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1.

Introduction

In line with the guidelines of the Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations (FAO)
and the Global Environment Facility (GEF), the FAO Office of Evaluation (OED) will undertake the
final evaluation of the project on ‘participatory assessment of land degradation and sustainable
land management in grassland and pastoral systems. These terms of reference (TORs) have been
developed to guide the evaluation. The document presents key elements that will shape the
proposed evaluation by offering an evaluation roadmap and by clarifying the roles of all
stakeholders.

The TORs present in order: i) background and context of the evaluation with a summary of project
details; ii) purpose and scope of the evaluation; iii) evaluation objective and key questions;
iv) methodology; v) evaluation team composition; vi) roles and responsibilities; vii) evaluation
products: and viii) the evaluation timeline.



2.1

2.1.1

Background:

Grasslands and rangelands cover a substantial proportion of the global land area and include the
drylands of Africa and the Arabian Peninsula, the steppes of Central Asia and the highlands of
Latin America. These make an important contribution to the maintenance of the ecosystem’s
function and biodiversity, and are of great economic, environmental and social importance. In
addition to providing feed for livestock, they play an important role as a habitat for wildlife, for
water retention and for the conservation of plant and animal genetic resources. They are also
important for the maintenance of fauna including pollinators and other insects.

Land degradation is a key issue faced by these resources globally, and is due to several factors,
often as a result of inadequate policies, as well as unsustainable agropastoral practices. Common
threats posed by land degradation include a decrease in soil fertility that eventually contribute to
an increase in poverty, food insecurity and, in some instances, outmigration. Moreover, it has an
adverse impact on biodiversity and genetic resources, which could lead to resource shortages and
conflict over land resources.

The project identifies three main challenges facing the rangelands and grasslands. The first is the
lack of a global comprehensive assessment and monitoring system for grasslands and rangelands.
In particular, countries lack a comprehensive, robust and integrated approach to assess land
degradation and sustainable land management (SLM). And most of them lack capacity from the
national to the local level to capture and capitalize on the local herders’ knowledge, good
practices and innovation. The second challenge is the lack of holistic indicators for assessment
and monitoring systems that integrate biophysical and socio-economic dimensions into one
framework. The integration would provide a holistic picture of the state of ecosystems, the
underlying drivers or causes of land degradation as well as the trends. The third is the lack of
participatory approaches that accommodate inputs from the land-users who are also essentially
the users of such systems. In particular, an approach is needed that does not require specific
training for land users to analyse and interpret results from assessments and ensures accessibility.

Project details

Overview

The overall aim of the project is to strengthen the capacity of local and national stakeholders in
pastoral areas comprising of grasslands and rangelands to assess land degradation and make
informed decisions to promote SLM in a way that preserves the diverse goods and services
provided by rangelands and grasslands.

The project was initially designed as a three-year project that falls under the GEF period: GEF-5. It
was approved on 21 October 2016 and activities started on 1 February 2017. The initial end date
for the project was 30 April 2020, however, it was granted a no cost extension till 19 November
2021.

1 Based on information from the project documents and the mid-term evaluation.
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Table 1. Basic project information

GEF Project ID Number 5724
Recipient countries Burkina Faso, Kenya, Kyrgyzstan, the Niger, Uruguay
GEF Implementing Agency FAO

International Union for the Conservation of Nature (IUCN) for Burkina
Faso, Kenya and the Niger; FAO for Kyrgyzstan and Uruguay
GEF Focal Area Land degradation

Executing Partner

Land degradation-4: Increase capacity to apply adaptive management

GEF Strategic Objective . .
9 ) tools in Sustainable Land Management

Approval date 21 October 2016
Date of project start 1 February 2017
Initial date of project completion (original NTE) 30 April 2020
Revised project implementation end date 19 November 2021
8. The main objective of the project is to design and pilot a participatory and holistic methodology

to monitor land degradation and SLM in pastoral areas, including rangelands and grasslands, and
systematically feed the findings into policy and decision making on pastoral areas®. The project is
structured around three main components: i) develop a participatory assessment and monitoring
system for pastoral areas comprising of grasslands and rangelands (also referred to as the
participatory rangeland and grassland assessment (PRAGA) methodology); i) inform international
and national agropastoral decision-making processes; and iii) knowledge management,
monitoring and evaluation. The project documents identify three outcomes which correspond to
the three components as follows:

i. A participatory assessment and monitoring system for pastoral areas comprising of
grasslands and rangelands is developed and tested — the PRAGA methodology outlines
a collaborative approach for rangeland assessment that brings together local and
scientific knowledge to provide practical, appropriate and actionable information on the
health of local rangelands and on potential interventions. A core objective of the project
is the review and development of the PRAGA methodology based on iterative
improvements on the methodology and lessons learnt during the pilot across the five
countries.

e  Output 1.1: A monitoring and assessment procedural and operational manual is
developed.

e  QOutput 1.2: The monitoring and assessment procedural and operational manual is
tested at local level and the global indicators are further adapted while assessing
policies.

e  Output 1.3: The assessment and monitoring method is refined and finalized based
on lessons learned from the district/site tests.

il. National and international agro-sylvo-pastoral decision-making processes benefit from
the assessment and monitoring manuals and from the participatory national grassland
and rangeland assessments - This was planned to be achieved through the
dissemination of the results and best practices from the PRAGA methodology realized
under the first component to influence tangible national, regional and global policies.
The project also planned to use existing knowledge sharing and pastoral advocacy
networks, such as the Pastoralist Knowledge Hub and the Mountain Partnership
Secretariat for this purpose. At the global level, the PRAGA methodology and framework
of globally comparable indicators was planned to be disseminated through relevant

2 https://www.iucn.org/sites/dev/files/content/documents/praga project brochure.pdf
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mechanisms such as the United Nations Convention to Combat Desertification (UNCCD)
and other scientific panels.

Output 2.1: Participatory national grassland and rangeland assessment results are
linked to national and local decision-making processes.

Output 2.2: Assessment and monitoring method shared with relevant international
mechanisms in order to integrate/align with existing frameworks.

iii. Project outcomes are monitored and evaluated, and lessons learned and best practices

are captured and disseminated to facilitate future operations - This entails, amongst
others, the monitoring and evaluation of the project outputs and outcomes as well as

the capturing and dissemination of lessons learned.

e Output 3.1: A project monitoring system providing systematic information on
progress towards the project outcome and output targets is set-up and

implemented.
e  QOutput 3.2: Midterm and final evaluation/review conducted.

e  Output 3.3: Project related best practices and lessons learned are documented and

published.

9. More details on project outputs and activities can be found in the project log frame in Annex 2.

10. The PRAGA methodology is piloted in five countries: Burkina Faso, Kenya, Kyrgyzstan, the Niger
and Uruguay, with a diverse range of grasslands and rangelands and pastoralist ethnic groups
and practices. These countries were selected based on available ongoing initiatives, baseline
studies and interest of the countries in the methodology. Within each country, the following area
were selected for the project - Burkina Faso: Gadguin and Mankarga; Kenya: Isiolo and Garissa;
Kyrgyzstan: Chui, Osh, Naryn, Son-Kol and Issyk-Kul; the Niger: Tillabéri; Uruguay: Basaltic Cuesta

and East Hills Eco.
2.1.2 Project budget

11. The project has a total budget of USD 8.4 million, of which USD 2.6 million is a GEF grant and

USD 5.8 million is co-financed (in cash and in-kind) by the financiers presented in Table 2.

Table 2. Overview of project budget

IUCN - Building Drought Resilience through Land and Water Management in Arid and Semi-Arid Areas, Kenya 1,000 000
and Uganda

IUCN - Enhancing the Value of Ecosystem Services in Pastoral Systems 100 000
IUCN - Global Dryland Initiative (GDI) 100 000
FAO-FOA through ACP-EU project in Burkina Faso and the Niger "Action against desertification in support of

the implementation of the Great Green Wall for the Sahara and the Sahel initiative and south-south 2000 000
cooperation in ACP countries” and the “Global Drylands Assessment”

Pastoral Knowledge Hub (PKH)? 562 270
Mountain Partnership Secretariat (MPS)* 500 000
FAO NSP 300 000
Ministry of Agriculture, Livestock and Fisheries in Uruguay 1200 000
Total (co-financed) 5762 270
Total (GEF) 2 600 000
Total budget 8362 270

Source: Project design document.

3 A knowledge sharing and pastoral advocacy network. See Table 3 for more details.
4 A knowledge sharing and pastoral advocacy network. See Table 3 for more details.
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2.1.3  Project stakeholders and their role

12. The project involves a range of global stakeholders and, in each of the five pilot countries, national
and local stakeholders. It is implemented under an Operational Partners Implementation Modality
(OPIM)*> modality through an operational partner agreement (OPA) between the FAO and IUCN.
As stated in the project document, FAO is the GEF Agency for the project and is responsible for
overall oversight and compliance, supervision and the provision of technical support and
guidance for the project. The IUCN is the primary Operational Partner responsible for day-to-day
technical and financial implementation of outputs 1.1, 1.2 and 1.3 as well as outputs 2.1 and 3.1
(as detailed in paragraph 8), and is lead executing agency for Burkina Faso, the Niger and Kenya.
FAO is lead executing agency for Kyrgyzstan and Uruguay and is also the financial and operational
Executing Agency for outputs 2.2, 3.2 and 3.3 (as detailed in paragraph 8). National relevant
ministries and national partners in the pilot countries are closely associated to the implementation
of the activities on the ground, with the technical support of IUCN.

13. All key partners, as presented in the project document, are listed below. This list will be further
elaborated by the evaluation team as part of the inception phase of the evaluation.

Table 3. Overview of project stakeholders and their role in implementation

Global level

FAO Project Implementing Agency (and executing agency in Kyrgyzstan and Uruguay)

IUCN Project Executing partner (Burkina Faso, Kenya and the Niger)

UNCCD Global partner involved during the two international brainstorming workshops. Also be closely
associated as a platform for policy discussion

Pastoralist Knowledge Closely involved in all the steps of the project and especially in disseminating the monitoring and

Hub (PKH) assessment method under Component 2 of the project

Mountain Partnership Involved in the project essentially for dissemination aspects amongst various networks (Component 2)

Secretariat (MPS)
Regional level
Great Green Wall for the | Project team is closely associated to the development and testing of the participatory land degradation
Sahara and the Sahel and SLM assessment and monitoring system (component 1) in the same pilot sites in Burkina Faso and
Initiative the Niger and with the beneficiaries of the EU/ACP Action Against desertification (AAD) project for
sustainable land/forest management and restoration practices and technologies, and monitoring

National level

Ministries and national e Endorsed the proposed project sites, and:
departments (national ¢ Ensure national buy-in and ownership
executing partners): ¢ Be informed of and associated to the development of the assessment and monitoring method
e Consider opportunities to i) harmonize approaches with existing methods; ii) integrate to
* Burkina Faso: General international reporting requirement; and iii) institutionalize the proposed method
Directorate of pastoral e Support access data (such as secondary data) to the project
resources management | o Be closely involved in the policy aspects as part of Component 2
* Kenya: Directorate of e Be part of the project steering committee

Livestock Production

e Kyrgyzstan: Department
of Pasture

o The Niger: Ministry of
Livestock

e Uruguay: Ministry of
Agriculture, Livestock
and Fisheries

e Ministry of Housing,
Territorial Planning and
Environment

5 OPIM responds to the demand from beneficiary countries and resource partners to carry out FAO projects in collaboration with
national and non-profit actors. It facilitates engagement with strategic operational partners. (For more information on OPIM:
http://www.fao.org/3/i7522e/i7522e.pdf )
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Non-governmental e Executing partner in Kyrgyzstan and Uruguay respectively
organizations (NGOs) e Ensure national buy-in and ownership
¢ Be informed of and associated to the development of the assessment and monitoring method
. Camp Alatoo e Consider opportunities to i) harmonize approaches with existing methods; ii) integrate to
. Cooperativas Agrarias international reporting requirement; and iii) institutionalize the proposed method
Federadas (CAF) e Support access data (such as secondary data) to the project

e Be closely involved in the policy aspects as part of Component 2
e Part of steering committee

Local level
Local government o Closely associated in all project steps, and especially policy influence aspects
(Gadguin and Mankarga in | e Assist in identification of local policy frameworks that the project can feed into
Burkina Faso, Marsabit in e Taking part in local workshops; inceptions and validations

Kenya, Chui, Osh, Naryn,
Son-Kol and Issyk-Kul in
Kyrgyzstan, Tillabéri in the
Niger, Basaltic Cuesta and
East Hills Eco-Regions
Governments in Uruguay)

Civil society ¢ |dentified at the national level before the national consultations as part of Output 1.1
e Associated to the consultations organized at the district level
e Alianza del pastizal e Providing feedback on the project and the methodology
(Uruguay) e Dissemination of methodology
Local herders e Source of information on land degradation status
Communities ¢ Implement land management practices on a day-to-day basis
(Communities already ¢ Source of indigenous knowledge on land degradation, SLM, landscapes and pastoralists' practices
supported by the baseline | e Direct impact on grasslands and rangelands
projects) o Dissemination of information to other communities

e Land monitoring

Women groups e Provide information on women'’s interaction with their natural resources
e Ensure participation of women in planning processes

Youths ¢ Provide information on natural resource use and motivations for migration into cities
¢ Youth mobilization

¢ Involvement of young people in training and uptake of SLM solutions

e Training young people on various approaches and integration with local practices

Source: Project document.
2.1.4 Project impact pathways

14. The project has a detailed results matrix and Figure 1 includes a draft results chain based on the
matrix and a preliminary review of project documents. Recognizing that the project’s key output
is the design and finalization of the PRAGA methodology through pilots across five countries, the
purpose of the results chain is to outline the intended impact pathways, showing linkages
between its outputs and aims. Output and outcomes covered by the project are marked in yellow.
Project Outcome 1 listed in section 2.1.1 is considered under output 1 of figure 1. The draft will
be further refined during the inception phase of the evaluation.

15. If needed, the reconstructed theory of change developed for the project’s mid-term review will
be reviewed and developed further by the evaluation team.
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Figure 1. Draft results chain
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Note: Only the outputs and outcomes marked in yellow are covered by the project; project Outcome 1 is considered as part of Output 1 of
Figure 1.




16.

17.

18.

19.

Evaluation purpose and scope

As the project enters its last phase of implementation, this final evaluation aims to provide
accountability for results achieved to resource partners, FAO Management and national
governments as outlined in the GEF guidelines and its project document. The evaluation will seek
to draw lessons from the implementation processes that could inform future projects and
decisions by the GEF coordination unit, operational partners and project teams. Given the nature
of the project, it will also aim to cover future scalability of the PRAGA methodology.

Additionally, this evaluation will draw upon the mid-term evaluation (MTE) conducted by OED in
2019 for lessons learnt and recommendations for corrective action from the project’s experience
and will assess the extent to which these were incorporated into its recent work. The MTE was
conducted for both learning and accountability purposes, and documented important lessons to
guide the remaining phase of the project and to improve its overall implementation.

The main audience and intended users of the evaluation are:

i. The FAO Country Offices, national project teams, IUCN and members of the Project Task
Force (PTF) at FAO Headquarters, the Pastoralist Knowledge Hub (PKH) and the
Mountain Partnership Secretariat (MPS), that will use the evaluation findings and lessons
to finalize, and if necessary, optimize project activities; plan for sustainability of results
achieved; and improve formulation and implementation of similar projects.

il. The GEF, who could use the findings to inform strategic investment decisions in the
future for similar projects on land degradation and SLM.

iii. Other stakeholders (illustrated in Table 3) that are involved in the project
implementation could use the evaluation findings and conclusions to optimize their
involvement in the project and for future planning.

iv. Other resource partners, organizations and institutions interested in supporting and/or
implementing the PRAGA methodology as well as informing agro-sylvo-pastoral
decision-making.

The final evaluation will cover the entire implementation period, including all three project
components. The evaluation team, in consultation with the PTF, will select countries and regions
for field visits and identify the stakeholders to be involved and consulted during the evaluation
process.



20.

21.

22.

Evaluation objective and key questions

The final evaluation will assess the achievement of the project results as specified in the project
document and their value to identified stakeholders at different levels. The evaluation will also
review the processes followed, while taking into consideration the pre-conditions, linkages and/or
partnerships or other arrangements in place (OPIM) that have contributed to — or hindered — the
implementation of project activities. These will provide lessons learned that will inform future
projects, as well as insights into the future scaling up of the PRAGA methodology.

The evaluation will explore the GEF evaluation criteria, covering relevance, effectiveness, efficiency,
and sustainability of project results, factors affecting performance and delivery of project results,
and cross cutting dimensions. It will generate findings and recommendations for the improvement
of future projects. A short description on the GEF evaluation criteria is detailed below. Please refer
to Appendix 1 for further details on the GEF evaluation criteria and rating scheme.

i. Relevance - the extent to which the objectives of the project are consistent with GEF
and FAO strategic priorities, beneficiaries’ and country requirements, as well as its
complementarity with existing interventions. It also entails an assessment of project
design in achieving its objectives.

. Effectiveness - assessment of project results including the overall quality of project
outputs and outcomes, and a brief assessment of the likelihood of longer-term impacts
resulting from the project. It also includes factors affecting the performance and delivery
of project results, focused on the quality of project oversight, execution and
management, including financial management and materialisation of co-financing,
partnerships — with particular attention to the OPIM, and monitoring and evaluation

(M&E).

iii. Efficiency - assessment of the cost-effectiveness of the project, and timeliness of its
activities.

iv. Sustainability of project outcomes, including assessment of the overall likelihood of
risks to sustainability, including financial, socio-political, institutional, environmental
risks.

V. Cross-cutting dimensions, including gender and equity concerns, targeting and

inclusiveness, environmental and social safeguards.

Based on the above-mentioned GEF evaluation criteria, the final evaluation report will address the
following questions listed in Table 4. These will be further refined during the inception phase of
the evaluation. Additionally, further sub-questions will be developed during the inception phase,
reflecting on the conclusions and recommendations from MTE.

Table 4. Key evaluation questions

1. Relevance
(rating required)

1.1 Were the project objectives relevant to the sub-national, national and global efforts aimed at
preserving grasslands and rangelands?
1.1.1 What is the added value of the tool? How is it different from existing
methodologies/participatory approaches?
1.2 Was the project design appropriate for delivering the expected results?
1.2.1 Have there been any corrective actions taken to improve the project design, including
the development of a ToC for the overall project and at country level?
1.2.2 Have the specific features related to the OPIM project component been taken into
consideration during project preparation and design (e.g. operational procedures and
capacity of the Operational Partner(s), etc.)

2. Effectiveness 2.1 To what extent has the project achieved its outcomes, and were there any unintended results?
(rating required) 2.1.1 Has the participatory assessment and monitoring system for pastoral areas been

comprehensively tested and developed?
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2.1.2 To what extent have national and international agro-sylvo-pastoral decision-makers
benefited from the assessment and monitoring procedural/operational manual and the
participatory assessments in the pilot countries?
2.1.3 How have the lessons learned, and best practices captured and disseminated to facilitate
future operations?
2.2 What have been the key factors that have contributed to the achievement or non-achievement
of results?
2.2.1 To what extent did FAO and IUCN effectively discharge their role and responsibilities
related to the design and implementation of the project?
2.2.2 How has coordination and collaboration between key stakeholders (including FAO, its
country offices, IUCN, PKS, MPS and other national partners) contributed to project results?
2.2.3 To what extent has the project set up an M&E system and how is it being used to make
timely decisions and foster learning during project implementation (linked to 2.1.3 and
outcome 3 of the project)?
2.2.4 To what extent is cross-country learning between the five project countries taken place?
2.2.5 How has COVID-19 affected the delivery of the project?
2.3 To what extent may the progress towards long-term impact in the regions of the pilot countries
be attributed to the project?
2.3.1 Are there any barriers or other risks that may prevent future progress towards long-
term impact?

3. Efficiency
(rating required)

3.1 To what extent has the project been implemented in an efficient and cost-effective manner?
3.1.1 Were there any complementarities or duplication with other similar tools or activities in
the pilot countries?

3.1.2 How has FAO's and IUCN's existing technical expertise been utilized in the design and
implementation of the project?

3.1.3 What measures has the project taken to catch up on the delayed implementation of
certain activities under outcome 2 and 3?

3.2 In what ways did the institutional set-up of the project, including the OPIM executing modality,

contribute to efficiency?

4. Sustainability
(rating required)

4.1 What is the likelihood that the methodology will be used by governments (mainly at the local
and sub-national level) and policy makers to inform decision making?
4.1.1 To what extent are the knowledge management and learning activities likely to support
the sustainability of project results?
4.1.2 To what extent do the global indicators framework capture the rangeland health
dynamics, traditional community knowledge and the link to various ecosystem services?
4.2 To what extent did the OPIM modality contribute to ensure ownership and sustainability of the
project results?
4.2.1 Did the delegation of project result implementation to the Operational Partner(s)
contribute to strengthened capacities of regional, sub-regional and/or national entities?
4.2.2 What was the value added of the involvement of the Operational Partner?
4.2 What are the key risks which may affect the sustainability of the project results?

5. Stakeholder
engagement

5.1 Were other actors, such as other public sector institutions, civil society, indigenous population,
youth groups or private sector involved in project design or implementation, and what was the
effect on the project results?
5.1.1 To what extent did the tool allow for the development of capacities of the relevant
stakeholders?

6. Cross cutting
issues

Gender
6.1 To what extent were gender considerations taken into account in designing and implementing
the project?
6.1.1 Were there any corrective actions undertaken based on the recommendations of the
MTE on gender mainstreaming?
GEF additionality
6.2 To what extent can the results of the project be attributed to the GEF contribution?
Social and environmental safeguards
6.3 To what extent were environmental and social concerns taken into consideration in the design
and implementation of the project?
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23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

Methodology

The evaluation will adhere to the UNEG Norms & Standards® and be in line with OED Manual and
methodological guidelines and practices. The evaluation will adopt a consultative and transparent
approach with internal and external stakeholders throughout the evaluation process.
Triangulation of evidence and information gathered will underpin its validation and analysis, and
will support its conclusions and recommendations.

The evaluation will be results-focused and will use the above key questions as main areas of
analysis. The sub-questions will be further elaborated in an evaluation matrix and developed
during the inception phase of the evaluation.

The evaluation will benefit from a desk review of existing documents and other secondary data.
Relevant documents for the evaluation include: i) existing project documents and reports (for
example, annual work plans, project implementation review, progress reports, backstopping
missions); (ii) the developed manuals, lessons learnt documents, frameworks and indicators; and
iii) the available M&E data. The desk-review will also be a key source of information to the
inception phase.

The evaluation will make use of primary data sources including semi-structured key informant
interviews with FAO staff (at headquarters and country-level), resource partners, government
officials and FAO implementation partners (including technical experts and senior management
in relevant UN agencies, NGOs, technical agencies, etc.), and any relevant private sector service
providers’. Protocols for interviews will be developed by the evaluation team prior to the
evaluation data collection phase. In consultation with the project team, the evaluation team will
identify the assessment sites, as well as the main stakeholders to be interviewed during the
evaluation.

The evaluation will focus on a few countries targeted through the project activities to gather
country-level evidence and provide an in-depth assessment of outcomes and results. Following
consultations with the project team and recognizing countries visited during the MTE, 2-3
countries will be selected for deeper country level analysis. This list of countries will be confirmed
during the inception phase of the evaluation but would include at least one country not covered
during the MTE. Other countries targeted by the project that are not selected for this deeper
analysis will also be covered but in relatively less detail.

The preparation of an inception report will occur in June 2021. The inception report will
complement the TORs and will guide the evaluation: it will provide the evaluation team with a
mutual understanding of the organization of the work. It will encompass a stakeholder analysis,
detailed information on the evaluation approach and methodology, the evaluation matrix, details
and justifications for the country selection, and an update of the limitations and risks, timeline
and deliverables of the evaluation

Final decisions about the evaluation design and data collection methods for the evaluation will
emerge from consultations among the PTF and the evaluation team about what is appropriate
and feasible to answer the evaluation questions, in light of the COVID-19 related travel
restrictions.

& http://www.uneval.org/document/detail/21
7 In most cases the interviews will be conducted remotely, considering the COVID-19 protocols.
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31.

12

Evaluation team composition and profile

The evaluation team will be composed of three external experts, one evaluation team leader and
two national consultants (in each of the countries selected for the case study, with the possibility
of one consultant covering two countries). The team will work under the guidance of the EM. The
external experts selected for this evaluation, will have experience and expertise in two or more of
the following areas: project evaluation, pastoral and agro-pastoral systems (rangelands and
grasslands); land-degradation management and assessments, participatory approaches to land
management or related fields. All consultants will have some prior experience in evaluation, and
a good knowledge of at least one of the regions where the methodology has been piloted.

The evaluation team will be independent from any organization that has been involved in
designing, executing or advising any aspect of the project. All team members will sign OED's
Declaration of Interest form. To the extent possible, the evaluation team will be balanced in terms
of geographical and gender representation to ensure diversity and complementarity of
perspectives.
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33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

Roles and responsibilities

OED, in particular the EM develops the draft TORs with inputs from the PTF. The TORs are based
on a review of documents and preliminary discussions with the PTF. The EM is responsible for the
finalization of the TORs and the identification of the evaluation team members®. The EM will brief
the evaluation team on the evaluation methodology and process and will review the final draft
report for quality assurance purposes in terms of presentation, compliance with the TORs and
timely delivery, quality, clarity and soundness of evidence provided and of the analysis supporting
conclusions and recommendations in the evaluation report. OED also has the responsibility of
following up with the BH for the timely preparation of the management response.

In the exercise of the quality assurance function, OED may require textual and substantial changes
on the report. Moreover, being the principal author of the report, OED holds an option to make
final changes to the composition of the report as it deems necessary, and in line with FAO/UNEG
evaluation standards and policies.

The PTF, which includes the FAO Budget Holder (BH), the Lead Technical Officer (LTO), the project
team, and the GEF Coordination Unit, are responsible for initiating the evaluation process,
providing inputs to the first version of the TORs, especially the description of the background and
context chapter, and supporting the evaluation team during its work. They are required to meet
with the evaluation team, make available information and documentation as necessary, and
comment on the TORs and draft reports. Involvement of different members of the PTF will depend
on respective roles and participation in the project.

The PTF will also assist the EM in the identification of potential consultants, as needed, and in the
organization of the data collection. The BH is also responsible for leading and coordinating the
preparation of the Management Response and the Follow-up Report to the evaluation, fully
supported in this task by the LTO and other members of the PTF. OED guidelines for the
Management Response and the Follow-up Report provide necessary details on this process.

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 in the
evaluation process, based on the template provided by OED. 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 the available time and resources and based on discussions
with the EM and in consultation with the PTF where necessary. The evaluation team is fully
responsible for its report which may not reflect the views of the Government or FAO. An evaluation
report is not subject to technical clearance by FAO although OED is responsible for the quality
assurance of all evaluation reports.

The evaluation team leader guides and coordinates the evaluation team members in their specific
work, discusses their findings, conclusions and recommendations. The evaluation team leader
prepares and revises the draft and the final evaluation report, consolidating the inputs from the
team members with his/her own.

8 The responsibility for the administrative procedures for recruitment of the team, will be decided on a case-by-case basis.
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8. Evaluation products (deliverables)

38. This section describes the key evaluation products the evaluation team will be accountable for
producing. These products include:

i. the evaluation TORs;

. an inception report for the use of the team and OED including an evaluation matrix
and a stakeholder analysis: the evaluation matrix will show how each evaluation
guestion will be answered by way of: proposed methods, proposed sources of data and
data collection procedures, and interview guides for relevant country-level stakeholders;

iii. country reports (not for publication, but for the evaluation team’s internal use, to feed
into the final analysis);

iv. draft evaluation report: the project team and key stakeholders in the evaluation will be
provided the draft evaluation report to ensure that the evaluation meets the required
quality criteria. The draft report will illustrate the evidence found that responds to the
evaluation questions listed in the TORs; and

V. final evaluation report: the final evaluation report will include an executive summary
and an abstract. The report will be prepared in English with numbered paragraphs,
following the OED template for report writing. Supporting data and analysis will be
annexed to the report when considered important to complement the main report.
Translations in other languages of the Organization, if required, will be FAO's
responsibility. The evaluation report would include the following GEF ratings table:

Table 5. GEF rating scheme®

A. STRATEGIC RELEVANCE

A1. Overall strategic relevance HS- HU
A1.1. Alignment with GEF and FAO strategic priorities HS- HU
A1.2. Relevance to national, regional and global priorities and beneficiary needs HS- HU
A1.3. Complementarity with existing interventions HS- HU

B. EFFECTIVENESS

B1. Overall assessment of project results HS- HU
B1.1 Delivery of project outputs HS- HU
B1.2 Progress towards outcomes'? and project objectives HS- HU
- Outcome 1 HS HU
- Outcome 2 HS- HU
- Etc HS+ HU
- Overall rating of progress towards achieving objectives/ outcomes HS- HU

B1.3 Likelihood of impact
HS- HU

9 HS-Highly Satisfactory; HU-Highly Unsatisfactory. More details on the GEF rating scheme provided in Annex 2.
10gee rating scheme at the end of the document.
1 |nclude reference to the relevant sections in the report.

12 Assessment and ratings by individual outcomes may be undertaken if there is added value.
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C. EFFICIENCY

C1. Efficiency™

HS- HU
D. SUSTAINABILITY OF PROJECT OUTCOMES
D1. Overall likelihood of risks to sustainability L-HU
D1.1. Financial risks L-HU
D1.2. Socio-political risks L-HU
D1.3. Institutional and governance risks L-HU
D1.4. Environmental risks L-HU
D2. Catalysis and replication HS- HU
E. FACTORS AFFECTING PERFORMANCE
E1. Project design and readiness™ HS+ HU
E2. Quality of project implementation HS- HU
E2.1 Quality of project implementation by FAO (BH, LTO, PTF, etc.) HS- HU
E2.1 Project oversight (PSC, project working group, etc.) HS- HU

E3. Quality of project execution
For DEX projects: Project Management Unit/BH; HS- HU
For OPIM projects: Executing Agency

E4. Financial management and co-financing HS- HU
E5. Project partnerships and stakeholder engagement HS- HU
E6. Communication, knowledge management and knowledge products HS- HU
E7. Overall quality of M&E HS- HU
E7.1 M&E design HS- HU
E7.2 M&E plan implementation (including financial and human resources) HS- HU
E8. Overall assessment of factors affecting performance HS- HU
F. CROSS-CUTTING CONCERNS
F1. Gender and other equity dimensions HS- HU
F2. Human rights issues/Indigenous Peoples HS- HU
F2. Environmental and social safeguards

HS- HU

13 Includes cost efficiency and timeliness.
14 This refers to factors affecting the project’s ability to start as expected, such as the presence of sufficient capacity
among executing partners at project launch.
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9. Evaluation timeline

39. The evaluation will be conducted according to the following time frame:

Table 6. Evaluation timeline

TOR preparation April 2021 EM, PTF
Team identification and recruitment April -May 2021 EM
EM

TOR finalization

April -May 2021

TBC: Travel arrangements and organisation of the

EM, project team and

o . . . May 2021 i
agenda/travel itinerary in the country for the field mission y evaluation team
Documentation review June 2021 Evaluation team
Inception report June 2021 Evaluation team

Data collection

July - August 2021

Evaluation team with
support of EM and
project team

Evaluation team

Discussion of the preliminary findings with the PTF September 2021
First draft report for OED review September 2021 Evaluation team
R e I
Circulation of second draft to key national partners TBC
Production of final draft October 2021 Evaluation team
Circulation of final report and publication November 2021 EM

One month after the Final | BH

Management response

report is issued
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Appendix 1. GEF rating scheme'®

PROJECT RESULTS AND OUTCOMES

Project outcomes are rated based on the extent to which project objectives were achieved. A six-point rating
scale is used to assess overall outcomes:

Rating Description

Highly Satisfactory “Level of outcomes achieved clearly exceeds expectations and/or there were no short comings.”

(HS)

Satisfactory (S) “Level of outcomes achieved was as expected and/or there were no or minor short comings.”

Moderately “Level of outcomes achieved more or less as expected and/or there were moderate short

Satisfactory (MS) comings.”

Moderately “Level of outcomes achieved somewhat lower than expected and/or there wee significant

Unsatisfactory (MU) shortcomings.”

Unsatisfactory (U) “Level of outcomes achieved substantially lower than expected and/or there were major short
comings.”

Highly Unsatisfactory “Only a negligible level of outcomes achieved and/or there were severe short comings.”

(HY)

Unable to Assess (UA) The available information does not allow an assessment of the level of outcome achievements.

During project implementation, the results framework of some projects may have been modified. In cases
where modifications in the project impact, outcomes and outputs have not scaled down their overall scope,
the evaluator should assess outcome achievements based on the revised results framework. In instances
where the scope of the project objectives and outcomes has been scaled down, the magnitude of and
necessity for downscaling is taken into account and despite achievement of results as per the revised results
framework, where appropriate, a lower outcome effectiveness rating may be given.

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. The
performance will be rated on a six-point scale:

Rating Description

Highly Satisfactory (HS) There were no shortcomings and quality of implementation or execution exceeded
expectations.

Satisfactory (S) There were no or minor shortcomings and quality of implementation or execution
meets expectations.

Moderately Satisfactory There were some shortcomings and quality of implementation or execution more or less

(MS) meets expectations.

Moderately Unsatisfactory | There were significant shortcomings and quality of implementation or execution

(MU) somewhat lower than expected.

Unsatisfactory (U) There were major shortcomings and quality of implementation substantially lower than
expected.

Highly Unsatisfactory (HU) | There were severe shortcomings in quality of implementation or execution.

Unable to Assess (UA) The available information does not allow an assessment of the quality of
implementation or execution.

15 See instructions provided in Annex 2. Rating scales in the “Guidelines for GEF agencies in conducting terminal evaluations for full-
sized projects”, April 2017.
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Appendix 1. GEF rating scheme

MONITORING AND EVALUATION
40. Quality of project M&E will be assessed in terms of:
e Design

e Implementation

SUSTAINABILITY

The sustainability will be assessed taking into account the risks related to financial, sociopolitical,
institutional, and environmental sustainability of project outcomes. The evaluator may also take other risks
into account that may affect sustainability. The overall sustainability will be assessed using a four-point
scale:

Rating Description

Likely (L) There is little or no risk to sustainability.

Moderately Likely (ML) There are moderate risks to sustainability.

Moderately Unlikely (MU) There are significant risks to sustainability.

Unlikely (U) There are severe risks to sustainability.

Unable to Assess (UA) Unable to assess the expected incidence and magnitude of risks to sustainability.
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Appendix 2. Project results matrix!®

Results chain Indicators Baseline” Milestones Means of Assumptions
Year 1 Year 2 End of Project verification
Target - year 3 and
responsible
entity

Project objective/impact

To strengthen the capacity of local and national stakeholders in pastoral areas comprising of grasslands and rangelands to assess land degradation and make informed decisions to promote

SLM in a way that preserves the diverse ecosystem goods and services provided by ran

elands and grasslands

Outcome 1

A participatory assessment and
monitoring system for pastoral
areas comprising of grasslands
and rangelands, is developed
and tested

Outcome Indicator 1.1: There are no A draft operational | The draft The procedural Means:
Standardized standardized and procedural operational and and operational Operational
procedural and procedures for manual to monitor | procedural manual | manual is revised and
operational manual monitoring and and assess land is tested through based on feedback | procedural
available assessing land degradation and district level and lessons manual
degradation in SLM based on the | consultations learned, and then Resp:
grasslands and framework of published Project Team
rangelands indicators domains
is developed
Outcome Indicator 1.2: Little common An international A second Means:
Number of international | understanding and technical international International
and national views on the global consortium of consultation is and national
consultations organised | indicators by domain | experts meets to organised with key | workshops
to discuss, test and of assessment to be identify, define relevant scientists, attendance
revise the assessment defined for and review a technicians, sheets and
and monitoring monitoring and minimum number decision makers agenda
procedures assessing land of global and key Resp:
degradation in indicators by representatives Project team
grasslands and domain of from pastoral
rangelands assessment communities to
Five national level present and
workshops discuss the final

organised to

i) introduce the
project objective,
and the framework
of global
indicators by
domain of

framework of
global indicators
and the finalised
assessment and
monitoring
method

Relevant
institutions are
willing to
cooperate
Relevant
institutions and
the local
assessment team
participate actively
in the trainings
provided by the
project

Pastoral
communities are
empowered
Activities respond
to the real needs
of pastoral
communities
(including women)

16 Source: Project Document

17 value in the case of quantitative indicators and description of situation in the case of qualitative indicators. Please insert the year of the baseline
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Appendix 2. Project results matrix

Results chain

communities in defining

has been crafted by

feasibility of the

five targeted pilot

operational and

Indicators Baseline” Milestones Means of
Year 1 Year 2 End of Project verification
Target - year 3 and
responsible
entity
assessment;
ii) identify key
national and local
resource people to
support the
assessment; and
iii) assess relevant
policy entry points
Outcome Indicator 1.3: The design of Participatory District/site The final version of | Means:
Level of involvement of assessment and testing of the consultations are the assessment Attendance
local pastoral monitoring systems relevance and organized in the and monitoring sheets

Interviews with

and testing the domains | scientists, academics | selected global sites for selecting procedural pastoralists
of indicators, specific and extension indicators is the sampling sites, | framework is done | Progress
indicators and the workers with little to | conducted at field | identifying specific | taking into reports
assessment and no space for input level in the five indicators per account feedbacks | Resp.:
monitoring operational from the land-users. | targeted pilot sites | global indicator received from local | Project team
and procedural domains, communities Service
framework presenting the Providers
assessment work,
validating the
indicators selected
by the
communities,
testing the
proposed data
collection
technique(s) for
each indicator, and
for feedback
exchanges
Output 1.1 Procedural and No standardize A draft operational Means:
A Monitoring and assessment operational manual procedures for and procedural Draft
procedural and operational monitoring and manual to monitor operational
manual is developed assessing land and assess land and
degradation in degradation and procedural
grasslands and SLM based on the manual
rangelands framework of Progress
indicators domains Report

Assumptions
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Results chain Indicators Baseline™ Milestones Means of
Year 1 Year 2 End of Project verification
Target - year 3 and
responsible
entity
is developed Resp:

Project Team

Output 1.2 Number of sites where The design of An assessment Means:
The Monitoring and assessment the manual is tested. existing assessment team is trained in Training
procedural and operational and monitoring the 5 pilot reports
manual is tested at local level systems has countries District
and the global indicators are generally not district/site assessment
further adapted while assessing sufficiently involved consultations reports
policies the land-users. organized in the Resp:

five pilot countries Project team

for selecting Assessment

sampling sites, team

identifying specific

indicators per

global indicator

domains,

presenting the

assessment work,

validating the

indicators selected

by the

communities, and

testing the

proposed data

collection

technique(s) for

each indicator
Output 1.3 Finalized manual There is no The procedural Means:
The assessment and monitoring standardize and operational Revised
method is refined and finalised procedures for manual is revised procedural
based on lessons learned from monitoring and based on feedback | and
the district/site tests assessing land received and operational

degradation in lessons learned manual

grasslands and
rangelands which
takes into account
feedback from land-
users

compiled

A second
international
consultation is
organized to
present and

International
consultation
reports

Resp:
Project team

Assumptions
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Appendix 2. Project results matrix

Results chain Indicators Baseline” Milestones Means of Assumptions
Year 1 Year 2 End of Project verification
Target - year 3 and
responsible
entity
discuss the final
framework of
global indicators
and the finalized
assessment and
monitoring
method
Outcome 2 Outcome Indicator 2.1: No action plans for Key policy A national Means: Relevant
National and international agro- | Number of action plans | mainstreaming SLM mainstreaming workshop is Action institutions are
sylvo-pastoral decision making for mainstreaming SLM best practices entry points are organized in each plans/policy willing to
processes benefit from the best practices available identified during country to present | briefs cooperate
assessment and monitoring the local and discuss the Progress Viable SLM
procedural and operational assessment steps action plan and report practices already
manual and the participatory SLM best practices | identify SLM best Resp: exist
national grassland and identified during practices and Project team
rangeland assessments. the field survey are | measures that are
compiled and best fit to
discussed and an influence policy
action plan to making regarding
insert the pastoral areas
assessment
findings into the
current strategies,
policies and plans
is developed for
each pilot site
Outcome Indicator 2.2: There is no The new Means:
Recognition of the standardize standardize Progress
assessment and procedures for assessment and report
monitoring method in at | monitoring and monitoring Resp:

least 2 relevant
international fora

assessing land
degradation in
grasslands and
rangelands

method for land
degradation and
SLM in grasslands
and rangelands is
recognized by at

Project team

least two

international fora
Output 2.1 Number of SLM best Pastoral decision- SLM best practices | A national Means:
Participatory national grassland practices shared with making processes are compiled and workshop is Action
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Results chain Indicators Baseline” Milestones Means of Assumptions
Year 1 Year 2 End of Project verification
Target - year 3 and
responsible
entity
and rangeland assessment decision makers are not informed by discussed and an organized in each plans/policy
results are linked to national specific assessment action plan to country to present | briefs
and local decision-making on land degradation, insert the and discuss the Attendance
processes SLM, multiple assessment action plan and sheets
benefits and findings into the identify SLM best Progress
ecosystem services pastoral decision- practices and report
trends making processes measures that are | Resp:
is developed for best fit to Project team
each pilot site influence national
pastoral decision-
making processes
Output 2.2 Alignment proposals International fora do Study on possible | Means:
Assessment and monitoring not have standardize alignment/integrat | Progress
method shared with relevant procedures for ion with report
international mechanisms in monitoring and international Resp:
order to integrate/align with assessing land frameworks Project team
existing frameworks degradation in conducted and
grasslands and disseminated to
rangelands relevant fora
Outcome 3 Outcome Indicator 3.1: n/a 50 percent Project outcomes Means: The M&E team
Project’s outcome and output Fulfilment of planned progress in achieved and PIRs provides quality
targets are monitored and M&E activities including achieving project showing Midterm and reports in a timely
evaluated, and lessons learned establishing baseline outcomes sustainability final manner
and best practices are captured values for all project evaluations Accurate data is
and disseminated to facilitate indicators, yearly Resp: available to
future operations updating of indicators, a Project team perform project
mid-term M&E tasks
evaluation/review and a
final project evaluation
Output 3.1 n/a n/a Performance Monitoring of Monitoring of Means:
A project monitoring system framework results results Performance
providing systematic developed framework
information on progress Resp:
towards the project outcome Project Team
and output targets is set-up and
implemented
Output 3.2 n/a Mid-term Mid-term Means:
Midterm and final evaluation/ review evaluation/review Mid-term
evaluation/review conducted conducted and final review/evaluat
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Appendix 2. Project results matrix

Results chain Indicators Baseline'” Milestones Means of
Year 1 Year 2 End of Project verification
Target - year 3 and
responsible
entity
evaluation ion and final
conducted. evaluation
reports
Resp:

Project team
and

independent

evaluators
Output 3.3 n/a n/a Best practices and | Best practices and A report compiling | Means:
Project related best practices lessons learned in lessons learned in project’s best Report

and lessons learned are
documented and published.

developing and
testing the
assessment and
monitoring
method are
captured

developing and
testing the
assessment and
monitoring
method are
captured

practices and
lessons learned is
developed and
disseminated
through the
Pastoralist
Knowledge Hub
and the
knowledge
management
platform for the
Great Green Wall

compiling best
practices and
lessons
learned

Resp:
Project team

Assumptions
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