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1.1

Introduction

FAO background

The Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations (FAQ) is a specialized agency of the
United Nations that leads international efforts to defeat hunger. Our vision is to achieve a world
free from hunger and malnutrition where food and agriculture contribute to improving the living
standards of all, especially the poorest, in an economically, socially and environmentally
sustainable manner. With 195 members - 194 countries and the European Union, FAO works in
over 130 countries worldwide.

According to the FAO Strategic Framework 2022-2031, the three Global Goals of Members
surround the:

i. eradication of hunger, food insecurity and malnutrition, progressively ensuring a world in
which people at all times have sufficient safe and nutritious food that meets their dietary
needs and food preferences for an active and healthy life;

. elimination of poverty and the driving forward of economic and social progress for all,
with increased food production, enhanced rural development and sustainable livelihoods;
and

iii. sustainable management and utilization of natural resources, including land, water, air,
climate and genetic resources for the benefit of present and future generations.

These Global Goals provide a framework for, and are expected to lead to, the transformation of
more efficient, inclusive, resilient and sustainable agri-food systems for better production, better
nutrition, a better environment, and a better life, leaving no one behind.

Project background and context

The Wetland protected area system in Jiangxi Province (see Figure 1) encompasses 195 nature
reserves, spanning 1 150 200 hectares (6.9 percent of the province's total area). This includes 8
national nature reserves covering 144 400 hectares, 28 provincial reserves totalling 337 200
hectares, and 159 county-level reserves spanning 668 500 hectares. Predominantly managed by
the Jiangxi Department of Forestry, these reserves play a vital role in conserving biodiversity and
providing ecosystem services crucial for local economies and community livelihoods.


https://www.fao.org/3/cb7099en/cb7099en.pdf
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Figure 1. Map of China showing the location of Jiangxi Province

e~
(‘
/ \
773 § - 5
,/\.,,I \-\\ //'"/ B ¥ o
= ) Gy = )
_/" \\"\ ' of 1
— S A
P % P o
,3 A 2 _s/‘
e S r
}\ b . "
oy
7
1? %
o RE .
£
\\
Ay =
N\,
A LA
Y™ » x
W R
- >
nvo [ o] ¢
A = » 5
Li s A -'» $ ' i
4 . 7
L.W—{ B ;‘, w &
— Z
X 1 s
S
. / “

Note: The designations employed and the presentation of material in this information product do not imply the expression of any opinion
whatsoever on the part of the Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations (FAO) concerning the legal or development status
of any country, territory, city or area or of its authorities, or concerning the delimitation of its frontiers or boundaries.

Source: Project Management Office.

5.

Within this system, 23 wetland reserves, comprising approximately 350 000 hectares, serve as
essential habitats for globally significant species and contribute to various ecosystem services.
Notably, they support freshwater supply, fisheries, agricultural production, flood mitigation, water
purification, carbon sequestration, and nature-based tourism. Additionally, they provide critical
habitats for wintering water birds like the Siberian Crane and endangered species such as the
Chinese Water Deer and Finless Porpoise.

Despite their significance, only three reserves, namely the Poyang Lake National Nature Reserve
(PLNNR), Nanji Wetland National Nature Reserve (NWNNR), and Duchang Provincial Migratory
Birds Nature Reserve (DPMBNR), are operational, covering nearly half of the Poyang Lake basin.
The remaining reserves are primarily inactive due to constraints in operational and institutional
capacity, thereby contributing to the degradation and fragmentation of wetland habitats. Factors
such as rapid socio-economic development, pollution, and climate variability further threaten the
ecological integrity of these wetlands, posing long-term risks to socio-economic growth.

The institutional, policy, and legal framework for wetlands management in China, particularly in
Jiangxi Province, is multifaceted and complex. At the national level, several institutions, including
the Ministry of Environmental Protection, the State Forestry Administration, and the Ministry of
Agriculture, among others, play significant roles in wetlands governance and conservation. The
Ministry of Environmental Protection oversees biodiversity conservation and environmental
protection at the national level, while the State Forestry Administration is primarily responsible
for managing forests, wildlife, and wetlands, including the approval and management of wetland
protected areas (PAs). The Ministry of Agriculture focuses on aquatic biodiversity and the
management of aquatic wildlife PAs.

In Jiangxi Province, the Mountain-River-Lake Development Committee and the Poyang Lake
Wintering Migratory Birds and Wetland Joint Protection Committee coordinate wetlands
protection efforts. The Jiangxi Forestry Department and individual wetland nature reserves are key
players in wetland conservation and management within the province. The Jiangxi Forestry
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Department oversees wetlands and nature reserves, while the Jiangxi Wildlife Protection
Administration is responsible for wildlife protection within reserves. Other provincial institutions,
such as the Environmental Protection Department and the Development and Reform Commission,
also contribute to wetlands management.

Policy frameworks at both national and provincial levels provide guidance for wetlands
conservation. The Poyang Lake Ecological Economic Zone plan, approved by the State Council,
outlines strategies for wetland conservation in the region. Provincial policies, such as the Jiangxi
Environmental Protection Plan and the Jiangxi Forestry Plan, further support wetlands
conservation efforts.

Legally, wetlands management in China is governed by various laws and regulations, including
the Nature Reserve Law, the Law on the Protection of Wildlife, and the Water Pollution Prevention
Law, among others. These laws provide the legal basis for wetlands protection and management
activities.

Overall, the institutional, policy and legal framework for wetlands management in China, including
in Jiangxi Province, reflects a concerted effort to address the complex challenges of wetlands
conservation and sustainability. However, effective implementation and coordination remain
essential to ensure the long-term protection and management of wetland ecosystems.

In response, the project “Piloting Provincial-level Wetland PA System in Jiangxi Province” aims to
establish a provincial-level management framework for wetland protected areas in Jiangxi
Province. Through comprehensive management plans and actions at six demonstration sites,
including the aforementioned reserves and three county-level areas, the project seeks to address
operational challenges and promote ecosystem conservation. Furthermore, by aligning with the
China Biodiversity Partnership and Framework for Action, particularly initiatives focused on
wetland restoration in neighboring provinces, the project aims to amplify its impact across the
middle reaches of the Yangtze River basin, fostering coordinated efforts and generating
economies of scale for enhanced conservation outcomes.

Project description

The GCP/CPR/052/GEF project aims to contribute to the conservation and sustainable use of
globally significant wetland biodiversity in Jiangxi Province, China. The project objective is to
catalyze the management effectiveness of Jiangxi's wetland protected area system to conserve
globally important biological diversity.

The project commenced on 3 January 2017, following CEO endorsement on 5 September 2014.
Originally scheduled to conclude on 2 April 2022, an extension until 6 January 2025 was granted.
The total budget for the project is USD 31 981 000, with a GEF allocation of USD 5 108 800 and
co-funding totalling USD 26 692 000. This co-funding is broken down as follows:
i) USD 26 230 000 from in-kind and cash contributions from the Jiangxi Forestry and Grassland
Administration (JFGA), the PLNNR, the Nanji NNR, the Duchang NR, and local governments;
i) USD 142 000 from the International Crane Foundation; and iii) USD 180 200 from FAO in cash
after an officially agreed revision of the budget in 2016.

The project is structured around three distinct components, each aimed at achieving specific
outcomes and outputs to enhance the effectiveness of wetland PAs across Jiangxi Province. These
components are designed to facilitate the scaling up and replication of frameworks, best practices,
and capacities throughout the entire wetland PA system.
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Component 1 “Improved and consolidated wetland PA system within the larger
landscape context in Jiangxi Province” is a synergized component depending on the
outcomes and results of Component 2 and Component 3. Key outputs of this component
include the lJiangxi Province Wetland Protected Areas Management Strategy, an
expansion of wetland protected areas that are effectively managed based on the
Strategy, and enhanced management capacities and partnerships.

Component 2 “Wetland PA Management Capacity is strengthened at selected
demonstration sites” pilots wetland management models, best practices, and
strengthened capacities at three demonstration wetland reserve sites, the results of
which aim to guide the formulation of management strategies and guidelines for
numerous other wetland PAs in Jiangxi province.

Component 3 “Institutional & stakeholder capacities to manage consolidated wetland
PA system in Jiangxi Province” focus on information, capacity building and awareness to
support wetlands conservation and sustainable development at the provincial level.

16. The project's theory of change, formulated during the mid-term review in 2020, is available in

Appendix 1.

Box 1. Background information on the project

GEF Project ID: 4662

FAO Project ID: GCP/CPR/052/GFF No. 613305

GEF 5 focal area(s): BD-1: improve sustainability of protected area systems

FAO Strategic Objectives (2019): SO2: make agriculture, forestry and fisheries more sustainable

CPF 2016-2020: Priority areas 1 and 4: Fostering sustainable and climate resilient agricultural development and
facilitating China'’s regional and international agriculture cooperation

Total budget: USD 31 981 000

Total co-funding allocation: USD 26 692 000 broken down as follows: i) USD 26 230 000 in-kind and cash from the
Jiangxi Forestry and Grassland Administration (JFGA), the PLNNR, the Nanji NNR, the Duchang NR, and local
governments; ii) USD 142 000 from the International Crane Foundation; and iii) USD 180 200 from FAO in cash after
an officially agreed revision of the budget in 2016

GEF allocation/disbursed to 27 March 2024: USD 5 289 000 / USD 5 207 142 (98%)
Date of CEO endorsement: 05 September 2014

Entry of duty (start date): 3 January 2017 (receipt of first instalment was on 7 April 2017)
Implementation end date: 2 January 2022 (actual date is 6 January 2025)

Executing agency: Poyang Lake National Nature Reserve, under the Jiangxi Forestry and Grassland Department
(which forms part of the Provincial Department of the Ministry of Natural Resources)

Implementation modality: Indirect execution through an Execution Agreement, which establishes the Jiangxi
Province Finance Department as the “"Recipient” and “Jiangxi Forestry and Grassland Department” as the executing
agency. FAO is required by the Execution Agreement to support the Project Management Office in PLNNR implement
the project under the authority of a Project Steering Committee

Country and geographic locations: China - national project operating in Jiangxi province

Protected Areas/pilot sites: Poyang Lake National Nature Reserve, the Nanji Wetland National Nature Reserve, and
the Duchang Provincial Migratory Birds Nature Reserve

Project’s environmental objective (goal): to contribute to the conservation and sustainable use of globally
significant wetland biodiversity in Jiangxi Province

Main beneficiaries: Staff of the Jiangxi Forestry and Grassland Department; Members of Provincial level bodies such
as the Jiangxi Province Wetland Protected Areas Coordination Committee, the People’s Congress of Jiangxi, the




Introduction

Provincial Development and Reform Commission, and the Mountain-River-Lake Office; staff of the three targeted
wetland Nature Reserves; Staff of the Municipal Forestry Bureaus and County People’s Governments; local
communities around the target NRs; and, indirectly other provincial forestry and grassland departments managing
wetland nature reserves

Key technical partners: International Crane Foundation and FAO

Source: Authors’ own elaboration.

1.4 Mid-term review

17. A mid-term review was finalized in November 2020, and the main conclusions are as follows:

i. Relevance: The project's objectives and outcomes now better align with national and
provincial government policies for wetland protection, restoration, and community
engagement compared to its inception. This alignment strengthens the project's
rationale, particularly in reducing threats to wetlands. Moreover, the project aligns with
GEF5 and FAO priorities, contributing to international goals. However, its strategic
relevance is hindered by inadequate representation in key sectors and coordination gaps
with the 6+1 program.

ii. Effectiveness: The project shows satisfactory progress in delivering outputs and outcomes
under direct control, particularly in raising awareness and educational outreach activities.
However, cross-sector coordination poses challenges, potentially hindering the project
from achieving its objectives by 2022.

iii. Efficiency: Implementation delays, exacerbated by the COVID-19 pandemic and funding
gaps, have set the project back. While the project demonstrates cost-effectiveness in
certain activities, challenges remain, especially in cross-sector coordination and financial
mechanisms.

iv. Sustainability: The commitment of the Jiangxi Forestry and Grassland Department
suggests potential sustainability for wetland management practices. However,
challenges lie in generating alternative revenue streams and ensuring long-term
financial mechanisms for sustaining project initiatives.

V. Factors Affecting Performance: Design issues, including funding gaps and outdated
outputs, affect project effectiveness. Lack of cross-sector representation in the Project
Steering Committee and limited political clout of the part-time Project Management
Office also hinder performance.

Vi. Cross-cutting Priorities: While the project acknowledges gender considerations in its
design, low participation rates of women indicate insufficient focus on removing gender
barriers. Compliance with environmental and social standards is noted, although updates
to these standards are lacking.

18. Overall, while the project demonstrates progress and alignment with priorities, addressing
challenges related to efficiency, sustainability, and cross-sector coordination is crucial for
achieving long-term success. The recommendations are summarized as follows:

Recommendation 1. Establish regular dialogue and participatory decision-making to enhance intra- and
inter-institutional coordination and cooperation on planning and monitoring. Assign focal
points/delegated representatives with decision-making powers from relevant Provincial Departments to
participate in the Project Steering Committee.

Recommendation 2. Appoint the Project Management Office's project manager on a full-time basis until
the project's end. Work with the project assistant to implement recommendations from the report,
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supervised by the Lead Technical Officer (LTO) and GEF portfolio manager in FAO-CN. Re-establish
coordination with the 6+1 program and share information on the JPWPAMS, JWRIMS, and project
practices. Consider reallocating funds for short-term consultants and use unallocated funds for this
purpose.

Recommendation 3. Extend the project by 18 months to recover from delays caused by the COVID-19
pandemic and floods in June-July 2020, totaling 18 months of lost operations.

Recommendation 4. Establish a communication mechanism, such as an online meeting group using
Zoom, to improve dialogue and find solutions to outstanding problems.

1.5 Description of the process

19. GEF Evaluation Policy requires evaluating all GEF projects and programmes. Specifically, GEF
Agencies must conduct:

i. Mid-term reviews or evaluations of all projects and programmes that have a budget of
USD 2 million or above.

il. Terminal reviews of all projects and programmes, regardless of budget size.

20. GEF Agencies are responsible for ensuring that evaluations are conducted. The GEF allows
Agencies flexibility regarding how evaluations are conducted but requires that their independent
Offices of Evaluation validate the evaluations produced. Since 2019, this responsibility has been
shared between the GEF Coordination Unit at FAO, which took over mid-term reviews, and the
FAO Office of Evaluation which continued to oversee terminal evaluations.

21. The process to follow for this terminal evaluation is indicated below:

L 4

Inception phase, including evaluation

22.

Agreed evaluation budget

L 4

Document library, including terms of
reference

Technical support for managing and

design and evaluability assessment

Investigation phase, including field
missions and remote data collection

Reporting phase, including

Inception report

Preliminary findings presentation or
workshop

facilitating stakeholder engagement

participatory validation of findings
and recommendations

Zero draft evaluation report

Supporting evidence

Final evaluation report

The main audience and intended users of this evaluation include the Project Management Office
within the Poyang Lake National Nature Reserve, the Food and Agriculture Organization providing
project implementation support, and the Global Environment Facility as the primary international
donor. Chinese counterpart institutions directly involved in the project, such as the Jiangxi Forestry
and Grassland Department, and at the national level, the National Forestry and Grassland
Administration, which operates under the Ministry of Natural Resources, are also key stakeholders.
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Additionally, the evaluation's findings are relevant to staff members of the reserves, namely,
PLNNR, NWNNR, and DPMBNR, as well as officials from municipal and county forestry bureaus
and local governments associated with the county nature reserves participating in the project.
Civil society organizations, particularly local residents living in and around the project sites who

are engaged in training and on-the-ground activities in the forest farms, constitute another
important audience.

Furthermore, potential interested parties include the People's Congress of Jiangxi, the Provincial
Development and Reform Commission, and the Mountain-River-Lake Office.
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Learning objectives

Objectives and scope

Terminal evaluations are aimed at supporting learning, accountability, transparency, decision
making, and knowledge sharing across the GEF Partnership. This review has the dual and mutually
reinforcing objective of accountability and learning. In terms of accountability, this evaluation is
being conducted in order to assess the degree to which the project has contributed to the
conservation and sustainable use of globally significant wetland biodiversity in Jiangxi Province.
It will assess the results of the project, their value in relation to the target beneficiaries, and the
information needs and interests of policymakers such as Ministry of Environment and Ecology
and other actors with decision-making power, for example, FAO management and the GCU; it
also aims to draw lessons from the implementation of the project and to facilitate the design and
implementation of similar projects in the future, fulfilling the learning objective.

The scope of this evaluation will cover all activities implemented during the duration of project
GCP/CPR/052/GFF, between the entrance on duty of 2 January 2017 to the expected end, or not
to exceed date on 6 January 2025. The geographical scope of the evaluation covers the Poyang
Lake basin located in Jiangxi Province, with particular emphasis given to the three main
intervention areas: the PLNNR, the NWNNR, and the DPMBNR.

The evaluation will examine the design, implementation and achievement of the project based on
the project results framework, the monitoring data collected on the project's outputs and results,
and the context. The evaluation questions are based on the Organisation for Economic Co-
operation and Development (OECD) Development Assistance Committee evaluation criteria as
well as the GEF-specific evaluation criteria, which have been adapted to the context. An evaluation
matrix will be developed during the start-up phase, with particular attention to FAO's
contributions/technical areas as well as the significant changes brought about by the project.

Evaluation questions

The Guidelines for GEF Agencies in Conducting Terminal Evaluation for Full-sized Projects indicate
that terminal evaluations should provide ratings on the following criteria: outcome, sustainability,
implementation, execution and monitoring and evaluation (M&E). The ratings will be assigned to
each criterion on an even number Likert scale (see Table 1). These ratings may be provided in a
table in the main body of the report or as an annex to the report. Ratings may also be embedded
in the corresponding report sections on each topic. More details on how performance should be
rated on these criteria are presented in Appendix 3.

Finally, GEF terminal evaluation reports should include an assessment (no rating needed) of the
following dimensions:

i. project partnership and stakeholder engagement

il. communication, knowledge management and knowledge products

iii. environmental and social safeguards

iv. gender
V. human rights
vi. Indigenous Peoples/local communities


https://www.gefieo.org/evaluations/terminal-evaluations-2023

Learning objectives

Table 1. GEF ratings

Criteria and dimensions Rated Rating scale

Outcomes YES Six points (highly satisfactory to highly
Relevance YES unsatisfactory)
Coherence YES
Effectiveness YES
Additionality NO
Efficiency YES

YES Six-point (highly likely to highly
unlikely)
YES Six points (highly satisfactory to highly
performance) unsatisfactory)
YES Six points (highly satisfactory to highly
performance) unsatisfactory)
YES Six points (highly satisfactory to highly
unsatisfactory)
YES

NO
Application of GEF Policies and Guidelines NO

Source: GEF IEO. 2023. Guidelines for Conducting Terminal Evaluations of Full-Size Projects. Washington, DC.

w

0. Drawing upon the international norms and standards such as Better Criteria for Better Evaluation
(OECD, 2019), Norms and Standards for Evaluation (UNEG, 2016), and Ethical Guidelines for
Evaluation (UNEG, 2020), the evaluation will address the following key questions, which will be
further developed and tailored by the Evaluation Team in a detailed evaluation matrix during the
inception phase (for examples of further evaluation questions and sub-questions see Appendix
2).

Table 2. Evaluation criteria and main questions

1.1 - To what extent are the three project components and objectives aligned with current
Relevance country environmental and development priorities, GEF focal areas/operational programme

[rated] strategies, the FAO Country Programming Framework, the mandates of executing partners,
and the needs and priorities of targeted beneficiaries?

2.1 - External coherence. Is the intervention harmonized with the actions implemented by other
actors in the same context (e.g. development agencies, other GEF projects)? Does the
intervention add value compared to others and was duplication of effort avoided?

Coherence 2.2 - Internal coherence. To what extent did the project design provide a practical approach

[rated] for addressing the targeted environmental concern [i.e. conservation of wetland biodiversity]
in terms of coherence of the vertical and horizontal logic in the results framework? To what
extent do the project components, activities, and M&E system align with the project
objectives?

3.1 - To what extent did the project contribute to:
« Improving and consolidating the wetland PA system within the larger landscape context
Effectiveness in Jiangxi Province?
[rated] « Strengthening wetland PA management capacity?
+ Strengthening institutional and stakeholder capacities to manage the consolidated
wetland PA system in Jiangxi Province?

o 4.1 - To what extent has the FAO/OP partnership facilitated or hampered project execution,
Efficiency timely resolution of issues during project implementation and contribution to project results
[rated] and objectives?

Implementation 5.1 - How is FAO monitoring progress and technical quality of the work of the OP? Is the
[rated] Budget Holder / project team appropriately equipped to monitor and oversee the OP? Does



https://axcollaborative.sharepoint.com/sites/FAO/Shared%20Documents/General/LTA%20Project/GCP%20CPR%20052%20GFF%20China/1.%09https:/www.oecd.org/dac/evaluation/revised-evaluation-criteria-dec-2019.pdf
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it get support if needed, does it lead to the implementation of corrective actions and
improvement of identified weaknesses?

6.1 - To what extent have the executing agencies, including the selected OP, effectively fulfilled

Execution [rated . e . . .
: ] their roles and responsibilities in the management and administration of the project?

7.1 - What are the specific areas where GEF support has contributed to additional or
Additionality unintended results, and what were these additional or unintended results (positive or
negative)?

8.1 - What is the degree of ownership of the project's achievements by the main actors at the
institutional, regional and local level and to what extent do they have the resources and

Sustainability interests to capitalize on the achievements beyond the duration of the project?

[rated] 8.2 - To what extent has the project identified, anticipated, and planned for key risks which
may affect the sustainability of the project benefits (financial, institutional, environmental,
socio-political and others)?

M&E design 9.1 - To what extent did the M&E plan sufficiently identify resources and budget for M&E
[rated] activities in line with the project theory and monitoring and evaluation requirements?

9.2 - Was information gathered systematically, in a timely manner, and according to a robust
M&E methodology?
Implementation

[rated] 9.3 - To what extent was the collected information used to inform decision-making, foster

learning, and support the sustainability and scaling-up of project results?

10.1 - To what extent did the planned co-financing materialize, and how did the shortfall in
co-financing, or the realization of greater than expected co-financing, affect project results?

Co-financing

11.1 - To what extent where environmental and social concerns taken into consideration in
the design and implementation of the project?
LV TEHTLRG R4 11.2 - Were gender equality and empowerment and other equity and human rights issues
policies and mainstreamed in the project/programme, both in design and implementation?
guidelines 11.3 - To what extent have local communities and/or indigenous communities been duly
informed, consulted and involved in the decision-making process prior to project
implementation?

Source: Authors’ own elaboration.
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Evaluation approach and methodology

The evaluation will adhere to the United Nations Evaluation Group (UNEG) evaluation norms and
standards and will be in line with the FAO Office of Evaluation manual as well as methodological
guidelines and practices. The evaluation will take a consultative and transparent approach with
internal and external stakeholders throughout the evaluation process. Triangulating the evidence
and information gathered will inform its validation and analysis and support conclusions and
recommendations.

The methodology will be designed by the Evaluation Team during the inception phase. It should:

i. employ the relevant evaluation criteria above;

il. apply an evaluation matrix geared towards addressing the key evaluation questions,
taking into account data availability challenges, as well as the budget and time available;

iii. ensure through the use of mixed methods that different stakeholder groups participate
and that their different voices are heard and used; and

iv. revise the theory of change, as necessary, with a focus on the results chain.

As the theory of change from the mid-term review is relevant, eventually the Evaluation Team will
revisit the theory of change in consultation with the project team and include it, along with any
required revisions, in the inception report. The revisited theory of change will ensure the cause-
and-effect relationship between inputs, the expected outputs detailed in the project outcome
framework, the outcomes to which they are expected to contribute, and the conditions under
which they are expected to occur are well captured, including assumptions, a mapping of
externalities and possible unintended outcomes. The theory of change developed in this way will
be used to analyze the strategy and design of the project, as well as assess both intended and
unintended effects.

During the inception phase, the Evaluation Team will be expected to perform a rapid evaluability
assessment and critically assess data availability, quality and gaps. The Evaluation Team will need
to systematically check accuracy, consistency and validity of collected data and information and
acknowledge any limitations/caveats in drawing conclusions using the data during the reporting
phase. This assessment will inform the data collection and the choice of evaluation methods. The
Evaluation Team, at inception phase, will refine the methodological approach set at the terms of
reference (TOR) drafting stage, identifying specific data sources, methods, tools and indicators
and how these will inform each other in answering to the main evaluation questions.

Similarly, at the beginning of the evaluation process, a stakeholder mapping will be prepared with
the aim of identifying additional users of the evaluation and planning the information gathering
phase, ensuring that all counterparties are identified.

To answer the key questions, an evaluation matrix will be developed detailing the indicators, the
evaluation criteria, the sources of information for the monitoring of these indicators, as well as
the methods and instruments that will be used. The Evaluation Team will further develop the main
evaluation questions presented in these TORs and break them down into sub-questions capable
of capturing the specific characteristics, results, and lessons of project implementation at the
country level.

The following methods and sources will be used to collect primary and secondary data to answer
the evaluation questions:

11
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i. Desk review of the mid-term review report, project documents, including data from the
project monitoring system; provincial and national progress reports, project
implementation reports, strategic documents of the institutions involved, technical
reports and reports of FAO support missions, and any other documents identified during
the evaluation.

il. Semi-structured interviews (physical or remote) and surveys with key informants,
stakeholders and participants at regional, national levels based on interview protocols
developed by the Evaluation Team.

iii. Group discussions with project participants and stakeholders, including relevant local
communities, also based on interview protocols.

iv. Direct observation in the field.

The selection of pilot sites for field visits will be made by the Evaluation Team, based on
consultations with the project team, the evaluation manager and according to the criteria below.
The Evaluation Team can add criteria or reorder the priority between them.

i. Budget implementation level: Sites with a medium/high level of budget
implementation/support (range to be defined later).

il. Number of activities implemented under key outputs: sites with medium/high number
of key activities implemented (range to be defined later).

iii. Outcome level: Sites with positive and less positive outcomes to identify lessons that are
useful for future interventions.

In terms of gender analysis, while the project made some efforts to promote women's
participation, the mid-term review identified significant gaps in gender mainstreaming, strategy
development, and consistent reporting on gender equality results. This terminal evaluation should
aim to address these gaps by collecting and analyzing gender-disaggregated data, assessing the
project’s contributions to women’s empowerment and to the objectives presented in FAO's policy
on gender equality, and providing recommendations for strengthening gender mainstreaming in
future programming.

To assess the work carried out with local communities, the Evaluation Team will use FAQ's Free
Prior and Informed Consent (FPIC) Manual. Together with FAO's Policy on Indigenous and Tribal
Peoples, this document will serve as a reference for FAO's approach and processes for reaching
consensus with local communities benefiting from a project.

The FAO Office of Evaluation Capacity Development Assessment Framework will serve as the basis
for evaluating the measures, approach, performance and results of the activities implemented
throughout the project to build capacity. The interview protocols will seek to measure the level of
knowledge, attitudes and practices (KAP knowledge, attitudes and practices model) of the
beneficiaries.

Possible constraints and risks

Based on the mid-term review, some potential risks and limitations that the selected Evaluation
Team may face when conducting the final evaluation include:

i. Data gaps and quality issues, including lack of baseline data, inconsistent reporting on
gender, and limited documentation of lessons learned, which could hinder the
assessment of progress and results.


https://www.fao.org/indigenous-peoples/our-pillars/fpic/en/
https://www.fao.org/indigenous-peoples/our-pillars/fpic/en/
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45.

46.

47.

48.

il. Limited accessibility of stakeholders or other movement restrictions, staff turnover, and
potential challenges engaging private sector partners and non-governmental
organizations/civil society organizations.

iii. Complexity of institutional arrangements and ongoing reforms, making it difficult to
assess the effectiveness of cross-sectoral coordination and mainstreaming of wetland
conservation into sector plans.

iv. Challenges in attributing higher-level results to project interventions, particularly in the
context of other initiatives, external factors, and the broader 6+1 program.

Proactive planning, clear communication with the project team on data needs, flexibility in data
collection approaches, and transparency about data limitations in the analysis can help mitigate
these potential risks. It is expected that an evaluability assessment is conducted in the inception
phase to further identify possible constraints and limitations and associated mitigation strategies.

Ethical considerations

The evaluation must conform to the 2020 UNEG Ethical Guidelines for Evaluation and the 2016
UNEG Norms and Standards for Evaluation. The selected Evaluation Team is responsible for
safeguarding and ensuring ethics at all stages of the evaluation process. This includes, but is not
limited to:

i. Ensuring informed consent, protecting privacy, confidentiality, and anonymity of
respondents.

il. Ensuring cultural sensitivity and respecting the autonomy of respondents.
iii. Ensuring fair recruitment of participants, including women and socially excluded groups.
iv. Ensuring that the evaluation results do no harm to respondents or their communities.

All team members will abide by the UNEG Ethical Guidelines (2020), including the Pledge of Ethical
Conduct, as well as any relevant guidance on gender.

The Evaluation Team will be responsible for managing any stated and potential ethical risks and
issues. In consultation with the evaluation manager and supervisor, they must put in place
processes and systems to identify, report, and resolve any ethical issues that might arise during
the evaluation implementation. Ethical approvals and reviews by relevant national and
institutional review boards must be sought, where required.

Compliance: The Evaluation Team is required to comply with FAO and FAO Office of Evaluation
policies, processes and guidance, including the FAO Office of Evaluation’s Guidance on Data
Governance provided in the FAO Office of Evaluation memorandum number 1 dated 11 March
2023 (to be accessed upon entry on duty), and FAO's new intellectual property rights policy (AC
2023/07), policies on confidentiality and conflicts of interest, and others. The Evaluation Team will
not have been involved in the design, implementation, or monitoring of the project being
evaluated, nor have any other potential or perceived conflicts of interest. The Evaluation Team
and individuals who participate directly in the evaluation are expected to sign a confidentiality
agreement before commencing the evaluation.

Confidentiality: The Evaluation Team will use the information obtained, analysis conducted, and
exhibits (tables, figures, summaries, reports, and so on) produced solely in connection with this
assignment and not for any other purpose other than as authorized by this TOR. This obligation
of confidentiality will subsist after the completion of this assignment. During the assignment, the
Evaluation Team shall ensure that all information used or generated as part of this contract is
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shared with the FAO Office of Evaluation. If it is agreed that they shall instead destroy the
confidential information, the team shall inform the FAO Office of Evaluation GEF coordinator and
the FAO Office of Evaluation manager, copying the FAO Office of Evaluation Director by email
when such destruction has been completed.

Intellectual property: FAO/FAQO Office of Evaluation owns the intellectual property “in materials
created by FAO personnel in the course of their employment with the Organization, as well as
materials created on the Organization’s behalf, such as materials developed through services
procured [through external consultants and] under Letters of Agreement under Section 507 of
the FAO Administrative Manual or contracts under Section 502 of the FAO Administrative Manual.
Breach of the Organization’s intellectual property rights by FAO personnel or service providers
will be addressed in accordance with the applicable terms and conditions of the concerned
contractual arrangements.”



4.

4.1
50.

51.

Process

Phases and deliverables

This section describes the key evaluation products that the Evaluation Team will be expected to
produce. At a minimum, these products must include:

Inception report: An inception report should be prepared by the Evaluation Team before
going into the fully-fledged data collection exercise. It should include the project result
framework, a stakeholders mapping, a revised theory of change, an evaluation matrix
showing how each evaluation question will be answered through indicators, methods,
sources of data and data collection procedures. The inception report should also include
a flexible plan, with different scenarios, for the investigation phase when it is not possible
to entirely plan ahead for field/country visits. The inception report should include a
proposed schedule of tasks, activities and deliverables, a stakeholder analysis and the
final evaluation matrix. The main outline for the evaluation report should also be
provided, with reference to the outline for project evaluations. See the GEF report outline
templates as reference.

Zero draft evaluation report: A clear, concise, professionally written and high-quality draft
evaluation report is expected. The maximum length is set at 30-50 pages (depending on
the evaluation complexity), including appendices and excluding annexes. The report
should be written in English and composed in accordance with FAOSTYLE. For reference,
examples of FAO evaluation reports can be found here. The zero draft should be sent by
the Evaluation Team and/or Evaluation Manager to the FAO Office of Evaluation for
comments and clearance, and will then be circulated for comments to internal and
external stakeholders (the FAO Office of Evaluation, budget holder, funding liaison,
senior technical officer, FAO GEF coordination unit, project team, the Operational
Partners Implementation Modality (OPIM) team, implementing partners, members of the
project steering committee, key project partners).

The evaluation should be use-oriented, thus it should be flexible and foresee additional
products as deemed necessary by the Evaluation Manager in consultation with the
Evaluation Team and PTF. These should be listed in this section and in the inception
report.

Supporting evidence: Electronic or hard copies of the survey data and report, minutes or
notes of interviews and discussions, and other sources of the primary data/information
collected by the Evaluation Team and used in the report should be sent to the FAO Office
of Evaluation or Evaluation Manager. Sources of secondary data/information used in the
report should be cited in the text and included in the list of documents reviewed in the
evaluation report.

Final evaluation report: This is the result of the incorporation of comments received on
the zero draft. The final report will be submitted by the FAO Office of Evaluation/FAO
concerned unit to all stakeholders, and will be revised by an editor and graphic designer,
before publication on the FAO Office of Evaluation and relevant FAO Office website.

The evaluation report should be prepared in MS Word Format and submitted electronically by
the Evaluation Team leader to the FAO Office of Evaluation or REC As the main author of the
report, the FAO Office of Evaluation and/or the relevant FAO technical Office will have the final
decision as to how the report should be composed.
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i. The evaluation report should include an abstract of 200 to maximum 400 words and an
executive summary, and illustrate the evidence found that responds to the evaluation
questions listed in the terms of reference.

ii. All GEF evaluation reports should have a full translation in English (excluding annexes
but including appendices) if they are prepared in another UN language.

iii. Evaluation reports should have numbered paragraphs, following the GEF FAO Office of
Evaluation reporting outline. Supporting data and analysis should be annexed to the
report when considered important to complement the main report.

iv. Evaluation briefs and other knowledge products or participation in knowledge sharing
events, if relevant.

V. The evaluation report should include the GEF evaluation criteria rating table (Table 3):

Table 3. GEF Scorecard

GEF criteria and dimensions Rating' Summary of comments?

A. RESULTS (relevance, coherence, effectiveness and progress HS-HU
towards impact, efficiency) HS-HU)3
A1. Relevance

A2. Coherence
A3. Effectiveness
A4, Efficiency

B. Sustainability (financial, socio-political, institutional and governance, HL-HU
environmental dimensions, including risks to sustainability)

C. Implementation HS-HU
D. Execution HS-HU
MG&E Design HS-HU
M&E Implementation HS-HU

Overall Project Rating HS-HU

Notes:

T See rating scheme in Appendix 5.

2 Include reference to the relevant sections in the report.

3 Other dimensions may be considered as indicated in section 2.2 (evaluation questions table).

Source: Authors’ own elaboration.
52. Finally, the evaluation time frame should be presented (even if tentative) as shown in Table 4.

Table 4. Evaluation time frame
Tasks ‘ Dates Responsibility

Evaluation Manager with inputs from
Finalization of TORs September 2024 Project Task Force [PTF] and main
stakeholders

Evaluation Manager, Lead Technical Officer
Preparatory meeting with the Evaluation Team | September 2024 [LTO], GEF Coordination Unit, FAO Office of
Evaluation OPIM team focal point
Evaluation Team in consultation with the
Evaluation Manager

Inception report October 2024

Organization of the evaluation mission (travel

arrangements, meetings arrangements with Evaluation Manager with the support of the
. ) . October 2024 . ) .

project stakeholders and partners, field visits, Project Implementation Office

etc.)
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Tasks ‘ Dates Responsibility

Evaluation mission October 2024 Evaluation Team

Preliminary findings presentation to main

stakeholders (FAO - including the GEF | November 2024 Evaluation Team with support from the EM

Coordination Unit — and external)

Evaluation report first draft for circulation

November 2024

Evaluation Team and Evaluation Manager
for comments and quality control

Evaluation report final draft for circulation

December 2024

Evaluation Team and Evaluation Manager
for comments and quality control

Final report, including publishing and graphic
design

January 2025

Evaluation Manager

Management response

1 month after the
publication of the final

Budget Holder

report

Follow-up report

1 year after
publication of
management
response

Budget Holder

Source: Authors’ own elaboration.

4.2
53.

54.

55.

Quality assurance

The Evaluation Team will be responsible for ensuring the quality of the evaluation processes and
products throughout the evaluation cycle. This includes:

Establishing, implementing and communicating on robust quality assurance
mechanisms to ensure the evaluation adheres to internationally recognized norms and
standards, such as those set forth by UNEG, as well as GEF requirements.

Ensuring the reliability, consistency, and accuracy of data throughout the data collection,
analysis, and reporting phases.

The FAO evaluation manager and supervisor will be responsible for ensuring that the evaluation
progresses as per the TORs and agreed inception report, with bi-monthly progress reports
submitted in accordance with the FAO Office of Evaluation policies and procedures. The
evaluation supervisor will be providing guidance and support to the Evaluation Team on quality
assurance processes and requirements, including:

Facilitating access to all relevant documentation and information sources, within the
provisions of applicable disclosure policies.

Conducting rigorous quality control of evaluation products before finalization.

Facilitating the involvement of key project and technical staff as a reference group in the
review of evaluation plans and products.

Sharing any feedback, assessments and recommendations from reference group
members with the Evaluation Team for incorporation into the final products.

All final evaluation reports may be subject to a post hoc quality assessment by an independent
entity and/or the GEF IEO to support transparency and accountability.
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Evaluation Team composition

Structure and composition: The Evaluation Team will include two team members, including the
international team leader supported by a national consultant. The team is multi-disciplinary and
include members who, together, bring an appropriate balance of relevant technical expertise and
practical knowledge.

The Evaluation Team will conduct the evaluation under the direction of its team leader and in
close communication with the FAO evaluation manager. The Evaluation Team will be responsible
for: i) defining the evaluation approach and methodology; ii) conducting evaluation missions and
data collection; iii) facilitating a participatory process through meetings and workshops; and
iv) drafting and revising, the inception report, the end of field work (i.e. exit) debriefing
presentation and evaluation report in line with agreed quality assurance standards.

Evaluators shall have had no prior or current involvement in the formulation or implementation
of the Project and be independent from the participating institutions. As noted, evaluators should
not have a conflict of interest with the project's related activities.



5.

59.

60.

61.

62.

63.

64.

Roles and responsibilities

This section describes the different roles that key stakeholders play in the design and
implementation of the evaluation.

The FAO Office of Evaluation, in particular the Evaluation Manager, develops the first draft TOR
with inputs from the Project Task Force (PTF) and using the guidance of this document. This TOR
includes the theory of change, developed by the project if available or by the Evaluation Manager
and based on document review, discussions with the PTF and if possible, a face-to-face meeting
with the LTO and the Technical Funding Liaison Officer to get a good understanding of the project.
Besides the TOR drafting and finalization, the Evaluation Manager is responsible for the selection
of the evaluations team. The Evaluation Manager shall brief the Evaluation Team on the evaluation
methodological approach and process and will review the final draft report for quality assurance
purposes in terms of presentation, compliance with the TOR and timely delivery, quality, clarity
and soundness of evidence provided and of the analysis supporting conclusions and
recommendations in the evaluation report. The Evaluation Manager is also responsible for sharing
the terminal evaluation report with the PTF, GEF Operational Focal Point (OFP), the GEF
Coordination Unit (Monitoring and Reporting Team).

Engage the relevant GEF OFPs' in conduct of terminal evaluation is mandatory. The GEF agency
will share the terms of reference and the draft report of the evaluation with them for feedback. It
will give them at least ten working days to provide feedback and address it in finalized documents.
Where at least one of the evaluation recommendations is addressed to the OFP and/or the
recipient country, the agency will invite the OFP to contribute to the management response and
include the response as an annex to the evaluation report.

The PTF, which also includes the FAO Budget Holder, the Lead Technical Officer and the team of
project to be evaluated, are responsible for providing inputs to the first version of the terms of
reference, especially the description of the background and context, and supporting the
Evaluation Team during its work. The PTF also assist the Evaluation Manager in drafting the TOR,
in the identification of potential consultants and in the organization of the missions. The GEF
Coordination Unit (Monitoring and Reporting Team), the GEF Technical Officer and Funding
Liaison Officer are also part of the PTF. They should be consulted during the evaluation
preparation phase but not necessarily participate in the TOR preparation. They should in any event
receive the final version of the TOR.

The PTF is required to participate in meetings with the Evaluation Team, as necessary, make
available information and documentation, and comment on the draft evaluation report.
Involvement of different members of the PTF will depend on respective roles and participation in
the project. The Budget Holder is also responsible for leading and coordinating the preparation
of the FAO management response and the follow-up report to the evaluation, fully supported in
this task by the LTO and other members of the PTF.

All Project Steering Committee members, whether from FAO or not, should be interviewed and
involved in the evaluation process. In GEF projects, especially if OPIMs, the Project Team does not
only consist of FAO employees; it may include members from the co-executing agency (if the
project is a DEX) or be at the executing agency (if the project is OPIM). It is important to involve
these actors throughout the evaluation.

T Minimum requirement 4 of the GEF Evaluation Policy (2019).
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The GEF Coordination Unit (in particular the GEF Technical Officer) is responsible for providing
comments to evaluation report and participating in the debriefing session delivered by the
Evaluation Team after the investigation phase. This could take the form of a preliminary findings
presentation or a workshop including discussions on potential recommendations and their
implementation, depending on the size and complexity of the project/programme. The country
level GEF OFP should participates as well.

The Evaluation Team is responsible for further developing and applying the evaluation
methodology, for conducting the evaluation, and for producing the evaluation report. All team
members, including the Evaluation Team leader, will participate in briefing and debriefing
meetings, discussions, field visits, and will contribute to the evaluation with written inputs for the
final draft and final report. The Evaluation Team will agree on the outline of the report early on in
the evaluation process, based on the template provided by the FAO Office of Evaluation. The
Evaluation Team will also be free to expand the scope, criteria, questions and issues listed above,
as well as develop its own evaluation tools and framework, within time and resources available
and based on discussions with the Evaluation Manager, consultations with the Budget Holder and
PTF where necessary. The Evaluation Team is fully responsible for its report which may not reflect
the views of the Government or of FAO. An evaluation report is not subject to technical clearance
by FAO although the FAO Office of Evaluation is responsible for quality assurance of all evaluation
reports.

The lead evaluator guides and coordinates the Evaluation Team members in their specific work,
discusses their findings, conclusions and recommendations, and prepares the final draft and the
final report, consolidating the inputs from the team members with his/her own. For further details
related to the tasks of the Evaluation Team leader and Evaluation Team members, please refer to
template job descriptions provided by the FAO Office of Evaluation.

The request for the management response and follow-up report is centralized and under the
responsibility of the FAO Office of Evaluation Information Monitoring System focal point. The
Budget Holder will be notified by email when it is time to submit to the FAO Office of Evaluation
the management response or follow-up report and, after consulting with main
project/programme stakeholders, will be responsible for filling in the Microsoft Form provided by
the FAO Office of Evaluation.

The FAO Office of Evaluation will clear the evaluation products and ratings, according to its
internal procedures and regulations. Within the FAO Office of Evaluation, this responsibility may
be either with the FAO Office of Evaluation GEF Coordinator, other Evaluation Officer or delegated
to a third party contracted by the FAO Office of Evaluation.



Appendix 1. Theory of change (mid-term review)

Actions Outputs Outcome (Initial results) Wider outcome (End results) Impact
Jiangxi Province Wetland Provincial-level planning
W""“‘""’Z‘"‘ ] | Protected Areas Coordination framewarkin place apolying
DS st “M Committee established by integrated ecosystem
nich “am ! dm'i‘ ‘ 2021 as a consultative management with key
municipal and county | mechanism for all dev. sectors l development sectorsto
; safeguard eco-services in
Strengthen capacity of Poyang Jiangyi Province Wetland | expanded wetlands PA system
Lake Wetland Management Protected Areas Management |
CoordinationCommittee ! | strategyand Plansapproved |
of the updated
| Application
Approval of new Jiangxi legal & regulatory framework
mm"'w"“"'“"'w Wetland Protection Ordinance, enhancescapacityto protect
planning frameworks for all operational standards and and enhance sustainable use
wetland PAs in Jisngx, based guidelines and new ecologcal of wetlands system in Jiangxi
on gaps/problem analysis t compensation programme
Integration of wetland [ Integrated ecosystem |
conservation and standards management decisions based
bsnibarpon anse l IntoProv Gov. Development | on monitoring data from both
techniques at three wetland and Sector Development Plans M“M“l‘l
PA demo. sites in the Poyang | Poyengregion
Lake region. | Costeffective wetiand
| 45 w Jiangu Wetland Reserve |
techniques incorporated into
::”"m‘“’”’ PWEPA for replication at 9 Information Management
existing county-level wetland System supports decision-
PAs in the Poyang Lake region making on planning,
Conductstudies, provide | and 11 elsewherein Jiangd management and monitoring
biodiversityand ecological Informationand datasystem |
heaith monitoring, identify I established, incl. economic | Public, privateand non-
species conservation plans valuation of wetland PA goods government sectors have
and monitoring, promote co- and servicesin Jiangxi | accessto information on the
management and patrolling economic, social and
with local communities and | Public awareness/education on | environmental value of
develop wetland protection I Ordinance, co-management wetland goods and servicesto
education for schools I andvalue of wetlands increased | guide development choices

Cross cutting priorities - Gender equality, socially inclusive approach, environmental protection, good water governance (including risk management)
Assumptions - Governmental support, Inter-sectoral cooperation and coordination, Mainstream in sector development plan, Alternative livelihoods



Appendix 2. Examples of evaluation questions

Criteria and dimensions to

Size Evaluation questions and possible subquestions
be rated
Outcome Relevance Does the intervention respond to need?
Related dimensions Suggested sub-questions:’
according to the Guidelines To what extent does the intervention address beneficiaries' needs and priorities?
for GEF Agencies in How is the intervention responding to the environmental and development priorities of involved institutions or
Conducting Terminal partners (national, regional, local government, civil society organizations, private entities, FAO's Better and GEF focal
Evaluation for Full-sized areas/operational programme strategies)?
Projects: relevance Was the project design appropriate to address relevant priorities and needs and deliver the expected outcomes?
coherence, effectiveness, How was the context understood and accounted for when the intervention was designed? Has it changed between
additionality and efficiency the inception and the end of the intervention so much so to affect the relevance of the project objectives and goals?
Additional dimensions to Are there gaps in the intervention design that may have undermined its overall relevance?
consider: progress to impact To what extent has the intervention responded to identified capacity needs and has capitalized on existing capacities?
and capacity development In case the project evaluated presents an OPIM component please add the following subquestion:
(under effectiveness) Has the project design considered the specific context of project implementation in defining the OP/s engagement in
the partnership and delegation of selected project results to the OP/s??

Coherence (OECD How well does the intervention fit?

definition adapted to | Suggested subquestions:

the GEF Internal project coherence.

requirements) What is the approach adopted for addressing the targeted environmental concern and is it coherent with it?

What about the vertical and horizontal coherence of the result framework?

To what extent are project components, activities, and M&E system, aligned with the project objectives?

Have lessons from past GEF activities and other relevant non-GEF interventions been incorporated in the project
design?

External coherence.

How well is the intervention harmonized with other interventions and/or strategies implemented by either the
delivery agency or other main actors in the same context? (other GEF projects, development or governmental
agencies for example). Did duplication of effort and activities occur? Did the interventions complement each other?
Is the project well targeted (in terms of countries, regions and/or communities covered) to generate global
environmental benefits?
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Criteria and dimensions to

Co-financing

Size Evaluation questions and possible subquestions
be rated
Effectiveness Is the intervention achieving its objectives?
Progress to impact Suggested subquestions:
Additionality Were there any positive or negative unintended results?
Capacity How do results actually achieved commensurate with the expected outcomes?
development3 Was there any evidence of environmental stress reduction, or any change in peoples livelihoods as well as in

policy/legal/regulatory frameworks and their implementation?

How has the project contributed to progress towards long-term impact?

Are there any barriers or other risks that may prevent future progress towards long-term impact?

What are the specific areas where GEF support has contributed additional results to, and what were these additional
results?

Have the capacity development objectives identified at design stage been achieved?

To what extent did the intervention enhance target beneficiaries' functional and technical skills and their knowledge?
[output — attribution]

Are target beneficiaries implementing/using them and demonstrate changes in attitudes and practices? [outcome —
contribution]

To what extent did the intervention contribute to improve the performance of the organization and promote
institutional changes?

To what extent did the achievement of capacity development outputs and outcomes contribute to achieve
development outcomes?

To what extent did the expected co-financing materialize, and how did shortfall in co-financing, or materialization of
greater than expected co-financing affect project results?

In case the project evaluated presents an OPIM component please add the following subguestion:

To what extent has the FAO/OP partnership facilitated or hampered project execution, timely resolution of issues
during project implementation and contribution to project results and objectives? What good practices and/or
lessons learned can be identified?

Did the FAO/OP partnership (including the delegation of selected project results implementation to the OP/s)
contribute to strengthened capacities of the OP? What about FAO's capacities?

Building on the OPIM capacity assessment and on the "Survey tool to identify technical capacity support needs of the
Operational Partner" how has the project (or entrusted service provider) supported targeted capacity building of
executing agencies?

What is the experience/perception of the OP in collaborating with FAO under this implementation modality?
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Criteria and dimensions to
be rated

Size

Evaluation questions and possible subquestions

Efficiency

How well are resources being used?

Suggested subquestions:

Adaptive management. How well has the project responded to external (context) and internal (funding, programming,
staffing, etc.) changes over the course of its lifespan?

Was the project cost-effective in terms of project cost/time versus output/outcomes?

Has the project been implemented efficiently, cost-effectively, and management been able to adapt to any changing
conditions to improve the efficiency of project implementation?

Were the human and financial resources used as planned and appropriately and fully utilized (or were resources
misallocated, budgets underspent, overspent)?

Were resources redirected as needs changed? Were risks managed? Were decisions made which helped to enhance
efficiency in response to new information?

To what extent were the results achieved within the intended time frame? Was it reasonably adjusted during the
intervention as needed?

To what extent has the project governance structure facilitated or hampered project execution, timely resolution of
issues during project implementation and contribution to project objectives? What have been good practices and/or
lessons learned?*

Related dimensions
according to the Guidelines

for GEF Agencies in

Implementation To what extent did FAO deliver on project identification, concept preparation, appraisal, preparation, approval and

start-up, oversight, supervision completion and evaluation? How well were risks identified and managed?

In case the project evaluated presents an OPIM component please add the following subguestion:
How is FAO monitoring progress and technical quality of the work of the OP? Is the Budget Holder/project team
appropriately equipped to monitor and overseeing the OP? Does it get support if needed, does it lead to the
implementation of corrective actions and improvement of identified weaknesses?

Execution5 To what extent did the execution agency(ies) effectively discharge its role and responsibilities related to the
management and administration of the project? (for DEX projects this question applies to FAO's role as executing
entity and to co-executors as well)

In case the project evaluated presents an OPIM component please add the following subquestion:
Was the selected OP the right choice (fit for purpose)?
Sustainability Will the benefits last after the project ends?

Suggested subquestions:

How has the intervention contributed to improving the enabling environment (strengthening of systems, institutions
and capacities, ) as a means to ensure sustainability?
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Criteria and dimensions to

Size Evaluation questions and possible subquestions
be rated
Conducting Terminal How sustainable are the achieved results on capacity development?
Evaluation for Full-sized What are the key risks which may affect the sustainability of the project benefits (financial, institutional,
Projects: Financial environmental, sociopolitical, others)?
sociopolitical, institutional, Have opportunities to support the continuation of positive effects from the intervention been identified, anticipated
environmental, and other and planned for (exit strategy)?
risks In case the project evaluated presents an OPIM component please add the following subquestion:
What advantages for the achievement and sustainability of results did the project obtain because of the delegation of
selected project results implementation to the OP(s)?
M&E design Was the M&E plan practical and sufficient?
Suggested subquestions:
Does the M&E plan address the project's theory of change, GEF M&E requirements, incorporate applicable core
indicators (corporate results indicators), and provides baseline information?
Are the indicators able to track environmental, gender, socioeconomic, and other results? Are they specific,
measurable, achievable, relevant and time-bound (SMART?)
Does the M&E plan specify the planned M&E activities, responsibilities and timelines?
Were M&E activities supported with adequate budget.
M&E implementation Did the M&E system operate as per the M&E plan?

Suggested subquestions:
Was information gathered systematically, timely, and following a robust methodology?
Was the information from the M&E system appropriately used to make timely decisions and foster learning during
project implementation?
How does the monitoring and evaluation system detect causes, practices and impacts of any discriminatory actions
that may occur?

Other dimensions to be assessed/addressed (not rated)

Project partnership Were other actors, such as civil society, Indigenous population or private sector involved in project design or
and stakeholder implementation, and what was the effect on project results?
engagement How has the project used stakeholder engagement to build partnerships? Has it appropriately drawn on their

expertise and capacities to foster project ownership?




Terminal evaluation of the project “Piloting Provincial-level Wetland Protected Area System in Jiangxi Province” — Annex 1. Terms of reference

Criteria and dimensions to

management6 and
knowledge products

Size Evaluation questions and possible subquestions
be rated
What are the main features of the collaboration between FAO and its partners [add: "resulting from an OPA
agreement" if the project has an OPIM component]? Was the partnership set-up the most appropriate, cost-effective,
or sustainable to achieve results?
Communication, How is the project assessing, documenting and sharing its results, lessons learned and experiences?
knowledge To what extent are communication products and activities likely to support the sustainability and scaling-up of

project results?

Environmental and
social safeguards

To what extent where environmental and social concerns taken into consideration in the design and
implementation of the project?
Suggested subquestions:
Was the environmental and social safeguards (ESS) risk level assigned at project design stage appropriate?
Were the mitigation measures taken (if any) appropriate, and duly implemented?

Gender

Were gender equality and empowerment and other equity issues mainstreamed in the project/programme, both in
design and implementation?
See the FAO Office of Evaluation Gender Evaluation Guidelines for subquestions aligned to the FAO and GEF Gender Policies.

Human rights7

How is it being ensured that the intervention contributes to the promotion of human rights?
Suggested subquestions:
How are power inequalities among the intended benéeficiaries of the programme or intervention dealt with?
How are cultural or religious differences among the intended beneficiaries of the intervention addressed?
What mechanisms exist to support marginalized individuals and populations to demand accountability?
Accountability for what? And from whom?
Do specific incentives and approaches for participation by the poorest and most excluded groups, with sensitivity to
the social and cultural context, exist or need to be created?
Is the programme in any way discriminatory in its application?

Indigenous
Peoples/local
communities

To what extent has the project, in its work with local and/or Indigenous communities, ensured the participation of
all stakeholders in the decision-making process (including in the implementation of activities)?
Suggested subquestions:
Prior consultation and decision-making — To what extent have local communities and/or Indigenous communities
been duly informed, consulted and involved in the decision-making process prior to project implementation?
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Appendix 2. Examples of evaluation questions

Criteria and dimensions to Size Evaluation questions and possible subquestions

be rated
Inclusion — To what extent were territorial planning processes, provincial and national policies supported by the
intervention inclusive and oriented towards the acceptance of all parties involved (including Indigenous populations,
youth, women and men)?
Communication — Was information accessible to all, through the use of local languages and minimization of written
materials where literacy is limited?

Lessons learned What knowledge has been generated from project results and experiences, which have a wider value and potential
for broader application, replication and use?
Notes:

' Subquestions can also be considered as "lines of enquiry" to be considered under the relevant criterion and be reformulated as needed. The evaluation manager may choose which to include in the TORs;

they are NOT all to be included.

2This includes: decision on roles and responsibilities for results implementation, selection of the best fit OP to deliver selected project results, including their operational and technical capacity, FAO monitoring
and oversight of the work of the OP, FAO technical support to the OP, partnership governance set-up, etc.
3 Consult the FAQ Office of Evaluation Capacity Development Evaluation Framework and its appendices for evaluation subquestions, indicators, methods and tools.

4Particularly important in OPIM projects.

> The executing entities are involved in the management and administration of the project's day-to-day activities under the overall oversight and supervision of a GEF Agency. The executing entities are
responsible for the appropriate use of funds, as well as the procurement and contracting of goods and services following the regulations of the GEF Agency.

6 See for reference: Stocking, M. et al. 2018. Managing knowledge for a sustainable global future. Scientific and Technical Advisory Panel to the Global Environment Facility. Washington, DC (2018).
"You may consult the United Nations Population Fund (UNFPA) Human Rights Based Approach (HRBA) checklist for other relevant subquestions.
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Appendix 3. GEF ratings descriptors

As mentioned, the overall rating of the project outcome will be based on the following criteria: relevance,
coherence, effectiveness and efficiency.

Appendix Table 1 below presents performance descriptors? for each specific rating. In most instances,
actual performance may not fully correspond to any of the rating descriptions. Therefore, a rating will be
based on the description that provides the best fit based on the evidence. Where available evidence is
insufficient to provide rate performance, the performance will be rated as unable to assess. The
performance will be rated on a six-point scale.

Appendix Table 1. Outcomes ratings

Ratings Description

Highly satisfactory The outcomes exceed targets, and they are highly relevant, coherent and cost effective.

(HS)

Satisfactory (S) Level of outcomes achieved meets targets. The outcomes are relevant, coherent and cost
effective.

Moderately Level of outcomes achieved was generally close to the targets. Majority of the targets were met

satisfactory (MS) or almost met but some were not. The outcomes are generally relevant, coherent and cost
effective.

Moderately Overall, the level of outcomes achieved is lower than targets, although some outcomes were

unsatisfactory (MU) substantially achieved. The outcomes are generally relevant but not sufficient given the costs or
alternatively generally cost-effective but not adequately relevant and coherent.

Unsatisfactory (U) The expected outcomes were not achieved, or achievement was substantially lower than
expected, and/or the achieved outcomes are not relevant or coherent. Alternatively, the outcome
was cost ineffective compared to alternatives.

Highly unsatisfactory | Negligible level of outcomes were achieved and/or the project had substantial negative

(HU) consequences, that outweigh its benefits.
Unable to assess The available information does not allow an assessment of the level of outcome achievement
(UA)

SUSTAINABILITY

The sustainability will be assessed taking into account the probability of incidence of financial,
sociopolitical, institutional framework and governance and environmental risks. The evaluator may also
take other risks into account that may affect sustainability. The overall sustainability will be assessed
using a six-point scale:

Appendix Table 2. Sustainability ratings

Rating Description

Highly likely (HL) There is negligible risk to continuation of benefits and based on the progress made so far it is
expected that the long-term objectives of the project will be achieved.

Likely (L) Either there is negligible risk to continuation of benefits or there are some risks, but the

magnitude of their effect is too small and/or the probability that they will materialize is too
small. Overall, it is likely that the net benefits of the project will continue.

Moderately likely (ML) There are some risks to sustainability, and they may have some effect on continuation of
benefits if they materialize. However, probability of materialization of these risks is low. Net
benefits are more likely to continue than abate.

2 The 2022 final draft of the Guidelines for GEF Agencies in Conducting Terminal Evaluation for Full-sized Projects
presents new descriptors here reported.
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Appendix 3. GEF ratings descriptors

Moderately unlikely

There are significant risks to sustainability. The effect on continuation of benefits would be

(MU) substantial if these risks materialize and the probability of materialization of these risks is
significant. Overall, net benefits of the project are likely to abate.
Unlikely (U) Because of the high risks it is unlikely that net benefits of the project will continue to accrue,

long-term objectives.

and the progress made so far is likely to be lost. It is unlikely that the project will achieve its

Highly unlikely (HU)

It is expected that the project will not achieve its long-term objectives. Major risks have either
already materialized and halted accrual of net benefits or have high probability of
materializing soon and will halt accrual of net benefits when they materialize.

Unable to assess (UA)

Unable to assess the expected incidence and magnitude of risks to sustainability.

PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION AND EXECUTION
Quality of implementation and of execution will be rated separately. Quality of implementation pertains to
the role and responsibilities discharged by the GEF agencies that have direct access to GEF resources.
Quality of execution pertains to the roles and responsibilities discharged by the country or regional
counterparts that received GEF funds from the GEF agencies and executed the funded activities on ground
(this could be the very same FAO with co-executor partners or an executing partner identified by an FAO
Operational Agreement). The performance will be rated on a six-point scale.

Appendix Table 3. Implementation and execution ratings

Ratings

Implementation

Execution

Highly
satisfactory
(HS)

Performance of the GEF Agency was exemplary.
Project preparation and implementation were
robust. The Agency ensured that relevant GEF
policies were applied in project preparation and
implementation. Project supervision was
strong— the Agency identified and addressed
emerging concerns in a timely manner. The
Agency ensured that project implementation
stayed on track and project activities were
completed on time.

Performance of the executing entity was
exemplary. Execution of project activities was
timely and of high quality. Relevant GEF policies
and requirements were adhered to. Guidance
from the GEF Agency was followed, and any
corrective actions required were taken promptly.
Measures were undertaken to mitigate risks to
sustainability, and steps were taken to support
follow-up to the project. Project activities were
completed on time.

satisfactory
(MS)

Satisfactory Performance met expectations and did not have | Performance met expectations and did not have

(S) any salient weaknesses. Project preparation and any salient weaknesses. Execution of project
implementation were robust, and relevant GEF activities was timely and of good quality.
policies were applied. The GEF Agency Relevant GEF policies and requirements were
supervised the project well—it identified and adhered to. Guidance from the GEF Agency was
addressed emerging concerns in a timely followed. Measures were undertaken to mitigate
manner. The Agency ensured that project risks to sustainability of project outcomes.
implementation was on track.

Moderately Performance had some weaknesses but met Performance had some weaknesses but met

expectations overall. Project preparation and
implementation were adequate and relevant GEF
policies were applied, although there are some
weak areas. Project supervision was adequate—
the GEF Agency identified and addressed
emerging concerns, although some may have
been inadequately addressed. Project
implementation had minor delays, and a few
activities may have been dropped.

expectations overall. Execution of project
activities was generally timely but with some
instances of delay. Relevant GEF policies and
requirements were adhered to, although some
minor slip-ups may have been observed.
Guidance from the GEF Agency was followed,
and problems were fixed. There were some areas
for improvement in execution.

Moderately
unsatisfactory
(MU)

Performance did not meet expectations,
although there were some areas of solid
performance. Project preparation and
implementation had weaknesses, although these
were not too severe. Project supervision was
somewhat weak—although the GEF Agency
identified most emerging concerns, many
remained unaddressed or inadequately

Performance did not meet expectations,
although there were some areas of solid
performance. Execution of project activities was
delayed and executing entity capabilities
observably limited project execution. Several
slip-ups in adherence to GEF policies and
requirements were observed. Guidance from the
GEF Agency was generally followed and
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Ratings

Implementation

Execution

addressed. Project implementation was delayed,
and a few activities were dropped or reduced in
scale because of issues that were largely under
Agency control.

problems were fixed, but such actions usually
were not timely. There were several areas for
improvement in execution.

Unsatisfactory
V)

Performance did not meet expectations. Project
preparation and implementation were weak.
Project supervision was weak—emerging
concerns were not identified in time and
remained unaddressed or inadequately
addressed. Activities were not implemented in
time or were not undertaken. Project
implementation was delayed, and several
activities were dropped or reduced in scale.

Performance did not meet expectations.
Execution of project activities was delayed, and
at least some activities were dropped due to
factors largely under the control of the executing
entity. Many slip-ups were observed in
adherence to GEF policies and requirements.
Guidance from the GEF Agency was not put into
practice, or was applied with considerable delay.

Highly
unsatisfactory
(HU)

Performance had severe shortcomings. The GEF
Agency mismanaged project implementation,
and its supervision was poor. Emerging concerns
were not identified in time, including those that
should have been obvious. Although instances of
mismanagement were discovered, corrective
actions were not undertaken. Project activities
were poorly implemented, and several had to be
dropped.

Performance had severe shortcomings. There
were several instances of mismanagement by the
executing entity. Emerging concerns were not
addressed in time, including those that should
have been obvious. Most activities were very
poorly executed and/or experienced delays, and
some activities were dropped. GEF policies and
requirements were not applied.

Unable to
assess (UA)

The available information is not sufficient to
allow rating of performance.

The available information is not sufficient to
allow rating of performance.

MONITORING AND EVALUATION
Quiality of project M&E will be assessed in terms of: i) quality of design of project M&E plan and ii)
quality of project M&E during implementation. The table below presents relevant descriptors for each

rating.

Appendix Table 4. Monitoring and evaluation ratings

Ratings

M&E plan

M&E implementation

Highly
satisfactory
(HS)

The M&E plan is a good practice and does not
have any weaknesses. Its alignment with the
project theory of change is robust. Complete
baseline data have been provided. The specified
indicators are appropriate, and arrangements for
plan implementation are adequate. Overall, the
M&E plan exceeds expectations and is
exemplary.

M&E plan implementation was excellent.
Weaknesses in the M&E plan, if present, were
addressed promptly. M&E activities were
conducted in a timely manner, and data from
M&E were used to improve project
implementation. Overall, M&E implementation
exceeds expectations and was exemplary.

Satisfactory
)

The M&E plan is robust and has no or only minor
weaknesses. Its alignment with the project theory
of change is robust. Baseline data are provided
or their collection is planned at project start. The
specified indicators are appropriate, and
arrangements for M&E plan implementation are
adequate. The plan meets expectations.

M&E plan implementation was generally robust.
Weaknesses in M&E were addressed in a timely
manner. M&E activities were conducted in a
timely manner, and data from M&E were used in
improving project implementation. Overall, M&E
implementation meets expectations.

Moderately
satisfactory
(MS)

The M&E plan is solid overall. Its alignment with
the project theory of change is solid. The
specified indicators are generally appropriate,
and arrangements for M&E plan implementation
are adequate. There are areas where the M&E
plan could be strengthened but, overall, it is
adequate.

M&E plan implementation was generally robust,
with some weaknesses. Weaknesses in M&E
were generally addressed although some
remained. Some M&E activities were delayed.
M&E data were used for reporting but had little
use in improving project implementation.
Overall, M&E implementation meets
expectations with some areas of low
performance.
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Ratings

MG&E plan

M&E implementation

Moderately
unsatisfactory
(MU)

The M&E plan is weak overall, although it has
strengths in some areas. Its alignment with the
project theory of change is somewhat weak. The
specified indicators are generally appropriate but
additional indicators are required to adequately
capture project results, and/or arrangements to
gather data on indicators are not adequate. The
plan needs several improvements to meet
expectations.

M&E plan implementation was weak and/or did
not address weaknesses in the original plan.
Most M&E activities were completed, with some
either dropped or delayed. M&E data were not
reported in a timely manner, and there is little
evidence to suggest that the data were used to
improve project implementation. Overall, M&E
implementation does not meet expectations,
although there are some areas of adequate
performance.

Unsatisfactory
)

The M&E plan has severe shortcomings. Its
alignment with the project theory of change is
weak. No baseline data are provided nor is there
any indication that these would be collected at
project start. Indicators do not adequately
address project outcomes and other results;
relevant indicators have not been specified for
several results. There are gaps in arrangements
for M&E plan implementation. Either no budget
or an inadequate budget has been provided for
M&E.

M&E plan implementation was flawed and/or did
not address severe weaknesses in the original
plan. Several M&E activities were either dropped
or were incomplete. The data collection
methodology was not sound. M&E data were not
reported in a timely manner, and there is little
evidence to suggest that the data were used to
improve project implementation. M&E
implementation does not meet expectations.

assess (UA)

not available.

Highly No M&E plan was prepared. No, or negligible, M&E activity was implemented
unsatisfactory other than conduct of the project evaluation.
(HU)

Unable to Unable to assess because project documents are | Unable to assess as the terminal evaluation does

not cover M&E implementation adequately.
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Appendix 4. Documents to be reviewed by the Evaluation Team

e  Project Identification Form (PIF)

e Comments received from GEF Secretariat, the GEF Scientific and Technical Advisory Panel (STAP) and the GEF Council
members on the project’s design and FAQ's responses

e  FAO Concept Note, and FAO Project Review Committee report

e  Request for GEF CEO Endorsement

e FAO-GEF Project Preparation Grant (PPG) document?

e  Project Document

e  Project Inception Report

e  Six-monthly FAO project progress reports (PPR)

e Annual work plans and budgets (including budget revisions)

e All annual GEF Project Implementation Review (PIR) reports*

e Any documentation detailing any changes to the project framework and project components, e.g. changes to
outcomes and outputs as originally designed

e List of stakeholders

e List of project sites and site location maps (for planning the mission itineraries and fieldwork)

e  Execution Agreements in case under Operational Partners Implementation Modality (OPIM) and letters of agreement

e  Relevant technical, backstopping, and project supervision mission reports, including Back to the Office Reports of
relevant project and FAO personnel, and any reports on technical support provided by FAO HQ or regional office
staff

e Minutes of the meetings of the Project Steering Committee, FAO Project Task Force (PTF) and other relevant
meetings

e Any Environmental and Social Safeguards analysis and mitigation plan produced during project design period and
online records on FPMIS

e Any awareness raising and communications materials produced by the project, such as brochures, leaflets,
presentations given at meeting, address of project website, etc.

e FAO policy documents e.g. related to FAO strategic objectives and gender
e All other monitoring reports prepared by the project

e  Finalized GEF focal area Tracking Tools (TT) at CEO endorsement and updated TT at midterm for GEF-5 projects
or review of contribution to GEF-7 core indicators (retrofitted) for GEF-6 projects, and GEF-7 core indicators for GEF-
7 approved projects

e  Financial management information including: an up-to-date co-financing table; summary report on the project’s
financial management and expenditures to date; a summary of any financial revisions made to the project and their
purpose; and copies of any completed audits for comment (as appropriate).

e  GEF Policy on Gender Equality, GEF Gender Implementation Strategy, and GEF Guidance to Advance Gender Equality
in GEF Projects and Programmes

e Mid-term review/mid-term evaluation report and management response

e FAO Country/Countries Programme Framework document; FAO Guide to the Project Cycle; FAO Environment and
Social Management Guidelines and Policy; FAO Policy on Gender Equality; Guide to mainstreaming gender in FAO's
Project Cycle; and Free, Prior and Informed Consent (FPIC) Manual

3 Applicable to full-sized projects, medium-sized projects, and projects under programs for which project preparation grant (PPG) was
approved by the GEF.

4 A project progress report (PPR) is an FAO requirement, due every six months, with deadlines on 31 July for a reporting period from
1 January to 30 June, and on 31 January for a reporting period from 1 July to 31 December every year. The project implementation report
(PIR) is a GEF requirement, due every year (usually from July) until project closure for projects that have been under implementation for
one year or longer.
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Appendix 4. Glossary

[Source: GEF. 2019. GEF Evaluation Policy. June 13, 2019. https://www.thegef.org/council-meeting-
documents/gef-evaluation-policy/

Agency fee: the financing provided to a GEF partner Agency in connection with a GEF project or
programme.

CEO Approval: the approval of a fully developed medium-sized project or enabling activity by the GEF
CEO.

CEO Endorsement: the endorsement of a fully developed full-sized project by the GEF CEO.
Child project: a project that forms part of a programme, as set out in a programme framework document.

Co-financing: financing additional to GEF project financing, and that supports implementation of a GEF-
financed project or programme and the achievement of its objectives.

Evaluation: Evaluation is the systematic and impartial assessment of planned, ongoing, or completed
activities, projects, programmes in specific focal areas or sectors, policies, strategies and their
implementation, or other topics relevant to the GEF partnership and organization.

Full-sized project: a project with GEF project financing exceeding US$2 million.

GEF additionality: the additional effects (both environmental and otherwise) that can be directly
associated with a GEF-supported project or programme

GEF Agency: an agency eligible to request and receive GEF resources directly for the design,
implementation, and supervision of GEF projects and programmes

GEF-financed activity (or intervention): any programmatic approach, full-sized project, medium-sized
project, or enabling activity financed from any GEF-managed trust fund, as well as regional and national
outreach activities

GEF Operational Focal Point:> nominated by the recipient country, the GEF Operational Focal Point
ensures that GEF proposals and activities in the country are consistent with country priorities and the
country commitments under global environmental conventions; identifies project ideas to meet country
priorities; endorses project proposals; facilitates broad based in-country consultations on GEF operational
matters; and provides feedback on GEF activities, including implementation of projects.

Global Environmental Benefits: these relate to international conventions and commitments the GEF is
mandated to serve. GEF projects must demonstrate that the project activities are delivering global
environmental benefits.

Goal: a higher-order objective to which a GEF-financed project or programme is intended to contribute.

Knowledge management: the process by which organizations within the GEF partnership generate value
and improve performance from their intellectual and knowledge-based assets.

Impact: the positive and negative, primary and secondary long-term effects produced by a project or
programme, directly or indirectly, intended or unintended.

Indicator: a quantitative or qualitative factor or variable that provides a simple and reliable means to
measure achievement, to reflect the changes connected to a project or programme, or to help assess the
performance of an organization.

Lead agency: The Agency that coordinates all activities under a programme.

5 GEF. 1996. GEF FOCAL POINTS. https://www.thegef.org/sites/default/files/council-meeting-documents/C.8.Inf .5 5.pdf
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Medium-sized project: a project with GEF project financing of up to USD 2 million.

Mid-term review: an assessment of a project or programme's performance and results carried out for
adaptive management purposes at the midpoint of a project or programme's intended duration.

Monitoring: a continuous or periodic function, carried out by project or programme management, that
uses a standardized and systematic process of collecting and analysing data on specific indicators to
provide decision-makers and management of a GEF-financed activity with information on progress in the
achievement of objectives and in the use of allocated funds.

Outcome: an intended or achieved short- or medium-term effect of a project or programme's outputs.

Output: a product or service that results from the completion of activities implemented within a project
or programme.

Portfolio: a subset of projects focusing on a specific theme, GEF focal area, geographic region, country,
or GEF Agency.

Programme: a coherent set of interventions designed to attain specific global, regional, country, or sector
objectives, consisting of a variable number of child projects.

Programme’'s added value: the additional results brought in by the GEF funding delivered as a
programme compared with either a pre-existing or a hypothetical set of stand-alone full- and/or medium-
sized projects or other comparable alternatives.

Programme framework document: the document that sets forth the concept of a programme that is
proposed for GEF financing.

Result: Include intervention outputs, outcomes, progress toward longer-term impact including global
environmental benefits, and should be discernible/measurable.

Stakeholder: an individual or group that has an interest in the outcome of a GEF project or programme
or is likely to be affected by it, such as local communities, Indigenous Peoples, civil society organizations,
and private sector entities; stakeholders may include national project or programme executing agencies,
or groups contracted to conduct activities at various stages of the project or programme.

Stakeholder engagement: a process that begins with stakeholder identification and analysis, and
includes planning; disclosure of information; consultation and participation; monitoring, evaluation, and
learning throughout the project cycle; addressing grievances; and ongoing reporting to stakeholders.

Terminal evaluation: evaluation of a project or programme's design, performance, and results carried
out at the end of implementation.
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