on from 
other sources and, as such, often have lower cred�b�l�ty among potent�al users. On the other 
hand, lessons that are supported by ‘tr�angulated’ ev�dence command greater cred�b�l�ty and 
foster greater conf�dence �n the s�gn�f�cance and potent�al ut�l�ty of  the lesson among the�r 
potent�al users. 

201. Clearly, produc�ng h�gh-qual�ty lessons �s necessary but not suff�c�ent to max�m�ze the�r 
potent�al ut�l�ty. Rely�ng on pass�ve d�ssem�nat�on approaches, e.g. by s�mple d�ssem�nat�on of  
evaluat�on reports, �s a common but not very effect�ve method of  promot�ng the�r uptake. As 
a result, many lessons are dest�ned to be arch�ved �n underut�l�sed databases or to langu�sh, 
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unheeded, �n evaluat�on reports. Greater emphas�s on enhanc�ng the cred�b�l�ty and, bu�ld�ng 
the ‘ownersh�p’, of  lessons �s requ�red. A var�ety of  complementary commun�cat�on and 
‘outreach’ processes are needed to enhance the uptake of  lessons by the�r �ntended users.

202. These problems and �ssues prov�ded the mot�vat�on for EOU’s work on ‘lessons learned’. In 
order to enhance the qual�ty of  lessons, �mprove the�r ut�l�sat�on, and to a�d the d�ssem�nat�on 
and commun�cat�on to both �nternal and external aud�ences, EOU has developed a 
Framework of Lessons from Evaluation.

203. F�rstly EOU’s profess�onals rev�ewed the contents of  the UNEP EOU lessons database 
apply�ng a work�ng def�n�t�on of  ‘what const�tutes a lesson’ and el�m�nat�ng low qual�ty 
‘lessons’. Secondly, a framework of  common problems, �ssues and or constra�nts to wh�ch 
evaluat�on lessons relate was developed us�ng ‘M�nd-mapp�ng’ software and ‘problem tree’ 
techn�ques. Then the rema�n�ng h�gh qual�ty evaluat�on lessons were systemat�cally class�f�ed 
w�th�n �n the Lessons Framework14.

204. Approx�mately two hundred and s�xty lessons from evaluat�on stud�es produced between 
1999 and 2007 were rev�ewed. Nearly 50% of  all lessons analysed fa�led to sat�sfy the cr�ter�a. 
Many so-called lessons were re-class�f�ed as evaluat�ve f�nd�ngs or conclus�ons, because the�r 
authors (usually �ndependent evaluat�on consultants) had frequently fa�led to art�culate clear 
prescr�pt�ons or ‘appl�cat�on doma�ns’. Lessons that fa�led these cr�ter�a were deleted from 
the EOU lessons database and those that rema�ned were referenced w�th a un�que lesson 
�dent�f�cat�on number. 

205. The large number of  delet�ons from the lessons database prompted EOU to more clearly 
spec�fy the requ�rements for draft�ng lessons �n our standard evaluat�on gu�del�nes �n early 
2007, and to use these same cr�ter�a �n the qual�ty control and feedback rubr�c appl�ed to all 
EOU evaluat�on reports.

B.	 The	Framework	of	Lessons	from	Evaluation

 206. EOU appl�ed a ‘problem tree’ approach to develop the lessons framework. At the outset, 
the process of  develop�ng a problem tree starts w�th a statement about the ma�n problem 
to be �nvest�gated. In th�s case, and s�nce the bulk of  the Agency’s lessons are der�ved from 
evaluat�ons of  UNEP projects or subprogrammes, the central problem was def�ned as: 

“UNEP projects and programmes have sub-optimal impact”.

207. Th�s central problem addresses the ult�mate purpose of  lessons learned and, of  course, could 
be read�ly appl�ed �n the context of  operat�onal �mprovement �n UNEP. Problem tree analys�s 
proceeds by further �dent�fy�ng the causes of  the central problem and establ�shes a h�erarchy 
of  such causes, from those most �mmed�ate to the central problem, down to the fundamental 
causes. 

14 Full deta�ls of  the approach and methods used are ava�lable �n: “Lessons Learned from Evaluat�on: A platform for 
shar�ng knowledge.” Spec�al Paper Number 2. Un�ted Nat�ons Env�ronment Programme Na�rob�, Kenya.

 http://www.unep.org/eou/Spec�al_Stud�es/Spec�alstud�es.asp
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Figure 20. Framework of Lessons Learned of UNEP showing the central problem and the first level, or 
‘cornerstones’, of causal problems.

Figure 19. Attractiveness for resource mobilization versus the feasibility of 
evaluation opportunities
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 Each ‘cornerstone’ cluster �s further subd�v�ded �nto causal problems (see F�gure 21).

Figure 21: The ‘Imperfect Project Design’ ‘cornerstone’ and two causal levels below, with their lesson 
identification numbers. More distal levels of the framework are not shown.
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208. In the example shown �n F�gure 2115, the problem ‘Inappropriate intervention strategy’ currently 
has n�ne causes assoc�ated w�th �t. One of  these causes �s l�sted as ‘Unclear linkages between 
outputs, outcomes and objectives’. Th�s cause �s assoc�ated w�th Lesson numbers 112 and 125 �n 
the UNEP EOU database of  lessons learned. Lesson 112, for example states:

 “It is critical that the internal logic of  the project be very clearly spelled out in the project 
document and that the strategic linkages between outcomes and objectives are made very 
clear. Those implementing or supervising a project are frequently completely different 
people from those who developed the project. The Project Document needs to be a self-
explanatory, stand-alone document.”16

209. As more lessons from evaluat�ons are generated and class�f�ed, more causes for the problem 
‘Inappropriate intervention strategy’ �n the ‘project des�gn’ cluster may be �dent�f�ed or new 
�nstances of  prev�ously �dent�f�ed problems may occur. In the former case, a new ‘branch’ of  
the problem tree would be created and �n the latter case the new lesson would be referenced 
alongs�de other lessons by add�ng �ts un�que lesson reference number. The framework has 
been further developed w�th�n a computer appl�cat�on so that there are software ‘hyperl�nks’ 
between the framework and the full text of  the lessons conta�ned w�th the database. Th�s 
appl�cat�on �s currently �n p�lot form and EOU �ntends to develop th�s further as a web-based 
appl�cat�on.

C.	 Utility	of	the	Lessons	Framework

210. The lessons framework, as a whole, �s greater than the sum of  �ts parts because each lesson 
can be �nterpreted �n the context of  the ent�re collect�on of  lessons. Lessons that relate to a 
common problem can be read�ly �dent�f�ed and th�s adds to the cred�b�l�ty and potent�al ut�l�ty 
of  a lesson by document�ng exper�ence der�ved from �ndependent sources (an evaluat�on of  a 
d�fferent project/programme) that often �dent�f�es s�m�lar prescr�pt�ons - a form of  tr�angulat�on. 
However, �n some cases, lessons l�nked to a s�m�lar problem prov�de prescr�pt�ons that are 
counter posed. Th�s also represents ‘value-added’ as �t h�ghl�ghts that for some problems the 
correspond�ng solut�ons m�ght be h�ghly context-spec�f�c and suggests that such lessons should 
be appl�ed w�th great caut�on.

211. The framework of  lessons allows:

• Qu�ck �dent�f�cat�on of  �ssues and problems that frequently feature across UNEP 
evaluat�ons. Usually such �nformat�on �s d�saggregated �n large databases or �n d�sparate 
reports;

• Mult�ple lessons to be clustered around commonly occurr�ng �ssues (or ‘root causes’), 
prov�d�ng ‘tr�angulat�on’ for commonly art�culated lessons;

• Lessons to be assoc�ated w�th more than one �ssue or problem - rather than apply�ng a 
mutually exclus�ve (taxonom�c) class�f�cat�on approach to lessons;

• Patterns across lessons to be observed and commonly occurr�ng problems across a 
project portfol�o to be �dent�f�ed; 

• Potent�al solut�ons to common problems to be compared and;
• Uptake of  lessons to be more effect�vely promoted

15 For a f�gure show�ng the ent�re lessons framework see http://www.unep.org/eou/Special_Studies/Specialstudies.asp
16 Lesson from the Mid-Term Evaluation of  the UNEP UNDP GEF Project “Botswana, Kenya and Mali: Management of  Indigenous 

Vegetation for the Rehabilitation of  Degraded Lands in Arid Zones of  Africa”GF/2740-03-4618
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D.	 Patterns	in	Evaluation	Lessons

212. The lessons framework reveals a number of  patterns �n evaluat�on lessons collated over t�me. 
Generally for every lesson that relates to an operat�onal project/programme management 
problem or a problem �n ach�ev�ng project/programme outcomes, there are usually correspond�ng 
‘project des�gn’ �ssues. Key users for evaluat�on lessons are, therefore, not only the ‘operat�onal’ 
managers, but also those �nvolved �n the des�gn of  the future work of  UNEP.

213. The key project/programme des�gn problems that are h�ghl�ghted �n the lessons of  numerous 
evaluat�on reports �nclude:

•	 Lack of  ownersh�p and shared v�s�on due �nsuff�c�ent stakeholder consultat�on processes 
dur�ng the des�gn process;

•	 Inappropr�ate �nst�tut�onal arrangements for project/programme �mplementat�on due 
to unclear def�n�t�on of  roles among partners and poor partner select�ons;

•	 Inappropr�ate �ntervent�on strateg�es due to lack of  knowledge of  ex�st�ng needs and 
capac�t�es, poor engagement of  stakeholders and shortcom�ngs �n the techn�cal expert�se 
of  project des�gn staff

•	 Overamb�t�ous or unclear project object�ves and poor project/programme ‘�ntervent�on 
log�c’;

•	 Poor strateg�es for susta�nab�l�ty of  project/programme outcomes;
•	 Weak des�gns for Mon�tor�ng and Evaluat�on; and;
•	 Inadequate outreach and d�ssem�nat�on strateg�es
•	 Insuff�c�ent attent�on to project processes a�med at ach�ev�ng effect�ve pol�cy �nfluence

214. The largest proport�on of  evaluat�on lessons focus on �ssues and problems that relate to ‘project/
programme management and �mplementat�on’. The most common ‘problem clusters’ �dent�f�ed 
were:

•	 Delays �n project �mplementat�on due to slow recru�tment of  the project team 
•	 Poor project coord�nat�on due to �nadequate/�neffect�ve commun�cat�on and unclear 

roles among partners
•	 Poor fund management due to poor track�ng and coord�nat�on of  project expend�tures
•	 Inadequate d�ssem�nat�on and outreach due to poor use of  ava�lable d�ssem�nat�on 

methods
•	 H�gh transact�on costs due to �nsuff�c�ent use of  local experts
•	 Poor understand�ng and execut�on of  M&E

215. W�th respect to ach�evement of  outcomes, espec�ally pol�cy �nfluence and �mpacts, the 
problems most commonly encountered, for wh�ch lessons were art�culated, were:

• Lack of  ownersh�p and leg�t�macy for project outputs/outcomes caused by lack of  
adequate stakeholder part�c�pat�on/representat�on

• Lack of  ownersh�p and leg�t�macy for project outputs/outcomes caused by consensus-
based mult�-stakeholder dec�s�on processes that avo�ded d�ff�cult but �mportant �ssues

• Lack of  a ‘cr�t�cal mass’ of  effort caused by too many d�fferent project act�v�t�es/�n�t�at�ves 
be�ng pursued �n a l�m�ted t�meframe

• Lack of  susta�nab�l�ty for project outcomes due to �nappropr�ate �nst�tut�onal arrangements 
and/or lack of  engagement w�th long-term �n�t�at�ves.
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216. The complete ‘lessons framework’ that h�ghl�ghts the full set of  problems to wh�ch evaluat�on 
lessons refer �s ava�lable on EOU’s webs�te: (http://www.unep.org/eou/Special_Studies/Specialstudies.
asp)

E.		 Conclusions

217.  The exerc�se of  rev�ew�ng the lessons �n UNEP prompted EOU to spec�fy more clearly the 
requ�rements for draft�ng lessons �n our standard evaluat�on gu�del�nes. It also prompted 
�ncorporat�on of  these same cr�ter�a �n the qual�ty control and feedback processes appl�ed to all 
EOU evaluat�on reports. By apply�ng more str�ngent qual�ty control on evaluat�on lessons we 
have reduced both the volume of  �nformat�on and s�gn�f�cantly ra�sed the overall qual�ty and 
relevance of  lessons �n the database and lessons framework. 

218. The framework of  lessons learned prov�des a means to v�sual�se all lessons at once, and to 
see how d�fferent clusters of  lessons relate to one another. It �s �ntended to be a user-fr�endly 
way of  present�ng and stor�ng �nformat�on �n relat�on to lessons from evaluat�on. Its problem-
or�ented nature �s �ntended to prov�de a more �ntu�t�ve and �nteract�ve ‘user �nterface’ to the 
usual databases of  lessons that are commonly collated by evaluat�on un�ts. We regard the 
framework of  lessons from evaluat�on as useful ‘platform’ for both collat�ng and d�ssem�nat�ng 
lessons. The approach EOU developed has been favourably rev�ewed by the UN Evaluat�on 
Group and the GEF Evaluat�on Off�ce and has potent�al for adaptat�on and appl�cat�on by 
profess�onal evaluators �n a w�de range of  organ�zat�ons. 

219. A common feature of  most evaluat�on feedback �s that �t tends to be supply dr�ven, w�th 
the evaluat�on un�t ‘pump�ng out’ �nformat�on on the assumpt�on that someone w�ll use �t. 
Though �nev�table to some degree, �t �s generally acknowledged as a common weakness. It can 
be argued that the greatest learn�ng occurs dur�ng the course of  the evaluat�on �tself  through 
presentat�ons and workshops to debr�ef  and d�scuss f�nd�ngs. 

220. For th�s reason, EOU �ntends to place greater emphas�s on the prov�s�on of  early feedback. It 
�s therefore recogn�sed that the framework of  evaluat�on lessons w�ll need to be used w�th�n 
the context of  �nteract�ve ‘face-to-face’ commun�cat�on w�th project/programme managers �f  
evaluat�on lessons are to truly become ‘lessons learned’. 
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Annexes 

I.  Terms of reference for the 2007 annual evaluation report

1.  The evaluat�on funct�on �s governed by Un�ted Nat�ons General Assembly resolut�ons and 
UNEP Govern�ng Counc�l dec�s�ons.17 It serves to prov�de strateg�c adv�ce to the execut�ve 
d�rector, the deputy execut�ve d�rector and the UNEP sen�or management group; to 
contr�bute to pol�cy formulat�on through evaluat�ons and management stud�es; to contr�bute 
to effect�ve management by propos�ng solut�ons through the analys�s of  evaluat�on results; 
and to fac�l�tate the engagement of  the Govern�ng Counc�l and the secretar�at �n systemat�c 
reflect�on and programme rev�ew. 

	 I.	 Objective	and	scope

2.  The annual evaluat�on report �s prepared as an �ntercess�onal document of  the Govern�ng 
Counc�l and serves as part of  the UNEP �nput to the Secretary-General’s report on evaluat�on 
to the General Assembly. The report prov�des stakeholders such as Governments, UNEP 
sen�or management and UNEP partners w�th an evaluat�ve assessment of  UNEP programme 
performance �n 2006. The ma�n object�ve of  the annual evaluat�on report �s to ass�st UNEP 
to �mprove �ts programme performance through an evaluat�on of  relevance, effect�veness, 
results ach�eved and lessons learned.

3.  The 2007 report w�ll be based on data prov�ded �n one �n-depth subprogramme evaluat�on, 
18 �n-depth project evaluat�on reports and two spec�al stud�es undertaken �n 2007. In add�t�on, 
the report w�ll conta�n the status of  �mplementat�on of  the recommendat�ons conta�ned �n 
the 2000–2007 project evaluat�ons..

	 II.	 Methods

4. The report w�ll assess the follow�ng aspects:

A.	 Relevance	and	appropriateness

5.  To determ�ne the relevance and appropr�ateness of  evaluated act�v�t�es �mplemented by 
UNEP w�th�n �ts mandate (the Na�rob� Declarat�on (1997)), tak�ng �nto account General 
Assembly resolut�on 2997 (XXVII) of  15 December 1972, the Malmö Declarat�on (2000) 
and Johannesburg Plan of  Implementat�on (2002) by:

(a) Assess�ng the relevance of  ach�evements made �n conduct�ng env�ronmental assessments 
and prov�d�ng pol�cy adv�ce and �nformat�on; 

(b) Determ�n�ng the relevance and appropr�ateness of  progress made �n promot�ng the 

17 General Assembly resolut�ons 37/234, 38/227, 40/240 and 42/215; General Assembly regulat�ons and rules govern�ng 
programme plann�ng, the programme aspects of  the budget, the mon�tor�ng of  �mplementat�on, and the methods of  
evaluat�on of  1982, rev�sed Apr�l 2000; UNEP Govern�ng Counc�l dec�s�ons 12/12, 13/1 and 14/1.
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development of  �nternat�onal env�ronmental law and the �mplementat�on of  �nternat�onal 
norms and pol�c�es;

(c) Assess�ng the relevance of  contr�but�ons made towards strengthen�ng the role of  UNEP 
�n the coord�nat�on of  env�ronmental act�v�t�es �n the Un�ted Nat�ons system and as an 
�mplement�ng agency of  the Global Env�ronment Fac�l�ty;

(d) Determ�n�ng the relevance and ach�evements of  act�v�t�es a�med at ra�s�ng greater 
awareness and fac�l�tat�ng effect�ve co-operat�on between all sectors of  soc�ety;

(e) Determ�n�ng the relevance and contr�but�ons of  act�v�t�es a�med at prov�d�ng pol�cy 
and adv�sory serv�ces �n key areas of  �nst�tut�on-bu�ld�ng to Governments and other 
�nst�tut�ons.

B.	 	Effectiveness	and	efficiency

6.  To rev�ew the overall performance of  evaluated act�v�t�es by:

(a)  Evaluat�ng the rat�ngs g�ven to the follow�ng aspects of  project �mplementat�on:

(�) Ach�evement of  object�ves and planned results;
(��) Atta�nment of  outputs and act�v�t�es;
(���) Cost-effect�veness;
(�v) Stakeholder part�c�pat�on;
(v) Country ownersh�p;
(v�) Implementat�on approach;
(v��) F�nanc�al plann�ng;
(v���) Repl�cab�l�ty;
(�x) Mon�tor�ng and evaluat�on;

(b)  Rev�ew�ng the rat�ng g�ven to the status of  ach�evements and r�sk �n self-evaluated 
projects;

(c)  Ident�fy�ng and d�st�ll�ng lessons learned and good pract�ces that w�ll �mprove future 
del�very of  project act�v�t�es;

(d)  Prov�d�ng pol�cy and programme recommendat�ons based on a systemat�c rev�ew of  
project recommendat�ons.

C.	 Results	and	impact	

7.  To determ�ne the results and �mpact of  the evaluated act�v�t�es �n bu�ld�ng capac�ty �n the 
follow�ng areas of  work:

(a) Conduct�ng assessments and prov�d�ng env�ronmental �nformat�on;
(b) Develop�ng �nternat�onal env�ronmental law and reg�mes;
(c) Mon�tor�ng and foster�ng compl�ance w�th ex�st�ng convent�ons and �nternat�onal 

agreements;
(d) Coord�nat�ng env�ronmental act�v�t�es and support�ng �nst�tut�on bu�ld�ng;
(e) Awareness-ra�s�ng and co-operat�on between all sectors and establ�sh�ng l�nkages 

between the sc�ent�f�c commun�ty and pol�cymakers.
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D.	 	Sustainability

8.  To determ�ne the susta�nab�l�ty of  the evaluated act�v�t�es �n the follow�ng areas:

(a) Enabl�ng env�ronment: whether there are pol�t�cal and regulatory frameworks �n 
place wh�ch support the cont�nuat�on or repl�cat�on of  act�v�t�es and whether soc�al 
susta�nab�l�ty has been ach�eved by, for example, ma�nstream�ng project act�v�t�es;

(b) F�nanc�al susta�nab�l�ty: effect�veness of  f�nanc�al plann�ng and resource mob�l�zat�on 
act�v�t�es to enable the cont�nuat�on of  act�v�t�es and object�ves;

(c) Inst�tut�onal capac�ty: whether there are adequate systems, structures, staff, expert�se, 
and so forth, �n place to cont�nue the act�v�t�es. 

E.	 Methods

9. The analys�s and conclus�ons conta�ned �n the report w�ll be based on the follow�ng:

(a) Desk rev�ew of  �n-depth evaluat�on reports;
(b) Desk rev�ew of  desk evaluat�on reports;
(c) Desk rev�ew of  �mplementat�on plans and management response to the recommendat�ons 

of  the annual evaluat�on reports from 2000 to 2006;
(d) Rev�ew of  relevant UNEP publ�cat�ons and other documents;
(e) Interv�ews w�th UNEP staff.

10.  In accordance w�th the part�c�patory approach that the Evaluat�on and Overs�ght Un�t has 
adopted for conduct�ng �ts evaluat�on work, �ssues w�ll be ra�sed and clar�f�cat�ons w�ll be 
sought from relevant d�v�s�ons and off�ces and the draft annual report w�ll be c�rculated to 
d�v�s�ons for the�r v�ews and comments.

F.	 	Structure	of	the	report

11.  The report should compr�se the follow�ng sect�ons:

(a) Introductory sect�ons: foreword by the execut�ve d�rector, �ntroduct�on by the ch�ef  of  
the Evaluat�on and Overs�ght Un�t, execut�ve summary and �ntroduct�on �tself;

(b)  Subprogramme evaluat�on;
(c) In-depth project evaluat�ons;
(e) Evaluat�ve stud�es �n UNEP;
(e) Status of  �mplementat�on of  recommendat�ons;
(f) Lessons learned and key recommendat�ons.

G.	 	Timeframe

12.  The draft report �s scheduled to be ready for the rev�ew of  UNEP d�v�s�ons and other off�ces 
by 1 June 2008. The results of  the consultat�ons w�th UNEP off�ces should be reflected 
�n the f�nal draft report to be ready by 15 June 2008. The Engl�sh vers�on of  the report �s 
planned to be ava�lable �n July 2008, and the translated cop�es of  French and Span�sh shortly 
thereafter.
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H.	 	Resources

13.  The 2007 annual evaluat�on report w�ll be produced w�th the �nternal resources of  Evaluat�on 
and Overs�ght Un�t, ma�nly draw�ng on a team of  one profess�onal and one adm�n�strat�ve 
ass�stant under the overall gu�dance of  the ch�ef  of  the Evaluat�on and Overs�ght Un�t. The 
ed�t�ng, translat�on and product�on w�ll be done by the D�v�s�on of  Conference Serv�ces of  
the Un�ted Nat�ons Off�ce at Na�rob�. 
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II. List of evaluations and studies included in 2007 annual evaluation 
report

1. Evaluat�on of  the Partnersh�p Programme (PP) between the Netherlands M�n�stry for Develop-
ment Cooperat�on and UNEP, By Mr. Bob Munro, February 2007

2. M�d-Term Evaluat�on for the UNEP/DGEF project GF/2712-03-4627 on “Development of  a 
Wetland S�te and Flyway  Network for Conservat�on of  the S�ber�an Crane and Other M�gra-
tory Waterb�rds �n As�a”, by Mr. John Howes, February 2007

3. M�d Term Evaluat�on of  project GF/4040-01-12 – Technology Transfer Networks, by Franck 
Kl�nckenberg, Apr�l 2007

4. M�d-Term Evaluat�on UNEP Collaborat�ve Centre on Water and Env�ronment (UCC-Water), 
FP/CP/2010-02-01, By Mr. Ruh�za Jean Boroto, Apr�l 2007

5. M�d-Term Rev�ew ‘Address�ng Land-Based Act�v�t�es �n the Western Ind�an Ocean (WIO), 
GF/6030-04-11, By Dr. Lynn Jackson, Apr�l 2007

6. Term�nal Evaluat�on of  the UNEP/GEF project ‘B�od�vers�ty Ind�cators for Nat�onal Use 
(BINU)’ GF/1020-02-01, By Mr. Joshua Brann, June 2007

7. M�d-Term Evaluat�on of  the UNEP/GEF project ‘Strengthen�ng the Network of  Tra�n�ng 
Centres for Protected Area, Management Through Demonstrat�on of  a Tested Approach, 
GF/3010-05-04, By Mr. Paul Gr�gor�ev, June 2007

8. M�d-Term Evaluat�on of  the UNEP/DGEF project GFL-2328-2711-04-4788 - ‘Bu�ld�ng Sc�en-
t�f�c and Techn�cal Capac�ty for Effect�ve Management and Susta�nable Use of  Dryland B�od�ver-
s�ty �n West Afr�can B�osphere Reserves’, By Mr. Jean-Joseph Bellamy, September 2007

9. Term�nal Evaluat�on of  the UNEP/DGEF project GF/4040-04-22 ‘Bu�ld�ng Susta�nable Com-
merc�al D�ssem�nat�on Networks for Household PV Systems �n Eastern Afr�ca, By Mr. Tar�c de 
V�llers, September 2007

10. Term�nal Evaluat�on of  the UNEP/DGEF project GF/2010-03-06 ‘Protect�on of  the North 
West Sahara Aqu�fer System (NWSAS) and Related Hum�d Zones and Ecosystems, By Mr. Serge 
Puyoo, September 2007

11. Term�nal Evaluat�on of  the UNEP/GEF project GF/1030-03-02 “Global Support to Fac�l�tate 
the Early Development and Implementat�on of  Susta�nable Land Management Programmes and 
Projects under the GEF Operat�onal Programme Number 15, By Professor Klaus Kellner, Oc-
tober 2007

12. Term�nal Evaluat�on of  UNEP’s Dams and Development ProjectDU/CP/3010-01-17, By Mr. 
Franc�s Muthur�, October 2007 

13. Term�nal Evaluat�on of  the UNEP/GEF project GF/2010-01-14 -‘Commun�ty-Based Manage-
ment of  On-Farm Plant Genet�c Resources �n Ar�d and Sem�-Ar�d Areas of  Sub-Saharan Afr�ca, 
By Mr. Franck Attere, November 2007
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14. Term�nal Evaluat�on of  the UNEP/DGEF project GF/1030-01-05 “Conservat�on of  Gram�neae 
and Assoc�ated Arthropods for Susta�nable Agr�cultural Development �n Afr�ca” GFL/2328-
2711-4345, By Mr. Luca Fornasar�, November 2007

15. Term�nal Evaluat�on of  the UNEP project MT/2010-01-16 ‘Improved Health Outcomes throu-
gh Commun�ty-Based Ecosystem Management: Bu�ld�ng Capac�ty and Creat�ng Local Knowled-
ge �n Commun�ty Health and Susta�nable Development’, By Mr. Hammou Laamran�, December 
2007

16. Term�nal Evaluat�on of  the UNEP/DGEF project GF/1020-03-02 ‘Susta�nable Conservat�on 
of  Globally Important Car�bbean B�rd Hab�tats: Strengthen�ng a Reg�onal Network for a Shared 
Resource’, By Mr. N�gel Varty, December 2007

17. Term�nal Evaluat�on of  the UNEP project on “Development of  Issue-Based Modules to Sup-
port the Coherent Implementat�on of  B�od�vers�ty-related Convent�ons Phase I”, By Ms. Ingr�d 
Barnsley, January 2008

18. Jo�nt Independent Evaluat�on of  the UNIDO-UNEP Cleaner Product�on Programme, UNIDO-
UNEP, Rene Van Berkel, Johannes Dob�nger, Matth�as Meyer, Hans Schn�tzer, January 2008

19. Term�nal Evaluat�on of  the UNEP-UNIDO GEF Project: “Foster�ng Act�ve and Effect�ve C�v�l 
Soc�ety Part�c�pat�on �n Preparat�ons for Implementat�on of  the Stockholm Convent�on”, Nee 
Sun Choong KWET YIVE, March 2007.

Special	Studies

1. Lessons Learned from Evaluat�ons: A Platform for Shar�ng Knowledge, Spec�al Study Papers 
No. 2, Un�ted Nat�ons Env�ronment Programme, January 2007

2. Pr�or�ty sett�ng for Evaluat�on: Develop�ng a strateg�c evaluat�on portfol�o, Spec�al Study Papers 
No. 3, Apr�l 2008
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