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ABOUT THE EVALUATION
Report Language(s): English.
Evaluation Type: Terminal Evaluation
Brief Description: This report is a Terminal Evaluation of the UNEP Project:
“Addressing the Illicit Trade in Wildlife and Forest Products” (PIMS 01951),
implemented between June 2016 and December 2018. The project's overall
development goal was to promote effective actions to reduce the Illicit Trade in
Wildlife and forest products (ITW). The evaluation sought to assess project
performance (in terms of relevance, effectiveness and efficiency), and determine
outcomes and impacts (actual and potential) stemming from the project, including
their sustainability. The evaluation has two primary purposes: (i) to provide evidence
of results to meet accountability requirements, and (ii) to promote learning, feedback,
and knowledge sharing through results and lessons learned among UNEP, and the
relevant agencies of the project participating countries. A separate evaluation of the
communications component, which was undertaken as a communication campaign
– the Wild For Life (WFL) Campaign - is provided as Annex I of this TE Report.
Data Collection Dates: November 2020 – July 2021
Key words: Illicit Trade in Wildlife and Forest Products (ITW); Governance; Policy;
Law; Legal support; Enforcement; Communications; Awareness; Biodiversity.
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PROJECT IDENTIFICATION TABLE
Table 1: Project Identification Table
UNEP PIMS Project
ID:

01951

Implementing
Partners:

CITES, UNODC, UNDP, World Bank, Carpathian Convention, Freeland Foundation, Global
Snow Leopard and Ecosystem Protection Program, Interpol, IUCN, Kenya Airways, KAA,
Lusaka Agreement Task Force (LATF), Lilongwe Wildlife Trust, Central American
Commission on Trade and Environment (CCAD); UNODC; Central America and
Dominican Republic Wildlife Regulations Observation Network (ROAVIS); U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service (FWS); United States Agency for International Development (USAID);
African Union; CITES; East African Community; UNDP; UN DESA; UN DPI; UN DPKO.

Sub-programme:

Executing Agency:

Environmental
Governance

UNEP

Expected
Accomplishment(s):

EA (b) The capacity of
countries to develop and
enforce laws and strengthen
institutions to achieve
internationally agreed
environmental objectives and
goals, and to comply with
related obligations is
enhanced

UNEP approval
date:

3 June 2016

Programme of Work
Output(s):

Output (3): Legal and technical
support provided to strengthen
the capacity of national
judiciary, enforcement sector,
Government officials and
other legal stakeholders to
advance justice, governance
and law for environmental
sustainability, in particular
through an international
institutional network for that
purpose and a follow-up to the
World Congress on Justice,
Governance and Law for
Environmental Sustainability.

Expected start date:

June 2016

Actual start date:

3 June 2016

Planned completion
date:

June 2018

Actual operational
completion date:

31 December 2018

4,754,848 USD

Actual total
expenditures
reported as of
09/03/2020:

Planned project
budget at approval:
Planned
Environment Fund
allocation:

Non-post 28,000 USD
+ posts 906,768 USD

2,906,581.18 USD

Planned ExtraBudgetary
Financing:

3,038,400 USD

7 October 2018

No. of formal
project revisions:

2

Date of last
approved project
revision:

No. of Steering
Committee
meetings:

The project did not have a
Steering Committee

Date of last/next
Steering Committee
meeting:
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Ron, T. and M. Hallin. 2021. UNEP ILLICIT TRADE IN WILDLIFE PROJECTS - PORTFOLIO REVIEW.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
Project background
1.

This document presents the report of the Terminal Evaluation (TE) of the UNEP
Project "Addressing the Illicit Trade in Wildlife and Forest Products (ITW)” (PIMS
01951). The project’s planned duration was 2 years, and actual duration was 2.5
years. The Project Document signature date was 3 June 2016 and the Project
Review Committee approval date was 6 June 2016.

2.

The project aimed to contribute to globally reducing the illicit trade in wildlife and
forest products (ITW) by: (i) facilitating coordination, and developing guidance
materials and evidence-based reports for the development and implementation
of policies and strategies to address ITW; (ii) providing support to countries to
strengthen legal frameworks and implementation capacities and facilitating
information exchange; and (iii) coordinating and conducting communication
campaigns to influence decision makers, policy makers, private sector, public
opinion and the media across the supply chain. The project identified ITW as a
major threat to biodiversity, which poses significant environmental, social,
security, and economic threats to many countries, and undermining sustainable
development and the rule of law.

3.

The project sought to contribute to the Programme of Work Output “Legal and
technical support provided to strengthen the capacity of national judiciary,
enforcement sector, Government officials and other legal stakeholders to
advance justice, governance and law for environmental sustainability, in
particular through an international institutional network for that purpose and a
follow-up to the World Congress on Justice, Governance and Law for
Environmental Sustainability”. The project was further identified to support the
achievement of SDG Goals 15 and 14, as well as indirectly contribute to achieving
SDG Goal 13 (as detailed in Section I).

4.

The project was implemented by UNEP. The Ecosystems Division acted as the
Lead Division and was to work in close collaboration with the Law and
Communication Divisions, each in charge of implementing a specific project
component, the World Conservation Monitoring Centre (WCMC), and UNEP
Regional Offices.

5.

The Project’s coverage regions were: Africa, Asia Pacific, Europe, Latin America
Caribbean, North America, West Asia. (The specific countries covered in each
output are detailed in Table 1).

6.

The project was to closely engage with partners in the UN System, including
those in the UN Inter-Agency Task Force on Illicit Trade in Wildlife and Forest
Products – UNDP, UNODC, and CITES Secretariat, as well as UN DESA, UN DPI,
UN DPKO, and UN DPA - and with a wide range of other partners. (The full list of
Project implementing partners is detailed in Table 1).

7.

The Project Expected Impact (as revised at Evaluation) was: ‘By the end of 2021
UNEP aims to ensure that the scale of Illegal trade in wildlife and forest products
is reduced’.
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8.

The Project aimed to achieve this impact by leveraging UNEP’s comparative
advantage, and the expertise of partners and stakeholders to increase high-level
commitment to—and greater capacity for—harmonization of policies, laws, and
enforcement practices and awareness raising about the ITW within and beyond
the UN system. The project was aimed to create an enabling environment to
effectively address the illicit trade in wildlife and forest products through the
strengthening of global, regional and national efforts and by fostering a coherent
and coordinated response.

9.

The Project Outcomes (as revised at Evaluation) were:
•

Policy, law and decision makers in targeted/responsive countries take
affirmative action at international, regional, sub-regional and national
levels to reduce Illegal Trade in Wildlife and forest products;

•

Partnerships, including within UN entities, and mutual legal assistance
arrangements are prepared and formalized in target/responsive
countries to support the reduction in illicit trade in wildlife and forest
products;

•

Policy, law and decision makers and the private sector demonstrate a
substantive move against illicit trade in wildlife and forest products in
demand, transit and supply countries;

•

Media representation and mass public opinion demonstrate a
substantive (scale and/or quality) move against illegal trade in wildlife
and forest products in demand, transit and supply countries;

•

Illegal trade in wildlife and forest products is addressed in the
international, regional, sub-regional and national decision making, and
affirmative actions are taken by countries to reduce such trade.

10. The Project Outputs were:
•

Project Output 1: Policy: Technical support, guidance materials and
reports provided at the international, regional, sub-regional and national
level for the development and implementation of policies and strategies
to address illegal trade in wildlife and forest products.

•

Project Output 2: Legal support: Legal support is provided to countries to
facilitate information exchange, and to review, strengthen, and enforce
legal frameworks on illegal trade in wildlife and forest products.

•

Project Output 3: Communications: Communication campaign
conducted to influence decision makers, policy makers, private sector,
public opinion and the media across demand/transit/supply countries.

11. The total planned budget at the time of project approval was US$ 4,754,848 from
which, 58,92% was secured (Table 3). The planned budget included US$
3,066,400 cash resources and US$ 1,688,448 in-kind. By the end of the project,
the total secured budget was US$ 2,752,920 and the total revised planned budget
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was US$ 4,515,084 (Table 4). Table 5 presents a summary of the changes to the
budget.
This Evaluation
12. The TE evaluates implementation during the entire project execution period
(from June 2016 to December 2018) and of all activities of the project. The TE is
the first and only evaluation of the project.
13. This TE report aims to assess to what extent the project has achieved its
intended goal and objectives. The assessment is based on a set of evaluation
criteria, which enable identifying the key causes for the project’s successes and
shortfalls in achieving its expected results and their sustainability. The
evaluation aims further to derive lessons learned and provide actionable
recommendations, which can serve UNEP and project partners in improving the
development and implementation of future projects. The main intended
audience of this report is UNEP, as well as the project implementation partners,
target countries, and other key stakeholders, as listed in this section and in
Tables 1 and 2.
14. The TE was conducted by an independent lead consultant, and the evaluation of
the communications component of the project was supported by a
communications specialist from the UNEP Evaluation Office who evaluated the
Wild For Life (WFL) Communications Campaign2. The evaluation was carried out
between September 2020 and August 2021, under the management of the
Evaluation Office of UNEP, based in Nairobi. The TE is based on a participatory
approach whereby key stakeholders are kept informed and consulted throughout
the evaluation process. Project achievements were assessed against the
expected outputs, outcomes and impacts, as defined in the revised ToC (though
noting that they were designed in a way that is not measurable, and therefore
their quantitative assessment was not applicable). Evidence-based progress in
achieving the selected targets of the project’s outputs and outcomes, was
assessed through desk-top review of relevant documentation, including specific
thematic documents, and complemented through stakeholders’ written and online interviews.
15. A desk-based portfolio review of a group of projects with a theme that is similar
or related to ‘Illicit Trade in Wildlife’ and which are coming to the end at a similar
time, was realized and submitted, as part of this TE process.
Key findings
16. A. Strategic Relevance - Addressing ITW has high strategic relevance to a critical
aspect of global biodiversity loss. However, the project was fragmented and not
strategically designed to align with ITW-related global, regional or national
priorities and existing interventions, and therefore its strategic relevance was
limited. (Rating: Moderately Unsatisfactory).

2

See Annex 1
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17. Alignment to MTS and POW - Alignment to MTS and POW was partial.
18. Alignment to UNEP /Donor strategic priorities - The project was aligned to UNEP
priorities to some extent, but not in a strategic way.
19. Relevance to regional, sub-regional and national environmental priorities - The
project was relevant to regional, sub-regional and national environmental
priorities, as related to addressing ITW, however, the project design was not
based on strategic coordinated planning.
20. Complementarity with existing interventions
- Many project activities were
designed to complement and support existing interventions, however,
complementarity was not strategically designed, and therefore limited and not
optimized.
21. B. Quality of Project Design - In general, rather than having the Project
strategically designed to address ITW drivers in a cohesive way, it was
constructed of a set of fragmented activities, within three separate components,
contributing toward a limited aspect of addressing ITW. (Rating: Unsatisfactory).
22. C. Nature of External Context
- In general, the project’s external operating
context was not changed during the implementation of the project. Due to the
project’s very fragmented nature, it had very low level of vulnerability to the
impacts of change of external context related to any of its specific activities or
focal countries. (Rating: Highly Favorable).
23. D. Effectiveness
- Project outputs availability was quite effective and
satisfactory. However, this was not translated into demonstrable contribution
toward achieving the ambitious project outcomes, and likelihood of the project
impact. (Rating: Moderately Unsatisfactory).
24. Availability of outputs - The project delivered its outputs and planned activities
relatively effectively, and achieved most (though not all) set targets and
milestones. Timeliness varied between activities. Stakeholders’ engagement, as
well as ownership by, and usefulness to, intended beneficiaries was limited, and
varied considerably between specific project outputs and activities.
25. Achievement of project outcomes - The project’s transition from outputs to
outcomes is a critical weakness. The project has moderately contributed toward
achieving its intended outcomes, however, substantive contribution to achieving
the project’s defined outcomes cannot be specifically attributed to this project.
26. Likelihood of impact - A most critical weakness of the project is the transition
from outputs to outcomes and from outcomes to impact. The project’s expected
impact is very ambitious, and the likelihood of its achievement depends on
multiple factors and actors, way beyond the framework of this project. While the
project did have a modest limited contribution toward addressing ITW, it did not
play a catalytic role for reducing ITW globally.
27. E. Financial Management - Adherence to UNEP’s financial policies and
procedures was reported, and financial information reported was complete and
transparent, in all three project components. The overall reported expenditure of
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the project matched the total allocated budget in cash (UNEP and co-funding).
(Rating: Satisfactory).
28. Adherence to UNEP’s financial policies and procedures - The financial
management of each component was under the responsibility of the
corresponding division’s financial management officer. Adherence to UNEP’s
financial policies and procedures was reported, with adaptive management
enabled, and no financial management issues mentioned.
29. Completeness of project financial information - According to the project
management team, financial information reported was complete and
transparent, in all three project components. The overall reported expenditure of
the project matched the total allocated budget in cash (UNEP and co-funding).
30. Communication between finance and project management staff - Project team
members and key stakeholders’ views regarding communication between
finance and project management team, varied.
31. F. Efficiency - The project’s three components were delivered as three separate
sub-projects, each implemented separately by a different UNEP Division. Delivery
timeliness and cost-effectiveness was enhanced through parallel
implementation of the activities of each component, while drawing on the
particular strengths of each Division, and of each activity’s partners, but varied
considerably between activities. Project activities’ implementation relied to a
large extent on partnering with existing initiatives. The project was extended by
6 months. Causes mentioned for the extension reflected on deficiencies in the
project’s efficiency. (Rating: Moderately Satisfactory).
32. G. Monitoring and Reporting - Monitoring was well designed to track progress in
implementation of the project activities and outputs, however, it does not
measure progress toward achieving the project outcomes and impact. The
monitoring plan was implemented in accordance with requirements. (Rating:
Satisfactory).
33. Monitoring design and budgeting - The Project Document includes a monitoring
plan, and the project’s budget includes a costed budget line for monitoring
implementation. The indicators were designed to track performance progress in
the implementation of the planned activities, however, result indicators to enable
measuring progress toward achievement of the project outcomes or toward
contribution to achieving the project impact, are not included.
34. Monitoring of project implementation - The project monitoring plan was
implemented, and the project delivery progress was tracked through
performance indicators, regularly and timely, and in collaboration between the
three divisions. Progress towards achieving the projects outcomes and impact
was not monitored. Shortfalls were noted in the Campaign’s reporting3.
35. Project reporting - PIMS reporting, reporting in relation to the UNEA resolutions,

3

See Annex 1
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and donor reporting, were all done, as required. Shortfalls were noted in the
campaign’s reporting.
36. H. Sustainability - Specific activities of the project, are sustainable at activity
result level. Nevertheless, the project did not include a solid exit strategy with
measures to secure sustainability of outcomes, outputs or activity results,
beyond the project’s life. (Rating: Moderately Unlikely)
37. Socio-political sustainability - The project did not include measures to mitigate
any adverse social or political factors in any of the project’ beneficiary countries
and regions. The fragmented nature of the project did not induce ownership,
commitment and drive-ness, among stakeholders.
38. Financial sustainability - The project did not include sound long-term funding
strategies or measures to establish continuation and sustainability of the project
results through securing financial sustainability.
39. Institutional sustainability - The project did not include measures for maintaining
stable and sustainable institutional frameworks and governance and for
establishing continuation and sustainability of the project results.
40. I. Factors Affecting Performance - Details on the rating of each factor are
provided. These cross-cutting factors are also referred to in the rating of other
criteria. (Overall Rating of cross-cutting factors: Moderately Satisfactory).
41. Preparation and readiness - The project was constructed as an opportunistic
collection of activities, aggregated under three components, with loose
connection between the components, and between activities, and with loose
connection of the outputs to the ambitious project outcomes and intended
impact. Moreover, the project was designed with no significant consultation and
participation of stakeholders and partners in the project design. To address such
major project design shortfalls, at inception phase, the project would need to be
re-designed, which was not a realistic option at that stage. (Rating: Highly
Unsatisfactory).
42. Quality of project management and supervision - The fragmented nature of the
project, with each of the three components managed as a separate sub-project,
by a different division, had a positive impact on facilitating effective
implementation and management of the project activities and outputs. Regular
coordination meetings were held. Adaptive management was enabled through
regular review of the project workplan, as well as in the implementation of each
component separately. (Rating: Satisfactory).
43. Stakeholders’ participation and cooperation - Project communication with
stakeholders, during project implementation, was reported to be effective in
general, though variation between specific project outputs and activities was
noted, and in some activities engagement with stakeholders was mainly indirect.
Moreover, as each activity or group of activities tended to focus on particular
stakeholder/s, there was relatively little collaboration or communication
between stakeholders across different activities. (Rating: Satisfactory).
44. Responsiveness to human rights and gender equity - The ProDoc provides only a
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vague reference to Indigenous People and Local Communities’ (IPLC) role in the
project (“will participate as indirect beneficiaries in project activities”), which was
not translated into specific activities. The policy component included some
activities aimed at enhancing human rights and in the interest of IPLCs. (Rating:
Moderately Satisfactory).
45. Environmental, social and economic safeguards - The ProDoc includes a full UNEP
Environmental, Social and Economic Review Note (ESERN). The project
interventions were not expected to have any direct negative environmental,
economic or social impacts. Specific activities of this project could have indirect
negative social impact, while other activities were aimed to enhance the interests
of vulnerable groups. (Rating: Satisfactory).
46. Country ownership and driven-ness - The project’s fragmented design, very thinly
spread between regions, sub-regions and multiple countries, could not generate
any meaningful country ownership of the project as a whole, or even of its
separate outputs. (Rating: Moderately Satisfactory).
47. Communication and public awareness - The project did not include activities to
enhance communication between project partners, or to disseminate the
project’s results and lessons learned, and a clear learning and knowledge
management plan, was not provided. Feedback tools were established for some
activities. The project included a communications component among its three
components, focused on raising general public awareness to ITW. (Rating:
Moderately Satisfactory).
Conclusions
48. Based on the findings from this evaluation, the overall rating of the project is
‘Moderately Unsatisfactory’. Chapter 5 provides a detailed analysis of findings
which formed the basis for the ratings of each criterion. Table 5 provides a
summary of the ratings of the project against each criterion.
49. Considering the high strategic relevance of addressing ITW as a critical aspect
of global biodiversity loss, UNEP has aimed to provide, through this project,
strategic leadership and guidance, as well as targeted technical support, to
promoting effective actions to ITW mitigation across the entire supply chain.
50. However, the project was not strategically designed as a coherent intervention
to achieve its ambitious goal, based on a solid ToC, that is derived from an indepth analysis of ITW core causes, with clear causal pathway from outputs to
long term impact. Rather, it was constructed as a fragmented collection of
activities, aimed at addressing selected aspects of ITW, and at complementing
existing interventions, with very limited linkages and coordination between the
three components, and even between activities within each component. The
project’s ambitious impact and outcomes were loosely attached to the project
outputs, which were designed on the basis of the collection of set activities, but
with no clear logically-based pathway leading from the outputs to achieving the
outcomes and impact.
51. Therefore, while this fragmented design resulted in rather effective
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implementation of the project activities and therefore in the delivery of its
outputs, each contributing to a varying degree to addressing specific aspects of
ITW at national, sub-regional, regional and international levels, the project did not
contribute significantly to mitigating the root causes of ITW, and hence it did not
play a catalytic role in addressing ITW, and it is unlikely to have had a sustained
impact.
Lessons Learned
52. Lesson 1: Strategic overall ToC-based planning is an essential basis for a
project design.
53. Lesson 2: A project’s design and implementation must be based on dialogue
with key stakeholders and partners.
54. Lesson 3: SMART result indicators are needed to evaluate a project’s success
in achieving its outcomes and impact.
55. Lesson 4: A project Steering Committee is needed to secure participation of all
key project partners and stakeholders in the project implementation oversight
and decision-making throughout the project life.
56. Lesson 5: Inducing country ownership is essential and requires project
coherence, for enabling achieving the project’s outcomes, impact, and
sustainability.
57. Lesson 6: The communications campaign would have benefited from a
properly resourced monitoring strategy and results framework, agreed and
implemented from the outset of the campaign.
Recommendations
58. Recommendation 1: The formulation of any project must include an exit
strategy, to enable sustainability of the project’s results.
59. Recommendation 2: Evaluate, define, and strategically plan UNEP’s role and
way forward in addressing ITW, through a baseline assessment.
60. Recommendation 3: UNEP should aim to maintain the same leading team
throughout the life of any project, and when a change is required, there is need
for a meaningful handover.
While the Communication Campaign was Output 3 of this project, it was
implemented as a much broader Wild For Life (WFL) Campaign4. Given the extent
and development of the Campaign an in-depth study of its effectiveness was
necessary in order to be able to assess the Campaign’s contribution to this project’s
results. A set of performance ratings, lessons learned and recommendations for the
WFL Campaign were generated from this in-depth study, (see section 5.2 of Annex
1).

4

See Annex 1
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Wild For Life Campaign Lessons Learned
61. Lesson 1: The Communications Campaign would have benefited from a
properly resourced monitoring strategy and results framework that was agreed
and implemented from the outset of the Campaign.
62. Lesson 2: More defined roles and responsibilities at the operational level were
required in order for the Campaign to be more effective.
63. Lesson 3: Include an exit strategy or potential exit strategies for Future
Campaigns
64. Lesson 4: Expanding the focus of the Campaign to align more with donor
priorities and address wider aspects of biodiversity and climate change may
have diluted the Campaign’s message.
Wild For Life Campaign Recommendations
65. Recommendation 1: Communications Division to identify to the Evaluation
Office any ongoing or planned Campaigns that are (or are expected to be)
hosted by a PIMS project. Monitoring plans for these Campaigns should be
shared and data collection methods confirmed in order to plan a way forward
for evaluating project communication components/campaigns.
66. Recommendation 2: Communications Division to share with the Evaluation
Office its plan for developing and resourcing effective monitoring plans for
work to be undertaken under the MTS 2022-25 in order to plan for the
evaluation of this work.
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I.

INTRODUCTION

67. This document presents the report of the Terminal Evaluation (TE) of the UNEP
Project "Addressing the Illicit Trade in Wildlife and Forest Products (ITW)” (PIMS
01951). The TE evaluates implementation during the entire project execution
period (from June 2016 to December 2018) and of all activities of the project.
The TE is the first and only evaluation of the project. The project’s planned
duration was 2 years, and actual duration was 2.5 years, except for the
communications component, the Wild For Life Campaign, which was planned to
be implanted from 2016 until 2019 but was ongoing until 2021. The Project
Document signature date was 3 June 2016 and the Project Review Committee
approval date was 6 June 2016. The total project budget, as presented in the
project document (ProDoc), was USD 4,754,848.
68. The project aimed to contribute to globally reducing the illicit trade in wildlife and
forest products (ITW) by (i) facilitating coordination, developing guidance
materials and evidence-based reports for the development and implementation
of policies and strategies to address ITW; (ii) providing support to countries to
strengthen legal frameworks and implementation capacities and facilitating
information exchange; and (iii) coordinating and conducting communication
campaigns to influence decision makers, policy makers, private sector, public
opinion and the media across the supply chain. The project identified ITW as a
major threat to biodiversity, which poses significant environmental, social,
security, as well as economic threats to many countries, and undermines
sustainable development and the rule of law.
69. The project sought to address the Programme of Work Output “Legal and
technical support provided to strengthen the capacity of national judiciary,
enforcement sector, Government officials and other legal stakeholders to
advance justice, governance and law for environmental sustainability, in
particular through an international institutional network for that purpose and a
follow-up to the World Congress on Justice, Governance and Law for
Environmental Sustainability”. The project was further identified to support the
achievement of SDG Goal 15 “Protect, restore and promote sustainable use of
terrestrial ecosystems, sustainably manage forests, combat desertification, and
halt and reverse land degradation and halt biodiversity loss” as well as Marine
Goal 14 “Conserve and sustainably use the oceans, seas and marine resources
for sustainable development”. In particular, the project aimed to contribute to
achieving and to on-going monitoring of SDG targets 15.c.1, 15.7.1 and 14.6.1.
Moreover, it was also expected to contribute indirectly to achieving SDG goal 13,
on taking urgent action to combat climate change and its impacts.
70. The project was implemented by UNEP. The Ecosystems Division acted as the
Lead Division and was to work in close collaboration with the Law and
Communication Divisions, each in charge of implementing a specific project
component, the World Conservation Monitoring Centre (WCMC), and UNEP
Regional Offices. The Project Manager at the Ecosystems Division was to have
the day-to-day responsibility for implementation and reporting of activities for
delivery of project outputs. The project manager was responsible to liaise and
work collaboratively with national project coordinators and the rest of the project
team and stakeholders and to ensure that activities are implemented effectively
and efficiently, in accordance with the project work plan, on time and within the
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project budget. The project management team included a Senior Programme
Officer of the Ecosystems Division/Biodiversity Unit, allocated part time to
coordinate project technical aspects, timely implementation and results-based
reporting, and supported by an ITW Officer and a Junior Professional Officer. The
different project activities were implemented by inter-divisional and regional
offices teams of colleagues and external partners. The Regional Offices played
an important role in the implementation of project activities and nominated focal
points to implement and coordinate the regional activities under this project.
71. The Project’s coverage regions were: Africa, Asia Pacific, Europe, Latin America
Caribbean, North America, West Asia. Its coverage countries were:
Output 1: African Union Commission (under the lead of Republic of Congo),
East African Community, Kenya, Serbia and Romania, Belize, Costa Rica, El
Salvador, Guatemala, Honduras, Nicaragua, Panama, Paraguay and
Argentina;
Countries that participated in workshops under Output 1: Antigua & Barbuda,
Argentina, Botswana, Brazil, Cameroon, Canada, China, Colombia,
Democratic Republic of the Congo, Ethiopia, Gabon, Ghana, Guinea-Bissau,
India, Kenya, Madagascar, Malawi, Mali, Mozambique, Namibia, Nepal, Peru,
Rwanda, South Africa, South Sudan, Spain, Tajikistan, Uganda, the United
Republic of Tanzania, and Zimbabwe;
Output 2: Countries where technical legal assistance was provided: Angola,
Eritrea, Kenya, Gambia, Lesotho, Somalia, and Tanzania; Vietnam and
Solomon Islands;
Countries that participated in workshops and symposiums under Output 2:
Benin, Botswana, Burkina Faso, Cabo Verde, Cameroon, Chad, Central
African Republic, Côte d’Ivoire, Democratic Republic of the Congo, Djibouti,
Ethiopia, Gabon, Ghana, Guinea-Bissau, Kenya, Madagascar, Malawi, Mali,
Mozambique, Nigeria, Republic of the Congo, Sierra Leone, South Africa,
Uganda, the United Republic of Tanzania, Togo, and Zimbabwe; Cambodia,
China, India, Indonesia, the Lao People’s Democratic Republic, Malaysia,
Myanmar, the Philippines, Thailand; Argentina and Paraguay;
Output 3: Angola, Kenya, Tanzania; China, Viet Nam and Thailand.
72. The project was to closely engage with partners in the UN System, including
those in the UN Inter-Agency Task Force on Illicit Trade in Wildlife and Forest
Products (UNDP, UNODC, CITES Secretariat, UN DESA, UN DPI, UN DPKO, and UN
DPA). The Project implementing partners included: CITES, UNODC, UNDP, World
Bank, Carpathian Convention, Freeland Foundation, Global Snow Leopard and
Ecosystem Protection Program, Interpol, IUCN, Kenya Airways, KAA, Lusaka
Agreement Task Force (LATF), Lilongwe Wildlife Trust, Central American
Commission on Trade and Environment (CCAD); Central America and Dominican
Republic Wildlife Regulations Observation Network (ROAVIS); U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service (FWS); United States Agency for International Development
(USAID); African Union; East African Community; UNDP; UN DESA; UN DPI; and
UN DPKO.
73. This TE report aims to assess to what extent the project has achieved its
intended goal and objectives. The assessment is based on a set of evaluation
criteria, which enable identifying the key causes for the project’s successes and
shortfalls in achieving its expected results and their sustainability. The
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evaluation aims further to derive lessons learned and provide actionable
recommendations, which can serve UNEP and project partners in improving the
development and implementation of future projects. The main intended
audience of this report is UNEP, as well as the project implementation partners,
target countries, and other key stakeholders, as listed in this section and in
Tables 1 and 2.
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II.

EVALUATION METHODS

74. This TE was conducted by an independent lead consultant, and the in-depth
study of the communications component of the project was supported by a
communications specialist from the UNEP Evaluation Office. The evaluation was
carried out between September 2020 and August 2021, under the management
of the Evaluation Office of UNEP, based in Nairobi.
75. The TE is based on a participatory approach whereby key stakeholders were kept
informed and consulted throughout the evaluation process. Qualitative
evaluation methods were used, as appropriate to determine project
achievements against the expected outputs, outcomes and impacts, as defined
in the revised ToC (though noting that in some cases these were designed in a
way that is not measurable, and therefore their quantitative assessment was not
applicable).
76. In line with UNEP Evaluation Guidelines, the project was assessed with respect
to a set of evaluation criteria grouped into the following 9 categories: Strategic
relevance; Quality of project design; Nature of external context; Effectiveness
(delivery of outputs, achievement of outcomes and likelihood of impact);
Financial management; Efficiency; Monitoring and reporting; Sustainability and
replication; and the Factors and processes affecting project performance
(preparation and readiness, quality of project management and supervision,
stakeholder participation and cooperation, responsiveness to human rights and
gender equity, country ownership and driven-ness, communication and public
awareness). The detailed evaluation criteria, indicators and means of verification
are provided in the Evaluation Framework (Annex A of the Inception Report (IR),
available from the UNEP Evaluation Office). As per UNEP guidance, the
evaluation ratings are on a six-point scale5. An evaluation framework was
developed (Annex A of the IR), and on this basis an evaluation questionnaire was
elaborated (Annex B of the IR).
77. Evidence-based progress in achieving the selected targets of the project’s
outputs and outcomes, against the defined indicators, was assessed through
desk-top review of relevant documentation, including specific thematic
documents, and complemented through stakeholders’ interviews (based on the
revised ToC). Assessment of the project against all specific criteria was based
on triangulation of information from desk-review of all relevant documentation
and from all relevant written and on-line remote interviews, to the greatest extent
possible. Evaluation findings and judgments are based on sound evidence and
analysis, clearly documented in the evaluation report. Analysis leading to
evaluative judgments is clearly spelled out.
78. The quality of project design (PDQ) was assessed during the inception phase of
the evaluation, based on an initial analysis of the ProDoc and key project
documentation, and forms part of the Inception Report (IR – Annex C).

The six-point ratings scale is as follows: Highly Satisfactory (HS); Satisfactory (S); Moderately Satisfactory (MS);
Moderately Unsatisfactory (MU); Unsatisfactory (U); Highly Unsatisfactory (HU). Sustainability and Likelihood of Impact are
rated from Highly Likely (HL) down to Highly Unlikely (HU) and Nature of External Context is rated from Highly Favourable
(HF) to Highly Unfavourable (HU).
5
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79. This evaluation was bound to the UN Ethical Code of Conduct, and all data were
collected with respect to ethics and human rights issues, as per the UNEP
Evaluation policy, which includes the following key factors: (a) all interviews and
information were provided in confidence and anonymously and no information
can be traced back to a direct source/individual, (b) those involved in the
evaluation have had the opportunity to review the evaluation findings as well as
the main evaluation report, (c) the evaluator was sure to have empathy and
sensitivity to different contexts and cultures in which stakeholders work.
80. The Communications Component of this project has been evaluated by a
Communications Specialist based on existing documentation and primary data
collection. All information relevant to the in-depth study of this Component is
annexed to the project TE (Annex I), and has also contributed to the Findings
section and other parts of this report, as relevant. The Communications
Component of this project was undertaken as a communication campaign – the
Wild For Life (WFL) Campaign. The rationale behind this separate in-depth study
was to provide insights into the role that the Communications Component
played, the impact it had, and how it can most effectively be analysed within the
context of the evaluation of a UNEP Project. Specifically, the Communications
Specialist aim was to: i) analyse the extent to which media representation and
mass public opinion demonstrate a substantive (scale and/or quality) move
against illicit trade in wildlife and forest products in demand, transit and supply
countries andii) to determine if, and to what extent, the campaign has influenced
decision makers, policy makers, private sector, public opinion and the media
across demand/transit/supply countries.
81. The evaluation methodology included the following components: A desk review
of relevant background documentation, the ProDoc and other project documents
and reports, thematic reports and publications, related to specific project
outputs and activities (see full list in Annex IV).
•

•

A desk-based portfolio review of a group of projects with a theme that
is similar or related to ‘Illicit Trade in Wildlife’ and which are coming to
the end at a similar time, was realized and submitted, as part of this TE
process. This project, "Addressing the Illicit Trade in Wildlife and Forest
Products" - (PIMS 01951) which is being evaluated as an individual
project, represents one project within this thematic group. It is thought
that undertaking a thematic retrospective portfolio review will better
position the Evaluation Office for future evaluations of a similar nature,
allowing the Evaluation Office to benefit from the learning of a group of
projects which have a similar theme. The review was desk based and
consists of a report summarizing findings from project documentation
relating to 9 UNEP projects. The aim of this portfolio review was to
provide the basis for decisions on how to move forward with the
evaluation of ongoing/completing projects on illegal activity against
wildlife and protected species.
A simple written questionnaire with a set of open-ended/semistructured questions, was developed, based mainly on the Evaluation
Framework, but adapted to specific stakeholder groups, in accordance
to their relevant role in the project. Questionnaires were sent to all
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•

•

•

•
•
•

stakeholders indicated by the Project Manager and team. Four sets of
questionnaires were prepared for 10 categories of stakeholders, as
detailed in Annex B of the IR.
In total, questionnaires were sent to 53 project team members,
partners and stakeholders. Questionnaires were sent at least twice and
up to 4 times to each stakeholder, with the help of the project team and
evaluation office, the questionnaires were sent first in December 2020
and again during January - March 2021.
Only 8 completed questionnaires were received. 6 remote on-line
interviews were held, following receipt of the completed
questionnaires. The low response rate did not allow realizing any
statistical or quantitative analysis of this survey, and therefore only a
qualitative analysis of the responses received was done. Interviews
were held with the Project Manager (PM), UNEP project focal points of
the Law and Communications Divisions, and two project stakeholders.
The low response rate, as reflected in low numbers of completed
questionnaires received and of stakeholders interviewed, is attributed
mainly to the following factors: (a) The very fragmented nature of the
project, which has resulted in minimal engagement of each project
partner/stakeholder/beneficiary, normally only with one or a small
number of limited project activities, and therefore with light
engagement and no ownership of the project as a whole, or of any of
its three components, by any individual project stakeholder. Even the
managers of the three project components, to some extent with the
exception of the project manager, managed each component as a
separate sub-project, and had very limited engagement and
information in regard to activities related to the other components, and
(with the exception of the overall project manager) limited their
response to the specific project component under their responsibility;
(b) The long time that has passed from the termination of the project
activities (Dec 2018) and the realization of the TE (initiated, Sep 2020);
(c) The fact that, due to travel limits related to COVID 19, an on-ground
mission and interviews could not be realized, and were replaced by
written questionnaires and on-line interviews.
The communications component was based on documentation and
interviews from UNEP, PCI Media as well from stakeholders that were
involved in specific communication activities or events.
Possibly, in consultation with the EOU, a webinar may be held for
presentation of the TE’s main findings to project and UNEP core team,
and key stakeholders, and for collecting initial inputs to the TE report.
The first draft of the TE report was distributed to key stakeholders for
inputs, and the inputs were integrated, as relevant, into the final version
of the TE report.

82. The findings presented in this TE provide a summative analysis of all gathered
and triangulated information relevant to the parameters of the evaluation criteria,
as based both on stakeholders written responses and interviews, and on
documentation-based evidence. Evaluation findings are therefore objective and
Page 24

Terminal Evaluation of the UNEP-GEF Project : “Addressing the Illicit Trade in Wildlife and Forest Products” (PIMS 01951)

evidence-based and directly relate to the Evaluation Questions (EQ) under each
criterion (as presented in the Inception Report).
83. The low response rate and the fact that it was not possible to realize a factfinding mission may have well impacted negatively the quality of this evaluation.
However, the findings presented in this report are still considered to be valid, and
this is strengthened by the fact that the results reflected from the responses
received through questionnaires and interviews, as well as the volume of
documentation reviewed, are rather consistent, and lead to the same evaluation
of each criterion.
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III.
A.

THE PROJECT
Context

84. As detailed in the Project Document (UNEP, 2016), the project: Addressing the
Illicit Trade in Wildlife and Forest Products (PIMS 01951) aims to promote
effective actions and achieve impact toward reducing the Illicit Trade in Wildlife
and forest products (ITW), which ultimately would contribute to the viability of
species, productive ecosystems and biodiversity, and thereby to sustainable
development.
85. The illicit trade in wildlife and forest products continues to be a major threat to
biodiversity, and one of the most profitable forms of illicit activities. It poses
significant environmental, social, security, and economic threats to many
countries, undermining sustainable development and the rule of law and is an
impediment to progress towards the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development.
Beyond the direct impacts on a wide range of flora and fauna, the increasing
involvement of organized criminal groups acting across borders was identified
to be fuelling corruption, money-laundering and further illicit activities including
of a transboundary nature, and undermining the ability of States to enforce their
legislation and achieve more sustainable management of their natural
resources.
86. Countries still meet serious challenges in addressing ITW, related to the policy
and legal frameworks in place and associated institutional capacities. One
important cause of ITW is the profitability of trade in wildlife and forest products,
caused by high demand of certain products. In some contexts, combined with
limited access to alternative income sources, this factor incentivises
involvement in this criminal activity, at various levels. The project recognised that
more cohesive and concerted efforts, increased international cooperation,
strengthened national legal frameworks, adequate and harmonized sanctions,
and enhanced enforcement capacities were needed to enable countries of origin,
transit, and destination, to address ITW. Increased public awareness on the
potential illegal nature of trade in these products needs to be enhanced to
change public behaviours, in particular on the demand side. In a complex
panorama where a high number of entities (including UN entities, MEAs and
NGOs) were already addressing ITW, UNEP aimed to provide, through this
project, strategic leadership and guidance, as well as targeted technical support,
to promote effective actions to reduce such ITW across the entire supply chain.
87. According to the Project Document, the project was to contribute to the
Environmental Governance Sub-programme, and its Expected Accomplishment
(b) “The capacity of countries to develop and enforce laws and strengthen
institutions to achieve internationally agreed environmental objectives and
goals, and to comply with related obligations is enhanced”. The project sought
to address the Programme of Work Output “Legal and technical support provided
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to strengthen the capacity of national judiciary, enforcement sector, Government
officials and other legal stakeholders to advance justice, governance and law for
environmental sustainability, in particular through an international institutional
network for that purpose and a follow-up to the World Congress on Justice,
Governance and Law for Environmental Sustainability”.
88. The project was identified to support the achievement of SDG Goals 14 and 15
(as detailed in Section I).
89. The Project aimed to achieve this impact by leveraging UNEP’s comparative
advantage, and the expertise of partners and stakeholders to increase high-level
commitment to—and greater capacity for—harmonization of policies, laws, and
enforcement practices and awareness raising about the ITW within and beyond
the UN system. The project was aimed to create an enabling environment to
effectively address the illicit trade in wildlife and forest products through the
strengthening of global, regional and national efforts and by fostering a coherent
and coordinated response.
B.

Results framework

90. The TE evaluates the Project on the basis of the revised ToC at evaluation, as
presented in the TE ToRs (2020).
91. The revised Project Expected Impact was: ‘By the end of 2021 UNEP aims to
ensure that the scale of Illegal trade in wildlife and forest products is reduced’.
92. The Project aimed to achieve this impact by leveraging UNEP’s comparative
advantage, and the expertise of partners and stakeholders to increase high-level
commitment to—and greater capacity for—harmonization of policies, laws, and
enforcement practices and awareness raising about the ITW within and beyond
the UN system. The project aimed to create an enabling environment to
effectively address the illicit trade in wildlife and forest products through the
strengthening of global, regional and national efforts and by fostering a coherent
and coordinated response.
93. The project specifically aimed to achieve its objective by: (i) Facilitating
coordination, and developing guidance materials and evidence-based reports for
the development and implementation of policies and strategies to address ITW;
(ii) Providing support to countries to strengthen legal frameworks and
implementation capacities and facilitate information exchange; and (iii)
Coordinating and conducting communication campaigns to influence decision
makers, policy makers, private sector, public opinion and the media across the
supply chain.
94. The revised Project Outcomes, were:
•

Policy, law and decision makers in targeted/responsive countries take
affirmative action at international, regional, sub-regional and national to
reduce Illegal Trade in Wildlife and forest products;

•

Partnerships, including within UN entities, and mutual legal assistance
arrangements are prepared and formalized in target/responsive
countries to support the reduction in illicit trade in wildlife and forest
products;
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•

Policy, law and decision makers and the private sector demonstrate a
substantive move against illicit trade in wildlife and forest products in
demand, transit and supply countries;

•

Media representation and mass public opinion demonstrate a
substantive (scale and/or quality) move against illegal trade in wildlife
and forest products in demand, transit and supply countries;

•

Illegal trade in wildlife and forest products is addressed in the
international, regional, sub-regional and national decision making, and
affirmative actions are taken by countries to reduce such trade.

95. The Project Outputs were:

C.

•

Project Output 1: Policy: Technical support, guidance materials and
reports provided at the international, regional, sub-regional and national
level for the development and implementation of policies and strategies
to address illegal trade in wildlife and forest products.

•

Project Output 2: Legal support: Legal support is provided to countries to
facilitate information exchange, and to review, strengthen, and enforce
legal frameworks on illegal trade in wildlife and forest products.

•

Project Output 3: Communications: Communication campaign
conducted to influence decision makers, policy makers, private sector,
public opinion and the media across demand/transit/supply countries.

Stakeholders

96. Success in addressing ITW globally is largely dependent on success in
establishing a coordinated response of international, regional, sub-regional,
national and local interventions. Many of the project’s activities provided support
to the implementation of existing initiatives of a large number of partners.
97. Table 2 provides the grouping of the project stakeholders into categories,
according to their participation in the project.
Table 2: Stakeholders’ categorization in relation to participation in the project
Stakeholder
s’ category

Category
definition

Project role for the
stakeholders’ category

Stakeholders

A

Project team and
main
implementers
Project partners
that participated in
the
implementation of
project activities

Key players. High impact,
high interest parties

UNEP Project team and
main implementers

Key players. High impact,
high interest groups

National Governments of
project target countries;
WCMC, UNDP, UNODC,
CITES Secretariat, African
Union Commission, East
African Community ,
World Bank, Interpol,
LATF, INECE, IMPEL,
Global Snow Leopard and
Ecosystem Protection
Program, IUCN, Konrad
Adenauer Foundation,

B
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C

Stakeholders that
were indicated as
beneficiaries of
project activities

The project aims to meet
their needs. High impact,
high interest groups

D

Key stakeholders
that should
participate in the
project strategic
planning,
implementation,
and oversight
Stakeholders that
would be good to
consult in the
process of the
project planning,
implementation,
and oversight
Stakeholders that
do not need to be
consulted but
need to be
informed

The project aims to meet
their needs. High impact,
medium interest groups

E

F

D.

Kenya Airways, KAA, Save
the Elephants, Wildlife
Direct, African Wildlife
Foundation, IFAW, Free
Land Foundation, Wild
Aid, National Geographic
Society, Carpathian
Convention, Lilongwe
Wildlife Trust, CCAD,
ROAVIS, USFWS, USAID
Relevant national officials,
members of local
communities affected by
the project (directly and
indirectly), policy makers
(including
Parliamentarians),
national CITES authorities,
judges, prosecutors,
environmental crime
enforcement officials
Relevant National
Governments, relevant
local communities, UNEP
Executive Director and all
relevant divisions and
offices, other relevant UN
agencies and MEAs

Other actors. Medium
impact, medium interest
groups

Thematic experts and
consultants, relevant
academic institutions,
additional relevant NGOs,
intergovernmental and
regional organizations

Low impact, medium
interest groups

The general public
Journalists – national and
international

Project implementation structure and partners

98. The project was implemented by UNEP, led by the Ecosystems Division, in
collaboration with the Law and Communication Divisions, each responsible for
the implementation of a specific component, and in cooperation with UNEP
Regional Offices and project partners. The project implementation structure
within UNEP and with the project partners, is detailed in Section I. The list of
project implementation partners is provided in Table 1.
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99. A Project Steering Committee (PSC) was envisaged to be formed and
represented by the Ecosystems, Law and Communication Divisions, Regional
Office focal points, the Environmental Governance Sub-programme Coordinator,
a gender advisor, representatives of other UN agencies involved in the project
and partners involved in the implementation of the project, including other UN
agencies and government representatives. While the Project Steering Committee
was designed to: review and guide coordination and report on project progress;
provide regular advice on project adjustments; regularly review project outputs
and financial status; provide strategic direction for further development; and
formally sign off project policy briefings and related outputs for public
dissemination, in practice, a formal PSC was not formed, and it was replaced by
much smaller project coordination meetings, focused mostly on the direct
implementation of the project.
100. The project was to closely engage with partners in the UN System, including
those in the UN Inter-Agency Task Force on Illicit Trade in Wildlife and Forest
Products (UNDP, UNODC, CITES). For example, according to the project
document, the project was to contribute to the Environmental Governance Subprogramme, and its Expected Accomplishment.
101. Most of this project’s activities were pursued in close collaboration with external
partners. Project implementation partners included UN agencies and MEAs;
NGOs; civil society; national government representatives; policy-makers
(including parliamentarians and national CITES authorities); and regional
organizations. Each partner was engaged in a limited number of project
activities, and most were engaged only in one activity.
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Project management team: A Senior Programme Officer of DEPI / Biodiversity Unit will be allocated
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Changes in design during implementation

102. The project was subject to two revisions, in June 2018 and in October 2018.
103. The project budget and duration were revised in the first project revision (June
2018). The envisaged resources were not fully received, resulting in a need to
revise certain outputs in the light of available resources. These changes were
reflected in project revision documents. (See original and revised budget details
in Section F below).
104. The project duration was extended by 6 months (no-cost extension), from 23
months to 29 months, and the planned completion date of June 2018 was
changed to an actual completion date in December 2018.
105. The indicated reasons for the first revision of the project duration (June 2018)

were that several activities had to be delayed due to the need to await additional
funding, complete consultations with governments and partners on some of the
activities, and the opportunity to establish synergies with major events planned.
This revision also allowed for the inclusion of additional efforts which had been
identified as useful to achieve the overall results of the project, and the review of
the ambition level by revising indicator targets. This revision also included
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amendment of some inaccuracies in the original project proposal. The indicated
reasons for the second revision (October 2018) were that several activities could
not be initiated before the project end due to lack of financial and human
capacity. For this reason, a revision of the workplan was necessary. The budget
and logframe, including milestones and indicators, remained unchanged, as the
activities removed from the workplan were not contributing to meeting any
milestones and targets. Considering that the project operational completion was
in December 2018, after 6 months extension, the timing of the two revisions, 6
months and 2 months before then, reflect that the revision and extension of the
project were not pre-planned, but rather were last minute or possibly
retrospective alterations.
F. Project financing
106. The total planned budget at the time of project approval was US$ 4,754,848 from
which, 58,92% was secured (Table 3). The planned budget included US$
3,066,400 cash resources and US$ 1,688,448 in-kind. The secured income in
2016 was US$ 487,064 and in 2017 US$ 369,196. In the first project revision
approved in June 2018, the total secured budget was US$ 2,752,920 and the total
revised planned budget was US$ 4,515,084 (Table 4). Table 5 presents a
summary of the changes to the budget.
Table 3: Planned budget at project approval
Type of
funding

Source of funding

Cash

Environment Fund activity budget

Details

Year 1
(US$)

Year 2
(US$)

Total (US$)

28,000

28,000

Regular Budget activity budget
Extrabudgetary Funding (posts +
non-post+PMC)

Secured (Norway 2015)

1,667,000

1,667,000

8% PSC on Norway
funds

133,360

133,360

Secured Angola (WED
Output 3)

-

PSC Angola

In-Kind

DFID Secured

90,000

90,000

7% PSC DFID

6,300

6,300

Unsecured XB funding

55,700

1,225,700

1,281,400

PSC on secured funds

139,660

-

139,660

XB Sub-total

1,812,700

1,225,700

3,038,400

Sub-Total

1,812,700

1,253,700

3,066,400

Environment Fund post costs

453,384

453,384

906,768

Regular Budget post costs-RB

76,410

76,410

152,820

Other (include name of donor)-XB

314,430

314,430

628,860

Sub-Total

844,224

844,224

1,688,448

2,656,924

2,097,924

4,754,848

Total
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Table 4: Budget at first project revision, June 2018
Type of
funding

Source of funding

Cash

Environment Fund activity
budget

-

Regular Budget activity budget

-

Extrabudgetary Funding
(posts + non-post+PMC)

Details

2016
(Jun-Dec)
(US$)

2017
(US$)

2018
(US$)

Secured (Norway
2015)

1,667,000

1,667,000

8% PSC on Norway
funds

133,360

133,360

DFID Secured

90,000

90,000

7% PSC DFID

6,300

6,300

Norway 2016

454,736

454,736

8% PSC on Norway
funds

36,328

32,328

Norway 2017

340,900

340,900

8% PSC on Norway
funds

28,296

28,296

PSC on Secured
funds

200,284

XB Sub-total

-

Sub-Total

In-kind

Total (US$)

-

2,752,920

2,752,920

Environment Fund post costs

453,384

223,535

23,535

900,454

Regular Budget post costs-RB

69,530

98,490

98,490

266,510

Other (include name of
donor)-XB

130,740

232,230

232,230

595,200

Sub-Total

1,762,164

Total

4,515,084

Table 5: Budget summary at first project revision, June 2018
Overall Budget

Amount (US$)

A: Previously approved planned budget (from the last revision

Cash 3,066,400 (4,754,848 including in-kind)

B. Previously secured budget

1,896,660
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C. Total change of secured budget

850,260

i) Source of newly secured budget (Norway 2016)

487,064 (including PSC %)

ii) Source of newly secured budget (Norway 2017)

369,196 (including PSC %)

D: Total revised secured budget (B+C)

2,752,920

E: Unsecured budget (F-D)

0

F: New total for proposed planned budget

2,752,920

G: In kind contributions – Previously secured

1,688,448

H: Revised total in kind secured contributions

1,762,164

I: Total revised planned budget: Planned + In Kind (F+H)

4,515,084
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IV.

THEORY OF CHANGE AT EVALUATION

107. The ProDoc (2016) provides a detailed ToC. The ToC at project design was based
on analysing global causal pathways of illicit trade in wildlife and forest products.
A detailed analysis of the causal pathways in the ToC at project design and the
conclusion that addressing ITW is of central importance in enhancing
sustainable development, is provided in the TE Inception Report.
102. The original ToC (ProDoc) provides a statement of drivers, specifying shortfalls
in: enforcement of legislation; sustainable efforts to combat corruption;
economic and social gains from reduced ITW that are demonstrated and widely
known; effective partnerships that are expanded and strengthened; and, good
practices that are promoted, mainstreamed in institutions, and up-scaled. These
factors were to be addressed across various activities in the project. The same
drivers were analysed as part of the analysis of the ToC at evaluation, as that
ToC does not specify any revised or other drivers.
103. The Terminal Evaluation evaluates the Project on the basis of the revised ToC at
Evaluation, as presented in the TE ToRs (2020). This ToC was reconstructed by
the Evaluation Office in conjunction with the project team and aimed to provide
clarity, making the evaluation more effective, without changing the project’s
ambition or scope of work. As such, the only changes were made at the outcome
level. The ToC outcomes were revised by the Evaluation Office, with inputs from
the 3 UNEP divisions responsible for the project management, with the intention
to provide a clearer idea for assessing drivers, the causal pathways logic, and to
evaluate likelihood of impact and whether the drivers and assumptions held. The
reconstructed ToC at Evaluation provides a breakdown of the original outcome,
into a set of four separate outcomes, and thus facilitates assessment of the
project’s contribution to achieving the newly defined outcomes.
104. The revised/reconstructed ToC at the Terminal Evaluation (TE) inception, is
presented below.
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Figure 2: The revised/reconstructed ToC at the TE Inception (Source: Project TE
ToRs)

Table 6: Project ToC: Impact, Outcomes and Outputs, at Project design (PRODOC,
2016) and ToC at Evaluation (TE ToRs, 2020):
Impact (PRODOC, 2016)

Impact (ToC at Evaluation, 2020)

Justification of
revisions

The Illegal trade in wildlife and forest
products is reduced

By the end of 2021 UNEP aims to
ensure that the scale of Illegal trade
in wildlife and forest products is
reduced

N/A

Outcome (PRODOC, 2016)

Outcomes (ToC at Evaluation, 2020)

Justification of
revisions
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Illegal trade in wildlife and forest
products is addressed in the
international, regional, sub-regional
and national decision making and
affirmative actions are taken by
countries to reduce such trade

Policy, law and decision makers in
targeted/responsive countries take
affirmative action at international,
regional, sub-regional and national
levels to reduce ITW;
Partnerships, including within UN
entities, and mutual legal assistance
arrangements are prepared and
formalized in target/responsive
countries to support the reduction in
illicit wildlife and forest products
trade;

The outcomes were
adjusted to provide a
clearer causal pathway
and be more relevant to
the divisions
undertaking each
component via
intended outcomes.

Policy, law and decision makers and
the private sector demonstrate a
substantive move against illegal trade
in wildlife and forest products in
demand, transit and supply countries;
Media representation and mass
public opinion demonstrate a
substantive (scale and/or quality)
move against illegal trade in wildlife
and forest products in demand,
transit and supply countries.
Outputs (PRODOC, 2016)

Outputs (ToC at Evaluation, 2020)

Justification of
revisions

Output 1 (Policy):

Technical support, guidance materials
and reports provided at the
international, regional, sub-regional
and national level for the
development and implementation of
policies and strategies to address
illegal trade in wildlife and forest
products.

N/A

Output 2 (Legal support):

Output 2 (Legal support):

Technical legal support is provided
to countries to facilitate information
exchange, and to review, strengthen,
and enforce legal frameworks on
illegal wildlife trade

Technical legal support is provided to
countries to combat ITW

Output 2 was adapted
to make technical legal
support a more general
term encompassing a
wide range of initiatives
and activities.

Technical support, guidance
materials and reports provided at the
international, regional, sub-regional
and national level for the
development and implementation of
policies and strategies to address
illegal trade in wildlife and forest
products.

Technical support provided to
increase the membership of the
Lusaka agreement and establish
mutual legal assistance cooperative
arrangements

Technical support provided to
increase the membership of the
Lusaka agreement and establish
mutual legal assistance cooperative
arrangements

Output 3 (Communications):

Output 3 (Communications):

Communication campaign
conducted to influence decision
makers, policy makers, private
sector, public opinion and the media
across demand/transit/supply
countries

Communication campaign conducted
to influence decision makers, policy
makers, private sector, public opinion
and the media across
demand/transit/supply countries

Page 37

N/A

Terminal Evaluation of the UNEP-GEF Project : “Addressing the Illicit Trade in Wildlife and Forest Products” (PIMS 01951)

Page 38

Terminal Evaluation of the UNEP-GEF Project : “Addressing the Illicit Trade in Wildlife and Forest Products” (PIMS 01951)

V.

EVALUATION FINDINGS

A.

Strategic Relevance

109. Addressing ITW has high strategic relevance to a critical aspect of global
biodiversity loss. Thus, the project has overall high strategic relevance. However,
the project was fragmented and not strategically designed. Evaluated aspects,
related to assessing the project strategic relevance, are detailed below.
Alignment to UNEP Medium Term Strategy (MTS) and Programme of Work (PoW)
110. The project was aligned with the MTS and PoW at the time of its design, as
detailed in the ProDoc. As pointed out by respondents of the questionnaire, the
project objectives were consistent with UNEP PoW in relation to the relevant
UNEA mandates 1/3 and 2/14. The legal component of the project aligns well
with the expected accomplishment (b) and output 3 of the PoW under the
Environmental Governance Subprogramme. The policy and communications
components were also generally aligned with the PoW and MTS, especially as
related to addressing biodiversity loss through ITW mitigation.
111. Nevertheless, the relevant PoW Output and Expected Accomplishment are aimed
squarely at the national level, while the project spread its activities between the
national, sub-regional, regional, and international levels, without focusing on any
particular region, group of countries or value chain, thus thinly spreading the
project’s potential impact.
112. UNEP’s strategic priorities include the Bali Strategic Plan for Technology Support
and Capacity Building (BSP) and South-South Cooperation (S-SC). The project is
aligned with the BSP’s objectives to support the capacity of governments to
comply with international agreements and obligations, such as CITES, at the
national level, and to strengthen frameworks for developing coherent
international environmental policies. To some extent, it is also aligned with the
S-SC’s objectives to promote the exchange of resources, technology and
knowledge between developing countries. The project objectives are also in line
with UN SDGs 15, 14 and 13.
Alignment to Donor Strategic Priorities
113. The project was designed under a clear mandate from the United Nations
Environment Assembly (UNEA) for UNEP to address ITW, through coordination
with existing initiatives and actors, and responded to a number of requests from
UNEA, and the UN General Assembly (UNGA). The project objectives and
approach in addressing ITW were aligned with strategic priorities of UNEP and
partners. Nevertheless, the project was not designed to address these ITWrelated priorities, in a strategic and complementary way.
114. Defining UNEP’s specific role in addressing ITW globally must be strategically
planned and aligned with other initiatives and key actors, such as UNODC and
the CITES Secretariat, through identifying gaps and with the aim to maximize the
inputs that are based on UNEP’s key advantages, in coordination with the
existing leading organizations and other key partners in this field. This project’s
design was not based on such strategically planned alignment.
115. The main project’s donor was Norway. There was no information on the project’s
alignment to strategic priorities of this donor in the PRODOC or other project
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documentation, and no indication that this donor was represented/involved in
the project design. Norwegian representatives did not respond to the evaluation
questionnaire and request for interview. Therefore, it was not possible to assess
the project’s alignment to Norway’s strategic priorities.
116. The International Consortium on Combatting Wildlife Crime (ICCWC), composed
of the CITES Secretariat, UNODC, Interpol, the World Customs Organization and
the World Bank, an existing mechanism for global coordination of addressing
ITW, was largely ignored in the project document. While the agencies composing
the ICCWC did welcome specific cooperation and support provided through this
project, e.g. to national legislation processes, and to the communities’
engagement dialogue, they do not support the concept, promoted through this
project, that UNEP would take a leading role in coordinating global efforts for
combatting ITW.
117. The Wild For Life Campaign under the communications component was the only
deliverable of Outcome 3, the communications component. It was based on the
UNEA Resolutions1/3 and 2/14 and the SG ITW Policy Committee request to
support World Wildlife Day and deploy UNEP’s suite of Goodwill Ambassadors to
amplify outreach globally and with regional relevance.
Relevance to Regional, Sub-regional and National Priorities
118. The project objectives in addressing ITW were well aligned with related global,
regional, sub-regional and national environmental priorities. It supported ITWrelated regional, sub-regional and national policy and legislation development.
Project activities under the legal component enabled supported specific
countries’ processes of developing legislation for the implementation of CITES
and addressing ITW. Activities reported, e.g., in Asia Pacific and Africa regions,
were designed to support regional and national objectives and initiatives.
However, this support was fragmented and not embedded within an overall
strategic planning. Strategic alignment of the project’s interventions to national
priorities in focal countries, as well as with regional and sub-regional priorities
was not demonstrated, beyond support to specific activities.
Complementarity with Existing Interventions
119. Many project activities were designed to complement and support existing
interventions of other agencies, regional organizations, other key partners and
governments. For example: support to developing the Common African Union
Strategy on Combating ITW; support to the development of the East African
Community Strategy to Combat ITW; support to the Government of Kenya in
finalizing the Kenya Wildlife Strategy 2030; support to the strengthening of
national legislation by the CITES Secretariat; among other activities under the
policy and legal components. Nevertheless, the complementarity of the project
with other stakeholders’ interventions addressing ITW, was not strategically
designed to best address ITW, through a coordinated action. The project did not
provide a clear overall coordination of activities addressing the same priorities,
in a cohesive way, that can secure synergies and avoid overlapping efforts.
Complementarity with other interventions was therefore limited and not
optimized.
120.

Activities of the legal component supported existing national legislation
processes, as well as CITES activities in supporting the development of national
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legislation for ensuring compliance with CITES legislation standards. From the
communication perspective, the Wild For Life campaign built on other
communication initiatives by adding the UN voice to what was largely an NGO
space. This addition was widely reported by respondents interviewed to increase
credibility and urgency to the dialogues and also amplified the work of partners
on ITW through leveraging the UN brand.
121. Individual stakeholders’ engagement with the project was very limited, and each
stakeholder was related to one or several activities of one project component.
Often stakeholders did not realize that UNEP’s support to a specific activity was
provided under this project. This was evident in all three components, including
the Wild for Life (WFL) campaign. Thus, country ownership or stakeholders’
ownership of the project could not be developed. This fact was also evident in a
low level of responsiveness to participate in the TE process.
122. Specific project activities and support to the development of specific policies,
strategic documents, and legislation, could have had an impact on human rights
and gender equity. Specifically, the project supported CITES-related dialogue for
the engagement of local communities in the decision-making process. This
activity did not result in the development of a mechanism for including
communities’ voice in CITES, e.g., through the establishment of a Communities
Committee. However, stakeholders interviewed commented that the dialogue
created through this activity did result in raising governments’ awareness to the
importance of including local communities’ voice in the national decision-making
processes, as well as supporting the capacity strengthening and empowerment
of participants of local communities from a number of countries, through
enabling the dialogue between them, as well as with government representatives
and international organizations.
Rating for Strategic Relevance:
B.

Moderately Unsatisfactory (MU)

Quality of Project Design

123. The Quality of Project Design was analysed in detail and presented in the
Inception Report (Annex C of the IR). A summary of the main identified strengths
and weaknesses of the project design is provided here, based on the analysis
provided in the IR, but somewhat modified through the evaluation process and
consultations with the project team and key stakeholders.
124. In general, rather than having the Project strategically designed to address ITW,
it was constructed out of a collection of existing activities, that were matched to
fit the ToC (or rather, a ToC was reverse-engineered to match the pre-planned
set of activities). While the individual activities are mostly valid and contribute to
achieving specific aspects of addressing ITW, they do not add up to a strategic
cohesive approach to addressing ITW and to countering ITW causes. The project
has brought together three divisions of UNEP to cooperate toward achieving a
common objective. However, rather than being strategically planned as one
cohesive project, it was designed as three separate sub-projects, each
contributing toward a limited aspect of addressing ITW (while other key aspects,
such as the socio-economic context, were ignored), through a rather fragmented
set of activities, and with very little linkages and coordination between the three
components, or even between activities within each component.
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125. The main identified strengths of the project design are (summary):
The project aims to address ITW, a critical cause of global biodiversity loss, and
is therefore aligned, in this sense, to UNEP strategic priorities and to global,
regional, sub-regional, and national environmental priorities. The project
identified, to some extent, key weaknesses in existing ITW-related interventions,
and UNEP’s potential advantages for addressing ITW. The project is based on
cooperation with multiple partners and interventions are implemented in multiple
countries, and with focus on the sub-regional, regional, and international levels.
The project enabled collaboration with partners, such as the CITES Secretariat,
and thereby supported activities that had already been identified as priority by
Governments and other partners. The project’s interventions are not expected to
have any direct negative environmental, economic or social impacts. On the
other hand, the project aims to mitigate the significant negative environmental,
economic and social impacts of ITW.
126. The main identified weaknesses of the project design are (summary):
A critical shortfall in the project design, is that the factors perpetuating and
affecting ITW, are insufficiently identified and addressed, and the outputs are
therefore not sufficiently or strategically designed to achieve significant
progress toward the ambitious project impact of reducing ITW globally. The
problem analysis is vague and inadequate, and does not provide a problem tree.
The project workplan is composed of rather fragmented opportunity-based
activities, mainly providing complementary support to existing initiatives, with
many lightly-involved stakeholders, rather than strategically planned to provide
coordinated and cohesive significant contribution toward achieving the expected
outcomes and impact, securing synergies and avoiding overlapping efforts. The
project design reflects mostly a top-down approach, UNEP inwardly focused,
with insufficient involvement of national actors and other key partners and
stakeholders. National and local stakeholders were not sufficiently engaged or
consulted in the project design, and the project does not promote national
ownership. The role or benefit of national actors, including governments, local
communities and indigenous groups, remains vague, although national
stakeholders were defined as main beneficiaries of many activities. In many
project activities, it is not clear and not measurable what the project-specific
intervention/contribution is. The implementation of many of the project activities
depends on the activity-specific partners’ capacities, performance and timeline.
All output and outcome indicators selected are performance indicators, rather
than result-based. The project does not include a clear plan for securing on-going
communication between key project implementers, partners and stakeholders.
The project’s communication and outreach output was not designed to support
the policy and legal components of the project, but rather designed as a separate
sub-project. The Environmental, Social and Economic Review Note (ESERN) did
not sufficiently contemplate the possible human rights violations and other
negative social consequences that could ensue from promoting a militarized,
law enforcement driven approach to combatting poaching. The fragmented
nature of the intervention does not enhance socio-political, financial, institutional
or environmental sustainability, scaling-up or replication.
Rating for Project Design: Unsatisfactory (U)
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C.

Nature of the External Context

127. In general, the project’s external operating context was not changed during the
implementation of the project. The project’s fragmented nature, with activities
spread over the international, regional, sub-regional and national levels, and in a
large number of countries, from different regions, resulted in the circumstance
that any change in external operating context (political, environmental, social,
institutional) in any of the project focal countries or regions, could impact to
some extent only the related specific activities, but not the full project
implementation. The nature of external context of this project is therefore not
applicable, but can be rated as Highly Favourable, in terms of its very low level of
vulnerability to the impacts of change in any specific external context.
Rating for Nature of the external context:
D.

Highly Favourable (HF)

Effectiveness

Availability of Outputs
128. The project delivered its outputs relatively effectively, and made good progress
in the implementation of most planned activities, production of deliverables, and
achieving most outputs, set targets and milestones. Nevertheless, not all set
targets and milestones were achieved, and timeliness in achieving the results
varied between activities (e.g. delay in developing the Africa ITW strategy).
Although not all planned targets were achieved, the overall availability of outputs,
as related to implementation of the project selected activities and to the
achievement of the defined targets and milestones, are rated as ‘satisfactory’.
129. Success in achieving most set targets was attributed to multiple factors,
including: good identification of gaps (e.g. outreach to French and Portuguesespeaking African countries and inter-regional dialogue); support to
implementation of existing initiatives and already identified priorities (e.g.
support to developing national CITES legislation, and support to the
implementation of a workshop of the CITES working group on enhancing the
engagement of local communities).
130. Shortcomings and differences between specific activities in delivery success
were attributed mainly to: insufficient financial resources (e.g. the mutual legal
assistance guide under output 3); UNEP administrative processes (e.g. delays
due to legal, HR, and procurement issues); long negotiation processes with some
partners; some delays in funds transfers (e.g. delays in fund disbursement or
allotment, delays or lack of capacity or ownership of implementing partners or
recipient countries, funds disbursement challenges related to communication
with some countries); insufficient responsiveness or capacity of some of the
focal countries and partners; and heavy workload of the output coordinators.
131. Stakeholders’ engagement, as well as ownership by, and usefulness to, intended
beneficiaries was limited, and varied considerably between specific project
outputs and activities. Stakeholders’ involvement was mostly limited to
activities’ implementation, rather than being initiated from the project design
phase. Some stakeholders were not involved directly, but rather through proxies,
e.g. colleagues from the UNEP regional offices and from other UN entities.
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132. The Wild for Life campaign under the communication component, was UNEP’s
first digital campaign that utilized 5 key aspects that were all firsts for UNEP: 1)
pre campaign focus groups to test creative concepts; 2) a resulting social first6
digital strategy to mobilize a mass show of support for tackling ITW, that reached
over one billion people through celebrity social media networks; 3) an interactive
algorithm that allowed users to deepen their knowledge on species, morph their
own image with their kindred species and easily share the creative image across
a variety of social media platforms to show how wildlife crime just got personal;
4) a website that ran all content in 9 languages (6 UN plus key wildlife crime
hotspots - Vietnamese, Portuguese and Bahasa Indonesia); 5) feedback loops
through newsletter/questionnaires that allowed participants to help inform and
iterate the campaign, e.g. through asking which species should be included in
later campaign phases.
133. Table 7 provides a detailed analysis of outputs’ availability as reflected through
achievement of planned project activities and deliverables that were supported
by this project, as defined in the revised Project Workplan (November 2017), and
based mainly on the Project Overview (December 2018), as well as on project
reports and deliverables, and project team and stakeholders’ inputs.
Table 7: Analysis of availability of outputs, as based on achievement of planned
project activities (as defined in the revised Project Workplan, November 2017)7

Project Outputs and Planned Activities

Achieved (A)/
Partially
Achieved
(PA)/
Not Achieved
(NA)

Achievements

Project Output 1: Policy engagement, agenda
setting and enhancing the evidence base –
reported achievements (Technical support,
guidance materials and reports provided at the
international, regional, sub-regional and national
level for the development and implementation
of policies and strategies to address illegal
trade in wildlife and forest products.)

Development and implementation of a UN
system-wide coordinated response to ITW

A

Support to the Africa Union Commission (AUC)
in the development of an action plan and

A

Achieved. The UN ITW Task Force on Combatting the
Illegal Trade in Wildlife and Forest Products was
established, as part of this project, and continues to
meet to coordinate their ITW activities, with
participation of CITES Sec, UNDP, UNEP, and UNODC
as “core” agencies, as well as of UNDPI, UNDESA,
UNDPA and DPKO.
Strategy and Action plan was developed and adopted
by the AU;

A social first strategy considers social media during the ideation and brainstorm phase of planning and takes social media
into account of all elements of campaign planning not just after the content has been created.
7 Information is based on:
UNEP. 2018. Addressing the Illicit Trade in Wildlife (ITW) and Forest Products (PIMS 01951) – PIMS Report
Project Outputs documentation
UNEP. 2018. Addressing the Illicit Trade in Wildlife (ITW) and Forest Products (PIMS 01951) – Project Overview
Project team and stakeholders interviews and completed questionnaires
- The Wild for Life campaign evaluation (Annex I of this TE report)
6

Page 44

Terminal Evaluation of the UNEP-GEF Project : “Addressing the Illicit Trade in Wildlife and Forest Products” (PIMS 01951)

Project Outputs and Planned Activities

Achieved (A)/
Partially
Achieved
(PA)/
Not Achieved
(NA)

implementation of the African Common Strategy
on Combating ITW

Convening of policy dialogues on illegal
wildlife trade between Africa and AsiaPacific, and within Central and West Africa

A

Assess wildlife and forest crime and its socioeconomic and ecological impacts on the
Danube-Carpathian region

A

Assessing the relationship between legal and
illegal trade patterns, to determine the ability for
trends in legal trade to serve as an indicator
and/or early warning for illegal trade

A

Assessing the effectiveness of policy, legal and
communications responses to ITW, including
assessment of best practices on the
engagement of local communities in addressing
IWT

PA

Provide scientific and technical support to
national implementation of CITES in five priority
countries

PA

Analysis of effectiveness of policy interventions
of engaging communities to combat illegal
wildlife
trade,
conduct
workshop
and
recommendation paper

PA

Page 45

Achievements

African Union Strategy - Partners Meeting held (May
2018);
Policy brief revised for distribution at CITES CoP18
(Geneva, August 2019).
Report of the Africa-Asia Pacific Symposium on
Strengthening Legal Frameworks to Combat Wildlife
Crime United Nations Inter-Agency Task Force on
Illicit Trade in Wildlife and Forest Products (Bangkok,
Thailand, 4-5 July 2017);
Symposium on Strengthening Legal Frameworks to
Combat Wildlife Crime in Central and West Africa Abidjan, Côte d’Ivoire, 11 and 12 September 2018
(Report, 2018);
Strengthening laws to tackle wildlife crime in Central,
West and Southern
Africa - https://www.unenvironment.org/news-andstories/blogpost/strengthening-laws-tackle-wildlifecrime-central-west-and-southern-africa (Report,
2018).
Report produced by UNEP, EURAC-Research and
WWF (2017): Combatting wildlife and forest crime in
the Danube-Carpathian region;
Wildlife and Forest Crime in the Danube-Carpathian
region (DC) Booklet Draft - June 2017.
Evaluating the relationship between the legal and
illegal wildlife trade (Final draft accepted for
publication by the journal Conservation Letters on 24
February 2020).
Effectiveness of policy interventions relating to the
illegal and unsustainable wildlife trade: Policy Brief
(2018);
Illegal Wildlife Trade: Patterns, Processes, and
Governance (paper published in Annual Review of
Environment and Resources;
Report: "Wild life, Wild livelihoods: Involving
communities in sustainable wildlife management
and combating illegal wildlife trade" (Report: IUCN,
IIED and UNEP, 2017).
Support was provided (under Output 2: Legal
Support), through cooperation with the CITES
Secretariat, to drafting national legislation for CITES
implementation, in accordance to national legislative
frameworks and in consultation with national
stakeholders, in Angola, Somalia, Eritrea, The
Gambia, and Lesotho.
Draft analysis of best practice on community
engagement in wildlife management;
Workshop and Report of CITES working group on
engaging rural communities in the CITES process,
supported through this project (Report to the CITES
Standing Committee on a CITES-mandated process
supported by UNEP under the ITW project, 2018).
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Project Outputs and Planned Activities

Achieved (A)/
Partially
Achieved
(PA)/
Not Achieved
(NA)

Support to countries for implementing CITES
through national and regional capacity building
workshops on key CITES processes

PA

Development of a Massive Open Online Course
(MOOC) on Illegal trade in Wildlife

A

Government of Kenya supported in coordination
efforts at national level to address illegal
wildlife trade

A

Provision of Secretariat services of the African
Elephant Fund and related activities

NA

Support to the development and
implementation of the Regional Enforcement
Strategy to combat Illegal Wildlife Trade in
Central Asia

NA

Mesoamerican Forum on illegal trade in wildlife

A

Other policy development support, workshops
and documents supported

A

Achievements

Needs assessment for developing and strengthening
legislation for CITES implementation in selected
countries in Africa (Benin, Burkina Faso, Cabo Verde,
Chad, Côte d’Ivoire, Djibouti, Eritrea, Guinea Bissau,
Mali, Sierra Leone and Togo);
ITW MOOC developed with project support (2018)
Support to the Government of Kenya in finalizing the
Wildlife Policy to be adopted in Parliament;
Kenya Wildlife Strategy 2030, supported by the
project (2017);
Not implemented (Not reported under this project, as
it was subject of a separate project funded by the EU,
Germany, France, Netherlands and Belgium.)
Not implemented (not reported)

Mesoamerican Forum on the Conservation of
Wildlife: Challenges and Opportunities (2018)
East African Community Strategy to Combat
Poaching, Illegal Trade and Trafficking of Wildlife and
Wildlife Products, 2017/18-2021/22 (EAC Secretariat,
2016, with UNEP support through this project);
Meeting of wildlife experts and development partners
on implementation of the EAC Strategy to combat
poaching, illegal trade and trafficking of wildlife
products (2018);
Great Apes Status Report (report to CITES Animals
Committee on the status of great apes, partly funded
by ITW project);
Collaboration with WCMC in stakeholder
consultation and development of an Electronic
Permitting Information eXchange on trade in wildlife,
analysing the multiple threats to wildlife, and
technical support.

Project Output 2: Legal Support (Technical
legal support is provided to countries to combat
ITW;
Technical support provided to increase the
membership of the Lusaka agreement and
establish mutual legal assistance cooperative
arrangements)
Undertake an illegal wildlife trade law and
institutional gap analysis and develop a
compendium of best practices on illegal wildlife
trade regulation

A
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Strengthening legal frameworks for licit and illicit
trade in wildlife and forest products - Gap analysis
and lessons from the natural resource management,
trade regulation and criminal justice sectors (Report
in English and French, 2019, Chinese, 2020). The
Chinese version was used in October 2020 in a
provincial level CITES training for 92 participants in
Hubei Province.
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Project Outputs and Planned Activities

Support development/implementation of draft
legislation to amend and/or supplement illegal
wildlife trade legislation in at least 12 countries

Achieved (A)/
Partially
Achieved
(PA)/
Not Achieved
(NA)

PA
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Achievements

Angola, Somalia, Eritrea, The Gambia, and Lesotho:
Support was provided, through cooperation with the
CITES Secretariat, to drafting national legislation for
CITES implementation, in accordance to national
legislative frameworks and in consultation with
national stakeholders, in 5 countries in Africa –
legislation support was implemented, CITES
management and scientific authorities were put in
place, offences and penalization were defined in the
national legislation, however, activity implementation
varied between the countries, and was not concluded
in all. (activity included originally in Output 1);
Tanzania: Comments provided to Zanzibar on its
draft regulations for implementing CITES; Training of
prosecutors and investigators and training of trainers
on successful prosecution of wildlife and forestry
related crimes;
Vietnam: Technical legal support was provided to the
Vietnam Environment Administration in the Ministry
of Natural Resources and Environment to undertake
a legal review and analysis and prepare a report on
the current policy and legal framework of Vietnam,
on wildlife management and to comply with the
CITES legislation requirements, identifying gaps and
challenges and providing recommendations for
strengthening it;
Solomon Islands: Technical legal support was
provided for the formulation and adoption, with
stakeholders’ consultations, of regulations for
wildlife protection and management and for the
implementation of CITES, under the Wildlife
Protection and Management Act of 2017.
Solomon Islands was added to CITES legislation
Category 1 in April 2021 after its regulations had
been gazetted (it was in Category 3 in July 2009, and
in Category 2 in October 2020;
Paraguay: Technical legal assistance was provided to
the Senate of Paraguay, to strengthen national
legislation on wildlife crime, including the preparation
of a draft law on the protection of biodiversity and
sustainable use of wildlife (endorsed by the
Commission on Environment of the Senate) and a
proposal to incorporate environmental wildlife
crimes legislation into the proposed reform of the
national Penal Code;
Argentina: Technical legal assistance was provided
for the development of legal instruments for the
protection of wildlife, including technical analysis of
relevant legislation and preparation of draft
regulations, and review of legislative proposals with
relevant actors through dissemination and
consultation meetings;
A symposium was held by UNEP Sub-Regional Office
in Abidjan with the CITES Secretariat on needs
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Project Outputs and Planned Activities

Achieved (A)/
Partially
Achieved
(PA)/
Not Achieved
(NA)

Develop a prosecutor’s guide on wildlife crime

A

Recognition of enforcement excellence – Asia
Environmental Enforcement Award (AEEA)

A

Conduct of an analysis of the key impediments
to the ratification and implementation of the
Lusaka Agreement

A

Support the Secretariat of LATF

Updating InforMEA with CITES relevant
legislation in Asia Pacific

PA

A

Achievements

assessment for developing and strengthening
legislation for CITES implementation in selected
countries in West Africa (Benin, Burkina Faso, Cabo
Verde, Chad, Côte d’Ivoire, Djibouti, Eritrea, Guinea
Bissau, Mali, Sierra Leone and Togo). The
symposium contributed to CITES Strategic Goal 1 in
supporting African Parties with legislation in
category 2 or 3 to make the necessary improvements
in category 1. The workshop responded to Decision
17.64 of CoP17 and UNEA Resolution 1.2. (the
activity was included originally in Output 1);
UNODC engaged a consultant to develop a Rapid
Assessment Guide on Investigation and Prosecution
of Wildlife and Forestry crime, and trained
prosecutors and investigators on how to use the
Guide (Guide for Prosecutors and Investigators on
Wildlife and Forestry Crimes).
Asia Environmental Enforcement Award (AEEA)
provided since 2015, partially supported through this
project: https://www.unep.org/regions/asia-andpacific/2021-asia-environmental-enforcementawards
Re-engineering the Lusaka Agreement and its
institutions (Report, 2018) - An independent
consultant’s review of the LATF and its institutional
structure and assessment of options for optimizing
its effectiveness as an instrument to investigate and
disrupt illegal transnational trafficking of African wild
fauna and flora.
Small-scale funding was provided to update the
InforMEA legislation database with CITES, including
relevant laws of selected countries in Asia Pacific.
Primary and secondary legislation support provided
for the inclusion, in national legislation, of the four
minimum requirements under Resolution Conf. 8.4
(Rev. CoP15).

Output 3: Communications for behavioural
impact (Communication campaign conducted
to influence decision makers, policy makers,
private sector, public opinion and the media
across demand/transit/supply countries)
Mapping and analysing existing ITW
communication efforts in supply, transit and
demand countries

Conducting KAP (Knowledge, Attitude and
Practice) Studies on ITW and legal and
sustainable wildlife products in key markets in 4
regions/sub-regions/countries

A

PA
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Combating Illegal Wildlife Trade: An Appraisal of
Information and Communication (Report, 2016);
Wildlife crime demand reduction framework (Report,
2018);
United Nations Inter-Agency Task Force on Illicit
Trade in Wildlife and Forest Products Communications Plan (2017).
A traditional KAPS study (Working Towards a New
Deal for Nature) was designed and implemented in
partnership with the Government of Malawi, and
Lilongwe Wildlife Trust, to inform a national
campaign. The KAPS study was the 1st phase in the
implementation of the toolkit designed in Malawi,
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Project Outputs and Planned Activities

Developing and roll out training modules on
wildlife trade (legal, illegal, sustainable and
unsustainable) for media professionals in
margins of ITW programmatic events
Conduct media trainings/workshops in margins
of wildlife trade programmatic events

Developing and implementing a Global (UN wide
and beyond) wildlife trade campaign platform to
mainstream wildlife trade issues into the public
and political consciousness and create the
enabling environment for change; with focus on
transport sector

Achieved (A)/
Partially
Achieved
(PA)/
Not Achieved
(NA)

Achievements

including a KAPS template model, with an innovative
indicator for an “ecological consciousness score.” As
a follow on, UNEP organized a UNEA side event with
the the Environment Ministers of Malawi and Angola
to present findings and progress towards social and
behaviour change in Malawi. Based on this toolkit,
UNODC requested UNEP to support the facilitation of
the communications section for a workshop in
Uganda to contribute to the ICCWC Toolkit and build
in an advocacy / communications/SBC component.
Integrated in the “Wild for Life” campaign.
PA
PA

A
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Integrated in the “Wild for Life” campaign and special
events.
“Wild for Life” communication campaign, this was the
main activity implemented under Output 3, launched
in 2016 and aimed to influence decision makers,
policy makers, private sector, public opinion and the
media across demand/transit/supply countries,
globally, and be developed and implemented
successfully. This campaign integrated other
planned activities of the communications
component, and additional awareness activities,
beyond the planned workplan – details in:
www.wildfor.life, and Wild for Life Campaign Report,
2019;
The campaign included: an interactive website in 8
languages; Learning content on 25 species; "Find
your kindred species" algorithm and morph
technology; Strong presence on UNEP’s social
media platforms; Champions with nearly 1 billion
reach on social media channels; Wild for Life Digital
Community for feedback loop; Handbook, open source step by step guide for government officials,
their partners and communication planners to
develop C4IWT programs; Video on how
communication interventions can be
applied in different wildlife crime scenarios;
Facilitator's Guide; Exhibitions;
Cooperation Agreements were made with 20 partners,
among them - Discovery Communications; Kenya
Airways (In flight kids packs with campaign
materials, Conservations champions film series);
Beijing Airport (Hosted WildforLife exhibition in
2016 during 6 months, and supported the World
Wildlife Day Big Cat Challenge, 2018; Heathrow
Airport (Hosted WildforLife exhibition in 2018, for
the ITW London Conference); Prague International
Airport (Hosted Wild for Life exhibition in 2017 and
2018); Angry birds (Gaming platform for Tiger Day
Challenge); Highlands Coffee Vietnam (Hosted Wild
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Project Outputs and Planned Activities

Achieved (A)/
Partially
Achieved
(PA)/
Not Achieved
(NA)

Communication support for UNEP’s targeted
Policy and Governance interventions
Dissemination of tools and products (Press
releases, launch reports, media outreach
materials and publications)

PA

Developing and rolling-out Wildlife Trade Public
Awareness campaigns/tool kits in four targeted
demand/transit/supply countries

PA

Providing Special Events support –; WED 2016
themed to Wildlife Trade, WWD 2017

A
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Achievements

for Life campaign activities throughout store chain in
Hanoi for World Wildlife Day 2017);
Zoo Dvur Kralove (Hosted Wild for Life exhibition
and campaign activities, 2017 and 2018); Panthera
(Collaborator of Big Cat Challenge, 2018); Runtastic
and Internet of Elephants (Run Wild - an impact
campaign for runners to learn about the threats that
face endangered species, and how they can help);
Champions Campaign: Wild For Life Champions
Campaign and Report, 2019.
However, there was no adequate mechanism for
confirming what wildlife issues or messages were
received through these activations.
Although there is not sufficient data to assess the
depth and extent of behaviour change, the data
would indicate that the Campaign succeeded in
mainstreaming wildlife trade issues into the public
and political consciousness to some extent,
particularly in terms of raising visibility and some
level of awareness. as is demonstrated by the uptake
of the Campaign by partners and heightened social
media presence. See para 137, 140
United Nations Inter-Agency Task Force on Illicit
Trade in Wildlife and Forest Products,
Communications Plan, 2017;
The communications output and activities did not
aim to support communication of the policy and
legislation components of the project.
Vietnam: Communication Training Workshop, 2017,
with Vietnam CITES Management Authority and UNRedd, on Communication Strategy to Address the
Illegal Trade in Wildlife and Forest Products and
combat wildlife crime (Workshop Report, 2017);
Malawi: Social and Behaviour Change
Communications Workshop, to combat wildlife crime
and reduce ITW in Malawi, 2018;
Post-Workshop Questionnaire and ecological
consciousness study in Malawi – Report, 2019;
Angola: 2016 World Environment Day and
combatting wildlife crime campaign.
Campaign inputs for:
World Environment Day (theme: “Go Wild for Life”),
Angola, 2016;
World Wildlife Day 2017;
World Wildlife Day 2018 and Big Cat Team Challenge;
World Wildlife Day 2019 – Making Waves, and new
marine species campaign;
Awareness activities in CITES CoP 17, 2016;
World Pangolin Day, 2017;
World Sea Turtle Day, 2017;
World Ranger Day, 2017;
Snow Leopard Day, 2018;
World Elephant Day, 2020;
Wild for Life exhibition, Beijing Airport, 2016.
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Project Outputs and Planned Activities

Communication to combat wildlife crime toolkit
including facilitators guide, ACADA handbook
and web portal is developed and outreach
undertaken

Achieved (A)/
Partially
Achieved
(PA)/
Not Achieved
(NA)
PA

Achievements

Communication to Combat Wildlife Crime Toolkit
was trialled in two countries but not implemented.

Achievement of Project Outcomes
134. A most critical weakness of the project design, was the lack of credible causal
chains, resulting in weak transition from outputs to outcomes (and from
outcomes to impact, as detailed below). Therefore, although project outputs’
availability was quite effective and satisfactory, this was not translated into
demonstrable contributions toward achieving the ambitious project outcomes.
Moreover, considering the multiple factors affecting ITW and efforts to combat
it at all levels, by multiple stakeholders, it is not really possible to isolate this
project’s specific contribution to achieving its defined outcomes. At project
design phase ITW was already being addressed, by a good number of countries,
agencies and organizations, in source, transit and destination countries, and at
the national, regional and international levels. The project’s defined outcomes
are, in general, common expected outcomes of ITW-related initiatives, and at
least partially overlap the objectives of other similar initiatives that were
implemented at the same time or with partial time overlap.
135. In addition, the outcomes are both general and overly ambitious for the time,
budget, and resources allocated to this project. Furthermore, the project’s
indicators are all performance indicators and thus measure only the outputs, but
do not provide any measures to assess achievement of the project’s outcomes
or impact.
136. Concrete demonstrable contributions to project outcomes were confirmed
during the evaluation as: national legislation adopted; strategies developed,
discussed, and adopted; key issues (e.g., local communities’ engagement in
CITES decision-making processes) discussed at national, regional and
international forums and awareness raised, to some extent.
137. Based on an analysis of digital media monitoring data the evaluation concludes
that the Wild for Life communications campaign contributed toward increasing
general visibility, awareness and attention to ITW, through high profile
influencers and profiling in mainstream venues such as Beijing Capital
International Airport and Highland Coffee in Vietnam. However, there was no
adequate mechanism to establish what messages were received by the various
audiences. Nevertheless, the actual outcomes of the campaign are difficult to
assess, and it is questionable whether it prompted behavioural change among
key actors in ITW in the source, transit, and demand countries, or whether it
mostly ‘preached the converted’ (see more details in Annex I).
138. For example, wildlife crime action developments in Angola were attributed by
project team members to the Campaign’s awareness activities in this country,
during and following the 2016 World Environment Day. However, the Government
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of Angola had requested the organized celebration of the 2016 World
Environment Day and related awareness activities, as a means to disseminate
and promote its wildlife crime action activities nationally and globally, in
accordance with a programme elaborated and initiated in 2012. Following a
cause and effect interpretation it would be more correct to say that the
awareness campaign, supported by this project, was an integral part of enabling
the implementation of the Angolan Government’s wildlife crime action
programme, rather than viewing the wildlife crime action in Angola as an
outcome of the campaign.
139. The same applies to most implemented project activities, and in particular to
tangible activities, such as the formulation or strengthening and adoption of
relevant legislation (e.g. through support to national legislation for CITES
implementation, in several countries), policies and strategies, or support in the
development of the communications and campaign component of national
wildlife crime action programmes. These activities formed an integral part of
achieving ongoing national, regional and global objectives and existing wider
programmes for addressing ITW. Moreover, most of the project’s contributions
to achieving its outcomes were achieved through collaboration with existing
initiatives of a large number of countries and partners, making assessment of
the specific contribution of this project, complex.
140. The “Wild for Life” campaign has received more than 7 international awards for
advocacy and awareness raising effectiveness. This is good evidence of the
campaign’s quality and global dissemination. However, as the campaign was
mostly web and media based, it targeted mainly the general public, which were
reached by celebrity engagement (Good will Ambassadors - GWA). It is, however,
debatable whether it targeted policymakers, lawmakers and decisionmakers,
who were key stakeholders and beneficiaries of the other two project
components. As a specific example, the tool kits that were intended to influence
policy were not implemented in most countries (with the exception of Malawi),
as there were not sufficient resources (staff and funding) to implement it
(fundraising for this was also deprioritized due to the shift in strategic priority for
UNEP). This lack of consistency in the campaign’s strategic approach and lack
of a consistent results framework, effective indicators etc, restricts further
analysis at an outcome level.
141. Considering the many initiatives, countries, agencies and organizations engaged
in combatting wildlife crime, and in raising global awareness, in particular since
the first IWT London Conference (February 2014), and CITES CoP16 in Bangkok
(2013), there is no strong evidence that the Wild for Life campaign has singly
impacted national agendas and behavioural change. However, given its
international recognition there are grounds for a claim that the campaign
supported and helped strengthen such agendas and conceptual changes, where
they were already prompted through multiple factors, and by multiple actors, and
that it did, as part of a much wider effort, contribute towards the intended impact.
It should also be noted that the WFL has run in multiple languages, although this
reportedly proved a challenge to implement for the Executing agencies. It was
launched in 8 languages, including Vietnamese and Portuguese.
142. Similarly, the legislation and policy support components played a role in providing
specific tools to address ITW, as part of a much wider effort by multiple actors.
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UNEP, through this project, did not take a leading role in globally addressing ITW,
but did take part in contributing to achieving these global efforts. The project
does not provide the necessary tools to assess the extent of this contribution.
143. The project was based to a large extent on forming partnerships with multiple
stakeholders and supporting existing initiatives of countries and partners.
Substantive contribution can thus be demonstrated to the formalization of
partnerships in target countries and with multiple actors, in supporting ITW
reduction globally. Collaboration with key partners, such as the CITES
Secretariat, and governments, enabled the project to support priorities which
were already identified through other initiatives, as well as to integrate relevant
expert support in individual activities’ implementation (e.g., CITES Secretariat’s
technical assistance in developing national legislation for CITES implementation
in several countries; collaboration and co-financing of sub-regional and
international workshops).
144. Table 8 provides an analysis of achievement of the project outcomes, as
defined in the revised ToC (2018).
Table 8: Analysis of Achievement of Project Outcomes
Outcomes

Policy, law and decision makers in
targeted/responsive countries take affirmative
action at international, regional, sub-regional and
national levels to reduce ITW.

Partnerships, including within UN entities, and
mutual legal assistance arrangements are
prepared and formalized in target/responsive
countries to support the reduction in ITW.

Policy, law and decision makers and the private
sector demonstrate a substantive move against
illegal trade in wildlife and forest products in
demand, transit and supply countries.

Achieved (A)/
Partially
Achieved (PA)/
Not Achieved
(NA)
PA

PA

PA
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Comments

The project has contributed to target countries’
development of relevant policies, strategies,
legislation, and assessments, at international,
regional, sub-regional and national levels, in
collaboration with multiple stakeholders in a
large number of countries. However, substantive
contribution cannot be specifically attributed to
this project and a credible association cannot be
established between this project’s inputs and
efforts and achievements towards this outcome.
The project has established partnerships and
collaboration with multiple actors and
stakeholders to support action to reduce ITW.
The project’s progress in achieving its outcomes
was based to a large extent on the collaboration
with partners, countries, agencies and
organizations, in the implementation of specific
activities.
Substantive move of policy, law and decision
makers and the private sector against illegal
trade in wildlife and forest products in demand,
transit and supply countries, is evident at
national, regional and global levels, during
around ten years, including this project’s
duration. However, while the project did
contribute to achieving the outcome, substantive
contribution cannot be specifically attributed to
this project and a credible association cannot be
established between this project’s inputs and
efforts and achievements towards this outcome.
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Media representation and mass public opinion
demonstrate a substantive (scale and/or quality)
move against illegal trade in wildlife and forest
products in demand, transit and supply countries.

PA

Media representation and mass public opinion
demonstrate a substantive move against illegal
trade in wildlife and forest products in demand,
transit and supply countries, during around ten
years, including this project’s duration. However,
while the project did contribute to achieving the
outcome, substantive contribution cannot be
specifically attributed to this project, and a
credible association cannot be established
between this project’s inputs and efforts and
achievements towards this outcome.

Achievement of Likelihood of Impact
145. The project’s expected impact, as defined in the revised ToC (2018), is: “By the
end of 2021 UNEP aims to ensure that the scale of Illegal trade in wildlife and
forest products is reduced”. The expected impact is very ambitious and the
likelihood of its achievement depends on multiple factors and actors, way
beyond the framework of this project.
146. A most critical weakness of the project is the transition from outcomes to impact
(and from outputs to outcomes, as detailed above). Therefore, although project
outputs availability was quite effective and satisfactory, and although a modest
contribution was made toward achieving the project outcomes, this was not
translated into a demonstrable contribution toward achieving likelihood of
impact.
147. The identification of drivers and assumptions through the ToC provides a partial
analysis of shortfalls, related to enforcement, economic and social ITW
motivation, governance, capacities, and political/institutional will. Key drivers
related to socio-economic core causes of ITW, are not included, and not all
drivers included are addressed through project outputs.
148. The project did not address the root causes of ITW, and hence it did not play a
catalytic role in addressing ITW, and it is unlikely to have had a sustained impact.
The project’s ToC provides a very limited analysis of ITW causes and drivers,
resulting in the project addressing very limited ITW aspects. Moreover, the
project’s outputs were designed not through a strategic approach, but rather as
a collection of fragmented activities, which address each of the 3 project’s
outputs in a limited way. Therefore, the project could, and probably did,
contribute toward achieving its intended impact, but only in a limited way. This
project was not, and could not be, a game changer in addressing ITW due to the
project’s design, as well as its allocated duration and resources, and the fact that
it was implemented within a context of multiple actors and initiatives already
operating toward achieving the same goal.
149. Was the scale of Illegal trade in wildlife and forest products reduced globally
since this project initiated? There is no evidence to support this. Rather, a number
of publications demonstrate that wildlife trafficking remains a serious
transnational crime8. If this project was the only initiative addressing ITW, would

8

See e.g., 2020 END Wildlife Trafficking Report: https://www.state.gov/2020-end-wildlife-trafficking-report/;
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it result in reduced ITW globally? Not likely. Alternatively, if this project would
have not been implemented, would there be higher levels of ITW globally? Again
– not likely. This project did contribute, in a limited way, to addressing ITW at
national, sub-regional, regional and international levels, but the extent of its
contribution is indeed limited and challenging to confirm, due to multiple factors
and actors impacting ITW, at all levels. Significant scaling up or replication of the
project outcomes is also unlikely, considering the very fragmented nature of the
project outputs.
150. Nevertheless, and as detailed in Table 7 and Table 8, the project did have a
modest contribution to addressing ITW through improved national legislation (as
indicated by the CITES Secretariat and national counterparts of this activity,
although legislation developed was not yet adopted in all countries supported
under this activity); development of relevant strategies and policy approach; and
contributing to raising general awareness to ITW. The fact that the regional and
inter-regional workshops also brought together wildlife experts (representatives
of CITES national authorities) and prosecutors may have also contributed to a
better understanding of the complexity of the issue of illegal trade in wildlife and
fostered better collaboration between these two communities. The project also
contributed to strengthened collaboration between members of the United
Nations Inter-Agency Task Force on Illicit Trade in Wildlife and Forest Products,
and may have further helped in nuancing the debate on the illegal trade in wildlife
by highlighting some of its complexities. Scaling up and replication can also be
prompted through adoption processes of the drafted national legislation;
experience exchange and dialogue between countries on effectiveness of the
laws and enforcement, highlighting best practice; implementation of strategies
developed; and expanding of the Wild for Life website and campaign. Several
cases of adoption of legislation and strategies and expansion of the campaign
to additional countries, as well as further advocacy in ITW global conferences,
were reported.
151. On the other hand, it is unlikely that the project has contributed to unintended
negative effects. The only respondents’ reference to the possibility of a negative
effect was to the possible indirect impact of promoting a militarized, law
enforcement driven approach to combatting poaching, on human rights
violations and other negative social consequences.
Rating for Effectiveness: Moderately Unsatisfactory (MU)
E.

Financial Management

Adherence to UNEP’s Financial Policies and Procedures
152. Financial management of the project was separated by division and component.
The financial management of each component was under the responsibility of
the corresponding division’s fund management officer (FMO). None of the team
members responsible for financial management responded to the evaluation
UNODC World Wildlife Crime Report 2020: https://www.unodc.org/unodc/press/releases/2020/July/unodc-world-wildlifecrime-report-2020_-the-covid-19-pandemic-has-shown-that-wildlife-crime-is-a-threat-not-only-to-the-environment-andbiodiversity--but-also-to-human-health.html
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questionnaire, however, other team members have commented that there is no
reason to believe that all relevant financial management policies, rules and
procedures, were not adhered to. Adherence to UNEP’s financial policies and
procedures was reported in all three project components, with adaptive
management enabled as needed, and no financial management issues
mentioned.
153. Resource mobilization was not built into the project plan. The very fragmented
nature of the project formed an obstacle to fund-raising for the full project as a
whole. However, some additional funding was mobilized for the communications
component (from Lions Share and China Green Foundation), during the project’s
life, to continue the “Wild for Life” campaign for two years after the project ended.
154. On the other hand, it was mentioned that the lack of long-term funding, beyond
the project’s life, negatively impacted the project’s outcomes and sustainability,
by halting progress, e.g., towards helping countries implement the campaign at
national level, under the communications component, and toward assisting the
concluding of the supported legislation processes in some countries, and the
legal component.
Completeness of Financial Information
155. According to the project management team, financial information reported was
complete and transparent, in all three project components.
156. The total allocated budget (UNEP and co-funding) was 4,515,084 USD, of which
2,752,920 USD was cash and 1,762,184 USD in-kind. The overall reported
expenditure of the project was 2,871,014.82 USD.
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Table 9: Total Project Expenditure Report
WBSE name

Travel

Staff
Personnel

Contract
Service

Not assigned

$ 48,755.86

$ 198,708.91

$ 1,457.05

423.2 Envron't Cri
NFL 2M85-PIMS-1868 - 423.2
Envron' Crim

Suppl
Com
Mater
$ 351.00

Transfer/Grant
to IP

IP-PSC

Operat Oth
Costs

Equip
Veh
Furnit

Grants
Out

$ 143,575.80
$ 10,000.00

$ 4,563.40

$ 15,000.00

$ 100.00

UN-PSC

Row Total

$
12,072.21

$ 404,920.83

$ 800.00

$ 10,800.00

$ 4,243.37

$ 23,906.77

Strathmore University:
Wildlife Crime

$ 64,580.00

$ 5,166.40

$ 69,746.40

RHIPTO: Strength reporting &
awareness

$ 80,000.00

$ 6,400.00

$ 86,400.00

$ 1,969.78

$ 26,481.22

$
41,600.95

$ 319,022.65

$ 274.50

$ 2,386.08

$ 1,401.45

$ 4,180.26

$ 1,284.87

$ 10,929.41

$ 636.49

$ 4,075.45

$ 1,026.14

$ 7,919.83

NFL-ROA Illegal Wildlife
Trade in Africa

$ 13,870.09

DCPI: ANGOLA- WED 2016

$ 13,495.04

ANGOLA-WED Suballot to
ROWA

$ 2,111.58

ANGOLA-WED Suballot to
ROA

$ 78,846.85

$ 10,535.09

$ 106.26

$ 180,461.05

$ 1,786.76

$ 2,832.00

$ 2,778.81

ANGOLA-WED Suballot to
ROAP

$ 1,344.54

ANGOLA-WED Suballot to
RONA

$ 1,867.50

ANGOLA-WED Suballot to
ROLAC

$ 3,446.05

$ 319.08
$ 3,339.34

$ 108.30
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ANGOLA-WED Suballot to
ROE

$ 3,672.42

$ 272.40

SSFA/2016/Vie13

$ 5,000.00

SSFA - UNIVERSITY OF
NAIROBI

$ 72,727.27

$ 512.84

$ 4,457.66

$ 650.00

$ 5,650.00

$
5,090.91

$ 77,818.18

Output 3: Awareness Raising

$ 6,717.36

$ 93,365.96

$ 1,648.85

$ 285,161.51

Output 2: Governance & Legal
support

$ 14,017.90

$ 20,000.00

$ 200.00

$ 39.28

ROAP AP Activities

$ 1,268.59

$ 713.64

$
42,962.00

$ 430,569.32

$ 2,740.57

$ 36,997.75

$ 101.48

$ 1,370.07

SSFA-2016-VEA DOPLA

$ 30,000.00

$ 2,400.00

$ 32,400.00

SSFA-2016-UNDP RCB

$ 99,930.45

$ 7,994.44

$ 107,924.89

$ 1,266.98

$ 17,104.31

ROLAC Ativities

$ 5,737.33

$ 10,000.00

$ 100.00

INECE/ELI: Cap. building
training on con

$ 20,000.00

$ 1,600.00

$ 21,600.00

Min of Env. Angola: Illicit
trade of wil

$ 16,551.74

$ 1,764.14

$ 18,315.88

CITES/UNEP NLP 2nd
WORKSHOP

$ 44,704.32

Norway 2016 Allocation

$ 11,937.57

technical legal assistance to
Argentina

$ 2,762.21

$ 20,263.95

$ 2,854.01

$ 2,323.06

$ 4,020.44

$ 53,901.83

$ 4,820.86

$ 3,987.41

$ 3,155.01

$ 44,164.80

$ 1,269.62

$ 17,139.83

$
13,108.00
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SSFA with The Government
of Gambia, Depa

$ 10,000.00

CITES National legislation
support for S

$
15,000.00

SSFA with MTEC Lesotho

$ 9,000.00

Norway 2017 Allocation

$ 23,924.60

$ 23,085.93

ROAP Suballotment for
awards_USD 40,000

$ 12,898.25

$ 800.00

$ 10,008.00

UN to UN Contribution
Agrmt_UNDESA Fell.
NLU - Env Crime Allocation of
the Norway

$ 1,136.94
$ 15,200.00

$ 1,411.21

$ 12,812.01

$ 210.95

$ 4,833.42

SSFA with IUCN Academy

$ 20,000.00

SSFA with Widener_USD
5,500

$ 2,500.00

Output 1: Assessments &
Policy

$ 69,430.74

$ 4,063.69

$
1,064.00

$ 409.35

$ 800.00

$ 10,800.00

$ 1,200.00

$ 16,200.00

$ 719.99

$ 9,719.99

$ 3,910.34

$ 50,920.87

$ 1,986.82

$ 26,830.01

$ 196.88

$ 16,460.88

$ 516.45

$ 19,784.04

$ 1,600.00

$ 21,600.00
$ 2,500.00

$ 5,996.05

$ 79,899.83

UNEP/PCA/DEPI/2016/BESBBU/003 (WCMC Contract)

$ 407,000.00

$
32,560.00

$ 439,560.00

SSFA/2016/Vie21_EURAC

$ 18,400.00

$ 1,472.00

$ 19,872.00

SSFA/ECOSYS/2017/BESBWU/0001 - ESARO

$ 44,880.00

$ 3,590.40

$ 48,470.40

$ 759.35

$ 10,251.36

SUPPORT TO AUC - 30,000
TRAVEL

$ 9,492.01
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MOOC on ITW - UNDP

$ 0.00

$ 2,160.00

$ 2,160.00

$ 5,188.32

$ 68,743.60

$ 2,641.17

$ 36,275.81

$ 19.60

$ -812.44

CITES WG on Rural
Communities

$ 63,555.28

NFL 2016 Allocation - wrong
grant #

$ 5,014.64

CITES WG on Rural
Communities

$ -832.04

NFL 2017 Allocation

$ 41,974.38

$ 165.00

$ 3,406.02

$ 45,545.40

Mesoamerica ITW Forum

$ 8,880.63

$ 18,845.08

$ 2,218.60

$ 29,944.31

NFL 2016 Allocation - correct
grant No.

$ 64,853.56

$ 5.35

$ 5,637.43

$ 76,105.34

Column totals

$ 475,858.06

$
223,893.10

$
2,871,014.82

$ 28,000.00

$ 280.00

$ 340.00

$ 5,609.00
$
507,726.11

$
225,705.97

$ 351.00

$ 925,769.46
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Communication Between Finance and Project Management Staff
157. The financial management of each component was under the responsibility of the
corresponding division’s financial management officer. Project team members and
key stakeholders’ views regarding communication between finance and project
management team, varied. In some cases, it was commented that the level of
communication between financial and project management staff, was ‘less than
ideal’, ‘could be improved’, and that ‘lack of timely information on the status of
financial resources may have contributed to the untimeliness of some of the
deliverables’. However, in other cases it was commented that communication with
component financial management officers ‘was good and enabled adaptive
management, when needed’. No information was provided to the consultant by any
of the financial management officers responsible for the financial management of
project components.
Rating for Financial Management: Satisfactory (S)
F.

Efficiency

158. The project’s three components were delivered as three separate sub-projects, each
implemented separately by a different UNEP Division. Each of the three Divisions
was responsible for the corresponding component’s implementation and financial
management, and coordination meetings were held between them, mainly for joint
reporting. While this modality had a negative impact on the project’s effectiveness,
as detailed above, it did not necessarily have a bad impact on the efficiency of
delivery of project outputs of each component. Rather, this delivery modality
improved the timeliness and cost-effectiveness of project implementation, through
parallel implementation of the activities of each component, while drawing on the
particular strengths of each Division, and of each activity’s partners.
159.

Due to the fragmented nature of the project, with activities implemented with
multiple partners and stakeholders, efficiency of delivery of project results, in terms
of cost-effectiveness and timeliness of project execution, varied considerably
between activities, and was related to a large extent to the effort and capacity of
each partner or beneficiary.

160. Based on a review of the PIMS regular reports, output documents (deliverables) and
responses from relevant respondents (team members and stakeholders), most
project planned activities were delivered in a timely manner and efficiently.
However, several activities were considerably delayed, and several activities were
not at all concluded (e.g., legislation process in some target countries).
161. While the project design was not based on a strategic plan to make use of existing
resources, the project activities’ implementation relied to a large extent on
partnering with existing initiatives and on making use of their existing resources and
expertise, resulting in strengthened project cost-effectiveness and efficiency, in the
implementation of many activities.
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162. Support to national legislation for CITES implementation was based on cooperation
with CITES legislation experts, and best practice experience sharing between
countries helped drafting adequate legislation in all countries supported through
this activity.
163. The WFL campaign utilized a variety of measures to ensure efficiency, particularly
as related to the use of influencers/champions to amplify messaging and engage
media, and through high value pro bono partnerships. The Run Wild activation in
2019, in collaboration between UNEP, Runtastic and Internet of Elephants, are
examples of the WFL campaign leveraging partnerships and celebrity engagements
to amplify messaging and engage media, the combined celebrity reach in this case
being an estimated 43 million people9. Similarly, this initiative’s dissemination of
Amanda Cerny’s Instagram story on November 8th increased WFL pageviews by 50
percent10.
164. The project was extended by 6 months, from 2 years to 2.5 years. Causes mentioned
for the need to extend the project were: (a) Time that has elapsed between the
project approval and initiation of project implementation; (b) Underestimation of
time required to design and implement some activities; and (c) Need to generate
additional funds for some activities. All of these reasons reflect on deficiencies in
the project’s efficiency.
165. Efficiency of project delivery was negatively impacted by the change of project
leading team members throughout the life of the project, with no meaningful
handovers.
166. Reducing environmental footprint was not part of the core aspects of the project
design. However, many of the activities were conducted virtually (e.g. meetings of
the UN task force, and the Wild for Life campaign, among others), thus resulting in
relatively low travel expenditure and environmental footprint. Other activities,
however, required face to face meetings (e.g., assistance for national legislation for
CITES implementation) and conferences, and did result in travel of multiple
participants (e.g., policy-related Symposiums, CITES workshop on local
communities with the participation of local community representatives from
multiple countries), with related expenses and environmental footprint.
Rating for Efficiency:
G.

Moderately Satisfactory (MS)

Monitoring and Reporting

Monitoring Design and Budgeting
167. The Project Document includes a monitoring plan, and the project’s budget includes
a costed budget line for monitoring implementation. The monitoring plan included
clear role division and responsibilities. The indicators were designed to track

9

#RunWild - Social Media Report – 2020
Wild For Life – Run Wild 2019 Report

10
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performance progress in the implementation of the planned activities. However, the
monitoring plan does not include result indicators to enable measuring progress
toward achievement of the project outcomes or toward contribution to achieving
the project impact. The budget allocated for monitoring was not sufficient to enable
evaluation of progress toward achieving the outcomes, such as e.g., evaluation of
the campaign’s impact on behavioural change.
Monitoring of Project Implementation
168.

The project monitoring plan was implemented, and the project performance
indicators were tracked, with robust reports provided regularly and timely on
progress in project implementation (e.g., information on number of countries and
persons who have participated in activities or benefited from interventions,
documents produced, etc).The communications campaign fell short of
implementing a consistent monitoring strategy, that might have allowed more
adaptative management of initial results framework, and any measuring of
campaign impact indicators. More details are provided in Annex I. Monitoring of
project implementation was done through regular meetings between the three
divisions, in which progress was discussed, with a focus on prioritizing delivery of
outputs and activities required to accomplish the outputs. Progress towards
achieving the projects outcomes and impact was not monitored. Project monitoring
was also negatively impacted by the change of project leading team members
throughout the life of the project (see Section V. F.)

Project Reporting
169. PIMS (Project Information Management System) reporting, reporting in relation to
the UNEA resolutions, and donor reporting were all done, as required. Project
reporting was done through PIMS in a timely manner on each of the three project
components separately, by the three divisions responsible for the components’
implementation. The communications campaign, however, had shortfalls in
providing consistent reporting and in line with a predetermined framework (see
Annex I).
Rating for Monitoring and Reporting:
H.

Moderately Satisfactory (MS)

Sustainability

Socio-political Sustainability
170. Sustainability in addressing ITW is pending on multiple factors and multiple actors,
at all levels – local, national, sub-regional, regional and global. Furthermore, many
ITW source, transit and demand countries are plagued by adverse factors, such as
e.g., poverty, lack of access to basic services and commodities, growing inequality,
and economic, social, and political instability, governance issues, core causes of
demand, among others, all adversely impacting likelihood of sustainability in
addressing ITW in general, and in sustaining this project’s results in particular.
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171. As this project’s modest contribution toward addressing ITW, is unlikely to have
produced significant impact, as detailed above (Criterion D.3.), it is also unlikely that
this contribution has produced wider sustainable impact, beyond the specific
contribution of specific project activities, under each of the project’s components,
as detailed in this section.
172. Specific activities of the project, including national legislation adopted, and national
and regional policies and strategies elaborated, are sustainable at activity result
level. Improved laws and regulations, as well as strategies and policies, that were
adopted, are likely to be maintained, and thereby produce sustainable contribution
at the outcome level, in the beneficiary countries, as well as potentially as best
practice legislation model in a wider regional and international context.
173. Nevertheless, in terms of longer-term impact, the project’s sustainability is pending
on continuity of its outputs, including actual and successful implementation of the
policies and strategies adopted, adoption of further legislation developed,
enforcement of legislation adopted, and continuation and expansion of the
communications campaign, to the extent that such long-term impact can be
established.
174. The fragmented nature of the project, resulting in very limited engagement if each
stakeholder with specific project activities, did not induce ownership, commitment
and drivenness among stakeholders, but rather loose relation of each stakeholder
with the project. The level of ownership, interest and commitment among
governments and other stakeholders assisted through specific project activities in
the development of legislation and policies, varied considerably. Ownership and
commitment of government officials at the technical level, that participated in legal
and policy assistance activities, was not sufficient to enhance sustainability, since
adoption of the drafted policies and legislation is done at a decision-making and
legislators (Parliamentary) levels.
175. Delays in some beneficiary countries of the legal assistance activities, in the
process of enacting laws, mainly at the Parliamentary level, has undermined
achieving these activities’ outcome and sustainability. In countries where the
project’s legal interventions had only reached a draft stage, by the project end,
uptake and adoption of draft laws and regulations can be considerably affected by
changes in the leadership, as political priorities may change.
176. Socio-political factors varied considerably between beneficiary countries. In some
countries socio-political impact was dramatic. E.g., in Somalia, the legislation was
not concluded since the legal adviser was injured, as a consequence of armed
conflict in the country. Political conflict, aggravated by drought, during two years
after the project’s life, has resulted in further considerable delays in processes of
legislation adoption and of establishing the institutional structures required for
CITES implementation, a process which was still not completed, at the time of the
TE.
Financial Sustainability
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177. In general, efforts to address ITW need to be sustained financially and require a
stable source of funding. The project did not include sound long-term funding
strategies or measures to establish continuation and sustainability of the project
results through securing financial sustainability. No long-term funding was secured,
beyond the project’s life, with adverse impact on ability to sustain the project’s
results. The lack of funding continuity has resulted in halting progress, e.g., towards
helping countries build capacity and implement the communications campaign at
national level, under the communications component, and toward assisting the
concluding, implementation and enforcement of the supported legislation and
policy forming processes, at national and regional levels, under the legal and policy
components.
Institutional Sustainability
178. Some activities under the policy and legal components including assistance in
drafting national legislation, and in elaborating national and regional policies and
strategies, have concluded with the adoption of laws, regulations, policies and
strategies, and were reported to have enhanced sustainability and continuity of their
contribution toward addressing ITW, through the empowering and capacity building
of government officials in beneficiary countries to develop and strengthen policy,
legal and institutional frameworks, related to addressing ITW, and through individual
capacity building activities that were focused on training trainers and development
of training materials.
179. The Wild for Life campaign has contributed to general awareness and broader social
mobilization on ITW. The campaign’s activities have also provided inputs toward
building UNEP’s capacity on social and behaviour change communication, with a
Communication to Combat Wildlife Crime Toolkit presented in Symposiums in
Vietnam and Malawi. The toolkit is based on ACADA (Assessment, Communication
Analysis, Design strategy plan, and Action) communications methodology which
can be relevant for other topics and strategic communication planning.
180.

The project did not include a solid exit strategy with measures to secure
sustainability of outcomes, outputs or activities’ results beyond the project’s life,
and to mitigate any adverse factors in the beneficiary countries and regions.
Therefore, continuity of project results in all three components is pending on the
related financial, institutional, socio-political, and technical capacities of the target
countries and regions, as relevant for each activity. The project also did not include
any assessment of the required capacities of countries, regions or organizations, to
enable continuity and sustainability of the project results.

Rating for Sustainability: Moderately Unlikely (MU)
I.

Factors Affecting Performance and Cross-Cutting Issues

Preparation and readiness
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181. The project had critical shortfalls in its design, as detailed in Sections V. A, B, and D.
Moreover, the project was designed through a top-down approach, with no
significant consultation and participation of stakeholders and partners.
Partnerships were formed mainly on an opportunistic basis, rather than based on
strategic planning and with assessment of partners’ and key stakeholders’
capacities. To address such major weaknesses in the project design, at inception
phase, the project would in fact have needed to be completely re-designed, which
was not a realistic option at that stage, given existing commitments to donors and
partners. Delays in fund transfer, especially at inception stage, were also reported
in some cases.
Quality of project management and supervision
182. As detailed in Sections V. D, E, and F, the project’s three components were managed
as separate sub-projects, with regular coordination meetings held between the three
component managing teams, where issues were discussed and ideas for adapting
to challenges were brainstormed and agreed upon. While this fragmented nature
has adversely impacted the project’s potential to produce solid and sustainable
outcomes and impact, the loose connections and lack of dependencies between the
project outputs also had a positive impact on facilitating effective implementation
and management of the project activities and outputs.
183. Adaptive management was enabled through regular review of the project workplan,
as well as in the implementation of each component separately. Respondents have
reported that guidance, technical backstopping and supervision, provided through
the project, to implementing partners and target countries, have supported project
management effectiveness, although for most activities, with some reservations.
Stakeholders’ participation and cooperation
184. While there was insufficient consultation with stakeholders at the project design
phase (see Section V. B), it was reported by respondents, including partners and
activity beneficiaries that project communication with stakeholders during project
implementation was in general effective. E.g., activities related to drafting
legislation, require consultations at various levels to ensure that all relevant
stakeholders provide input, and the process of developing or strengthening a law,
requires substantive stakeholder engagement, which was agreed with beneficiary
countries in the respective legislative plans. Similar stakeholder consultation
processes were part of forming policies and strategies. Participation of all relevant
stakeholder groups, including gender considerations, were reported for activities of
technical assistance to developing national legislation. Effective stakeholder
consultation was also reported under national level activities of the
communications component. Variation between effectiveness of stakeholder’s
participation in specific project outputs and activities, was noted. The dynamics
between the project team and key implementing stakeholders and partners was
reported to be ‘sometimes complicated’.
185. As each activity or group of activities tended to focus on particular stakeholder/s,
there was relatively little collaboration or communication between stakeholders
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across different activities, with the exception of related activities. Some project
partners and stakeholders were not aware of other project activities, and in some
cases, were not even aware that the activity in which they were engaged was part
of this project. In some activities, engagement with stakeholders was mostly
indirect, or done through the regional offices.
Responsiveness to human rights and gender equity
186. The ProDoc provides a detailed but general stakeholder analysis, and the project
overview provides reference to gender, minorities and indigenous people, including
the security and social dimension. It also states the importance of integrating the
role and involvement of local communities and indigenous groups. However, their
role in the project implementation, remained extremely vague (“will participate as
indirect beneficiaries in project activities”) and was not translated into specific
activities.
187. The policy component of the project included several activities that were aimed to
enhance a human rights-based approach, in the interest of vulnerable groups, and
particularly indigenous people and local communities (IPLCs). In this context, the
project hosted and supported a consultation workshop of the CITES Working Group
on Rural Communities, an intersessional working group established by the Standing
Committee (SC) and chaired by Namibia, to consider how to effectively engage rural
communities in the CITES decision-making processes (Nairobi, 2018).
Stakeholders’ views on this activity varied. It was reported that the workshop did not
effectively address the Working Group mandate, as reflected in the SC70 meeting:
“The SC notes the report of the WG in particular the lack of consensus on the
recommendations. CoP18 may consider whether to extend the mandate of the WG
on how to engage rural communities in CITES processes and report to CoP19.”
Stakeholders engaged in this activity have commented that insufficient consultation
with the CITES Secretariat and the outsourcing of the workshop facilitation caused
the workshop to miss its target. On the other hand, it was also commented by
stakeholders that the workshop had other positive results of capacity building,
information exchange between participating community members from different
countries, as well as in encouraging dialogue between local communities and
governments, and possibly improved openness of governments to include local
communities’ voices in national decision-making processes, as related to CITES.
Another example is the Wild Life, Wild Livelihoods publication, which explicitly
sought to influence governments to positively engage and work together with their
indigenous and rural communities in combatting ITW. Both of these processes were
led by women, and with active participation of both women and men.
188. The legal and communications components did not include specific activities for
enhancing human rights or gender equity, although it was reported that in general
an effort was made to encourage gender balance in project activities.
Environmental, social and economic safeguards
189. The ProDoc includes a full UNEP Environmental, Social and Economic Review Note
(ESERN). The project interventions were not expected to have any direct negative
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environmental, economic or social impacts (see Section V.B.). Indirect negative
impacts resulting from this project’s interventions were also unlikely, but could
possibly be related to human rights violations and other consequences that could
ensue from promoting a militarized, law enforcement driven approach to
combatting poaching, through policies and legislation elaborated with this project’s
assistance. On the other hand, as detailed above, the policy component of the
project included several activities that were aimed to enhance a human rights-based
approach, in the interest of vulnerable groups. Moreover, the project was aimed to
contribute toward addressing ITW, and thereby to adverse the significant negative
environmental, economic and social impacts of ITW.
190. The project was not expected to have any significant environmental footprint, as
also reflected in the ESERN. Several activities, in particular workshops, have resulted
in environmental footprint through extensive international travel. Other activities,
mainly under the communications component, were mostly virtual, thereby
minimizing the project’s environmental footprint.
Country ownership and driven-ness
191. The project’s fragmented design, very thinly spread between regions, sub-regions
and multiple countries, could not generate any meaningful country ownership of the
project as a whole, or even of its separate outputs (see Sections V. A, B, D and H).
Nevertheless, as reported by respondents, specific activities in all three project
components engaged with specific countries, did generate buy-in from the countries
involved. Country ownership was induced through national implementation of the
activities related to national legislation for CITES implementation, under the legal
component, by engaging and guiding the local experts and beneficiaries to produce
the country specific reports and draft laws, based on their respective legal system
and traditions. The campaign under the communications component engaged with
several countries including Malawi, Vietnam and Uganda. Country driven-ness, and
the engagement of government and public sector, varied between countries
supported through these activities.
Communication and public awareness
192. The project included a communications component among its three components.
As detailed in Sections V. D and H, activities under this component were focused on
raising general public awareness to ITW, and aimed to influence attitudes and
behaviour change, mainly through the Wild for Life campaign. While the campaign
did generate considerable interest, it is debatable whether it indeed helped change
attitudes and behaviour of relevant actors. The campaign targeted mainly the
general public, and it is not certain whether it targeted also decision-makers, who
were the main stakeholders and beneficiaries of the other two components.
193. Most communications activities were implemented on-line, and through high level
workshops, and there is little likelihood that the campaign reached indigenous
peoples and local communities in any meaningful way. Several stakeholders have
commented that there was no awareness outreach at community level. Moreover,
that was not an objective of the WFL.
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194.

The ProDoc includes a very brief and general reference to the project’s
communication strategy. The project did not include activities to enhance
communication between project partners, or to disseminate the project’s results
and lessons learned, and a clear learning and knowledge management plan, was not
provided.

195. The disconnected nature of the project design meant that sharing of experience
between project partners was limited – with exceptions such as the UN Inter-Agency
Task Force on Illicit Trade in Wildlife, in which partners did share experiences.
Specific activities enabled exchange of information and experience between project
partners, e.g., the legislation assistance enabled countries to learn from each
other’s experience in the course of developing their legislation.
196. Feedback tools were established for some activities, e.g., surveys created to assess
the enhancement of knowledge and awareness in training sessions/workshops,
with follow up surveys a few months after the event, under the legal component. A
post-workshop questionnaire and ecological consciousness study was realized
following the communications workshop in Malawi.
Rating for Factors Affecting Performance
and Cross-Cutting Issues:

Moderately Satisfactory (MS)

Overall Project Performance Rating:

Moderately Unsatisfactory (MU)11

11

Weighted score: 3.28, using the UNEP Evaluation ‘Weightings for Ratings’ Excel tool
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VI. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
J.

Conclusions

197. Based on the findings from this evaluation, the overall rating of the project is
‘Moderately Unsatisfactory’. Chapter 5 provides a detailed analysis of findings
which formed the basis for the ratings of each criterion. Table 5 provides a summary
of the ratings of the project against each criterion.
198. Addressing ITW has high strategic relevance to a critical aspect of global
biodiversity loss. UNEP has aimed to provide, through this project, strategic
leadership and guidance, as well as targeted technical support, to promoting
effective actions to ITW mitigation across the entire supply chain.
199. However, the project was not strategically designed as a coherent intervention to
achieve its ambitious goal, based on a solid ToC, that is derived from an in-depth
analysis of ITW core causes, with clear logically-based causal pathway leading from
outputs to long term impact. It was also not specifically aligned with separate ITWrelated global, regional or national priorities and existing interventions.
200. Rather, it was constructed as a fragmented collection of activities, aimed at
addressing selected aspects of ITW, and at complementing existing interventions,
under three outputs, loosely linked to the defined outcomes, and matched to fit the
ToC. These activities were aggregated under three separate components, each
managed as a separate sub-project, by a different UNEP Division, with very limited
linkages and coordination between the three components, and even between
activities within each component. The transition from outputs to outcomes and
from outcomes to impact was a most critical weakness of the project.
201. Therefore, while this fragmented design resulted in rather effective implementation
of the project activities and therefore in the delivery of its outputs, each contributing
to a varying degree to addressing specific aspects of ITW at national, sub-regional,
regional and international levels, the project did not contribute significantly to
mitigating the root causes of ITW, and hence it did not play a catalytic role in
addressing ITW, and it is unlikely to have had a sustained impact. The top-down and
UNEP-inwardly approach of the project’s design, with no significant participation of
key stakeholders at the design phase, have also aggravated the project’s design
weaknesses.
202. The project’s fragmented design, very thinly spread between regions, sub-regions
and multiple countries, could not generate any meaningful country ownership of the
project as a whole, or even of its separate outputs. Nevertheless, specific activities
in all three project components, did generate buy-in from the countries involved.
203. Concrete demonstrable contribution of the project included national legislation
developed and partially adopted; strategies developed, discussed, and partially
adopted; key issues (e.g., local communities’ engagement in CITES decision-making
processes) discussed at national, regional and international forums; and awareness
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activities, specifically the Wild for Life campaign, implemented successfully, and
contributed toward increasing general visibility, awareness and attention to ITW.
204. Considering the multiple factors and multiple actors affecting ITW and efforts to
combat it at all levels, by multiple stakeholders, it is not possible to isolate this
project’s specific contribution to achieving its defined outcomes, which are both
general and overly ambitious for the time, budget, and resources allocated to this
project. Moreover, the project’s indicators are all performance indicators and thus
measure only the outputs, but do not provide any measures to assess achievement
of the project’s outcomes or impact.
205. The project did not include activities to enhance communication between project
partners, and across its outputs, or to disseminate the project’s results and lessons
learned, and a clear learning and knowledge management plan, was not provided.
Moreover, project leading team members changed throughout the life of the project,
further weakening communication across outputs.
206. The project monitoring plan was implemented, and the project performance
indicators were tracked, with robust reports provided regularly on progress in
project implementation. Project reporting was done through PIMS in a timely
manner on each of the three project components separately.
207. Specific activities of the project, including national legislation adopted, and national
and regional policies and strategies elaborated, are sustainable at activity result
level, and likely to be maintained. The Wild for Life campaign has also contributed
to general awareness and social mobilization on ITW, although the extent of this
proved difficult to determine.
208. The project did not include a solid exit strategy with measures to secure
sustainability of outcomes, outputs or activities’ results beyond the project’s life. In
terms of longer-term impact, the project’s sustainability and continuity of project
results are pending on financial, institutional, socio-political, and technical
capacities of the target countries and regions, to enable such continuity, as relevant
for each activity, including: successful implementation of the policies and strategies
adopted, adoption of further legislation developed, enforcement of legislation
adopted, and continuation and expansion of the communications campaign.
209. Specific analysis of the WFL Campaign as the communications component of this
Evaluation, including a summary of the ratings and findings as well as further
Recommendations and Conclusions can be found in Annex 1.
K.

Summary of project findings and ratings

210. The table below provides a summary of the ratings and finding discussed in Chapter
V. Overall, the project demonstrates a rating of: ‘Moderately Unsatisfactory’. Most
criteria are rated on the following 6-point scale: Highly Satisfactory (HS);
Satisfactory (S); Moderately Satisfactory (MS); Moderately Unsatisfactory (MU);
Unsatisfactory (U); Highly Unsatisfactory (HU); Nature of External Context is rated
from Highly Favourable (HF) to Highly Unfavourable (HU); Sustainability and
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Likelihood of Impact are rated from Highly Likely (HL) to Highly Unlikely (HU). Overall
weighing of the project was calculated using the UNEP Evaluation ‘Weightings for
Ratings’ Excel tool.
Table 2: Summary of project findings and ratings
Criterion

Summary assessment

Rating

Addressing ITW has high strategic relevance to a critical
aspect of global biodiversity loss. However, the project was
fragmented and not strategically designed to align with ITWrelated global, regional or national priorities and existing
interventions, and therefore its strategic relevance was limited.

MU

1. Alignment to MTS and
POW

Partial alignment to MTS and POW.

MU

2. Alignment to UN
Environment /Donor
strategic priorities

The project was aligned to UNEP priorities to some extent, but
not in a strategic way.

MU

3. Relevance to regional,
sub-regional and
national
environmental
priorities

The project was relevant to regional, sub-regional and national
environmental priorities, as related to addressing ITW,
however, the project design was not based on strategic
coordinated planning.

MU

4. Complementarity with
existing interventions

Many project activities were designed to complement and
support existing interventions; however, complementarity was
not strategically designed, and therefore limited and not
optimized.

MS

B. Quality of
Project Design

In general, rather than having the Project strategically
designed to address ITW drivers in a cohesive way, it was
constructed of a set of fragmented activities, within three
separate components, contributing toward limited aspects of
addressing ITW.

U

C. Nature of
External Context

In general, the project’s external operating context was not
changed during the implementation of the project.
Due to the project’s very fragmented nature, it had very low
level of vulnerability to the impacts of change of external
context related to any of its specific activities or focal
countries.

HF

D. Effectiveness

Project outputs availability was quite effective and
satisfactory. However, this was not translated into
demonstrable contribution toward achieving the ambitious
project outcomes, and likelihood of the project impact.

MU

A. Strategic
Relevance
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Criterion

Summary assessment

Rating
S

1. Availability of outputs

The project delivered its outputs and planned activities
relatively effectively, and achieved most (though not all) set
targets and milestones. Timeliness varied between activities.
Stakeholders’ engagement, as well as ownership by, and
usefulness to, intended beneficiaries was limited, and varied
considerably between specific project outputs and activities.

2. Achievement of
project outcomes

The project’s transition from outputs to outcomes is a critical
weakness. The project has moderately contributed toward
achieving its intended outcomes, however, substantive
contribution to achieving the project’s defined outcomes
cannot be specifically attributed to this project.

MU

3. Likelihood of impact

A most critical weakness of the project is the transition from
outputs to outcomes and from outcomes to impact. The
project’s expected impact was very ambitious, and the
likelihood of its achievement depends on multiple factors and
actors, way beyond the framework of this project. While the
project did have a modest limited contribution toward
addressing ITW, it did not play a catalytic role for reducing ITW
globally.

U

Adherence to UNEP’s financial policies and procedures was
reported, and financial information reported was complete and
transparent, in all three project components. The overall
reported expenditure of the project matched the total allocated
budget in cash (UNEP and co-funding).

S

1. Adherence to UNEP’s
financial policies and
procedures

The financial management of each component was under the
responsibility of the corresponding division’s financial
management officer. Adherence to UNEP’s financial policies
and procedures was reported, with adaptive management
enabled, and no financial management issues mentioned.

HS

2. Completeness of
project financial
information

According to the project management team, financial
information reported was complete and transparent, in all
three project components. The overall reported expenditure of
the project matched the total allocated budget in cash (UNEP
and co-funding).

HS

3. Communication
between finance and
project management
staff

Project team members and key stakeholders’ views regarding
communication between finance and project management
team, varied.

MS

E. Financial
Management
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Criterion

Summary assessment

Rating

F. Efficiency

The project’s three components were delivered as separate
sub-projects, each implemented by a different UNEP Division.
Delivery timeliness and cost-effectiveness was enhanced
through parallel implementation of the activities of each
component, while drawing on the particular strengths of each
Division, and of each activity’s partners, but varied
considerably between activities. Project activities’
implementation relied to a large extent on partnering with
existing initiatives. The project was extended by 6 months.
Causes mentioned for the extension reflected on deficiencies
in the project’s efficiency.

MS

G. Monitoring and
Reporting

Monitoring was well designed to track progress in
implementation of the project activities and outputs, however,
it does not measure progress toward achieving the project
outcomes and impact. The monitoring plan was implemented
in accordance to requirements.

MS

1. Monitoring design and
budgeting

The Project Document includes a monitoring plan, and the
project’s budget includes a costed budget line for monitoring
implementation. The indicators were designed to track
performance progress in the implementation of the planned
activities, however, result indicators to enable measuring
progress toward achievement of the project outcomes or
toward contribution to achieving the project impact, are not
included.

MS

2. Monitoring of project
implementation

The project monitoring plan was implemented, and the project
delivery progress was tracked through performance indicators,
regularly and timely, and in collaboration between the three
divisions. Progress towards achieving the projects outcomes
and impact was not monitored. Shortfalls were noted in the
campaign’s reporting.

MS

3. Project reporting

PIMS reporting, reporting in relation to the UNEA resolutions,
and donor reporting, were all done, as required. Shortfalls were
noted in the campaign’s reporting.

MS

Specific activities of the project are sustainable at activity
result level. Nevertheless, the project did not include a solid
exit strategy with measures to secure sustainability of
outcomes, outputs or activity results, beyond the project’s life.

MU

1. Socio-political
sustainability

The project did not include measures to mitigate any adverse
social or political factors in any of the activities’ beneficiary
countries and regions. The fragmented nature of the project,
did not induce ownership, commitment and drive-ness, among
stakeholders.

MU

2. Financial
sustainability

The project did not include sound long-term funding strategies
or measures to establish continuation and sustainability of the
project results through securing financial sustainability.

MU

H. Sustainability
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Criterion

Summary assessment

Rating

3. Institutional
sustainability

The project did not include measures for maintaining stable
and sustainable institutional frameworks and governance and
for establishing continuation and sustainability of the project
results.

MU

Details on the rating of each factor are provided. These crosscutting factors are also referred to in the rating of other
criteria.

MS

1. Preparation and
readiness

The project was constructed as an opportunistic collection of
activities, aggregated under three components, with loose
connection between the components, and between activities,
and with loose connection of the outputs to the ambitious
project outcomes and intended impact. Moreover, the project
was designed with no significant consultation and
participation of stakeholders and partners in the project
design. To address such major project design shortfalls, at
inception phase, the project would need to be re-designed,
which was not a realistic option at that stage.

HU

2. Quality of project
management and
supervision

The fragmented nature of the project, with each of the three
components managed as a separate sub-project, by a different
division, had a positive impact on facilitating effective
implementation and management of the project activities and
outputs. Regular coordination meetings were held. Adaptive
management was enabled through regular review of the
project workplan, as well as in the implementation of each
component separately.

S

3. Stakeholders’
participation and
cooperation

Project communication with stakeholders, during project
implementation, was reported to be effective in general,
though variation between specific project outputs and
activities was noted, and in some activities engagement with
stakeholders was mainly indirect. Moreover, as each activity or
group of activities tended to focus on particular stakeholder/s,
there was relatively little collaboration or communication
between stakeholders across different activities.

S

4. Responsiveness to
human rights and
gender equity

The ProDoc provides only a vague reference to IPLC’s role in
the project (“will participate as indirect beneficiaries in project
activities”), which was not translated into specific activities.
The policy component included some activities aimed at
enhancing human rights and in the interest of IPLCs.

MS

5. Environmental, social
and economic
safeguards

The ProDoc includes a full UNEP Environmental, Social and
Economic Review Note (ESERN). The project interventions
were not expected to have any direct negative environmental,
economic or social impacts. Specific activities of this project
could have indirect negative social impact, while other
activities were aimed to enhance the interests of vulnerable
groups.

S

I.

Factors
Affecting
Performance
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Criterion

Summary assessment

6. Country ownership
and driven-ness

The project’s fragmented design, very thinly spread between
MU
regions, sub-regions and multiple countries, could not generate
any meaningful country ownership of the project as a whole, or
even of its separate outputs.

7. Communication and
public awareness

The project did not include activities to enhance
communication between project partners, or to disseminate
the project’s results and lessons learned, and a clear learning
and knowledge management plan, was not provided.
Feedback tools were established for some activities. The
project included a communications component among its
three components, focused on raising general public
awareness to ITW.

MS

Overall Project
Performance Rating

Moderately Unsatisfactory (weighted score: 3.28)

MU

L.

Rating

Lessons learned

Lesson Learned #1:

Strategic overall ToC-based planning is an essential basis for a
project design

Context/comment:

Based on experience related to the fragmented nature of this
project, a lesson learned is that in order to develop a project
with high likelihood of achieving its outcomes, and producing
significant and sustainable impact, the project must be
designed as a coherent strategic intervention, based on a solid
ToC, with in-depth analysis of root causes and drivers;
objectives well defined and translated into clear and measurable
impact; clear transition from outcomes to impact; outputs
logically derived to achieve the outcomes; activities developed
to coherently achieve each output; targets and milestones
strategically selected; performance indicators defined to assess
implementation progress; and result indicators designed to
assess qualitative and quantitative progress in achieving the
project’s outcomes and impact. Strong project quality
assurance mechanisms can improve the project design with
expert support. The implementation of a project as a set of subprojects, can be advantageous, for improved output delivery
efficiency and effectiveness, as long as overall, strategic and
well-coordinated project planning and implementation, as well
as implementation that is well-coordinated between all project
implementing team members, including UNEP regional offices,
and key partners and stakeholders, throughout the project life, is
secured.
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Lesson Learned #2:

A project’s design and implementation must be based on
dialogue with key stakeholders and partners.

Context/comment:

Based on shortcomings and advantages of this project, in
relation to stakeholders engagement, a lesson learned is that
significant consultations and participation of key stakeholders
at a project’s design phase, is essential to secure addressing the
problem adequately, as well as to secure stakeholders’
responsiveness, participation and collaboration during project
implementation; to enable cohesive complementarity with
existing initiatives; and to increase likelihood of achieving the
intended project impact and sustainability in maintaining the
project results.

Lesson Learned #3:

SMART result indicators are needed to evaluate a project’s
success in achieving its outcomes and impact.

Context/comment:

Based on difficulties in assessing the achievement of this
project’s outcomes and impact, a lesson learned is that in
addition to performance indicators, measuring implementation
of project activities and outputs, result indicators are needed to
evaluate a project’s success in achieving its outcomes and
impact. These indicators need to be SMART.

Lesson Learned #4:

A project Steering Committee is needed to secure participation
of all key project partners and stakeholders in the project
implementation oversight and decision-making throughout the
project life.

Context/comment:

This project did not have a Steering Committee. A Steering
Committee, enabling periodic dialogue and joint agreed
decision-making of project management team, partners and key
stakeholders, is needed to secure project coordinated and
adaptive management, coherent implementation, and thereby
achieving of significant results.

Lesson Learned #5:

Inducing country ownership is essential and requires project
coherence, for enabling achieving the project’s outcomes,
impact, and sustainability.

Context/comment:

Based on the very limited country ownership induced by this
project, due to its fragmented nature, a lesson learned is that
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inducing country and stakeholders’ ownership over project
implementation and results is essential for achieving
significant and sustainable project outcomes and impact. In
order to induce ownership, the relevant stakeholders must be
consulted and engaged throughout the project’s life, from its
design, and the project needs to focus on engagement with
specific key stakeholders and actors across its activities,
outputs and outcomes, whether at the local, national, regional,
sub-regional or international level.

Lesson Learned #6:

The communications campaign would have benefited from a
properly resourced monitoring strategy and results
framework, agreed and implemented from the outset of the
campaign.

Context/comment:

The proposed monitoring strategy of the communications
campaign was not consistently used, and the tools were not in
place to effectively determine an analysis of the campaign’s
impact. The campaign strategy did not provide a sufficient
framework through which the level of impact could be
measured and was not closely used to guide the
implementation of the campaign. Although the campaign was
flexible enough to capitalise on opportunities, shifts in
consumer behaviour and the effects of calls for action are
difficult to measure and impossible to attribute to the
campaign as a single cause.

M.

Recommendations

Recommendation #1:
Context/comment:

The formulation of any project must include an exit
strategy, to enable sustainability of the project’s results.
In order to enhance project results to be sustained beyond a
project’s life, a solid exit strategy must be developed as part
of a project design, and based on an in-depth analysis of
risks and financial, institutional, socio-political factors that
may undermine the sustainability of a project’s results, as
well as the capacities of key actors to enable such
continuity and sustainability of the project results. The exit
strategy must provide a plan for the development and
implementation of risk mitigation measures throughout the
project life, from design and throughout implementation. An
exit strategy can include, among other components, a prePage 79
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Priority Level:
Type of
Recommendation:
Responsibility:
Proposed
implementation timeframe:

planned analysis of project results at project TE phase, to
assess what is needed to enhance their sustainability, where
possible, and the identification of potential partners and
funding sources to enhance and continue sustaining these
results at the project end.
Important
UNEP-wide
UNEP
Immediate, for any new project formulated

211. Cross-reference(s) to rationale and supporting discussions:
•

Section V.H. (180), VI.J. (208)

Recommendation #2:
Context/comment:

12

Evaluate, define, and strategically plan UNEP’s role and way
forward in addressing ITW, through a baseline assessment.
UNEP needs to evaluate, based on an in-depth analysis,
dialogue with key actors and stakeholders, and the review of
the projects executed by UNEP on addressing ITW between
2014 and 2020 as a portfolio of projects12, whether, to what
extent, and in which role, its involvement in addressing ITW
can be well aligned with UNEP’s strategic priorities. Such a
plan would build strategically, and through a holistic
approach, on UNEP’s unique advantages, in coordination
with other existing key actors, and aim to produce
significant contribution for reduced ITW at all levels, looking
in particular at complementarity and synergies between
projects and actors, and ensuring that lessons learnt from
this review are documented and applied to the design of
UNEP’s future ITW-related projects. It is further suggested
that strengthening communities’ engagement in addressing
ITW, with reference to human rights and gender dimensions,
would be among main aspects of developing such a holistic
plan. Any future ITW-related UNEP interventions would then
be strategically designed, within such an overall coherent
portfolio/programme. As a practical next step, it is
suggested that a multiple-stakeholders workshop would be
realized, to develop a solid agreed ToC for planning future

Ron, T. and M. Hallin. 2021. UNEP ILLICIT TRADE IN WILDLIFE PROJECTS - PORTFOLIO REVIEW.
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Priority Level:
Type of
Recommendation:
Responsibility:
Proposed
implementation timeframe:

UNEP ITW-related interventions for addressing ITW, in a
participatory interactive exercise with all relevant UNEP
divisions, UN agencies (in particular UNDP, UNODC, CITES
Sec and the other agencies participating in the UN InterAgency Task Force on Illicit Trade in Wildlife and Forest
Products), and other key actors in this field. This exercise’s
results would then be distributed for further inputs, to a wide
range of partners engaged in the wider aspects of
addressing ITW. The revised agreed ToC could then form
the basis to guide strategic planning and development of
future UNEP portfolio and individual interventions related to
addressing identified core causes of ITW, and aimed at
achieving long-term impact, through a holistic approach and
synergies with partners and key stakeholders.
Important
UNEP-wide
Ecosystems / Law Divisions
Immediate, for all projects

211. Cross-reference(s) to rationale and supporting discussions:
•
Sections V. A, B, D, H, I., VI.J. (198, 199, 204, 208).
Recommendation #3:
Context/comment:

Priority Level:
Type of
Recommendation:
Responsibility:

UNEP should aim to maintain the same leading team
throughout the life of any project, and when a change is
required, there is need for a meaningful handover.
Efficiency of this project delivery was reported to be
negatively impacted by the change of project leading team
members throughout the life of the project, with no
meaningful handovers. It is recommended that UNEP would
aim to maintain the same leading team throughout the life
of any project, in order to secure the project’s smooth and
efficient implementation, continuity, and sustainability. In
cases that a change of leading team is required during the
life of a project, it is important that a meaningful handover
will aim to secure efficient continuity of the project
implementation.
Important
UNEP-wide
UNEP
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Proposed
implementation timeframe:

Immediate for all UNEP projects

212. Cross-reference(s) to rationale and supporting discussions:
•
Sections V. F. (165), VI. J. (205).
Recommendation #4:

Challenge/problem to
be addressed by the
recommendation:

Priority Level:
Type of
Recommendation:
Responsibility:
Proposed
implementation timeframe:

Recommendation #5:

Communications Division to identify to the Evaluation
Office any ongoing or planned Campaigns that are (or are
expected to be) hosted by a PIMS project. Monitoring plans
for these Campaigns should be shared and data collection
methods confirmed in order to plan a way forward for
evaluating project communication
components/campaigns.
When Communication Campaigns are incorporated into
PIMS projects they become part of UNEP’s Programme of
Work and are expected to achieve, or contribute
substantially towards, defined results at output and
outcome levels. Based on this study, and in a previous
evaluation of the Clean Seas Campaign within the Global
Project on Marine Litter project, UNEP Communication
Campaigns operate in a more fluid space, suffer from
insecure funding and are not supported by robust
monitoring design and implementation systems. This
compromises UNEP’s ability to report on its performance,
leads to lengthy (and costly) evaluation processes and
undermines the potential for evaluations to adequately
assess results.
Important recommendation
Campaign
Communications Division

Communications Division to share with the Evaluation
Office its plan for developing and resourcing effective
monitoring plans for work to be undertaken under the MTS
2022-25 in order to plan for the evaluation of this work.
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Challenge/problem to
be addressed by the
recommendation:

Priority Level 13:
Type of
Recommendation14
Responsibility:
Proposed
implementation timeframe:

In the case of 5 out of the 17 indicators designed for Phase
2 of the Campaign, the reason for data not having been
collected was given as ‘UNEP lacked the capacity’. At other
points in the study process insufficient funding was given as
the reason for a lack of monitoring data.
Given that the Communications Division has a significant
role to play in delivering the Medium Term Strategy, there is
reason for concern around the capacity and resources for
UNEP’s communications work to be effectively monitored,
reported on and evaluated.
- UNEP’s communications will help deliver coherence
and consistency across the broad spectrum of
environmental action.
- UNEP’s approach to its communications will be highly
innovative, using a growing foothold in digital spheres
and social media spaces to reach and engage with a
diverse and expanding range of audiences and
stakeholders.
- UNEP will focus on delivering impact stories to
enhance the understanding of environmental
sustainability and its various benefits and to mobilize
societal behavioral change. (MTS, 2022-25)
Critical
UNEP wide
Communications Division
12 months

13

Select priority level from these three categories:
Critical recommendation: address significant and/or pervasive deficiencies in governance, risk management or internal control
processes, such that reasonable assurance cannot be provided regarding the achievement of programme objectives.
Important recommendation: address reportable deficiencies or weaknesses in governance, risk management or internal control
processes, such that reasonable assurance might be at risk regarding the achievement of programme objectives.
Opportunity for improvement: comprise suggestions to improve performance that do not meet the criteria of either critical or
important recommendations.
14
Select type of recommendation from these categories:
Project: where the actions of those UNEP staff managing the evaluand can address the recommendation or the underlying
problem independently.
UNEP-wide: (i) where the actions of those UNEP staff managing the evaluand cannot address the recommendation or the
underlying problem independently or (ii) where the actions to be taken to resolve the problem, which could have been caused by
systemic issues or gaps in UNEP’s operational requirements, require approval/leadership from UNEP senior management
and/or coordination among several different parts of UNEP. In such a case, the Evaluation Office would need to pass on the
UNEP-wide recommendation to the responsible entity(ies). Note, however, that as the UNEP-wide recommendation has to be
associated with a project evaluation, the UNEP staff managing the evaluand is required to confirm acceptance.
Project and UNEP-wide: where the UNEP staff managing the evaluand can address the recommendation or the underlying
problem insofar as it affects their work and where staff in other parts of UNEP are required to act to either avoid future
occurrences of the same underlying issues or to support those managing the evaluand to respond to the recommendation. In
such a case, the problem to be addressed will be presented twice, once with the project level recommendation and again with
the UNEP-wide recommendation. The Evaluation Office would need to pass on the UNEP-wide recommendation to the
responsible entity(ies).
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ANNEX I.

UNEP WILD FOR LIFE CAMPAIGN – IN-DEPTH STUDY

1. INTRODUCTION
Campaign Background

1. This document presents an in-depth study of the Communications component of the UNEP
Project ‘Addressing the Illicit Trade in Wildlife and Forest Products’ (ITW), specifically,
the Wild for Life Campaign (WFL), which forms the central focus of the work under the
project’s Communications Component. The Campaign was chartered in 2015 by UNEP in
collaboration with the Convention on the International Trade in Endangered Species (CITES),
UNDP, UNODC and other UN agencies. The planned duration of the Campaign was 3 years
from 2016 to 2019, however the Campaign continued running up to the end of 2020. Since
2019 the WFL Campaign adopted a broader focus, supporting UNEP’s work in addressing
the wider drivers of biodiversity and species loss. In 2020 the Campaign was incorporated in
UNEP’s work for the Super Year for Nature and since 2021 the Campaign has been included
in the UN Decade for Restoration initiative.

2. The Wild for Life Campaign was designed and delivered by the UNEP Communications

Division in collaboration with PCI Media Impact (PCI Media) to support the UNEP project
Addressing the Illicit Trade in Wildlife and Forest Products (PIMS ID 01951). The Campaign is
the delivery mechanism for Output 3 under Outcome 4 of that project (see table below) and
was originally designed to encompass an initiative called ‘ONE UN Global Coalition
Campaign’. This campaign was designed to tackle the growing crisis of Illegal Trade in
Wildlife (ITW) on a global scale rather than focusing on the threats to one species in one
region and aimed to be the first UN Campaign to do so.

3. An in-depth study of the Communications component of the ITW project was found to be
necessary because of the specialist nature of this area of work and because this
communications effort extended beyond the parameters of the project to which it was
intended to contribute.

In-depth Study

4. As this in-depth study is part of the Terminal Evaluation of the ITW project, its primary

concern is whether, in what ways and to what extent, the Communications Component
contributed to the achievement of the project’s stated results (i.e. output and outcome
levels). Specifically, the aim was to analyse the extent to which the Communication
Campaign contributed to, or achieved the following objective: Illegal trade in wildlife and
timber products is addressed in the international and national decision making and affirmative
actions are taken by countries to reduce such trade (ITW project single outcome).
Campaign Outcome (formulated as part of the reconstructed TOC)
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•

media representation and mass public opinion demonstrate a substantive (scale
and/or quality) move against illicit trade in wildlife and forest products in demand,
transit and supply countries (ITW project outcome 415);

Campaign Output
•

the communication campaign was conducted to influence decision makers, policy
makers, private sector, public opinion and the media across demand/transit/supply
countries (ITW project output 3).

5. This Study, as presented in this annex, is structured around the standard UNEP evaluation

criteria, covers all material relevant to the communication component and is based on both
existing documentation and primary data collection. The detailed information in this Annex
has contributed, in a synthesised manner, to the ITW Terminal Evaluation report, of which it
is part. A set of performance ratings, lessons learned and recommendations for the
Communications Division were generated from this in-depth study, (see Section 5.
Conclusions and Recommendations, below).

6. The Study also expands the experience of UNEP in effectively analysing communications

work within the context of a UNEP project and therefore as a mechanism for delivering on
the results UNEP describes in its Programme of Work.

7. A summary of the Campaign is provided in table 1, below.

As part of the process of reconstructing the Theory of Change for this project in order to support the analysis of its performance, the single
ITW project outcome was unpacked to articulate outcomes for each of the components. The development of these outcomes was based on the
project document, including the description of the work on pg 58 and discussed with UNEP staff leading each component. See also Table 6in the
main body of the Terminal Evaluation report for the justification of the formulation of these outcomes.
15
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Table 1: Campaign Summary

ITW Project Impact: By the end of 2021 UNEP aims to ensure that the scale of Illegal trade in wildlife and
forest products is reduced (ITW Project Impact will be assessed based on performance against the 4
project outcomes, one of which will be Campaign contribution to project impact Outcome 4)
PROJECT OUTCOME 4: Media representation and mass public opinion demonstrate a substantive (scale
and/or quality) move against illegal trade in wildlife and timber in demand, transit and supply countries.
Project Output 3: Communications: Communication campaign conducted to influence decision makers,
policy makers, private sector, public opinion and the media across demand/transit/supply countries.
Originally planned within initial parameters of the
Expansion during the life of the project through
ITW Project – timeframe, budget, results
collaboration with other Global Campaigns and
framework and geography
national initiatives
Wild for Life Campaign (WFL)
Campaign to Reduce Marine Litter (Global
- Designed and implemented by UNEP and PCI
Partnership on Marine Litter)
Media Impact (Private communications company)
- Launched at UNEA 2016
Glowing Glowing Gone Campaign 2019 -2020 – Interactive website in two languages English and Activation that contributed towards the theme for
Mandarin
World Wildlife Day 2020, UNEPs Wild for Life
- Heart of the Campaign was an online presence
campaign in partnership Ocean Agency has
that consisted of a core website and social media
launched Glowing Glowing Gone, a creative
presence.
awareness campaign that draws attention to coral
fluorescence due to climate change.
- World Wildlife Day (WWD) was considered a
milestone for content / campaign support, always
Clean Seas Campaign - (3 March 2019)- Clean
aligned with the WWD theme for the year,
Seas funded the activation undertaken for WWD
throughout the life of the Project.
2019, as part of joint programme - Saving Seas.
Initial examples of activations:
•
Hands off My Parts •
Nature is Speaking •
We Are Connected (TV)
•
WWD (World Wildlife Day): “The future of
wildlife is in our hands.”
•
Team Challenge
Supporting other divisions in comms role

Tiger Day - (29 July 2016) - With only a few
thousand of the species remaining in the wild, the
UN reiterated its call for zero tolerance for wildlife
crime as part of its 2016 Wild for Life campaign,
which aimed to mobilize millions of people around
the world to take personal action to end the illegal
trade in wildlife.
Reducing Illegal Trade in Wildlife in Malawi: Social
and behaviour Change (SBC) Communications
Workshop
Reducing Illegal Trade in Wildlife in Vietnam Social
and behaviour Change (SBC) Communications
Workshops -(which led to SBC workshops not
organized by UN EP in Bangkok and Uganda)
Snow Leopard Day 2019 - Aiming to highlight the
need to conserve the world’s endangered wildlife,
UNEP and adidas Runtastic, further supported by
Internet of Elephants and the Snow Leopard Trust,
Page 86

Terminal Evaluation of the UNEP-GEF Project : “Addressing the Illicit Trade in Wildlife and Forest Products” (PIMS 01951)

launched a running challenge via a free adidas
Running app that enabled users to compete with a
wild snow leopard in Mongolia. The initiative
supported UNEP’s Wild for Life campaign and the
Vanishing Treasures programme activation.
(Global Initiative with decentralised individual
engagement activation)
UN Biodiversity Summit 2020 - Global Summit
Global Peatlands Initiative - An effort by leading
experts and institutions to save peatlands as the
world’s largest terrestrial organic carbon stock and
to prevent it being emitted into the atmosphere.
(Global Communications Campaign and national
activations)
Wild for Life Campaign Post 2019 (Unplanned
Phase 3) - Movement to broader biodiversity
messaging to support UNEP expanding into this
area and addressing the wider drivers of
biodiversity and species loss. In 2020, to support
the organization’s move from a focus on illegal
trade to a more holistic approach in tackling
biodiversity breakdown in the SuperYear for
Nature, the campaign expanded its scope to
address the larger drivers while leveraging its
equity, brand relevance, community of action and
partnerships. It did this by transitioning its content
with personal immersive user journeys that covered
a range of ecosystems including, coral reefs,
oceans, savannahs, forests, peatlands, mountains
and deserts; working closely with programmatic
colleagues to support their advocacy objectives.
Activations throughout various countries in
partnership with stakeholders
From 2021 this has been migrated to the decade of
ecosystem restoration initiative.
Timeframe

Timeframe

2016-2019 Split into 2 phases, unplanned 3rd
phase was added to expand concept

Clean Seas Campaign - Funded to WWD activation
in 2019, as part of joint programme - Saving Seas
The Glowing Gone Campaign (launched in June
2019 and ongoing)– Funded to WWD activation in
2020
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- Snow Leopard Day 2019
- UN Biodiversity Summit 2020
- Global Peatlands Initiative 2020
Donors

Donors

Donors were: Norway for 2016-2018 activities
(250k per year); 2019 was covered by a tranche
from UNEP’s Executive Office: and then the last
amount in 2020 $217k (China Green) plus $80k
from Lions Share.

For WWD 2019, Clean Seas paid for the activation
as it was a joint programme: Saving Seas Just Got
Personal
In 2020 Glowing Gone paid for the WWD activity:
REEF Life just got personal.

World Wildlife Days were planned and were
largely funded by partnerships based on specific
themes.
Geography

Campaign also received funds from Peatlands
Initiative for 2020 in Peninsula Mitre

WFL - Global Communications Campaign with both
international and National activations

Clean Seas Campaign - (Global Communications
Campaign with National activations)

Geography

Glowing Glowing Gone Campaign 2019-2020 (Global Communications Campaign with National
activations)
Snow Leopard Day 2019 - (Global Initiative with
decentralised individual engagement activation)
Results Framework
Campaign designed through collaboration between UNEP and PIC Media Impact.
Campaign presentation material is organised around three areas of focus. Over time some indicators
were associated (inconsistently) with these areas of focus, concentrating mostly on points 1 and 2:16
1) Increasing Global Public Awareness;
2) Encouraging Social Mobilisation;
3) Change Behaviour to Reduce Demand
There was no specific Results Framework for the initial Campaign, although PCI Media Impact did
develop one for Phase Two, which focused on the ITW Project’s Objective 3 (See Annex A). However, this
Results Framework was only partly used during campaign implementation in Phase 2.

Revised ProDoc page 53 - Project Output 3, on Communications for behavioural impact: i) Global Public Awareness on ITW is increased ii)
Social mobilization encouraged to advocate for stronger legal frameworks and other incentives to reduce ITW, iii) Targeting sentiment,
consumer attitudes and Behavioural change reduces demand for unsustainable wildlife products.
16
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2. #WILDFORLIFE CAMPAIGN
8. The Wild for Life Campaign was designed and delivered by the UNEP Communications

Division in collaboration with PCI Media Impact (PCI Media) to support the UNEP project
Addressing the Illicit Trade in Wildlife and Forest Products (PIMS ID 01951). The Campaign is
the delivery mechanism for Output 3 under Outcome 4 of that project (see table below) and
was originally designed to encompass an initiative called ‘ONE UN Global Coalition
Campaign’. This campaign was designed to tackle the growing crisis of Illegal Trade in
Wildlife (ITW) on a global scale rather than focusing on the threats to one species in one
region and aimed to be the first UN Campaign to do so. The Campaign was chartered in
2015 by UNEP in collaboration with the Convention on the International Trade in Endangered
Species (CITES), UNDP, UNODC and other UN agencies.

9. The Campaign was designed in 2 distinct phases with the central idea that a visually

compelling, broadly accessible social engagement activity was the key to launching a social
brand that would work to deliver a large number of:
•
•
•
•

impressions globally (static and motion views);
social interactions (likes, shares, comments, tweets, reposts);
online traffic to the ITW Campaign website; and
conversions to pledges, petitions and other calls-to-action.

10. Phase 1 officially began with the launch of the WFL Campaign in 2016 and continued until
2017. Phase 2 began in 2017 and continued being implemented until 2019. However, the
WFL Campaign continued over the period from 2020 – 2021, undertaking an originally
unplanned, Phase 3, during which time the Campaign evolved thematically to address
broader biodiversity messaging.

11. The idea behind Phase 1 of the WFL Campaign was to highlight the urgency and scale of

illegal wildlife trafficking to a global audience through a comprehensive digital engagement
strategy. This was embodied by a quiz and highly personalized morph feature that aimed to
increase engagement through forging connections between users and endangered wildlife.

12. Phase 1 had 2 main objectives:
1) Increase Global Public Awareness and Influence Public Opinion by
mainstreaming ITW issues into the public and political consciousness and
highlighting celebrities, opinion leaders, scientists and role models who promote
the desirability of responsible behaviour across sectors related to ITW to create
an enabling environment for change, both legal and behavioural, by governments,
business, and individuals.
2) Encourage Social Mobilization to advocate for stronger legal frameworks and
actions that provide more significant deterrents including penalties in
source/transit/destination countries and regulation in destination countries,
making the risks greater than the reward. This phase also aimed to clarify the
status of products to enable consumers, including businesses, to make
informed, responsible purchasing and consumption choices.

13. Phase 1 of the Campaign (2016-2017) was largely a digital “social first” strategy with the

primary intention of building awareness about the issue and positioning UNEP as a major
“player” on illegal trade in wildlife issues, while starting to build a publicly-connected global
community. The first phase aimed to achieve this by launching a recognisable brand and
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agenda, which UNEP and key partners could build upon, particularly amongst the
“unconverted” or non-conservationists, by using the UNEP’s Goodwill Ambassadors (GWAs)
and wider celebrity power to create an online community of campaign supporters. This was
to be developed and ultimately delivered through a range of different channels which
included:
•
•
•
•

UNEP posts
#WildForLife partner posts
Goodwill Ambassador (GWA) posts (celebrities)
Events at UNEA2, World Environment Day and at the GEF Council Meeting

14. This outreach was supported by a new website; creation of original video assets for each

GWA and key partners in multiple languages; and PSA17-like assets to promote the overall
campaign.

15. Phase 2 of the WFL Campaign (2017-2019) aimed to support the evolution of #WildForLife

into a long-term, globally recognized, participatory Campaign that encouraged a shift in
knowledge and attitudes as well as changes in practices that would help reduce illegal trade
in wildlife. Phase 2 of the WFL Campaign had 1 main objective:
3) Change Behaviour to Reduce Demand by fostering the creation of a new
culture of informed, responsible, sustainability-minded consumers through longterm education and communication initiatives.

16. In Phase 2, four interconnected sub-objectives were developed on the premise that they

would allow the Campaign to leverage existing resources in an effort to continue the
momentum of Phase 1 and transition the Campaign from focusing on building awareness to
preparing for social and behaviour change. The key sub-objectives and activities included:
1: Strengthen digital platform;
2: Create compelling campaign content and distribution;
3: Deepen subscriber community engagement; and
4: Develop ITW Communications Toolkit and #WildForLife toolkit.

17. During Phase 3 (2020-2021) the Campaign focus evolved conceptionally to fit into the

narrative of a broader biodiversity message, which addressed the wider drivers of
biodiversity and species loss that was outside the scope of the ITW Project. This was partly
to adapt to UNEPs changing priorities and partly to acquire further funding. In 2020 the
move from a focus on illegal trade to a more holistic approach in tackling biodiversity
breakdown in the “Super Year for Nature” was supported by content with personal
immersive user journeys covering a range of ecosystems including, coral reefs, oceans,
savannahs, forests, peatlands, mountains and deserts. In 2021 these user journeys are
being moved from the WFL website and will feature as part of the United Nations Decade on
Ecosystem Restoration.

Public service announcements, or PSA's, are short messages produced on film or audio file and given to radio and television
stations
17
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18. The table below outlines the 3 key Campaign components developed to achieve the
outcome.

Table 2: WFL Campaign Components
Components

Sub-Components

Objectives

Phase 1 (20162017)

1: Visually compelling, broadly
accessible platform and brand
name to encourage social
engagement activity

Increase Global Public Awareness and
Influence Public Opinion by mainstreaming ITW
issues into the public and political
consciousness and highlighting celebrities,
opinion leaders, scientists and role models who
promote the desirability of responsible
behaviour across sectors related to ITW to
create an enabling environment for change, both
legal and behavioural, by governments,
business, and individuals.

2: #WildForLife partner
engagement
3: GWA engagement - (celebrities
using influence through planned
social media activity)
4: Events and collaborative
initiatives designed to increase
awareness and encourage social
mobilization with a focus on
complementary Campaigns,
UNEA2, World Environment Day
etc.

Phase 2 (20172019)

1: Strengthen digital platform
2: Create compelling campaign
content and distribution
3: Deepen subscriber community
engagement

Encourage Social Mobilization to advocate for
stronger legal frameworks and actions that
provide more significant deterrents including
penalties in source/transit/destination countries
and regulation in destination countries, making
the risks greater than the reward. This phase
also aimed to clarify the status of products to
enable consumers, including businesses, to
make informed, responsible purchasing and
consumption choices.
This mobilization intended to tangibly
demonstrate that there is a unified global voice
calling for an immediate end to the theft of
source countries’ natural resources by poachers
and traffickers and to call for an immediate end
to the purchasing of illegal wildlife products in
destination countries, which was identified as a
factor driving the trade.
Change Behaviour to Reduce Demand by
fostering the creation of a new culture of
informed, responsible, sustainability -minded
consumers through long-term education and
communication initiatives.

4: Develop ITW Communications
Toolkit and #WildForLife toolkit
Pahse 3 (20202012)

No documented plan

No documented plan

Page 91

Terminal Evaluation of the UNEP-GEF Project : “Addressing the Illicit Trade in Wildlife and Forest Products” (PIMS 01951)

Table 3: WFL Campaign Activations (2016-2021)
Activations:
WFL Campaign Launch: May 2016 – At the second United Nations Environment Assembly (UNEA)
World Pangolin Day: Feb 17-19, 2017
Video content (pangolins, pangolin men)
Photo gallery
Pointed to pledge for pangolin
Used #worldpangolinday
Encouraged people to mark art
Directed to pangolin learn page
Op-ed by Ian Somerhalder
Featured other organizations
Released comic
World Wildlife Day: March 3-5, 2017
Added five new species (learn pages, morphs, social media cards)
Added five new celebrities (morphs, social media cards, champion bios)
Social media content (social toolkit for partners and ambassadors)
Homepage content (articles, banner)
Malawi workshop: April 2017
Prague Airport Exhibition: June 9, 2017
Put up panels at the airport
Monica Leova launched exhibition
World Sea Turtle Day: June 16, 2017
Interview with Pierre-Ives Cousteau
Three infographics
Two homepage articles
Social media content
World Environment Day: June 5, 2017
Comic book
World Ranger Day: July 28, 2017
Blog post
Social media content
Vietnam Workshop: October 9-13, 2017
Big Cats Team Challenge: World Wildlife Day, March 3- Earth Day, April 22, 2018
Four new species
Four global celebrities
Six Chinese celebrities
"Join Team" function
Interviews with organizations
Social media content
At Beijing International Airport, 48 billboards and 54 digital screens displayed anti-trafficking
messages, and 21 digital screens did the same at Shenzhen International Airport.
6 ports between Shenzhen and Hong Kong featured the campaign messaging.
The Dayawan Hotel Group in Sanya set up 62 LED screens in hotels and shopping malls in
different cities.
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Heathrow Airport Exhibition: Oct 2018
World Wildlife Day – collaboration with Clean Seas (Saving Seas Just Got Personal): March 3, 2019
Updated website to include sea-themed visuals
Launched new marine species and celebrities
Conservation Champions video series with Kenya Airways: February 2019
Interview series: February – May 2019
Snow Leopard Day: October 16, 2019
Run Wild App with Adidas
World Wildlife Day: March 3, 2020
Reef Rider Journey
Bahasa Indonesia translation: June 9, 2020
Seafarer Journey: July 22, 2020
World Elephant Day: August 12, 2020
Savannah journey
Peatlands Journey: Oct 2020
Mountains Journey: Dec 2020
Forest Journey: Feb 2021
Desert Journey: Mar 2021
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3. IN-DEPTH STUDY FINDINGS
a.

Strategic Relevance

Alignment to UNEP MTS, POW and Strategic Priorities

19. The idea of a Global Campaign addressing the Illegal Trade in Wildlife was conceived at the
first United Nations Environment Assembly (UNEA) in 2014, where UNEP was tasked by
Member States to raise awareness about the problems and the risks associated with the
supply of, transit in and demand for illegal wildlife products (Resolution 1/3). To achieve
this, UN agencies, led by UNEP (as the authority for the environment within the UN system),
were to develop a communications strategy to raise awareness of the environmental,
economic, social and security implications of illegal wildlife trafficking, making use of
relevant UN Goodwill Ambassadors and Messengers of Peace, partnerships and other
relevant platforms like World Wildlife Day and World Environment Day. The resulting WFL
Campaign was designed to work in collaboration with global, regional, national and local
actions and initiatives to both support ITW initiatives outside the UNEP ITW Project and to
increase the Campaign’s reach and branding power.

20. The WFL Campaign was one of the United Nation’s first major campaigns defined under the

new SDG framework. It sits primarily under Goal 15 (Life on Land) and has major touch
points to Goals 14 (Life below Water), Goal 16 (Peace & Justice), and Goal 17
(Partnerships). In addition, this campaign addresses Goal 8 (Economic Growth) and Goal 12
(Responsible Consumption).

21. The WFL Campaign worked to address several SDG 15 targets, in particular:
•
•

Take urgent and significant action to reduce the degradation of natural habitats,
halt the loss of biodiversity and, by 2020, protect and prevent the extinction of
threatened species and;
Take urgent action to end poaching and trafficking of protected species of flora
and fauna and address both demand and supply of illegal wildlife products.

22. The Campaign was designed to support UNEP POW 2016 Output 3): Legal and technical

support provided to strengthen the capacity of national judiciary, enforcement sector,
Government officials and other legal stakeholders to advance justice, governance and law
for environmental sustainability, in particular through an international institutional network
for that purpose and a follow-up to the World Congress on Justice, Governance and Law for
Environmental Sustainability.

23. The WFL Campaign is also relevant to UNEP Strategic Priorities such as encouraging

increased South-South Cooperation. Social media has the advantage of crossing and
diverging from traditional geographical and geo-political boundaries and allows all
interested parties to take part outside ‘national territories’.
Alignment to UNEP MTS, POW and Strategic Priorities rating: Satisfactory.

Alignment to Donor/Partner Strategic Priorities

24. The WFL Campaign was officially launched during the second UNEA in 2016 in partnership
with the Convention on International Trade in Endangered Species of Wild Fauna and Flora
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(CITES); United Nations Development Programme (UNDP); and the United Nations Office on
Drugs and Crime (UNODC).

25. UNEA Res 1/3, 2/4 and 4/11 - Requests UNEP to […] support efforts to raise awareness and
promote behavioural change in consumer markets for illegally traded wildlife and its
products, including flora and fauna.

26. UNGA Res 69/314, 70/301 and 71/326 - Calls upon United Nations organizations to

continue to support efforts by Member States to fight illicit trafficking in wildlife, such as
through capacity-building […] in order to facilitate a holistic and comprehensive approach by
the international community.

27. It was also sponsored from 2020 -21 by two donors with a specific focus on eco-

conservation and endangered species protection: . The China Green Foundation and The
Lions Share. Although the focus of these donors was broader, which contributed towards
the Campaign encompassing a broader biodiversity/ ecosystems approach as strategic
priorities shifted.
Alignment to Donor/Partner Strategic Priorities rating: Satisfactory.

Relevance to Global, Regional, Sub-regional and National Priorities

28. The WFL Campaign was designed to work in collaboration with global, regional, national and

local actions and initiatives to both support ITW initiatives outside the UNEP ITW Project
and to increase the Campaign’s reach and branding power. There are several examples of
the Campaign being utilised to help support national initiatives originating from synergies
with other projects or initatives as well as countries themselves such as in Malawi and
Vietnam, throughout the life of the Campaign such as the Reducing Illegal Trade in Wildlife in
Malawi: Social and Behaviour Change (SBC) Communications Workshop and Communications
Workshops that took place in Vietnam. There are several examples of the Campaign being
utilised to help support national initiatives through workshops and collaborative
partnerships, such as in Vietnam and Malawi which were reported by by respondents to be
largely successful, particularly when it came to raising awareness of the ITW among
workshop participants.
Relevance to Global, Regional, Sub-regional and National Priorities rating: Satisfactory

Complementarity with Existing Interventions/ Coherence

29. The WFL Campaign was designed to complement and support UNEP’s programmatic work.
Unfortunately, it did not achieve this to any significant extent as a result of the ITW project
design, which consists of three project components operating largely individually. It was
also not aligned strategically with significant global ITW initiatives such as the UK’s
Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs (DEFRA) IWT Initiative and London
conference. However, as a stand-alone Campaign it supported numerous interventions,
existing campaigns and UNEP initiatives such as: United Nations Environment Assembly;
World Environment Day; World Wildlife Day and World Pangolin Day.

30. This Campaign was designed to also support the UNEP project: Global Partnership on

Marine Litter (GPML). Although this was not focused specifically on the ITW, the Global
Partnership on Marine Litter (GPML) was launched at the United Nations Conference on
Sustainable Development (Rio+20) in June 2012 in response to a request set out in the
Manila Declaration on Furthering the Implementation of the Global Programme of Action for
the Protection of the Marine Environment from Land-based Activities. The partnership is led
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by a Steering Committee and UNEP provides secretariat services. The GPML is a multistakeholder partnership that brings together all actors working to prevent marine litter and
microplastics.

31. The Campaign falls under Output 3 – ‘Campaigns and Outreach’ – of the GPML project18 ,

the formation of which suggests that the basic logic underpinning the project is that policy
work needs to be supported through campaigning and advocacy focused on the personal
care and consumer goods sectors19 in order to influence consumer behaviour as an indirect
influence on the design of policies.

32. Overall, the WFL Campaign collaborated with an extensive collection of organisations and

existing interventions that had a complementarity focus. Collaboration and complementarity
with other projects was a key part of the Campaigns strategy.

33. Complementarity with Existing Interventions/Coherence rating: Satisfactory.
Overall Rating for Strategic Relevance: Satisfactory

b.

Quality of Campaign Design

34. The WFL Campaign was designed by the UNEP Communications Division in collaboration

with PCI Media Impact. It was originally designed in 2 distinct phases, although there was
ultimately a Phase 3. The Campaign was designed with the idea that a visually compelling,
broadly accessible social engagement activity was the key to launching a social brand that
would work to deliver a large number of:
•
•
•
•

impressions globally (static and motion views);
social interactions (likes, shares, comments, tweets, reposts);
online traffic to the ITW Campaign website; and
conversions to pledges, petitions and other calls-to-action.

Campaign Strengths:

35. The Campaign was conceptualised well, the idea being that it would create a bold and

inviting brand. It was also considered important that while engineered specifically to engage
young and non-converted audiences, the branding would not exclude “converted” audiences,
sitting within a larger brand context that could continue to exist past the initial social launch
and encompass future campaigns.

36. A ‘social first’20 strategy was developed to launch the WFL Campaign with the intention of

seizing public attention for the issue. This public attention was then expected to be
leveraged to introduce additional behavior and social norms elements under the overarching
Campaign umbrella.

18 GPML

output 3: 'campaigns and awareness materials developed; stakeholders taking relevant action, including gender
specific, to reduce marine litter'.
19 Out of sight, out of mind – changing the state of marine litter globally; GPML Project Document, April 2015, p22-24.
20 A Social First Strategy considers social media during the ideation and brainstorm phase of planning and takes social media
into account of all elements of campaign planning – not just after the content has been created.
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37. A psychographic segmentation model called ‘Values Modes’ was used to identify the

Campaign’s target audiences. Values Modes segments global populations by the beliefs
and the motivations that underpin their attitudes. This allowed the target audiences for this
campaign to be specifically chosen, with the potential to select audience segments best
suited to achieve the aims of the Campaign.

38. The design was developed to be able to create a strong sense of personal responsibility.

This was intended to be achieved by developing engaging and interactive content and via
successful celebrity engagement by the GWA. These celebrities were intended to
spearheaded Phase 1 of the campaign by posting to social media, giving ‘their name to
change the game’ and committing themselves to UNEP’s mission to end wildlife trafficking.
A core idea in the design of Phase 1 of the Campaign was to use a pyramid structure of
cascading invites, whereby one celebrity would invite their friend and then that friend would
go on to invite others. The essential idea is that these cascading invites could eventually
reach the ground.

Campaign weaknesses:

39. There is no one strategy document for Phase 1, and the one that was designed for Phase 2

(see Annex XX) was poorly implemented. Although the social first strategy was flexible and
allowed for collaborations, the strategic potential of this feature was not outlined in the
Campaign design documentation.

40. Critically, no robust Theory of Change for the Campaign was provided for the Campaign.

There was a diagram, presented in a power point during conception of the Campaign,
however this failed to provide significant detail into the causal pathways, assumptions and
drivers.21 This undermined the chances that the Campaign would deliver against the project
output and outcome to which it was expected to contribute. For example, a causal pathway
between the visually compelling and broadly accessible social engagement activities and
influencing ‘decision makers, policy makers, private sector, public opinion and the media
across demand/transit/supply countries’ (ITW project output 3) was not articulated. It is not
evident that GWAs would be the most appropriate agents of change to influence all the
identified groups. Similarly, no causal pathway of a communications nature was articulated
to indicate how the media and the mass public, once ‘influenced’, would be encouraged to
demonstrate a substantive (scale and/or quality) move against illegal trade in wildlife and
timber in demand, transit and supply countries (ITW project outcome 4).

41. Although the Campaign demonstrated the capacity to work become involved in other

initiatives through partnerships, there was no description in the Campaign design on how
this collaboration would assist in reaching the project’s goals.

42. No Results Framework was provided either in the Campaign design nor during its

development and implementation. As a result a significant flaw is the difficulty in measuring
the success of the Campaign or tracing the effects of the Campaign’s efforts.

43. While a creative and compelling Campaign was proposed it lacked necessary results-

focused details and was overly ambitious with regard to the secured resources. The original
proposal by PCI Media Impact included a Monitoring Framework for Phase 1 and a thorough

21

See WFL Join Us Presentation ppt – Slide 7
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Results Framework for Phase 2 which was not utilised fully, reportedly because the required
budgeted funds for this activity were not secured.

44. The Campaign design did not include an exit strategy which exposes UNEP to risks such as
having its name linked to websites to which it is no longer contributing or being closely
associated with ongoing messaging which it is no longer influencing or stewarding etc. For
example, an exit strategy for a Communications campaign might be expected to identify, in
advance, a future communications platform where the issue could be incorporated.

Quality of Campaign Design rating: Moderately Unsatisfactory

c.

Nature of External Context

45. The public space and media through which the Campaign was communicated were

conducive for pursuing and achieving the project outputs and outcomes. ITW was a topic
that was talked about a lot during the development and initial implementation of the WFL
Campaign. It was on the agenda at the first UNEA and was a focus of not just UNEP but
many transnational organisations.
Nature of External Context rating: Highly Favourable

d.

Effectiveness

Availability of Campaign Output

46. The output for the Communications Component of the ITW project was: Communication
campaign conducted to influence decision makers, policy makers, private sector, public
opinion and the media across demand/transit/supply countries.

47. Project Output 3 was broken down into 3 components/objectives upon which the WFL
Campaign strategy was based (see Table 2: WFL Campaign Components).

48. No consistent set of indicators have been used to follow the activities or performance of the
WFL Campaign on a continuous basis. Rather there were indicators for the ITW
communications output, which do not provide robust evidence of the effectiveness of
Campaign outputs. No specific indicators were provided to this Study for Phase 1, but a
report which measured the reach and engagement of Celebrity Good Will Ambassadors
(GWA) was used retrospectively in the WFL Phase 1 M & E Report, by the Campaign Team to
provide insight into the effectiveness of Social Media, particularly the effectiveness of the
Goodwill Ambassadors.

49. To measure the extent to which the output was achieved this in-depth study has first

recorded the progress against indicators developed for the ITW communications output, as
outlined in the ITW Project Document. Subsequently other social media metrics (e.g.
downloads and postings etc) that were captured by both PCI Media and the UN
Communications Team and made available were analysed.
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Table 4: ITW Communication Output Indicators (Source: ProDoc, 2016)
Project Output Indictors

Status at project completion

1.1 Global ITW awareness
events, exhibitions and
campaign collaborations
produced and
implemented (WFL
Campaign Activations)
- Components 1,2

•
•

Baseline: 6; Target: 17
Target exceeded: 23
o The total number of Campaign activations as recorded by PCI Media
Impact was 23.
o Overall, the activations were successful and were significant in the
Campaign raising a level of awareness and encouraging some level of
engagement through the website through collaborations like Snow
Leopard Day, Tiger Day and World Wildlife Days.
o The Campaign collaborated with existing annual days and events that
focus on biodiversity and species conservation issues, such as the
United Nations World Wildlife Day, facilitated annually on 3 March by
the Convention on International Trade in Endangered Species (CITES),

1.2 Number of Media
trainings on ITW held
- Components 2

•
•

Baseline: 1; Target: 3
Target not reached: 2
o There were two pilot training workshops held that provided Social and
Behaviour Change Communication (SBCC) Tools for National Action in
Vietnam and Malawi22
o Handbook, open -source step by step guide for government officials,
their partners and communication planners to develop C4IWT programs
(Advocacy, Social Mobilization, SBCC)
o Video on how communication interventions can be applied in different
wildlife crime scenarios
o Facilitator's Guide was included

1.3 Number of region
specific “Code of Conduct”
guidelines toolkit in ITW
markets developed and
disseminated
- Components 2, 3

•

This didn’t happen as the focus of the Campaign changed to a broader
movement and the resources to develop and verify region specific “Code of
Conduct” guidelines toolkits were not secured.

1.4 Global Public
Awareness on the current
ITW crisis is increased
- Components 1

•

Baseline: The social media reach of World Wildlife Day 2015 was reportedly 125
million;
Target 25% increase.
Target exceeded: The WFL Campaign succeeded in achieving a substantially
increased reach through the website and social media as well as a relatively high
level of engagement, in terms of the correlation between events and spikes in
website viewing, with the general public.
o Reportedly the Campaign reached over 1 billion people via social media
channels23. These included 383 million people reached on Twitter, 643
million people reached on Instagram and a traffic flow on the Chinese
communication platform Weibo of 690 million
o The combined social media engagement (likes, comments, shares) of
the WFL Campaign throughout carious activations was substantial at
an estimated 10 million24
Shown through correlations between the number of views, likes on social media

•

•

It is noted that Malawi was not listed as a target country in the Project Design document but was added to the Campaign at the country’s
request.
23 WFL Report June 2018
24 This is the estimated social media engagement; the following number is estimated from the following documents. Google analytics reported
data, WWD and UNEA in House Report, WWD and Glowing Gone Report, WFL Campaign Report 2018, 202 Run Wild Social Media Report
22
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platforms and visits to the website on days where celebrity ambassadors posted
about WFL, celebrity GWA were particularly effective at raising awareness on
ITW issues, particularly on reaching the target audience, throughout a variety of
countries. (E.g. number of page views after the #RunWild initiative celebrity
engagement)

Phase 1

50. The first phase of the WFL Campaign utilised a largely digital strategy, using #WildForLife
partner, UNEP and celebrity Goodwill Ambassador (GWA) posts as the main form of
outreach. Based on online engagement data, the WFL Campaign built substantial
engagement and reach through the website and social media platforms.

51. The Campaign’s influencer ‘social first’ strategy created a community of champions, i.e.

global celebrities committed to the Campaign. The existing large scale following of these
celebrities was the key factor in the WFL Campaign being able to grow to reach nearly 1
billion followers.

52. The website included a morph feature and a digital quiz that each person could fill out to

determine what kind of animal their kindred species was, which was used initially by the
celebrities to promote the Campaign. In the graph below, from the Campaign launch until
the end of 2016, it is apparent that there is a chronologically consistent correlation between
outreach/activations and online engagement.
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Figure 1: Campaign Website Engagement with Morph Feature during Activations

53. The Campaign engaged eight celebrities originally, each representing a different region of

the world, and most celebrities recruited additional celebrities to join the Campaign. This
proved to be effective and celebrity engagement grew from 8 to 33 celebrity ‘Champions’ by
the end of the Campaign in 2019.

54. According to the #WildForLife Post-Launch Report25 the Twitter stream, Facebook postings
and Instagram reactions on social media were analysed, using 5 Application Programming
Interfaces (APIs) to evaluate the type and level of impact the GWAs had on the Campaign
over its first 6 months. Some analytics focused on a particular activation (Tiger Day, July
2016), The following findings were reached:

•

Big Names Generate Big Numbers: Across all platforms—Weibo, Instagram,
Facebook and Twitter—celebrities with larger followings got, on average, more activity
for their posts. Specifically, in the case of Facebook, the number of existing followers a

25#WildForLife

Post-Launch Report was formulated by the Campaign Team and was used to measure the initial phase of the
Campaign in lieu of a results framework for Phase 1.
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celebrity had explains 66% of the variation in the number of “likes” a post receives and
83% of the variation in the number of “comments” a post receives. While it is true that
celebrities with smaller fan bases still generate increased activity on the website, all the
truly ‘big splashes’ of media activity are generated by the big names.

•

Multiple Postings from the Same Celebrity Are an Effective way to Attract
Additional Unique Individuals: Several celebrities posted multiple times on the same
platform. When this happened, likes, comments and shares could be seen to have
accumulated, creating a greater overall impact. For example, Gisele’s four Facebook
posts generated 100,909 total likes, of which there were 81,838 unique likes. Gisele’s
first tweet (May 25) generated 11,589 likes; her second post (June 6) added an
additional 41,435 new likes, her third post (June 21) generated 2,437 new likes, and her
final post (June 22) generated an additional 26,377 new likers.

•

Attention is Short Lived: When celebrities tweet about WFL, an increase in that
term can be seen in the general stream. In a four-day pre-campaign period from May 14
to 18, 2016, tweets with the term ‘WildForLife’ appeared only twice on Twitter. In the fourday period between May 23 and 27 the term ‘WildForLife’ appeared on twitter 12,449
times. Overall, from the start of the campaign (May 23) until the end of June, along with
generating over 39,440 retweets and 3,755 quoted statuses with ‘WildForLife’ in them,
there were over 8,359 ‘unique’ tweets generated. However, when the celebrities stopped
tweeting, this activity persisted for 3 to 4 days, then died down. For example, in a fourday period (June 15 to 19) after the initiation of the campaign, but nearly 3 days after
any tweets from any of the celebrities— there were 688 tweets containing the term
‘WildForLife’. This amounts to an average of 172 ‘WildForLife’ tweets per day—
significantly greater than the baseline (1 ‘WildForLife’ tweet every other day May 14 to
18) but substantially less than for periods of peak activity (3,112 tweets per day May 23
to 27).

#WildForLife and baseline data:
55. Since ‘WildForLife’ is the campaign tagline, it was considered the best proxy for measuring

campaign influence. The term appeared on average 5 times a day during a baseline precampaign period undertaken during 2015 -2016. From May 23 to July 1, the term appeared
over 49,797 times, giving an average of 1,310 appearances of the term per day. Over a
longer post-campaign period, from the start of the campaign on May 23 to Sept 17, 2016,
there were 60,574 occurrences of the term ‘WildForLife’ (i.e. an average of 518 appearances
per day).

Exhibitions and Outreach:
56. Exhibitions and outreach through the support of partners was used to establish and

increase awareness of the Campaign and solidify the brand. Examples of exhibitions were
the installations that took place throughout the life of the Campaign at Beijing26 Capital
International Airport (twice), Shanghai Metro, Vaclav Havel International Airport Prague, and
Heathrow International Airport.

It is noted that of the three countries whose airports are mentioned here, only China is among the targeted countries for
Output 3.
26
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57. PCI Media designed large panels displaying celebrity morphs and a call-to-action urging

people to steer clear of illegal wildlife products and airports were targeted. The Campaign
reasoning was that not only do airports receive heavy foot traffic, but they are also
important players in the fight against wildlife trafficking as air travel is the most popular
method of smuggling for wildlife transmitters. Known ‘transit’ countries were targeted where
possible and celebrities were used to increase engagement: former Czech Miss Earth,
Monika Leová, launched an exhibition at Prague’s Václav Havel Airport in collaboration with
the airport’s Board of Customs and the Czech Environmental Inspectorate. The Czech
Republic is a transit country which sends wildlife products like tiger bones, rhino horns, and
pangolin scales from South Africa to Asian markets. However, this in-depth study notes that
the Czech Republic does not appear within the top ‘transit’ countries for illegal wildlife
products from tigers, elephants and rhinos in the World Wildlife Scorecard (2012).

Figure 2: Celebrity Engagement Supports Website Traffic

58. Data from targeted events, participant surveys and website traffic indicate that events and

collaborative initiatives designed to increase awareness and encourage social mobilization
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generated substantial levels of online activity. There was a focus on complementary
Campaigns and events such as the Clean Seas Campaign, UNEA2 and World Environment
Day as well as activations undertaken through partnerships with a specific focus like Snow
Leopard Day and Tiger Day. According to the website and social media analytics it is
apparent that Campaign ‘moments’ (events, collaborative initiatives and celebrity
outreach/support) had a direct correlation with the online engagement of the Campaign.

Phase 2
59. Phase 2 of the Campaign had a specific set of indicators (see Annex A) but some of these

were not used, reportedly because of a lack of staff resources and funding. However, from
the February 15, 2017 until the April 30, 2018, the Campaign produced six ‘moments’ which
correlate with periods of increased web and social activity, highlighting the ability of the
Campaign to gain online attention. It also sheds light on which activations gained the most
online attention. In terms of Campaign initiatives implemented by the WFL the Team
Challenge proved the most successful moment in 2018 in terms of generating traffic to the
WildForLife site.

60. Significantly, according to data collected by PCI Media Impact against some parts of its

proposed results framework, the #WildForLife website and social media analytics revealed
the following findings27:
•

•
•

•

•
•
•

A flow on the website from quiz to morph to pledge was designed to increase
online engagement but the data do not support the uptake of this sequence. This
indicates that the online material failed to sustain interest or prompt further
engagement as intended. Against indicator 1.6 for the monitoring of Phase 2
(Annex A), the average time spent on a key web page was recorded in 2019 as
being 3 minutes and 20 seconds.
The majority of users, 65.51%28, visiting the site did not explore the site further,
which again indicates a level or attention capturing, but suggests less likelihood
of the depth of awareness or commitment required for social mobilization;
Most of the engagement, almost 50%29 is in English despite Campaign material
being translated into 8 languages. PCI Media Impact record the lack of translated
material as a key criticisms from some respondents, with the Campaign
reportedly not having the realistic capacity to deliver on their commitment in
terms of translators and resources);
The Campaign was in 8 language but this proved the most challenging aspect for PCI media and
most engagement was found to be in English according the the Phase 2 Campaign Report

Moments with the most success engaged celebrities or partners;
Chinese engagement on social media (i.e. Twitter, Instagram and Facebook was
found to be high, relative to the engagement in other countries, but does not spill
over onto the website at substantive levels;
Translation is the costliest and most time - consuming part of the Campaign
generation process;

Wild For Life Campaign Report: February 15, 2017 - April 30, 2018 – See Attached results framework for indicators, not all of
which were used.
28 Wild For Life Final Campaign Report – PCI Media
29 Wild For Life Final Campaign Report – PCI Media
27
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•

Cute animal photos attracted the most responses on Instagram and Twitter; and
Celebrity posts get the most engagement.

Activations:
61. The activations overall were, according to Study respondents and data from the website, a
significant factor in terms of helping the WFL Campaign raise awareness, via moments of
outreach, at least in terms of attracting a wide online audience.

62. Different activations had different effects across different countries and the Campaign was

able to target different species in different countries. For example, each World Wild Life Day
was significant in terms of continuing the momentum of the Campaign and keeping the
issue high on the agenda. World Wildlife Day 2018 centered around Big Cats. In response,
#WildForLife launched a Big Cats Team Challenge asking users to join a team and make a
pledge to protect their favorite big cat from wildlife trafficking. The challenge was led by
celebrity ambassadors (6 in China and 4 elsewhere). At the end of the challenge, each team
received a donation to a project protecting their species; projects implemented by the Snow
Leopard Trust, Discovery, Kenya Wildlife Trust and Rainforest Connection. These partners
also shared the Team Challenge on social media. Of all the activations in the Campaign, this
generated the most traffic to the website and was reported to be significantly popular in
China according to several interview respondents. Despite proving to be an effective
engagement tool, this form of engagement wasn’t utilised further in the Campaign.

63. There was a series of factual reports in the form of press releases, which were released to

the Chinese government by UNEP through the WFL Campaign, containing information about
the ITW and the effects this has on different species. These press releases, according to
several respondents, were particularly effective in China in combination with celebrityinduced social media engagement. Furthermore, according to several interviewees, the
press releases and Campaign presence in China contributed on some level to national policy
change which occurred at the same time in China, in particular the ban on ivory at the end of
2017. The extent of this alleged influence, and attribution to this Campaign, is, unfortunately,
not measurable due to the lack of baseline data and a robust monitoring framework. While
the Campaign is likely to have increased the visibility of the issue of the ITW, the decision to
introduce the ban on ivory products was initiated as a stated intention of the Chinese
government in 2015, before the Campaign began. Press releases were not found in other
countries and were not reported to have had an influence on policy or laws.

64. Snow Leopard Day: October 16, 2019 saw the launch of the Run Wild App and the Runtastic
Challenge which, with Adidas as a corporate partner, was the activation that, based on the
Run Wild reports30 achieved the greatest reach through celebrity engagement. This event
was reportedly particularly effective at reaching those who were generally unaware of the
far-reaching effects of the ITW according to the communications team. Eight celebrities
with a combined figure of 43,000,000 followers on their social media platforms, posted
morph pictures to spread awareness and information about the Runtastic Challenge and
made calls for action to protect snow leopards.

65. The total social media engagement (likes, comments, shares and views) of the celebrity

advocates was 96,500,000, while the reach of #WildForLife was 37,223,200 in Instagram,

30

#RunWild 2019 and 2020 Reports
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1,418,100 in Facebook and 4,082,400 in Twitter (i.e. total of over 139 million online actions).
Interestingly the Instragram story of a single celebrity, Amanda Cerny (November 8, 2019),
increased Wild for Life website page views by 50 percent. The level or depth of this
engagement is not measurable however, as there was no systematic or continuous
monitoring in place throughout the life of the Campaign.

66. Based on the online data from activations it is apparent that the WFL Campaign gained, at

times, high levels of attention on social media and the website and, insofar as new or
endorsed information can be expected to raise awareness and increase understanding of an
issue, it seems likely that the Campaign brought the issue to people’s attention and
increased awareness. However, it seems the Campaign was more focused on delivering
activities and maximising the reach among the general pubic that these could generate than
being focused on the ITW Project output of conducting a Communication Campaign to
influence decision makers, policy makers, private sector, public opinion and the media across
demand/transit/supply countries. As a result, although awareness can be said to have
increased, there is no evidence to suggest that the Campaign converted attention and
awareness into social mobilization and support for the issues, at a level that indicates
‘influence’.

67. In keeping with UNEP Evaluation Office guidance on performance ratings, the assessment

at output level considers, amongst other elements, : a) whether the outputs that were made
available fulfilled their intended use, b) whether those outputs made available were those
most important for achieving outcomes and c) what level of quality and utility users
considered the outputs to have.

68. Given the recorded and impressive increases in relevant online activity coinciding with

activations and the effectiveness of GWAs in generating positive responses from their
followers, this study considers the output of the Campaign to be of high quality and utility to
the users. However, given that the data indicates that viewers visiting the website did not
follow the intended ‘flow’ to other parts of the site, as well as the lack of any clear causal
pathway between awareness among a ‘general’ (i.e. unselected and unspecified) audience
and those policy and decision makers targeted by the project, this study concludes that the
outputs did not completely fulfil their intended use and therefore could not support the
achievement of outcomes.
Availability of Campaign Outputs rating: Moderately Satisfactory

Availability of Campaign OutpAchievement of Campaign Outcome

69. The Communication Campaign was expected to contribute to the ITW project outcome:

Illegal trade in wildlife and timber products is addressed in the international, regional, subregional and national decision making and affirmative actions are taken by countries to reduce
such trade. A single indicator was provided in the project design document: (iv) Global
Public Awareness on the current ITW crisis is increased. Baseline: WWD 2015 was 125m;
Target: 25% increase. Means of Verification: Reports for Online Survey, KAP Study and Media
Coverage, (ProDoc, 2016: 38). While no systematic data were collected to evidence this
increase, and as data similar to that from the baseline for subsequent WWDs was not
provided, this in-depth study cannot verify an increase against this target. However, given
the magnitude of the online responses to various activations implemented by the project,
this Study confirms substantial attention to the issue was drawn and awareness was raised
(Run Wild, 43m; Twitter, 383m; Instagram, 643; Weibo, 690m, combined WFL Campaign,
10m).
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70. Outcome 4 for the ITW Project, specific to the Communication Campaign and developed

during the reconstruction of the Theory of Change at Evaluation, was: Media representation
and mass public opinion demonstrate a substantive (scale and/or quality) move against illegal
trade in wildlife and timber in demand, transit and supply countries. Although the project had
no indicators to track this change, this Study examined evidence that could support a claim
that the media and a public audience (i.e. both primary target audiences for the Campaign)
had adopted behaviours, or undertaken substantive actions, in line with the Campaign’s
intentions. It also considers evidence of action at a country level and any possible claims to
causality between the Campaign’s efforts and the country’s actions.

Media:

71. The “Wild for Life” campaign has received more than 7 international awards including for

social good (Shorty Award), green websites/people’s voice (Webby), influential advocacy
(Weibo) and creativity (Hermes Award), providing evidence of the campaign’s quality and
international recognition. The findings reported through the available indicators measuring
the influence of the Campaign suggest that this increased awareness and shifts in attitude
go as far as some engagement with the communication materials, which is representative
of achievement at the level of a Direct Outcome, i.e. necessary action that comes before the
Project Outcome level and which is considered necessary action but not sufficient to
achieve the intended results.

Country actions:

72. A key activity that was designed to support action at a country level was the development of
‘Toolkits’ to guide the design of national campaigns on ITW. It was reported that such a
toolkit was developed by PCI Media Impact and piloted. However, there was insufficient
funding to follow through with the planned activity and it was dropped. The evaluation team
notes that, despite requests, they were not provided with a copy of the draft Toolkit.

73. National level actions did occur during the life of the project, specifically among decision

makers in a number of countries, for example, the ban on ivory in China at the end of 2017.
According to several interviewees, the ban on ivory can be attributed to the WFL Campaign
to some extent, the press releases and information released by UNEP through the WFL
Campaign, is reported by members of the project team to have had a particularly significant
effect in China in terms of influencing policy and on the ban in particular. However, given the
extended timeframe over which such bans develop, as well as considering all the other, high
profile ITW initiatives at that time, it is not possible to determine the extent to which the WFL
Campaign contributed other than being a strong and credible (i.e. UNEP) voice within this
ground swell.

74. A tentative link to the WFL Campaign having contributed towards an impact on policy can be
seen through the Peatlands Journey, which was undertaken in partnership with Tompkins
Conservation. After this partnership on May 10, 2019, Tompkins Conservation, The Pew
Charitable Trusts and the Government of Chile announced an agreement to create a publicprivate fund to ensure the future conservation of Chilean Patagonia. However, this is related
less to the ITW and more to the wider biodiversity conservation approach that the Campaign
shifted to from 2019 onwards.

75. As reflected by the findings from Phase 2 and throughout the Campaign there is little
evidence of behaviour change specifically attributed to the Campaign. This is largely
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because activities that focused on behaviour change, such as the development of the ITW
Communications Toolkit and #WildForLife toolkits, were not widely implemented and
successful engagement activities such as the Team Challenge on social media, were not
utilised fully. This is where the Campaign seemed to fail to influence or follow up on
influencing as much as it could have done. This was partly the result of a lack of resources,
partly to adapt to UNEPs changing priorities and partly to acquire further funding, which
resulted in the WFL Campaign’s movement to broader biodiversity messaging,
encompassing a wider array of threats to ecosystems rather than just wildlife crime and its
effects.

76. Indicators contained within the monitoring plan proposed by PCI Media Impact for Phase 2

of the Campaign (see relevant extract in Table 3 below and the full plan in Annex A), had the
potential to track change across self-reported knowledge, attitudes and action. However, no
survey questions were developed in track changes in knowledge (indicator 3.3); there is no
significant change in self-reported ‘optimism’ about the topic reported against indicator 3.4
and there is discernible change in self-reported opinions on a) being more informed before
making a purchase and b) not buying a product made from an endangered species.

77. Although the Campaign’s strategy attracted attention, the level of informed awareness

raised is questionable as people visiting the website did not explore it as expected31. Under
indicator 3.2 it is reported that 21.3% of people opening links sent by email through the
Campaign, only 3.9% showed further action (i.e. click-throughs). In March 2018, 13,649
people are recorded to have ‘made a pledge’ under the Campaign. This is understood to
mean that this many people have engaged in a Campaign action. There are no data to
indicate levels of follow-up action among those who pledged.

78. Both online data and interview feedback point to people paying attention to the topic of ITW
and being concerned about this. What remains unclear is the nature (specific messages)
and extent (magnitude or scale of influence) contributed by the WFL Campaign has had.
Further, any contribution to awareness raising can be expected to be uneven according to
geography, age and social status etc.

79. Overall, there is little evidence that media representation and mass public opinion

demonstrate a substantive move against illegal trade in wildlife and timber in demand,
transit and supply countries. A major weakness of the WFL Campaign lies in a lack of
connection (or causal explanation) between the implementation of high-quality activities
and the achievement of outcomes (i.e. uptake or adoption of outputs).

31

Wild For Life Campaign Report: February 15, 2017 - April 30, 2018
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Table 5: Extract from Phase 2 Monitoring Plan (see Annex A for complete table)
Indicator

Indicator
Definition,
Unit of Measure

Indicator Type
and Source

Data Source,
Disaggregation

Timing,
Frequency or
Schedule

Responsible

Source: Google
Analytics

Collection:
Monthly

Collection: UN
Environment

Reporting:
- Results to be
discussed during
monthly M&E
meeting (UN
Environment)
- Final report (PCI
Media Impact)
Collection:
Monthly

Analysis: UN
Environment

Disaggregation:
- Geographic
location

Reporting:
- Results to be
discussed during
monthly M&E
meeting (UN
Environment)
- Final report (PCI
Media Impact)

Analysis: UN
Environment

Source: Webbased survey

Collection:
At the end of
phase 2.

Collection: UN
Environment

Baseline
(up to
Oct
2016)

Targe
t

15/02/2019

12,174

32,174

UN Environment did
not track.

0

10%

Opens 21.3%
Clicks 3.9%

0

--

No survey questions
were designed to
track this

Sub-Objective 3: Deepen subscriber community engagement
3.1 Number of
new subscribers.

3.2 Percentage of
subscriber clickthrough of email
links.

Definition: The
number of visitors to
the website that
subscribe (sign-up) to
it. This can also be
used to determine the
rate of subscribers to
visits.
Unit: Visitor who signup
Definition:
Percentage of
delivered content that
register at least one
click. This could help
determine if the
message content is
relevant to
subscribers.

Type: Output
Source: Custom

Disaggregation:
- Geographic
location

Type: Output
Source: Custom

Source: Google
Analytics

Unit: Click.
3.3 Increase
knowledge about
illegal trade in
wildlife attributed
by respondents to
the campaign.

Definition: Selfreported changes in
knowledge about
illegal trade in wildlife
attributed by
respondents to the
campaign.
Unit: Individual

Type: Outcome
Source: Custom

Disaggregation:
- Geographic
location
- Gender
- Age

Reporting:
Final report.
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Reporting: UN
Environment/
PCI Media
Impact
Collection: UN
Environment

Reporting: UN
Environment/
PCI Media
Impact

Analysis: PCI
Media Impact
Reporting: PCI
Media Impact
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Indicator
3.4 Increase
positive attitudes
toward ending the
illegal trade in
wildlife attributed
by respondents to
the campaign.

3.5 Increase
positive behaviour
related to the
issue of illegal
trade in wildlife
toward changing
purchasing
behaviors
attributed by
respondents to
the campaign.

3.6 Increase
information
sharing from web
site (a form of IC).

Indicator
Definition,
Unit of Measure
Definition: Selfreported changes in
attitudes toward
ending the illegal
trade in wildlife
attributed by
respondents to the
campaign.
Unit: Individual
Definition: Selfreported behavior
change related to the
issue of illegal trade
in wildlife toward
changing purchasing
behaviors attributed
by respondents to the
campaign

Indicator Type
and Source

Data Source,
Disaggregation

Type: Outcome

Source: Webbased survey

Source: Custom

Type: Outcome
Source: Custom

Disaggregation:
- Geographic
location
- Gender
- Age
Source: Webbased survey
Disaggregation:
- Geographic
location
- Gender
- Age

Timing,
Frequency or
Schedule
Collection:
At the end of
phase 2.
Reporting:
Final report.

Collection:
At the end of
phase 2.
Reporting:
Final report.

Responsible
Collection: UN
Environment

Baseline
(up to
Oct
2016)

Targe
t

0

--

0

--

0

--

Analysis: PCI
Media Impact
Reporting: PCI
Media Impact
Collection: UN
Environment
Analysis: PCI
Media Impact
Reporting: PCI
Media Impact

Unit: Individual

Definition: Self
reported sharing of
information from web
site (a form of
Interpersonal
Communication).
Unit: Individual

Type: Outcome
Source: Custom

Source: Webbased survey
Disaggregation:
- Geographic
location
- Gender
- Age

Collection:
At the end of
phase 2.
Reporting:
Final report.
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Collection: UN
Environment
Analysis: PCI
Media Impact
Reporting: PCI
Media Impact

15/02/2019

Phase 1: 59% of
respondents felt
more optimistic
after visiting the
website.
Phase 2: 57% of
respondents felt
more optimistic
after visiting the
website.
Phase 1: 68% said
they will be more
informed before
making a purchase.
61% said they would
not buy a product
made from an
endangered species.
Phase 2: 63% said
they will be more
informed before
making a purchase.
58% said they would
not buy a product
made from an
endangered species.
UN Environment
does not have the
capacity to track.
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Achievement of Campaign Outcomes rating: Moderately Unsatisfactory.
Achievement of Likelihood of Impact

80. As noted above, there is little evidence that media representation and mass public

opinion demonstrate a substantive move, in terms of scale and/or quality, against
illegal trade in wildlife and timber in demand, transit and supply countries. Within a
global movement on this topic, with many active players, it has not been possible to
clearly identify the influence created by the WFL Campaign beyond attracting attention
through its engagement of GWAs and the design of a creative online engagement
activity (i.e. morphs).

81. It is noted that several species that were a focus of the Campaign received the highest

level of protection possible under the Convention on International Trade in Endangered
Species (CITES), including the Helmeted Hornbill, Pangolin and Rosewood. However
due to the lack of a robust monitoring framework it is hard to determine the level of
contribution that can be attributed to the Campaign.

82. The likelihood of impact of the WFL Campaign on the illicit trade in wildlife and forest
products is lessened by the shift in focus of the Campaign to wider biodiversity
conservation.

Likelihood of impact rating: Moderately Unlikely.
Effectiveness rating: Moderately Unsatisfactory

e.

Efficiency

83. In terms of the timeliness of activations, events organised by other parties and

collaborations were taken advantage of efficiently and synergies and collaborations with
ITW initiatives like #RunWild and leveraging events such as WWD were used effectively to
promote the WFL agenda and brand. These were influential in terms of increasing
awareness of the Campaign in general as well as specific ITW issues such as targeted
species or topics of regional concern. Evidence is provided for this through data from
collaborative activations like Snow Leopard Day, when website visits increased significantly
in conjunction with celebrity activity.

84. Overall, there were issues with a lack of predictable and secured funding throughout the life

of the Campaign, which meant that some activities could not be carried out as planned. The
Campaign received project funding from 2016 – 2019 and then to keep the Campaign alive
the focus shifted at the end of 2019 to a broader biodiversity ecosystems approach. At this
time UNEP was in discussion with China Green Foundation for funding a 3rd Phase. This
funding was agreed for the Campaign in 2020 with a broader focus, which was considered
more relevant to UNEP as an organisation.

85. After China Green Foundation funding ended in December 2020, Lions Share funded the

Campaign, with a particular focus on regional initiatives. As a result funding was primarily in
Indonesia and was managed by the regional office there. The interest in this case was
grounded in a country level/regional level focus and so the funding was also regionally
focused and not globally.

86. The lack of secured resources and the effects this had on the Campaign was one of the key
weaknesses of the WFL Campaign that was not addressed through adaptive management.
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87. The Campaign’s efficiency was negatively affected by the adaptation to UNEPs changing
priorities in an effort to acquire further funding, which resulted in the WFL Campaign’s
movement to broader biodiversity messaging, encompassing a wider array of threats to
ecosystems rather than just wildlife crime alone.

88. It was reported that there was a lack of planning and organisation caused by confusion in

regards to the operational structure; it was not clear who was responsible for what between
UNEP and PCI Media Impact when it came to running the Campaign. Day-to-day Campaign
coordination was reportedly not functional at times with a reported lack of clarity of how
Campaign decisions were made or what the governance structure was. This was particularly
evident when it came to translations. Although the Campaign’s communication materials
were available in 8 languages, translation was found to be the costliest and most timeconsuming part of the Campaign process. Respondents reported dissatisfaction with the
availability of translated materials.

89. Although the Campaign was successful at leveraging collaborations and utilising a social

first strategy, it would have benefited from having a more strategically planned, better
resourced strategy. Alternatively, given the uncertainty around funding, the outcome for
Communications Component, adaptive management could have been demonstratd and the
outcome could have been formally revised to a more modest level. Overall, the Campaign
lacked a clear internal operational structure and this, as well as a lack of secured resources,
was found to hinder efficiency significantly.

Efficiency rating:

f.

Moderately Unsatisfactory

Monitoring and Reporting

Monitoring Design and Budgeting

90. A coherent and consistent overview of the overarching logic of the Campaign and how that
could be best conceptualised in an overall approach to tracking and making judgments
around progress was lacking, which presented a challenge for the design of a monitoring
plan.

91. Despite the above, the monitoring design was good for both Phase 1 and Phase 2, with

plans made to record baseline data and to target analytics that were able to measure
Campaign impact effectively. However, the cost of this was not included in the funding
secured at project design and securing additional funding presented a continuous problem
for the project. No adaptation was made to address this critical gap (e.g. limiting the
ambition of the project, identifying key priority indicators and devising a ‘critical’ monitoring
plan etc).

92. There was also a lack of indicators for Phase 1, while for Phase 2 many of the indicators

proposed were not used during implementation. There was also a significant disconnect
between the ITW project indicators and those proposed, but largely not applied for, the
Campaign.

93. Campaigns of this nature present challenges when it comes to monitoring progress.

Assessing and then tracking wider public attitudes, opinions and actions as well as
understanding the factors influencing them is difficult without significant dedicated human
resources and funding. The global scope of the campaign adds to the challenge. However,
there are ways to operate around these limitations through implementation of a more
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effective follow up mechanism, for example following up with individuals who made pledges
or incorporating feedback surveys in online sites..

94. A clear TOC showing causal pathways can also be used to ensure that the design of any

monitoring plan is as efficient (not including peripheral indicators) and effective (tracking
the actions and changes that have the greatest power to support claims for achieving
intended results)

95. More thought was needed on what was realistically achievable in terms of the

implementation of a monitoring system for the Campaign in its early stages and throughout
its life. There was also a lack of baseline data collected which would have provided more
effective indications of Campaign achievement through comparisons between the pre- and
post- Campaign period.
Monitoring Design and Budgeting rating:, Unsatisfactory.

Monitoring of Campaign Implementation

96. Monitoring of the WFL Campaign implementation was ad hoc, with the proposed structure

and indicators largely disregarded. This was reportedly the result of a lack of resources.
Also, basic tracking mechanisms were not put in place in the early stages of the Campaign
because of changes in contractors designing and hosting the website. For example, the
systematic use of Google Analytics was not put in place before the launch effectively, which
means that data for the period under review are patchy and partial.

97. A monitoring plan with 17 indicators was designed for Phase 2 of the Campaign (Annex XX).
Data were provided, in 2019, against 7 of these. Among the others: 1 activity was dropped;
data collection for 1 indicator was not acted upon; in 1 case there was a failure to use
Google Analytics; the data for 1 indicator was merged with a broader activity; for 1 indicator
there was silence and in 5 cases UNEP was reported to be unable to track the indicator (in 4
cases ‘lack of UNEP capacity’ was cited).

98. There was a lack of institutional memory with some knowledge being said to have left the

organisation with staff departures. However, the most significant weakness was monitoring
plans not being implemented and indicators32 not being used consistently and throughout
the Campaign.

99. Overall, the monitoring of implementation was poor. This study notes that effective

monitoring of communications work, combined with a coherent and credible articulation of
the expected change process, can play a key role in a successful fundraising strategy.
Monitoring of Campaign Implementation: Unsatisfactory.

Campaign Outcome Reporting

100. Overall, there was a strong record of documenting successes and strategic achievements
in the Campaign and information on specific activations have been captured in reports that
do provide useful information about the campaign. However, Campaign reporting seems to
have been done in an adhoc manner, providing information that often was not in line with
the monitoring framework.

32

See Annex 1
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101. Despite the strong record of reports the Campaign kept, they were not linked to the

achievement of the Outcome or a consistent results framework. This led to a stronger focus
on ‘what was done’ rather than on ‘what was achieved’. A more systematic and strategic
approach to monitoring and reporting would have been useful and, on a topic as important
as this, is essential. Systematic reporting could have supported greater learning and
strategic adaptation, with data and information better informing the continuing development
of the Campaign. The reports did succeed in communicating the Campaign’s achievements
well and may have played a role in influencing potential collaborating and funding partners.
Campaign Outcome Reporting rating: Moderately Unsatisfactory.

Monitoring and Reporting rating:

g.

Moderately Unsatisfactory.

Sustainability

102. A significant detriment to sustainability of the Campaign and the gains in awareness

raising the Campaign has managed to leverage is the lack of an exit strategy. Aside from the
user journeys being migrated to the UNEP Decade of Ecosystems Restoration website, there
are currently no plans for UNEP to utilise the brand developed by the Campaign in any way.

103. The lack of an exit strategy seems to have resulted from a lack of organisation particularly
as the Campaign went beyond its initial scope in terms of time, to acquire more partners
and funding over 2020 – 2021. Overall, the extent to which future outcomes are dependent
on future funding depends on how much existing momentum is maintained, and the extent
to which other actors (and funders) can help. Now that the Campaign seems not to be a
focus for UNEP, in terms of socio-political, institutional and financial sustainability, there is
little evidence to be optimistic.

104. In terms of the sustainability of the outcomes of the Campaign, it is apparent that ITW has
been, and remains, high on the agenda in general (e.g. through CITES and other global
efforts) although UNEP has shifted towards a broader take on the issue encompassing
threats to ecosystems rather than just wildlife crime and its effects. The lack of a strategic
approach to shifting the focus to a broader biodiversity approach seemingly weakened the
impact of the WFL Campaign when it came to influencing policy and being able to measure
the extent of the Campaigns impact. There is a reported need for more resources to link
communication work to economic and policy challenges and more awareness of how policy
changes can affect the economy, particularly in a regional setting to keep in mind the
economic repercussions for a developing country.

Sustainability rating: Moderately Unlikely

h. Factors Affecting Performance and Cross-Cutting Issues
Responsiveness to Human Rights and Gender Equality:

105. In the project document for the ITW project under the Communications Strategy, (ProDoc,

2016 :32) a commitment was made to address gender-specific issues: ‘Gender
mainstreaming will be considered with specific messages prepared and targeted to specific
audiences’. No evidence was found to suggest that specific messaging was developed
and/or disseminated.
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106. Potential negative gender-relevant impacts were identified for the project as a whole and
assessed as a medium risk (item 7, Table 4 Project Risk Log, ProDoc 2016: 35) and the
management strategy was proposed as ‘the conceptual framework and approach makes
specific reference to the needs of men and women’ under the responsibility of the Project
Manager and Team.

107. This Study notes that as features such as inclusivity, gender equality and safeguards etc
are assessed at the point of project design as areas of concern for UNEP then making
commitments within the project design documents and not following through on them
during project planning and implementation is a serious omission.
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4. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
4.1. Conclusions
108. The Campaign was conceptualised well to increase visibility and raise awareness of the

issue, although it lacked a holistic strategy document or a results framework that was
consistently used throughout. A weakness of the WFL Campaign lies in a lack of connection
(or causal explanation) between the implementation of high-quality Campaign activities and
the achievement of project outcomes (i.e. uptake or adoption of project outputs).Some
elements such as governance structure, a robust Theory of Change, exit strategy and, in
particular a robust monitoring framework for measuring change, were not strongly thought
through or implemented which had an impact on the achievement of the planned Project
Output and Outcome.

109. The Campaign has succeeded in raising awareness to some extent and has helped

increase the salience of the problem of the illegal trade in wildlife. It has tapped into, and
augmented, public attention and concern about this issue. Advocacy wins were made after
the Campaign launched, particularly in 2018 when the ban in China on commercial ivory was
implemented. Also, several species that were a focus of the Campaign received the highest
level of protection possible under the Convention on International Trade in Endangered
Species, including the Helmeted Hornbill, Pangolin and Rosewood. There are also examples
of social mobilisation and changes in policy during the life of the Campaign and behaviour
changes that occurred at that time, specifically among decision makers in a number of
countries, regionally and globally. However considering the presence of other, high profile,
ITW initiatives at that time, and given the lack of a robust Theory of Change, results
framework and monitoring system, it is not possible to determine the level of contribution
that can be attributed to the Campaign.

110. A social first strategy allowed a level of flexibility that was used effectively in terms of

leveraging partnerships to implement Campaign activations that often-had significant reach
in terms of raising awareness. The Campaign also won several international awards.
However, without a mechanism to measure change, particularly in terms of the depth of
engagement, the Campaign’s effects on social mobalisation and behavioural change cannot
be evidenced.

111. As the focus of the Campaign shifted during its life to a broader biodiversity/conservation
approach, the extent to which it addressed the Resolutions on combatting illegal trade in
wildlife become difficult to determine, similarly commitments to promoting gender equaity
were made but little was done to address this specifically during the life of the Campaign.
The momentum it has produced may have helped the issue to enter the mainstream and
contribute toward influencing public opinion, however there is no evidence that the
Campaign’s effect was deep enough to achieve a substantive move against illegal trade in
wildlife and timber in demand, transit and supply countries allowing governments to make
promises and take action. Overall, there is no evidence of a causal link between the media
representation and mass public opinion the Campaign influenced and substantive moves
against illegal trade in wildlife and timber in demand, transit and supply countries.

112. This study notes that further Campaign documentation was submitted after the

completion of this Evaluation. The additional materials listed in Annex B and was not found
to substantially alter the findings of the study.
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4.2. Summary of Campaign Component findings and ratings
113. The table below provides a summary of the ratings and findings discussed in Chapter V.
Overall, the performance of the Campaign Component in the context of the ITW project
demonstrates a rating of ‘Moderately Unsatisfactory’.

Table 3: Summary of Campaign Component findings and ratings
Criterion
A. Strategic Relevance of
the Campaign

Summary Assessment/Comments

Rating

CONTRIBUTORY/TRIANGULATED WITH PRINCIPAL
EVALUATOR FINDINGS ON PROJECT RELEVANCE

S

1. Alignment to MTS and POW

S

1. Alignment to Donor
strategic priorities

The Campaign remained focused on donor strategic priorities
and this contributed towards the resulting broadening focus of
the Campaign.

S

2. Relevance to regional, subregional and national
environmental priorities

The WFL Campaign was designed to work in collaboration
with global, regional, national and local actions and initiatives
to both support ITW initiatives outside the UNEP ITW Project
and to increase the Campaign’s reach and branding power.

S

3. Complementarity with
existing UNEP
communications work

The WFL Campaign was not aligned strategically with
significant global ITW initiatives such as the DEFRA IWT
Initiative and London conference. However, as a stand-alone
Campaign it supported numerous interventions, existing
campaigns and UNEP initiatives such as: United Nations
Environment Assembly; World Environment Day; World Wildlife
Day and World Pangolin Day. However, these were not always
focused specifically on the ITW.

S

B. Quality of Campaign
Design

CONTRIBUTORY/TRIANGULATED WITH PRINCIPAL
EVALUATOR FINDINGS ON PROJECT DESIGN

MU

The Campaign was conceptualised well from a creative and
online engagement perspective, although it is lacking a
holistic strategy document or a results framework that was
used consistently. There is no one strategy document or a
results framework for Phase 1, and the one that was designed
for Phase 2 (see annex 1) was poorly implemented. As a result
a significant flaw is the difficulty in measuring the success of
the Campaign beyond online likes and posts etc.
C. Nature of External
Communications Context

The public space and mediums through which the Campaign
was communicated was conducive for pursuing and achieving
the project outcome and outputs.
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Criterion

Summary Assessment/Comments

D. Effectiveness33

MU
STAND ALONE = OUTPUTS

1. Availability of outputs

2. Achievement of project
outcomes

Rating

S

The WFL Campaign gained attention and, insofar as new or
endorsed information can be expected to raise awareness and
increase understanding of an issue, it is likely that the
Campaign encouraged awareness and support for the issues
at some ways and at some level. However, there is little
evidence of social mobilization or behaviour change.

STAND ALONE = OUTCOME

MU

Overall, there is little evidence that media representation and
mass public opinion demonstrate a substantive move against
illegal trade in wildlife and timber in demand, transit and
supply countries as a result of this Campaign.. A major
weakness of the WFL Campaign lies in a lack of connection
(or causal explanation) between the implementation of highquality activities and the achievement of outcomes (i.e. uptake
or adoption of outputs).

3. Likelihood of impact

CONTRIBUTORY/TRIANGULATED WITH PRINCIPAL
EVALUATOR FINDINGS ON LIKELIHOOD OF IMPACT

MU

The likelihood of long-lasting impact from the WFL Campaign
is moderately unlikely given the lack of evidence suggesting
an outcome result level has been reached and the shift in
focus of the Campaign to wider biodiversity conservation.

F. Efficiency

CONTRIBUTORY/TRIANGULATED WITH PRINCIPAL
EVALUATOR FINDINGS

U

Although the Campaign was successful at leveraging
collaborations and utilising a social first strategy, it would

33

Where a project is rated, through the assessment of Project Design Quality template during the evaluation inception stage as
facing either an Unfavourable or Highly Unfavourable external operating context, ratings for Effectiveness, Efficiency and/or
Sustainability may be increased at the discretion of the Evaluation Consultant and Evaluation Manager together. Any adjustments
must be fully justified.
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Criterion

Summary Assessment/Comments

Rating

have benefited from having a more strategically planned
strategy. Overall, the Campaign lacked a clear internal
operational structure and this, as well as the monitoring
strategy not being implemented and the lack of a consistent
and effective results framework was found to have hindered
efficiency

G. Monitoring and
Reporting on the
Communications
Campaign (monitoring
data contributes heavily to
the data used to assessed
Effectiveness – represents
secondary data)

STAND ALONE = MONITORING COMMS WORK AND
CONTRIBUTORY/ TRIANGULATED WITH PRINCIPAL
EVALUATOR FINDINGS

U

1. Campaign Monitoring
design and budgeting

More thought was needed on what was realistically achievable
in terms of the implementation of a monitoring system for the
Campaign in its early stages and throughout its life. In some
cases there was also a lack of baseline data which could have
provided the foundation for more effective measurements of
Campaign achievements.

U

2. Monitoring of campaign
implementation

There was a lack of institutional memory with some
knowledge being said to have left the organisation with staff
departures. However, the most significant weakness was
monitoring plans not being implemented and the lack of a
consistent and effective results framework.

U

3.Outcome reporting (i.e.
reporting against Outcome
4/Outputs) e.g. how well is
the work under Outcome 4
reported on?

Reporting was carried out primarily at an activity level.
However, this information, however detailed, does not provide
insight into, or evidence of, the effectiveness of the Campaign
in terms of realising its results. Adaptive management did not
take place in response to Campaign reporting.

MU

H. Sustainability

STAND ALONE = ENDURANCE OF BENEFITS ACCRUED AT
OUTCOME AND

MU

CONTRIBUTORY/TRIANGULATED WITH PRINCIPAL
EVALUATOR FINDINGS
A significant detriment to sustainability of the Campaign and
the gains the Campaign has managed to leverage is the lack
of an exit strategy. Now that UNEPs strategic focus has
shifted to a broader message, in terms of socio-political,
institutional and financial sustainability of any benefits
achieved at the outcome level, there is little evidence to be
optimistic.
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Criterion

Summary Assessment/Comments

Overall Communications
Component Performance
Rating

4.3.

Rating
MU

Recommendations34

Recommendation #1:

Challenge/problem to be
addressed by the
recommendation:

Priority Level:
Type of Recommendation:
Responsibility:
Proposed implementation
time-frame:

Recommendation #2:
Challenge/problem to be
addressed by the
recommendation:

Communications Division to identify to the Evaluation Office any
ongoing or planned Campaigns that are (or are expected to be) hosted
by a PIMS project. Monitoring plans for these Campaigns should be
shared and data collection methods confirmed.
When Communication Campaigns are incorporated into PIMS projects
they become part of UNEP’s Programme of Work and are expected to
achieve, or contribute substantially towards, defined results at output
and outcome levels. Based on this study, and in a previous evaluation of
the Clean Seas Campaign within the Global Project on Marine Litter
project, UNEP Communication Campaigns operate in a more fluid space,
suffer from insecure funding and are not supported by robust monitoring
design and implementation systems. This compromises UNEP’s ability
to report on its performance, leads to lengthy (and costly) evaluation
processes and undermines the potential for evaluations to adequately
assess results.
Important recommendation
Campaign
Communications Division

Communications Division to share with the Evaluation Office its plan for
developing and resourcing effective monitoring plans for work to be
undertaken under the MTS 2022-25.
In the case of 5 out of the 17 indicators designed for Phase 2 of the
Campaign, the reason for data not having been collected was given as
‘UNEP lacked the capacity’. At other points in the study process
insufficient funding was given as the reason for a lack of monitoring
data.
Given that the Communications Division has a significant role to play in
delivering the Medium-Term Strategy, there is reason for concern around
the capacity and resources for UNEP’s communications work to be
effectively monitored, reported on and evaluated.
UNEP’s communications will help deliver coherence and
consistency across the broad spectrum of environmental action.
UNEP’s approach to its communications will be highly innovative,
using a growing foothold in digital spheres and social media
spaces to reach and engage with a diverse and expanding range
of audiences and stakeholders.

34

Recommendations should consist of a short sentence containing the action and a sharp articulation of the problem that has been
identified and needs to be addressed.
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-

Priority Level:
Type of Recommendation:
Responsibility:
Proposed implementation
time-frame:

UNEP will focus on delivering impact stories to enhance the
understanding of environmental sustainability and its various
benefits and to mobilize societal behavioural change. (MTS,
2022-25)

Critical
UNEP wide
Communications Division
12 months

5.1. Lessons Learned 35
Lesson Learned #1:

The Communications Campaign would have benefited from a welldesigned and resourced monitoring strategy to track progress against
a results framework that was agreed and implemented from the outset
of the Campaign.

Context/comment:

The proposed monitoring strategy was not consistently used and the
tools were not in place to effectively support an analysis of the
Campaign’s results. The campaign strategy did not provide a sufficient
framework through which the level of impact could be measured and
was not closely used to guide the implementation of the Campaign.
Although the Campaign was flexible enough to capitalise on
opportunities, shifts in consumer behaviour and the effects of calls for
action are difficult to measure and even harder to attribute to a single
cause without prior research and an effective monitoring strategy.

Lesson Learned #2:

More defined roles and responsibilities at the operational level were
required in order for the Campaign to be more effective.

Context/comment:

The Campaign would have benefited from clearly defined roles for
UNEP and PCI Media Impact. While the Campaign has had adequate
operational decision-making systems allowing it to produce significant
outputs, campaign governance and leadership could have been
improved.

Lesson Learned #3:

Include an exit strategy or potential exit strategies for Future
Campaigns

Context/comment:

The Campaign lacked an exit strategy from the beginning which has
resulted in UNEP perhaps not to utilising to the extent it would have
been able, a platform and source of information of ITW that was

35

Lessons learned should be anchored upon the conclusions of the evaluation and have the potential for wider application and use
(replication and generalization). No lessons should appear which are not based upon an explicit finding of the evaluation. The
statement should briefly describe the context from which the lesson learned is derived and specify the context(s) in which it may be
useful.

Page 121

Terminal Evaluation of the UNEP-GEF Project : “Addressing the Illicit Trade in Wildlife and Forest Products” (PIMS 01951)

running for almost 5 years. With more planning there is a chance that a
significant amount of resources and work that did go into the Campaign
could be utilised for future initiatives. Or at least exist as a platform for
providing information.

Lesson Learned #4:

Expanding the focus of the Campaign to align more with donor
priorities and address wider aspects of biodiversity and climate
change may have diluted the Campaign’s message

Context/comment:

Although these wider biodiversity aspects that the Campaign shifted to
address are important, this combination/aggregation wasn’t planned
strategically and as such was not the most effective way to undertake
this shift. In the case of the WFL Campaign expanding the campaign to
wider aspects of biodiversity and climate change did not work to
strengthen it. Rather, it resulted in the Campaign not widely
implementing initiatives such as national communication toolkits which
were designed to contribute toward behaviour shifts and influence
decision and policy makers. As such it seems that it may have
inadvertently diluted the message, diverting it from possibly having
more influence on behavioural change specifically for reducing ITW.
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(IN-DEPTH STUDY) ANNEX A. PHASE 2 RESULTS FRAMEWORK (INDICATORS NOT FULLY TRACKED)
Indicator

Indicator Definition,
Unit of Measure

Indicator Type
and Source

Data Source,
Disaggregation

Type: Output

Source:
Google
Analytics

Timing,
Frequency or
Schedule

Responsible

Baseline

15/02/2019

36

Target

174,031

400,000

375,069

10,721

40,721

13,649
(March
2018)

Sub-Objective 1: Strengthen digital platform
1.1 Number of
unique website
visitors.

Definition: Unique
visitors refers to the
number of distinct
individuals requesting
pages from a website
during a designated
period, regardless of
how many times they
visit.

Source:
Custom

Collection:
Monthly

Disaggregation:
- Geographic
location

Unit: Individual
1.2 Number of
people who
made a pledge.

Definition: People who
made a pledge refer to
those visitors who
engage in the expected
action.
Unit: Individual/pledge

36

Type: Output
Source:
Custom

Source:
Google
Analytics
Disaggregation:
- Geographic
location

Reporting:
- Results to be
discussed
during monthly
M&E meeting
(UN
Environment)
- Final report
(PCI Media
Impact)
Collection:
Monthly
Reporting:
- Results to be
discussed
during monthly
M&E meeting
(UN
Environment)

Baseline data was collected up until October 30th, 2016.
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Collection:
UN
Environment
Analysis: UN
Environment
Reporting: UN
Environment/
PCI Media
Impact
Collection:
UN
Environment
Analysis: UN
Environment
Reporting: UN
Environment/
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Indicator

1.3 Number of
people who
made a morph.

Indicator Definition,
Unit of Measure

Definition: People who
made a morph refer to
those visitors who
engage in the expected
action. One same
person can create
multiple morphs.

Indicator Type
and Source

Type: Output
Source:
Custom

Data Source,
Disaggregation

Source:
Google
Analytics

Collection:
Monthly

Disaggregation:
- Geographic
location

Unit: Morph

1.4 Number of
people who
completed the
Wildlife Crime
Footprint Quiz.

Definition: People
completed the quiz
refer to those visitors
who engage in the
expected action.
Unit: Individual/Quiz

Type: Output
Source:
Custom

Timing,
Frequency or
Schedule
- Final report
(PCI Media
Impact)

Source:
Google
Analytics
Disaggregation:
- Geographic
location
- Gender
- Age

Reporting:
- Results to be
discussed
during monthly
M&E meeting
(UN
Environment)
- Final report
(PCI Media
Impact)
Collection:
Monthly
Reporting:
- Results to be
discussed
during monthly
M&E meeting
(UN
Environment)
- Final report
(PCI Media
Impact)
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Responsible

Baseline

15/02/2019

36

Target

39,572

54,572

0

10,000
(JuneJuly)

PCI Media
Impact
Collection:
UN
Environment
Analysis: UN
Environment
Reporting: UN
Environment/
PCI Media
Impact
Collection:
UN
Environment
Analysis: UN
Environment
Reporting: UN
Environment/
PCI Media
Impact

PCI
(45,395
Morphs
March 2018)
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Indicator
1.5 Number of
people who
sign up for a
#WildForLife
Team.

Indicator Definition,
Unit of Measure

Indicator Type
and Source

Data Source,
Disaggregation

Definition: People who
sign up for the team
refer to those visitors
who engage in the
expected action. One
person can join more
than one team.

Type: Output

Source:
Google
Analytics

Source:
Custom

Unit: Individual

1.6 Length of
time spent on
key web pages,
including new
pages
developed for
Phase 2.

Definition: The average
length of visit to the
different key website
pages.

Type: Output
Source:
Custom

Disaggregation:
- Geographic
location
- Gender
- Age

Source:
Google
Analytics
Disaggregation:
- Geographic
location

Unit: Average session
duration

Timing,
Frequency or
Schedule
Collection:
Monthly
Reporting:
- Results to be
discussed
during monthly
M&E meeting
(UN
Environment)
- Final report
(PCI Media
Impact)
Collection:
Monthly
Reporting:
- Results to be
discussed
during monthly
M&E meeting
(UN
Environment)
- Final report
(PCI Media
Impact)

Responsible
Collection:
UN
Environment

Baseline
36

15/02/2019
Target

0

20,000
(AprilJuly)

Because the
Team
Challenge
became a
pledge drive,
we added
this number
to the total
pledges.

--

--

Avg Session
duration
3:20

1billion

1 billion
500,000,
000

UN
Environment
suggests we

Analysis: UN
Environment
Reporting: UN
Environment/
PCI Media
Impact
Collection:
UN
Environment
Analysis: UN
Environment
Reporting: UN
Environment/
PCI Media
Impact

Sub-Objective 2: Create compelling campaign content and distribution
2.1 Number of
social media
impressions.

Definition: The number
of times a content is
displayed in the

Type: Output

Source:

Collection:
Monthly
dashboard

Page 125

Collection:
PCI Media
Impact
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Indicator

Indicator Definition,
Unit of Measure

Indicator Type
and Source

Data Source,
Disaggregation

different social media
channels of users.

Source:
Custom

Google
Analytics
Hashtracking37

Unit: Impression.

2.2 Number of
social media
engagements
from GWAs
and
champions.

Definition: The number
of times a content is
displayed in the
different social media
channels of users.

Disaggregation:
- Geographic
location
Type: Output
Source:
Custom

Unit: Facebook (likes,
shares, comments);
Twitter (replies,
retweets, likes); Weibo

37

Source:
Google
Analytics
Hashtracking
Disaggregation:
- Geographic
location

Timing,
Frequency or
Schedule

Responsible

Reporting:
- Results to be
discussed
during monthly
M&E meeting
- Final report

Analysis: PCI
Media Impact

Collection:
Monthly
dashboard

Collection:
PCI Media
Impact

Reporting:
- Results to be
discussed
during monthly
M&E meeting
- Final report

Analysis: PCI
Media Impact

Un Environment is also tracking these data using Hashtracking.
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Baseline
36

15/02/2019
Target
stop
tracking.

Reporting:
PCI Media
Impact.

Reporting:
PCI Media
Impact

2,500,00
0

5,500,00
0

The Google
Analytics
dashboard
was
unsuccessf
ully
implemente
d.
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Indicator
2.4 Number of
media articles
that mention
#WildForLife
generated.

2.5 Types of
media
publishing and
content
displayed.

Indicator Definition,
Unit of Measure

Indicator Type
and Source

Data Source,
Disaggregation

Definition: The number
of media
articles/segments
published (online and
other) that mention the
name of the campaign
or any other campaign
related activity.

Type: Output

Source:
Meltwater

Source:
Custom

Unit: Media
article/segment
Definition: Counts of Type: Output
types of media the
article published in and Source:
positive or negative Custom
mention
of
the
campaign and of its
mission
to
reduce
wildlife
trafficking;
presence or lack of a
call to action.

Disaggregation:
- N.A.

Source:
Content
analysis

Timing,
Frequency or
Schedule
Collection:
Monthly
Reporting:
- Final report

Collection:
N/A
Reporting:
- Final report

Disaggregation:
- N.A.

Responsible
Collection:
UN
Environment

Baseline

15/02/2019

36

Target

0

1,000

UN
Environment
does not
have the
capacity to
track.

--

--

UN
Environment
does not
have the
capacity to
track.

12,174

32,174

UN
Environment
did not
track.

Analysis: UN
Environment /
PCI Media
Impact
Reporting: UN
Environment
Collection:
UN
Environment
Analysis: PCI
Media Impact
Reporting:
PCI Media
Impact

Unit: Media
article/segment
Sub-Objective 3: Deepen subscriber community engagement
3.1 Number of
new
subscribers.

Definition: The number
of visitors to the
website that subscribe
(sign-up) to it. This can
also be used to

Type: Output
Source:
Custom

Source: Google
Analytics

Collection:
Monthly
Reporting:

Disaggregation:
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Collection:
UN
Environment
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Indicator

Indicator Definition,
Unit of Measure

Indicator Type
and Source

determine the rate of
subscribers to visits.

Data Source,
Disaggregation
- Geographic
location

Unit: Visitor who signup

3.2 Percentage
of subscriber
click-through
of email links.

Definition: Percentage
of delivered content
that register at least
one click. This could
help determine if the
message content is
relevant to subscribers.

Type: Output
Source:
Custom

Source: Google
Analytics
Disaggregation:
- Geographic
location

Unit: Click.

3.3 Increase
knowledge
about illegal
trade in
wildlife
attributed by
respondents to
the campaign.

Definition: SelfType: Outcome
reported changes in
knowledge about illegal Source:
trade in wildlife
Custom
attributed by
respondents to the
campaign.

Source: Webbased survey
Disaggregation:
- Geographic
location
- Gender
- Age

Timing,
Frequency or
Schedule
- Results to be
discussed
during monthly
M&E meeting
(UN
Environment)
- Final report
(PCI Media
Impact)
Collection:
Monthly
Reporting:
- Results to be
discussed
during monthly
M&E meeting
(UN
Environment)
- Final report
(PCI Media
Impact)
Collection:
At the end of
phase 2.
Reporting:
Final report.

Unit: Individual
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Responsible

Baseline

15/02/2019

36

Target

0

10%

Opens
21.3%
Clicks 3.9%

0

--

The results
of one
survey was
provided
from 2017–
- 513
responses,
majority of
which came

Analysis: UN
Environment
Reporting: UN
Environment/
PCI Media
Impact
Collection:
UN
Environment
Analysis: UN
Environment
Reporting: UN
Environment/
PCI Media
Impact
Collection:
UN
Environment
Analysis: PCI
Media Impact
Reporting:
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Indicator

Indicator Definition,
Unit of Measure

Indicator Type
and Source

Data Source,
Disaggregation

Timing,
Frequency or
Schedule

Responsible

Baseline
36

15/02/2019
Target

PCI Media
Impact

3.4 Increase
positive
attitudes
toward ending
the illegal
trade in

Definition: Selfreported changes in
attitudes toward
ending the illegal trade
in wildlife attributed by

Type: Outcome
Source:
Custom

Source: Webbased survey
Disaggregation:
- Geographic
location

Collection:
At the end of
phase 2.

Collection:
UN
Environment

Reporting:
Final report.

Analysis: PCI
Media Impact
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0

--

from
Gisele’s
Twitter post.
• There were
substantially
more female
respondents
than male.
• Most
respondents
are ”very
concerned”
about the
future of
endangered
animals.
- 59% of
respondents
felt more
optimistic
after
engaging
with the
#WildforLife
campaign.
Phase 1:
59% of
respondents
felt more
optimistic
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Indicator

Indicator Definition,
Unit of Measure

wildlife
attributed by
respondents to
the campaign.

respondents to the
campaign.

3.5 Increase
positive
behaviour
related to the
issue of illegal
trade in
wildlife toward
changing
purchasing
behaviors
attributed by
respondents to
the campaign.

Definition: Selfreported behavior
change related to the
issue of illegal trade in
wildlife toward
changing purchasing
behaviors attributed by
respondents to the
campaign

Indicator Type
and Source

Data Source,
Disaggregation

Timing,
Frequency or
Schedule

- Gender
- Age

Source:
Custom

Baseline
36

15/02/2019
Target

Reporting:
PCI Media
Impact

Unit: Individual

Type: Outcome

Responsible

Source: Webbased survey
Disaggregation:
- Geographic
location
- Gender
- Age

Collection:
At the end of
phase 2.

Collection:
UN
Environment

Reporting:
Final report.

Analysis: PCI
Media Impact

Unit: Individual
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Reporting:
PCI Media
Impact

0

--

after visiting
the website.
Phase 2:
57% of
respondents
felt more
optimistic
after visiting
the website.
Phase 1:
68% said
they will be
more
informed
before
making a
purchase.
61% would
not buy a
product
made from
an
endangered
species.
Phase 2:
63% said
they will be
more
informed
before
making a
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Indicator

3.6 Increase
information
sharing from
web site (a
form of IC).

Indicator Definition,
Unit of Measure

Definition: Self
reported sharing of
information from web
site (a form of
Interpersonal
Communication).

Indicator Type
and Source

Type: Outcome
Source:
Custom

Unit: Individual

Data Source,
Disaggregation

Source: Webbased survey
Disaggregation:
- Geographic
location
- Gender
- Age

Timing,
Frequency or
Schedule

Responsible

Collection:
At the end of
phase 2.

Collection:
UN
Environment

Reporting:
Final report.

Analysis: PCI
Media Impact

Baseline
36

15/02/2019
Target

0

--

0

400

purchase.
58% would
not buy a
product
made from
an
endangered
species.
UN
Environment
does not
have the
capacity to
track.

Reporting:
PCI Media
Impact

Sub-Objective 4: Develop ITW Communications Toolkit and #WildForLife toolkit
4.1 Number of
downloads of
C4D Toolkit
between
March-July

Definition: The number
of content units
(toolkit) downloaded
from the campaign´s
website.
Unit: Toolkit

Type: Output
Source:
Custom

Source: Google
Analytics
Disaggregation:
- Geographic
location

Collection: At
the end of
phase 2

Collection:
UN
Environment

Reporting:
- Final report
(PCI Media
Impact)

Analysis: UN
Environment
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Reporting:
PCI Media
Impact

The toolkit
has not yet
been
completed.
(wasn’t
implemente
d)
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(IN-DEPTH STUDY) ANNEX B. Information Submitted after Final Communication Review

1. WFL Survey Response Results 2017:
#WildforLife Survey Results - Survey Period: January 23 – March 15, 2017
No significant results were drawn from these results that are not covered in data used for the In-depth Study
2. WFL Excel Data 2016 through till 2021:
Excel files, dated 2016 throught 2021, contains a list of all the online publications, readch, desktop rech and mobile reach, that could be
considered relevant to ITW Campaign, not all are focused or mention the Campaign but are about ITW issues.
While this could be expected to apply to an indicator on the increased salience of the issue during this time period this is fragmented data that
cannot be verified through a specific causal thinking to the WFL campaign as there were other global initiatives at this time. It would be more
useful if it was specifically linked to the WFL Campaign.
3. Letter 1 - Where should #WildforLife go next – 2017
Highlights Campaign achivements such as award by Weibo (Chinese Twitter) as one of the "top 10 most influential

advocacy campaigns of 2016 in China".
4. World Wildlife Day KQ Report
Much of the information is not specific to WFL Campaign but was addressing a shared cause
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(IN-DEPTH STUDY) ANNEX C. BRIEF CV OF THE COMMUNICATION SPECIALIST

MYLES SVEN HALLIN
PERSONAL PROFILE
BACKGROUND
Myles is a specialist in communications and international development, with a particular focus on innovation, strategic communications, strategic
planning, policy development, project management and evaluation. He has significant experience in a variety of communication and project
management positions within both public and private sectors, as a successful entrepreneur and consulting for the United Nations in various
capacities.

EDUCATION & QUALIFICATIONS
SCHOOL OF ORIENTAL AND AFRICAN STUDIES (SOAS), UNIVERSITY OF LONDON
VI. MSC – DEVELOPMENT STUDIES - MERIT

SEPT 2016 – SEPT 2017

Developed detailed empirical knowledge and analytical skills for understanding the complex linkages between conflict and development.
Emphasis on Global Public Policy, Quantitative Research Methods, Security Studies, Gender Equality, Political Ecology of Development.
MONASH UNIVERSITY, MELBOURNE
VII. BA COMMUNICATIONS (HONS) - DISTINCTION

SEPT 2007 – MAY 2011

Developed foundational skills in communication, journalism, international relations, economics, quantitative and qualitative Research Methods and
political science. Accepted into the Honors program for School of Political and Social Inquiry. Received Distinction for Honors thesis.

EMPLOYMENT HISTORY & WORK EXPERIENCE
UNITED NATIONS ENVIRONMENT PROGRAMME (UNEP)

SEPTEMBER 2019 - PRESENT

EVALUATION MANAGER. NAIROBI, KENYA
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o
o
o
o
o

Ensuring adherence to organizational standards and programme quality through the planning, implementation, coordination and reporting
of evaluations required by the UN General Assembly and the UNEP Governing Council.
Provide overall management of field and desk-based evaluations for selected projects, with a particular focus on the renewable energy
sector, policy analysis, and capacity building with an emphasis on gender and vulnerable groups.
Develop evaluation frameworks with an emphasis on sustainable transitions to ensure that project results can be measured effectively and
in adherence to UNEP’s strategic aims.
Engage all relevant parties, including UNEP staff and colleagues in partnering organizations, in participatory evaluation processes.
Ensure lessons learned and recommendations are reflected effectively in the final evaluation reports; lead a process of planning for
actions to be taken in response to the evaluation recommendations and assess compliance with Recommendation Implementation Plans
at regular intervals.

UNITED NATIONS HUMAN SETTLEMENTS PROGRAM

FEBRUARY 2018 – MAY 2019

STRATEGIC COMMUNICATIONS SPECIALIST (CONSULTANT). NAIROBI, KENYA
o
o
o
o

High-level research into proposed strategic focus areas to ensure that they fit into the mandate of UN Habitat.
Analysis and development of strategic frameworks for the implementation of sustainable urban development within the proposed strategic
focus areas with an emphasis on the inclusivity of vulnerable groups.
Assisted in the development and implementation of a range of projects and initiatives within UN-Habitat, with an emphasis on strategic
planning; the development of evaluation frameworks; strategies to increase innovation; gender equality; and internal and external
communications initiatives.
Created a range of communication material, project proposals and policy documents including the “Urban 20 White Paper - Gender
Inequalities in Cities”, the Strategic Plan 2020-2025 and a variety of published articles.

ISPP BLACK BOX THEATRE

MAY 2015 –JULY 2016

PROJECT MANAGER/EVENT COORDINATOR. PHNOM PENH, CAMBODIA
o
o
o

Project managed the construction, set-up and on-going development of a technical/commercial project with a budget of over 2 million
USD, which oversaw the establishment of Cambodia’s first professional performance venue.
Provided research and analytical support to the Communications Department and helped use data to increase brand development and
formulate marketing strategies.
Organised and managed numerous corporate & performance events and fund-raisers, understanding the differences between various
environments and scenarios and the importance of detailed project research.

SHOW BOX - THE CAM PROJECTS

JUNE 2011 – MARCH 2014
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FOUNDER - PROJECT MANAGER/COMMUNICATIONS SPECIALIST. PHNOM PENH, CAMBODIA
o
o
o
o

The development and implementation of a series of ongoing not-for-profit community development and capacity building projects, aimed
at underprivileged Khmer youth.
Analysed statistical data to develop effective fundraising and growth strategies and project focus areas.
Developed and implemented evaluation frameworks to assess implementation strategies, project outcomes and the effectiveness of
projects in terms of scope and budget. Developed communication strategy to increase effectiveness of social media & internal
communications. Prepared and disseminated reports for stakeholders.
Responsible for daily management and ongoing development of project activities and curriculum focus areas and managed a range of
multifaceted projects, initiatives and people.
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ANNEX II.

RESPONSE TO STAKEHOLDER COMMENTS

Table 4: Response to stakeholder comments received but not (fully) accepted by the reviewers, where appropriate
Page Ref

Stakeholder comment

Evaluator(s) Response

UNEP Evaluation Office
Response

9, 18

The UN Task Force on Combatting the Illegal Trade
in Wildlife and Forest Products includes UNEP,
CITES Secretariat, UNDP, and UNODC, as well as
UN DPI, UN DESA, UN DPKO, and UN DPA.

Corrected.

Revised, comment addressed

38
(V.B.)

It would have been interesting to see whether the
project led to any revision of existing legislation on
poaching and ITS – and whether the penalties in
such revisions might be excessively severe. As
Eisner put it when discussing ways of reducing
homicide, “An effective rule of law, based on
legitimate law enforcement, victim protection, swift
and fair adjudication, moderate punishment, and
humane prisons is critical to sustainable reductions
in lethal violence.”
Eisner, M. 2014. Reducing homicide by 50% in 30
years: Universal mechanisms and evidence-based
public policy. In M. Krisch, M. Eisner, C. Mikton, & A.
Butchart, eds., Global strategies to reduce violence
by 50% in 30 years: Findings from the WHO and
University of Cambridge Global Violence Reduction
Conference 2014. Cambridge, UK: Institute of
Criminology, University of Cambridge.”

This is a very interesting comment. The
baseline situation in most countries is
legislation and penalization that is by
far not sufficiently deterrent.
Legislation revision in many countries
in recent years (including with this
project’s support in several countries),
increased ITW penalization to be more
deterrent, but there is no reason to
believe that it reached levels of
excessively severe penalization.
Nevertheless, we do need to keep in
mind that penalization may reach
excessively severe levels. A study of
ITW legislation and penalization
impacts would be very useful, but it is
beyond the mandate and capacities of
this project evaluation.

A study of ITW legislation and
penalization impacts would be
very interesting but is beyond the
scope of this evaluation.

40
(Table 7)

Development and implementation of a UN systemwide coordinated response to ITW – Not Achieved:
This is debatable, as the UN Task Force on

Corrected according to the comment.
(Activity Achieved).

Revised and comment addressed
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Page Ref

Stakeholder comment

Evaluator(s) Response

Combatting the Illegal Trade in Wildlife and Forest
Products was established, with participation by
CITES, UNDP, UNEP, UNODC, UNDPI, UNDESA,
UNDPA and DPKO.
The ITW Task Force was constituted as part of this
project, with four “core” agencies: CITES Sec,
UNDP, UNEP and UNODC, that continue to meet to
this day to coordinate their ITW activities, and with
additional agencies joining less frequently
(UNDESA, DPI, DPA, DPKO).

Recommendation 2 was also corrected
to include the UN ITW TF participant
agencies.

41
(Table 7)

Assessing the effectiveness of policy, legal and
communications responses to ITW, including
assessment of best practices on the engagement of
local communities in addressing IWT – Partially
Achieved: Wild Life, Wild Livelihoods was an output
that was delivered under this activity.

Corrected. (Activity remains Partially
Achieved)

Comment adequately addressed

41
(Table 7)

Provision of Secretariat services of the African
Elephant Fund and related activities – Not
implemented: This was not reported under the
project as it was subject of a separate project
funded by the EU, Germany, France, Netherlands
and Belgium.

Comment included. (Activity Not
Achieved, under this project).

Comment adequately addressed

42
(Table 7)

Undertake an illegal wildlife trade law and
institutional gap analysis and develop a compendium
of best practices on illegal wildlife trade regulation:
The report is also available in Chinese, 2020. The
Chinese version was used in October 2020 in a
provincial level CITES training for 92 participants in
Hubei Province.

Comment inserted. (Activity remains
Achieved)

Revised, comment adequately
addressed
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Page Ref

Stakeholder comment

Evaluator(s) Response

UNEP Evaluation Office
Response

43
(Table 7)

Support development/implementation of draft
legislation to amend and/or supplement illegal
wildlife trade legislation in at least 12 countries:
Postscript on the Solomon Islands: In July 2009, at
the 58th Meeting of the Standing Committee of
CITES, Solomon Islands was reported as Category
3, and by October 2020 had moved to Category 2.
Solomon Islands was added to Category 1 in April
2021 after its regulations had been gazetted.

Added information inserted. (Activity
remains Partially Achieved)

Revised, comment adequately
addressed

44
(Table 7)

Recognition of enforcement excellence – Asia
Environmental Enforcement Award (AEEA) – Not
implemented: This was implemented.

Verified and corrected. (Activity
Achieved).

Revised and addressed

44
(Table 7)

Updating InforMEA with CITES relevant legislation in
Asia Pacific: The activity was achieved.

Corrected. (Activity Achieved).

Revised and addressed

45
(Table 7)

Conducting KAP Studies on ITW and legal and
sustainable wildlife products in key markets in 4
regions/sub-regions/countries- Not Achieved: This
activity was partially achieved. A traditional KAPS
study was designed and implemented in
partnership with the Government of Malawi and
Lilongwe Wildlife Trust, to inform a national
campaign.

Corrected and comment inserted in the
Table (Activity Partially Achieved).

Revised, comment adequately
addressed

47-49
and 64

Several comments re achievement of outcome 3
(communications):
1. Highlands coffee in Vietnam followed up
monitoring with very successful metrics (were
these provided and if yes, when?) around their
customers learning and caring, being less inclined
to consumer wildlife products, and wanting to hear
more from the chain on environmental issues.

These comments are valid.
Nevertheless, the TE consultants think
that the analysis of the achievement of
this outcome is balanced and reflects
opinions expressed on both sides of
this debate, while recognizing that the
impact of this component is indeed
impossible to be objectively assessed,

(This series of comments were presented
to the evaluation as general observations
rather than comments specific to parts of
the report and with some indications that
other data might have been available that
was not made available.)

Page 139

The Evaluation Office notes that,
despite following a normal
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Page Ref

Stakeholder comment

Evaluator(s) Response

Vietnam being a key market, and Highlands Coffee
being one of the largest customer chains should
have the impact of increasing awareness and
possible prevention of new users. But of course
there is no way to prove the impact from these
surveys.
2. The strategic direction for the first social
campaign was to engage participants who were not
in the conservation folds. Users were largely
inspired by the 40+ celebrities who promoted the
campaign. In the several web-based newsletter
surveys done (were these provided), this was
confirmed. Website users of the run wild campaign
on snow leopard day, came from more than 10
countries (was this list provided) that were
completely new to UNEP web user data, including
many key trafficking hubs for Snow Leopards. The
first phase of the campaign was to deliver on the
mandates of the SG Policy Committee and the
UNEA resolution, specific to awareness-raising.
Increasing knowledge and understanding of the
issue to incentivise media coverage and
discussions outside the converted.
3. A quote from a top conservationist/researches in
China - “The Wild for Life campaign has achieved
considerable success in raising Chinese awareness
of the illegal wildlife trade. The campaign reaches
and resonates with a large Chinese audience and
the participation of popular stars like Li Bingbing
has raised the visibility and attractiveness of the
campaign. UN organizations are generally regarded

especially considering the multiple
other campaigns and initiatives aimed
at the same objectives, that were
implemented at the same time, or
initiated earlier.
Points 140 and 192 were a bit modified
to better reflect this debate, as well as
the information provided in comments
10 and 13.
Point 141 was corrected in accordance
to comment 11. (The first London IWT
conference was held in February 2014).
Point 193 was amended to include
comment 14.
Considering both the importance and
complexity of evaluating the
communications component, a more
in-depth analysis of the campaign is
provided through a separate in-depth
study (Annex I, above).

UNEP Evaluation Office
Response
process of circulating the draft
report with 2 weeks for
commenting, a great deal of
additional material was provided
at the very close of the
evaluation process. However, the
additional material did not
substantially change the findings
of the study.
This suggests that a substantive
amount of material was not
being held centrally or within an
institutional repository. It was not
possible to review all this
additional material in as much
depth as the project team would
have wished.
Revised, a more in-depth analysis
of the campaign is provided
through the in-depth study in
Annex 1.
The lack of a) an explanation of
the intended change process, b)
a comprehensive monitoring plan
and c) complete data for those
indicators identified for Phase 2
undermined attempts to evaluate
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Page Ref

Stakeholder comment

Evaluator(s) Response

by the Chinese public as credible information
sources and so it has the potential to influence
national the local agenda setting and public
concern.”
4. A quote from the Head researcher of Snow
Leopard Trust – “Wild For Life reaches millions of
people through celebrities like Dia Mirza, who
championed the cause of snow leopard
conservation for World Wildlife Day 2018, bringing
unprecedented visibility and weight to the cause.
On the following World Wildlife Day, Mongolia
revoked mining licenses in the Tost Nature Reserve,
a very important step towards the recognition for
greater protection by governments. The
involvement of UN organizations brings a sense of
both global priority and urgency, thus lending
additional credibility and weight.”
5. The morphology of WfL morphs (of which 60,000
people took the time to do the quiz and then share
the morph) was to show that people are paying
attention to the issue and care enough to say so.
This in turn gets the attention of the media which
gets the attention of the policy makers.
6. Given the mandate given by the SG policy
committee and UNEA to UNEP to lead the
communication component for tackling ITW, the
(2016 WED campaign) theme was ITW and it was
an opportunity to add WED’s power to the
campaign launch at UNEA a few weeks before.
Consequently, several countries of interest were
selected. Given that Angola had recently been
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UNEP Evaluation Office
Response
the Campaign’s contribution to
the intended results.
Comment 1.
Comment 2.
Comment 3. The Campaign’s
performance in China is reported
in para xxx
Comment 4. The visibility
brought by the Campaign is
reported in para xxx. To claim
that the Campaign had a direct
effecton Mongolia revoking
licenses the day after WWD
would require an articulation of a
TOC that showed how the
Campaign influenced Mongolian
policy and decision makers
Comment 5. Although people
took part in the morph activity
there is no information to reflect
whether this changed their
attitudes (e.g. did they make a
morph to include in their own
social media). The lack of flow
through the website (para xxx)
suggests that engagement with
the issue, beyond the morph
activity, did not happen as
expected. The knock on effect on
the media and policy makers is
assumed and no evidence
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Page Ref

Stakeholder comment

Evaluator(s) Response

identified as a key hub for wildlife trafficking, (it
was approached re hosting the WED with ITW as
the theme). While Angola (Was Angola mentioned
in any reports or data etc) had already been making
strides to tackle ITW through specific interventions,
the WED, and the global campaign that was
developed in Portuguese for this purpose, aided its
visibility and its ability to attract outside funding,
through significant global coverage and high level
political engagement of UNEP with Angola.
7. The Weibo top 10 effective advocacy campaigns
in China recognition analysed (do we have anyting
on this analysis?) web influencer mapping to make
the evaluation that WfL influenced public discourse
and dialogues on this topic and that many of the
influencers accelerated the relevance of the topic.
8. It was always the intention of the campaign in
the prodoc (to be web and media based), and it was
not reaching the converted. “Media representation
and mass public opinion demonstrate a substantive
(scale and/or quality) move against illegal trade.”
9. The WfL campaign was used as a
thematic/creative hook/ platform for many high
level events including UNEA-2, CITES CoP17, the
ITW Conference in Vietnam and later the ITW
Conference in London (check – there is a para that
says there was no link with Conf in London) at the
request of governments/organizers. More than 100
ministers and over 400 high level participants at
these various events, including the DSG Amina
Mohamed chose a species, did a morph, and

Page 142

UNEP Evaluation Office
Response
(causal or actual) was provided
to support this.
Comment 6. No data were
provided on Angola during the
evaluation process, nor since.
Comment 7. No material from
Weibo showing how the
campaigns were assessed was
provided during the evaluation
process, nor since. There was
also a lot happening globally in
this issue during the life of the
Campaign so it is hard to
attribute the Campaign as an
influence although it was likely a
contributing factor.
Comment 8. No metric was
developed to assess progress in
achieving the outcome. No
articulation of the way in which
the scale or quality of
media/public opinion move
against ITW would be
demonstrated was given at
design, during reporting or during
the evaluation process.
Comment 9. The creativity of the
Campaign, and its ability to
engage people (including those
with a public image) is reported
in the evaluation report (para

Terminal Evaluation of the UNEP-GEF Project : “Addressing the Illicit Trade in Wildlife and Forest Products” (PIMS 01951)

Page Ref

Stakeholder comment

Evaluator(s) Response

shared the messages on social media to signal
their support and commitments to tackling ITW.
10. The toolkits have not been implemented due to
a lack of funding to implement the design in
specific countries (fundraising for this was also
deprioritized due to the shift in strategic priority for
UNEP). The wider ecosystem approach came in
well after the end of the project and was not the
cause for the lack of implementation. A KAPS study
(did we get this?) was done in partnership with
Malawi and Lilongwe Wildlife Trust, that was,
together with the toolkit, to inform a national
campaign.
11. There was no London ITW Conference in 2013.
The CITES CoP 16 in Bangkok asked all
stakeholders to prioritize tackling ITW. Shortly after,
CITES and UNEP partnered to bring UNEP GWA Li
Bingbing to Kenya for an ITW-focused trip. WfL is
probably the only campaign on the topic that has
ever run in multiple languages. It was launched in
all 6 key languages, plus Vietnamese and
Portuguese.
12. Advocacy and campaigning seldom works as a
singular influencer, particularly at global level.
13. The ITW impact goes beyond generating
interest, to engagement, and functioned under the
campaign’s theory of change.
14. Awareness outreach at community level was
not an objective of the WfL. The objective was to
build awareness among the general public,
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Response
xxx). However, to claim that this
led to the intended results,
requires demonstration of a)
intentionality on the part of the
Campaign, b) a defensible
description of the causal chain
and c) monitoring data to show
that the steps along the causal
pathways took place.
Comment 10. The toolkits were
expected to play a significant
role in moving towards the
outcome. When it was removed,
a formal amendment to the ITW
project results should have been
made.
Comment 11. The issue of
translations is addressed in para
xxx.
Comment 12. The evaluation
process is able to consider
contributions and/or credible
associations between project
efforts and results when
intentionality, causality and
actuality can be shown to have
worked together to achieve
intended results.
Comment 13. There is no
evidence of a Theory of Change
having been articulated. The
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Page Ref

Stakeholder comment

Evaluator(s) Response

UNEP Evaluation Office
Response
evidence provided does not
support the view that the
Campaign led to the intended
‘engagement’.
Comment 14. The evaluation has
not commented on community
level outreach, nor has any
performance rating considered
community level outreach in its
assessment.

Comment inserted.

Comment accepted.

particularly social media users, to build momentum
around the topic.

49

The fact that the regional and inter-regional
workshops also brought together wildlife experts
(representatives of CITES national authorities) and
prosecutors, may have also contributed to a better
understanding of the complexity of the issue of
illegal trade in wildlife and fostered better
collaboration between these two communities.

74
(Lesson
learned 6)

Monitoring for impact (versus outcomes) indeed
Comment was noted.
need to be well resourced and this is consistently a Lesson learned 6 is maintained.
challenging area when it comes to campaigns.
There were many discussions about whether UNEP
has the capacity to run long term behaviour change
campaigns (these can take over 5 years) or whether
UNEP’s role is to get oxygen for, and accelerate
interest in, emerging issues through its substantial
reach, partnership networks, high level audiences,
and credibility. The role of prevention (preventing
future markets through influencing one’s attitudes
prior to the undesired behaviour) can be as, if not
more, important than behaviour change. But
evaluating the ability of one’s awareness in
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An evaluation asseses
performance against
commitments made and
agreements entered into.
While methods to assess actions
are challenging they are not
impossible. In this case the
essential tools to demonstrate
progress towards achieving any
of the intended results were not
employed on a consistent or
comprehensive basis.
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Page Ref

Stakeholder comment

Evaluator(s) Response

determining future behaviours is highly specialized,
possibly impossible to assess. This level of nuance
may be missing from the evaluation.

77
(Annex I)

WFL Campaign evaluation: Is this Terminal
Evaluation within an Evaluation – or more thorough
evaluation of one of the project’s components – in
the ToR or even mentioned in the foregoing?

UNEP Evaluation Office
Response
Monitoring is required to track
progress towards all the results
that were identified in the project
document, which includes
impact. In evaluations we aim to
assess the likelihood of reaching
long-lasting impact.

Explanation about the separate WFL
Campaign in-depth study is provided in
p. 20, point 74. (Section II. Evaluation
Methods).
Added mention in the Brief Description
(p.4).

38 Terms of Reference Terminal Evaluation of the UNEP project - “Addressing the Illicit Trade in Wildlife and Forest Products” page 16
Inception Report Addressing the Illicit Trade in Wildlife and Forest Products (PIMS 01951) Page 23
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Clarified as an ‘In-Depth Study’.
The Communications
Component of this project,
comprising the Wild For Life
campaign, required an in-depth
study as a) it is a specialised
area and b) the scope and timing
of the WFL Campaign went
beyond the parameters of the
ITW project. This was described
in the TOR and Inception
Report38.

Terminal Evaluation of the UNEP Project :

ANNEX III.

PEOPLE CONSULTED DURING THE EVALUATION

Table 5: People consulted during the Evaluation39
Organisation

Name

Position

Gender

UNEP

Myles Hallin

Evaluation Manager

M

UNEP

Janet Wildish

Evaluation Officer

F

Julian Blanc

Programme Management
Officer, Wildlife Unit,
Ecosystems Division
(Project Manager and
Project Output Coordinator
– Policy)

M

Lisa Rolls

Wild for Life Coordinator
(Project Output
Coordinator –
Communications)

F

UNEP

Maria Socorro
Manguiat

Senior Legal Officer and
Head, National
Environmental Law Unit,
Law Division (Project
Output Coordinator – Legal
Support)

F

UNEP

Sylvia Bankobeza

Legal Officer, Law Division

F

UNEP

Andy Raine

Head of International
Environmental Law Unit,
Law Division (during the
project life was Regional
Sub-Programme
Coordinator for
Environmental Law and
Governance for Asia and
the Pacific)

M

CITES Secretariat

Sofie Flensborg

Legal Officer

F

NACSO40

Maxi Pia Louis

Director

F

UNEP

UNEP

Questionnaires were sent to 53 project team members, partners and stakeholders, however, response rate was very low. The
listed people consulted provided written response and/or were interviewed.
39

40

Namibian Association of CBNRM Support Organizations

Page 146

Terminal Evaluation of the UNEP-GEF Project : “Addressing the Illicit Trade in Wildlife and Forest Products” (PIMS 01951)

Organisation

Name

Position

Gender

The Directorate of
Wildlife, Somalia

Ahmed Mohamud
Osman

Director of Wildlife,
Somalia

M

Director of Natural
Resources Regulatory
Division and member of
CITES Scientific Authority,
Eritrea

M

Natural Resources
Regulatory Division,
Eritrea

Yacob Yohannes Ifter

People consulted for the WFL Campaign Evaluation (Annex I)
UNEP

Lisa Rolls

Communication Specialist/
Unit Head/WFL Campaign
Manager

F

UNEP

Atif Butt

Chief of Advocacy

M

UNEP

Matthias Jurek

Several activations
together on Run Wild with
Adidas and one on the
mountain story

M

UNEP

Sajni Shah (Niki)

Communication
Intern/Consultant

UNEP

Nicolien De Lange

Account Manager

UNEP

Daniel Cooney

Communications Acting
Director

M

UNEP

Maria Socorro
Manguiat

Project Focal Point - Law
Division/Senior Legal
Officer

F

Dr. Gao Yufang

ITW researcher involved in
helping make messaging
appropriate for Chinese
audience

Loretta Cheung

PCI Media Impact
Campaign
Officer/Communication
Specialist

F

PCI Media Impact

Amanda Brown

PCI Media Impact
Campaign
Officer/Communication
Specialist

F

CMS Secretariat

Florian Kiel

Communications Lead at
CMS Secretariat

Consultant

PCI Media Impact
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Organisation
Consultant

Name

Position

Gender

Hao Chen

Implemented activities in
relation to celebrities in
China and the trip with
GWA Li Bingbing in Kenya

F

Page 148

Terminal Evaluation of the UNEP-GEF Project : “Addressing the Illicit Trade in Wildlife and Forest Products” (PIMS 01951)

ANNEX IV.

KEY DOCUMENTS CONSULTED

Project planning and reporting documents
•

UNEP. 2016. Addressing the Illicit Trade in Wildlife (ITW) and Forest Products
(PIMS 01951) - Project Document (ProDoc), and Project Budget

•

UNEP. 2016. Addressing the Illicit Trade in Wildlife (ITW) and Forest Products
(PIMS 01951) – Approved PRC Report

•

UNEP. 2018. Addressing the Illicit Trade in Wildlife (ITW) and Forest Products
(PIMS 01951) – Approved Project Revision (September 2018).

•

UNEP. 2018. Addressing the Illicit Trade in Wildlife (ITW) and Forest Products
(PIMS 01951) – Project Overview

•

UNEP. 2016-2020. Addressing the Illicit Trade in Wildlife (ITW) and Forest
Products (PIMS 01951) – Project Workplans, Budgets and Reports

•

UNEP. 2018. Addressing the Illicit Trade in Wildlife (ITW) and Forest Products
(PIMS 01951) – Total Project Expenditure Report

Project outputs
Project output 1: Policy
•

African Union. 2018. Report of the partners meeting on the implementation of
the African Strategy on combatting illegal exploitation and illegal trade in wild
fauna and flora. 17-18 May 2018, Nairobi.

•

Cooney, R., Roe, D., Dublin, H. and Booker, F. 2018. Wild life, Wild Livelihoods:
Involving Communities in Sustainable Wildlife Management and Combatting
the Illegal Wildlife Trade. UNEP, Nairobi

•

East Africa Community Secretariat. 2016. Strategy to Combat Poaching, Illegal
Trade and Trafficking of Wildlife and Wildlife Products, 2017/18-2021/22.
Arusha, Tanzania

•

Harfoot, M., S.A.M. Glaser, D.P. Tittensor, G.L. Britten, C. McLardy, K. Malsch,
and N.D. Burgess. 2018. Unveiling the patterns and trends in 40 years of global
trade in CITES-listed wildlife. Biological Conservation 223: 47-57

•

Republic of Kenya – Ministry of Environment and Natural Resources. 2017.
The National Wildlife Conservation and Management Policy

•

ROAVIS-CCAD and UNEP. 2018. Dialogo Mesoamericano sobre Conservación
de Vida Silvestre - Retos y Oportunidades (3-4 May 2018, Ciudad de Panamá).

•

Tittensor, D.P., M. Harfoot, C. McLardy, G. L. Britten, K. Kecse-Nagy, B. Landry,
W. Outhwaite, B. Price, P. Sinovas, J. Blanc, N. D. Burgess and K. Malsch.
2020. Evaluating the relationships between the legal and illegal international
wildlife trades. Conservation Letters. 2020, 13
https://doi.org/10.1111/conl.12724
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•

t'Sas-Rolfes, M., D. Challender, A. Hinsley, D. Veríssimo, and E.J. MilnerGulland. 2019. Illegal Wildlife Trade: Patterns, Processes, and Governance. In:
Annual Review of Environment and Resources.

•

t'Sas-Rolfes, M., D. Challender, A. Hinsley and D. Veríssimo. 2019.
Effectiveness of policy interventions relating to the illegal and unsustainable
wildlife trade - Policy brief. UN Environment.

•

UN Inter-Agency Task Force on Illicit Trade in Wildlife and Forest Products.
2017. Africa-Asia Pacific Symposium on Strengthening Legal Frameworks to
Combat Wildlife Crime, Bangkok, 4-5 July 2017 - Symposium Report

•

UN Secretary-General. 2016. Policy Committee Decision 2015/1. Illicit Trade in
Wildlife and Forest Products Submission to the Secretary General (April 2016 Final submission)

•

UNEP, the Secretariat of the Carpathian Convention, and Eurac Research.
2017. Combating Wildlife and Forest Crime in the Danube-Carpathian Region –
Report and Booklet

•

UNEP-WCMC, 2016. Understanding multiple threats to wildlife: Policy brief to
inform participants at CBD CoP13. UNEP-WCMC, Cambridge, United Kingdom.

Project output 2: Legal Support
•

Olivier, R.C.D. 2018. Re-engineering the Lusaka Agreement and its institutions

•

UNEP. 2016. Needs assessment for developing and strengthening legislation
for CITES implementation in selected countries in Africa (Benin, Burkina Faso,
Cabo Verde, Chad, Côte d’Ivoire, Djibouti, Eritrea, Guinea Bissau, Mali, Sierra
Leone and Togo).

•

UNEP. 2018. Strengthening legal frameworks for licit and illicit trade in wildlife
and forest products - Lessons from the natural resource management, trade
regulation and criminal justice sectors

•

UNEP. 2018. Strengthening laws to tackle wildlife crime in Central, West and
Southern Africa - https://www.unenvironment.org/news-andstories/blogpost/strengthening-laws-tackle-wildlife-crime-central-west-andsouthern-africa (Report, 2018)

•

UNEP. 2019. Strengthening legal frameworks for licit and illicit trade in wildlife
and forest products - Gap analysis and lessons from the natural resource
management, trade regulation and criminal justice sectors.

•

UNEP. 2019. Symposium on Strengthening Legal Frameworks to Combat
Wildlife Crime in Central and West Africa, Abidjan, 11-12 September 2018 –
Report

•

2017-2019. Draft legislation for CITES implementation and biodiversity
conservation, in: Angola, Somalia, Eritrea, The Gambia, and Lesotho, Solomon
Islands, Paraguay, Argentina,

Project output 3: Communications
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•

UN Inter-Agency Task Force on Illicit Trade in Wildlife and Forest Products.
2017. Communications Plan

•

UNEP. 2016-2020. Wild for Life campaign documents.

•

UNEP. 2016. Combating Illegal Wildlife Trade: An Appraisal of Information and
Communication

•

UNEP. 2017. Communication Strategy to Address the Illegal Trade in Wildlife
and Forest Products and combat wildlife crime (Vietnam, Workshop Report,
2017)

•

UNEP. 2018. Social and Behaviour Change Communications Workshop, to
combat wildlife crime and reduce ITW, Malawi (Report)

•

UNEP. 2018. UN Environment’s Wildlife Crime Demand Reduction

•

UNEP. 2018. Wild for Life – Report

•

UNEP. 2019. Wild for Life report. World Wildlife Day 2019 - 4th UN
Environment Assembly

•

Media Impact. 2020. WildforLife Campaign: Final Monitoring and Evaluation
Report.

• www.wildfor.life
Evaluation documents
•

UNEP. 2020. Addressing the Illicit Trade in Wildlife (ITW) and Forest Products
(PIMS 01951) – Terminal Evaluation (TE) Terms of Reference (ToRs)

•

UNEP Revised Project Budget Final – May 2018

•

UNEP Evaluation Tools:
https://unitednations.sharepoint.com/:f:/s/UNEnvironment-TeamsEvaluation/EgiyLqOG9StMn_t7dW8DsqoB0KwK5VUskBSxOfia44dpA?email=tamarron%40bezeqint.net&e=erulMM

•

Ron, T. and M. Hallin. 2020. UNEP. Addressing the Illicit Trade in Wildlife (ITW)
and Forest Products (PIMS 01951) – Terminal Evaluation – Inception Report

•

Ron, T. 2021. UNEP. Illicit Trade in Wildlife Projects – Portfolio Review

Reference documents
•

UN Resolution 70/301, adopted by the General Assembly on 9 September
2016. Tackling illicit trafficking in wildlife.

Documents consulted for the WFL Campaign evaluation (ANNEX I)
•
•
•

UNEP. 2016. Addressing the Illicit Trade in Wildlife (ITW) and Forest Products
(PIMS 01951) - Project Document (ProDoc), and Project Budget
UNEP. 2016. Addressing the Illicit Trade in Wildlife (ITW) and Forest Products
(PIMS 01951) – Approved PRC Report
UNEP. 2018. Addressing the Illicit Trade in Wildlife (ITW) and Forest Products
(PIMS 01951) – Approved Project Revision (September 2018).
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•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

UNEP. 2018. Addressing the Illicit Trade in Wildlife (ITW) and Forest Products
(PIMS 01951) – Project Overview
UNEP. 2020. Addressing the Illicit Trade in Wildlife (ITW) and Forest Products
(PIMS 01951) – Terminal Evaluation (TE) Terms of Reference (ToRs)
UNEP. 2016-2020. Addressing the Illicit Trade in Wildlife (ITW) and Forest
Products (PIMS 01951) –Project Workplans, Budgets and Reports
Final ME Report_PCI_WildforLife
‘UNEP’s Illegal Trade in Wildlife Campaign Monitoring & Evaluation Outline’ Peter W. Vaughan, Ph.D. & Diogo Veríssimo, Ph.D. - January 26, 2016
‘Reducing Illegal Trade in Wildlife in Malawi: Social and Behavior Change
Communications Workshop’ - Post-Workshop Questionnaire Results
United Nations Environmental Program: Campaign to Reduce Marine Litter
Project Deliverables: Updated Campaign Strategy V 1.0 – PCI Media and UNEP
WFL activations list – PCI Media
#WildforLife Campaign - Final Monitoring and Evaluation Report
#WildforLife - Campaign Report – June 2018
WWD WFL & Glowing Gone -Report 2020
#WildForLife Phase 2 ideas from PCI - July 22
#RunWild - Social Media Report – 2020
‘Combating Illegal Wildlife Trade: An Appraisal of Information and
Communication’ Gao Yufang, Yale University, 2016
Workshop Report: Communications Strategy for Reducing Illegal Trade in
Wildlife in Vietnam, October 2017
#WildforLive - Survey Report, Survey Period: January 23 – March 15, 2017
Report- WfL - Wild for Life - Run Wild 2019 Report
#TigerDay Results_UNEP
UN Environment’s Wildlife Crime Demand Reduction Framework – April 2018
#WildforLife - Campaign Report - 2017-2018
WWD 2019 and UNEA in-house report
WWD champions report
WWD WFL Clean Seas champions report
Clean Seas Campaign – Brandwatch Evaluation Report
#WildforLife- WfL - Globescan_BrandWatch presentation for UNEP_ February
2019
WfL JOIN US presentation in ppt (Campaign launch document)
ITW Pitch Deck- Version 2 March 15 2016 – Concept Presentation
Final Monitoring and Evaluation Report_PCI_#WildforLifeClean Seas Campaign
MTE Report
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ANNEX V.

BRIEF CV OF THE EVALUATOR

Name: Tamar Ron
Profession

Wildlife ecologist

Nationality

Israeli

Country experience

Mainly Angola, other countries in the SADC region, and to a
lesser extent other countries in Africa; Israel.

Education

PhD in Zoology (primates behavioural ecology); MSc in
Environmental Biology; BSc in Biology

Short biography
Dr. Tamar Ron is an independent biodiversity conservation senior consultant.
Key specialties and capabilities cover:
Biodiversity conservation and mainstreaming; Protected Areas planning and
management; Wildlife Crime Action through a holistic approach; stakeholders'
consultations and engagement at all levels; policy support to Governments; local
communities' participation in natural resources management; facilitation of transfrontier
and regional cooperation; technical support to developing strategies, policies,
programmes and projects; project design, implementation and evaluation; teaching,
training and capacity building at all levels, including the development of innovative
training methodologies.
Selected recent assignments and experiences:
Part-time biodiversity consultant to the Minister and Ministry of Environment of Angola,
since 2000, with focus on building the national capacity for biodiversity conservation and
Protected Areas management; communities' engagement; CITES; and strategic wildlife
crime action, through a holistic approach with stakeholders' engagement, multi-sectorial
coordination, and regional and international cooperation;
Lead international consultant for the development of a management plan for the GreboKrahn National Park – Libeira. A GIZ-funded Project with the Forestry Development
Authority of Liberia;
Principal consultant of the USFWS-funded Wildlife Impact-managed project ”Building the
Capacity of the Government of Angola in Countering Wildlife Trafficking in Cabinda
Province";
Development of a framework for building a ‘Constituency for Conservation’ in and around
Iona National Park, Angola, for African Parks;
Technical consultancy: development of a management plan for the Maiombe National
Park – Angola. A UNDP-GEF-funded Project with the Ministry of Environment of Angola;
National Geographic/Okavango Wilderness Project – Education Needs Analysis and a
proposed education and capacity building programme, among communities in the
highlands\Water-tower of East Angola;
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Protected Areas management Technical Consultant in the GEF 6 PPG process of the
Ministry of Environment of Angola/UNDP/GEF Project “Combating Illegal Wildlife Trade
and Human Wildlife Conflict in Angola”;
UNDP-GEF International Project Management Expert/Chief Technical Adviser. National
Biodiversity Project – Iona National Park, Angola.
Principal Consultant of the Mayombe Forest Transfrontier Initiative;
Previously, Wildlife Ecologist and the CITES Scientific Authority of Israel, at the then Israel
Nature Reserves Authority (now, Israel Nature and Parks Authority).
Extensive experience in teaching, training, and mentoring students and conservation
practitioners, including the development of innovative participatory education
methodologies.
Member of the Africa Section and the Great Apes Section (SGA) of the IUCN/SSC Primate
Specialist Group; and of the IUCN – World Commission on Protected Areas (WCPA) and
the Transboundary Conservation Specialist Group (TBC SG)
Independent evaluations:
•
•

Mid-Term Review of UNDP-GEF Protected Areas Management Project – Zambia;
Mid-Term Review of UNDP-GEF Climate Information/Early Warning Systems
Project – Zambia;
• Terminal Evaluation of Cape-Verde’s Protected Areas Project (for GEF-UNDP and
the Government of Cape Verde).
Name: Myles Sven Hallin – Communication Specialist.
Brief CV is annexed to ANNEX I. UNEP WILD FOR LIFE CAMPAIGN – TERMINAL
EVALUATION
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ANNEX VI.

EVALUATION TORS (WITHOUT ANNEXES)
TERMS OF REFERENCE

Terminal Evaluation of the UNEP project
“Addressing the Illicit Trade in Wildlife and Forest Products”
VIII.

Section 1: PROJECT BACKGROUND AND OVERVIEW

1.1 Project General Information
Table 1. Project summary
UNEP PIMS ID:
Implementing
Partners

Sub-programme:

UNEP approval
date:

Expected start date:
Planned completion
date:
Planned project
budget at approval:

41

01951
CITES, UNODC, UNDP, WORLD BANK, Carpathian Convention, Free Land foundation, Global
Snow Leopard and Ecosystem Protection Program, Interpol, IUCN, Kenya Airways, KAA,
Lusaka Agreement Task Force (LATF), Lilongwe Wildlife Trust, Central American
Commission on Trade and Environment (CCAD); UNODC; Central America and Dominican
Republic Wildlife Regulations Observation Network (ROAVIS) U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
(FWS); United States Agency for International Development (USAID)
Environmental
Expected
EA (b) The capacity of countries to
Governance
Accomplishment(s): develop and enforce laws and
strengthen institutions to achieve
internationally agreed environmental
objectives and goals, and to comply
with related obligations is enhanced
3 June 2016
Programme of Work Output (3): Legal and technical support
Output(s):
provided to strengthen the
capacity of national judiciary,
enforcement sector, Government
officials
and other legal stakeholders to
advance justice, governance and law
for
environmental sustainability, in
particular through an international
institutional network for that purpose
and a follow-up to the World
Congress on Justice, Governance and
Law for Environmental
Sustainability.
June 2016
Actual start date:
3 June 2016
June 2018
Actual completion
31 December 2018
date:
41
4,754,848 USD
Actual total
2,906,581.18 USD
expenditures
reported as of
[date]:

According to Expenditure Report 09/03/2020
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Planned
Environment Fund
allocation:

Non-post 28,000 + posts
906,768

Planned ExtraBudgetary
Financing:

3,038,400

First disbursement:
No. of revisions:
No. of Steering
Committee
meetings:
Mid-term Review/
Evaluation (planned
date):
Terminal Evaluation
(planned date):
Coverage Countries:

2
The project did not have a
Steering Committee
NA
January-July 2019
Output 1: African Union
Commission (under the
lead of Republic of
Congo), Kenya, Serbia and
Romania. Belize. Costa
Rica. El Salvador.
Guatemala. Honduras.
Nicaragua. Panama.
Paraguay and Argentina.

Actual Environment
Fund expenditures
reported as of
[date]:
Secured ExtraBudgetary
Financing:
Actual ExtraBudgetary Financing
expenditures
reported as of
[date]:
Date of financial
closure:
Date of last revision:
Date of last/next
Steering Committee
meeting:
Mid-term Review/
Evaluation (actual
date):
Terminal Evaluation
(actual date):
Coverage Region(s):

Output 2: Africa
(countries where
technical legal assistance
was provided): Angola,
Eritrea, Kenya, Gambia,
Lesotho, Somalia, and
Tanzania
(countries that
participated in workshops
and symposiums) Benin,
Botswana, Burkina Faso,
Cabo Verde, Cameroon,
Chad, Central African
Republic, Côte d’Ivoire,
Democratic Republic of
the Congo, Djibouti,
Ethiopia, Gabon, Ghana,
Guinea-Bissau, Kenya,
Madagascar, Malawi,
Mali, Mozambique,
Nigeria, Republic of the
Congo, Sierra Leone,
South Africa, Uganda, the
United Republic of
Tanzania, Togo, and
Zimbabwe,
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Asia and the Pacific:
(countries where
technical legal assistance
was provided) Vietnam
and Solomon Islands
(countries that
participated in workshops
and symposiums)
Cambodia, China, India,
Indonesia, the Lao
People’s Democratic
Republic, Malaysia,
Myanmar, the Philippines,
Thailand,
Latin America and the
Caribbean: Argentina and
Paraguay
Asia and the Pacific: Four
countries to be confirmed
among the following,
Bangladesh, Bhutan,
Cambodia, China, LAO
People's Democratic
Republic, Malaysia,
Myanmar, Samoa,
Solomon Islands,
Thailand and Viet Nam,
based on criteria
indicated in the project
document. Europe:
Romania, Serbia,
Kyrgyzstan and Tajikistan.
Kazakhstan and Russian
Federation will be
involved in activities but
not directly beneficiaries
of the project activities.
Latin America and the
Caribbean: Belize. Costa
Rica. El Salvador.
Guatemala. Honduras.
Nicaragua. Panama.
Countries from South
America: Paraguay and
Argentina.
West Asian countries
(regional network)

Dates of previous
project phases:

Output 3: Africa: Angola,
Kenya, Tanzania. Asia and
the Pacific: China, Viet
Nam and Thailand
NA

Status of future
project phases:

Page 157

NA

Terminal Evaluation of the UNEP-GEF Project : “Addressing the Illicit Trade in Wildlife and Forest Products” (PIMS 01951)

1.2 Project Rationale
1.
Illicit harvest and trade in wildlife and forest products, including illegal logging and timber trade,
poaching and trafficking of a wide range of animals, both domestically and internationally, and illicit
fisheries poses far reaching and multifaceted negative impacts. These illicit activities are a considerable
risk to biodiversity and they are driving species towards global or local extinction. Furthermore, these illicit
activities play a significant role in financing organized crime and non-state armed groups. For instance,
ivory and illicit taxing of charcoal is funding organized crime, militias and terrorist groups across Africa. In
developing countries, there is high likelihood that indigenous groups and poor communities depend on
wildlife and forests for their livelihood and food security. As such, these vulnerable groups are particularly
impacted by wildlife and forest crime. Illegal trade also translates to a loss of significant revenue for
developing economies. For example, it has been estimated that 50-90% of the wood in some tropical
countries is suspected to come from illegal sources or has been logged illegally. Therefore, combatting
illicit harvest and trade in wildlife and forest products is critical for maintaining biodiversity and life
supporting ecosystems, and also for promoting development, peace and security.
2.
This environmental concern has received political attention and commitments internationally. For
example, the first UNEP Assembly (UNEA) in June 2014 adopted a resolution on illegal wildlife trade.
However, according to the project document, despite the growing number of entities active in addressing
illicit harvesting and trade in wildlife and forest products, the overall responses remain insufficient and uncoordinated. Therefore, in order to address these illicit actions, approaches that are more coordinated and
complementarity are required. In addition, there remains a critical lack of awareness amongst players along
the supply chain and especially consumer markets on the broader implications of the illegal actions. Also,
there are often shortcomings in law enforcement, when many courts fail to treat the matter as serious
crime. An additional challenge to addressing these illegal activities is their volatile nature which makes
assessment of their true size and trends particularly difficult. The available information on illegal harvest
and trade often has high levels of uncertainty with strong geographical and taxonomic biases. Moreover,
information on purchasing and market dynamics and on consumer attitudes and behaviour remains scarce.
Therefore, strengthening the knowledge base on illegal harvest and trade remains a priority.
3.
This project was developed to address this environmental concern (see Annex 2 for project Theory
of Change as presented in the project document). It is considered that the illicit trade in wildlife and forest
products is a key threat to biodiversity and ecosystems health and productivity, but also a challenge to
countries’ ability to adequately govern their natural resources, to maintain peace and stability and to
enforce the rule of law, which is at the core of UNEP’s work on environmental governance. This project
sought to integrate the role and involvement of local communities and indigenous groups in ensuring the
sustainable use of wildlife and the prevention of wildlife crime. Also, civil society organizations, policy
makers, legislators, the enforcement sector and the public at large were identified to have a key role in the
project. The project document acknowledged the gender dimensions of the problem the project sought to
address, namely that the illegal harvest and trade in wildlife and forest products is generally led by men, as
is often the consumption of these products. Additionally, these illegal activities often involve government
rangers, officials and inspectors which commonly are men.
4.
The project was to have both, regional and national dimensions. The regions provided to this
project the priority taxa/species/commodity lists to be addressed during the project implementation. The
project was to facilitate the development of regional strategies and implementation of the existing ones.
At the national level, the project was to support training of relevant authorities and focal points.
5.
In Africa, the priorities of the project were to include the poaching crisis and protecting wildlife as
a valuable natural resource (target countries included Kenya, the United Republic of Tanzania and Somalia).
In Asia and the Pacific, the focus was to be enhancing law enforcement and awareness raising (target
countries included he Solomon Islands and Viet Nam). In Central Asia, the priorities were to include
improving law enforcement and forensics capacities, information sharing, creating National Environment
Security Task Forces and establishing regional network of key officials (target countries included
Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Tajikistan and the Russian Federation). In South East Europe the priority was to
provide information for decision makers on the state of wildlife and forest crime (the target countries
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included Romania and Serbia). In Latin America: Belize. Costa Rica. El Salvador. Guatemala. Honduras.
Nicaragua. Panama. Countries from South America: Paraguay and Argentina.
6.
UNEP has other ongoing or completed projects which also address issues relating to illegal trade
in wildlife and/or the protection of endangered species. During this evaluation the documentation relating
to these projects will be reviewed, with a view to assessing the feasibility of a portfolio approach to
evaluating UNEP’s performance in this area.

1.3 Project Objectives and Components
7.
According to the project document, the project was to contribute to the Environmental Governance
Sub-programme, and its Expected Accomplishment (b) “The capacity of countries to develop and enforce
laws and strengthen institutions to achieve internationally agreed environmental objectives and goals, and to
comply with related obligations is enhanced”. The project sought to address the Programme of Work Output
“Legal and technical support provided to strengthen the capacity of national judiciary, enforcement sector,
Government officials and other legal stakeholders to advance justice, governance and law for environmental
sustainability, in particular through an international institutional network for that purpose and a follow-up to
the World Congress on Justice, Governance and Law for Environmental Sustainability”.
8.
The project was identified to support the achievement of SDG Goal 15 ‘Protect, restore and promote
sustainable use of terrestrial ecosystems, sustainably manage forests, combat desertification, and halt and
reverse land degradation and halt biodiversity loss’ as well as Marine Goal 14 ‘Conserve and sustainably use
the oceans, seas and marine resources for sustainable development’. In particular, the project was to
contribute and support the on-going monitoring of indicators 15.c.1, 15.7.1 and 14.6.1.
9.
The project has been revised twice and the first revision dated 4 June 2018 also included a revision
of the logical framework (Logframe). The Table 2 below presents the Logframe as presented at the first
revision, and changes to the original Logframe are indicated in footnotes.
Table 2. Project outcomes, outputs and indicators.
Outcome

Indicators

Illegal trade in wildlife and timber products
is addressed in the international, regional,
sub-regional and national decision making
and affirmative actions are taken by
countries to reduce such trade

(i) Countries have developed and are implementing intra-regional, subregional and national strategies and action plans
Baseline: 0; Target: 2
42
(ii) Number of countries that have committed to ratify transboundary cooperative enforcement conventions and mutual legal
assistance agreements
Baseline: 7; Target: 16
(iii) Number of countries in the process of enhancing sanctions for
ITW violations
Baseline: 88; Target: 9843
(iv) Global Public Awareness on the current ITW crisis is increased
Baseline: WWD 2015 was 125 million Target 25% increase.
Indicators

Outputs
POLICY
Technical support, guidance materials and
reports provided at the international,

(i) Number of reports and policy documents prepared to support the
development of policies and strategies to address illegal wildlife trade
and timber products
Baseline: 1; Target: 3

42

This indicator was removed in the first revision, June 2018, but progress against it has been reported in December
2018.
43

The target was reduced from 105 to 98 in the first revision.
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regional, sub-regional and national level for
the development and implementation of
policies and strategies to address illegal
wildlife trade and timber products.

(ii) Number of countries supported to develop regional and national
strategies
Baseline: 0; Target: 4
(iii) Number of activities focused on ITW to support MEAs
Secretariats
Baseline: 0; Target: 2

GOVERNANCE

(i) Analysis of the key constraints for Lusaka Agreement ratification
and implementation
Baseline: 0; Target: 1
(ii) Number of training workshops on combatting ITW conducted
Baseline: 0; Target: 1244
45
(iii) Number of tools developed to guide the implementation of
mutual legal assistance arrangements on ITW
Baseline: 0; Target: 1
(iv) Number of knowledge and guidance material on improving
legislation regarding the illegal wildlife trade developed, including on
gender issues
Baseline: 0; Target: 4
(v) Number of countries supported to review and strengthen their
legislation on ITW
Baseline: 7; Target: 946

Legal support is provided to countries to
facilitate information exchange, and to
review, strengthen, and enforce legal
frameworks on illegal wildlife trade

COMMUNICATIONS
Communication campaign conducted to
influence decision makers, policy makers,
private sector, public opinion and the media
across demand/transit/supply countries

(i) Global ITW awareness events, exhibitions and campaigns produced
and implemented
Baseline: 6; Target: 17
(ii) Number of Media trainings on ITW held
Baseline: 1; Target: 3
(iii) Number of region specific “Code of Conduct” guidelines toolkit in
ITW markets developed and disseminated
Baseline: 0; Target: 2

10.
The project engaged directly with the following countries; Component 1) Kenya; Component 2)
Angola, Cote d’Ivoire, Eritrea, Gambia, Lesotho, Paraguay, Solomon Islands, Somalia, Tanzania and Vietnam;
Component 3) Angola, Malawi and Viet Nam.

1.4 Executing Arrangements
11.
The project was implemented by the United Nations Environment Programme (UNEP). The
Ecosystems Division acted as the Lead Division and was to work in close collaboration with the Law and
Communication Divisions, each in charge of implementing a specific project component, the World
Conservation Monitoring Centre (WCMC) and UNEP Regional Offices. The Project Manager at the
Ecosystems Division was to have the day-to-day responsibility for implementation and reporting of
activities for delivery of project outputs. The Project Manager was to ensure good coordination with similar
activities and national project coordinators.
12.
According to the project document, a Project Steering Committee (PSC) was to be formed and
represented by the Ecosystems, Law and Communication Divisions, Regional Office focal points, the
Environmental Governance Sub-programme Coordinator, a gender advisor, representatives of other UN

44

The target was increased from 9 to 12 in the first revision.

45

This indicator was removed in the first revision. Progress against it has been reported until June 2018.

46

The target was reduced from 16 to 9 in the first revision.
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Agencies involved in the project and when relevant, government representatives. The PSC was to meet bimonthly and to review and guide coordination and reporting on project progress, in order to assist project
quality and milestone delivery and to provide regular advice on project adjustments. The PSC was to
regularly review project outputs, financial status and provide strategic direction. In practice, it appears that
a formal SC was replaced by project coordination meetings.
13.
The project was to closely engage with partners in the UN System, including those in the UN InterAgency Task Force on Illicit Trade in Wildlife and Forest Products (UNDP, UNODC, CITES).

1.5 Project Cost and Financing
14.
The total planned budget at the time of project approval was US$ 4,754,848 from which, 58,92%
was secured (Table 3). The planned budget included US$ 3,066,400 cash resources and US$ 1,688,448 inkind. The secured income in 2016 was US$ 487,064 and in 2017 US$ 369,196. In the first project revision
approved in June 2018, the total secured budget was US$ 2,752,920 and the total revised planned budget
was US$ 4,515,084 (Table 4). Table 5 presents a summary of the changes to the budget.
Table 3. Planned budget at project approval
Type of
funding

Source of funding

Details

Cash

Environment Fund activity budget

Year 1
(US$)

Year 2
(US$)

Total (US$)

28,000

28,000

Regular Budget activity budget

-

Extrabudgetary Funding (posts +
non-post+PMC)

Secured (Norway 2015)

1,667,000

1,667,000

8% PSC
funds

133,360

133,360

on

Norway

Secured Angola (WED
Output 3)

-

PSC Angola

In-Kind

DFID Secured

90,000

90,000

7% PSC DFID

6,300

6,300

Unsecured XB funding

55,700

1,225,700

1,281,400

PSC on secured funds

139,660

-

139,660

XB Sub-total

1,812,700

1,225,700

3,038,400

Sub-Total

1,812,700

1,253,700

3,066,400

Environment Fund post costs

453,384

453,384

906,768

Regular Budget post costs-RB

76,410

76,410

152,820

Other (include name of donor)-XB

314,430

314,430

628,860

Sub-Total

844,224

844,224

1,688,448

2,656,924

2,097,924

4,754,848

Total

Table 4. Budget at first project revision, June 2018
Type of
funding

Source of funding

Cash

Environment Fund activity
budget

Details

2016 (JunDec)
(US$)

2017
(US$)

2018
(US$)

Total (US$)
-
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Regular Budget activity budget
Extrabudgetary Funding
(posts + non-post+PMC)

Secured (Norway
2015)
8% PSC on Norway
funds
DFID Secured

1,667,000

1,667,000

133,360

133,360

90,000

90,000

7% PSC DFID
Norway 2016

6,300
454,736

6,300
454,736

8% PSC on Norway
funds
Norway 2017

36,328

32,328

8% PSC on Norway
funds

340,900

340,900

28,296

28,296

PSC on Secured
funds
XB Sub-total

200,284
-

Sub-Total
In-kind

2,752,920
2,752,920

Environment Fund post costs

453,384

223,535

23,535

Regular Budget post costs-RB

69,530

98,490

98,490

266,510

Other (include name of
donor)-XB
Sub-Total

130,740

232,230

232,230

595,200

900,454

1,762,164
4,515,084

Total

Table 5. Budget summary at first project revision, June 2018
Overall Budget

Amount (US$)

A: Previously approved planned budget (from the last revision

Cash 3,066,400 (4,754,848 including in-kind)

B. Previously secured budget

1,896,660

C. Total change of secured budget

850,260

i) Source of newly secured budget (Norway 2016)

487,064 (including PSC %)

ii) Source of newly secured budget (Norway 2017)

369,196 (including PSC %)

D: Total revised secured budget (B+C)

2,752,920

E: Unsecured budget (F-D)

0

F: New total for proposed planned budget

2,752,920

G: In kind contributions – Previously secured

1,688,448

H: Revised total in kind secured contributions

1,762,164

I: Total revised planned budget: Planned + In Kind (F+H)

4,515,084

1.6 Implementation Issues
15.
The envisaged resources were not fully received, resulting in a need to revise certain outputs in the
light of available resources. These changes were reflected in project revision documents. However,
according to the project reporting in PIMS, partnerships enabled accomplishment of certain “objectives”
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with less funds than originally planned. The project delivered The Wild for Life campaign, which was chosen
as the UNEP’s most successful digital campaign ever. The project management arrangements were
identified to be complex, resulting in coordination challenges. The project challenges as reported in PIMS,
mostly relate to delays the project has experienced in different stages of the project preparation and
implementation. The overall progress assessment in PIMS for July-December 2018 indicates that the
project was on track.

IX. Section 2. OBJECTIVE AND SCOPE OF THE EVALUATION
2.1 Key Evaluation Principles
16.
Evaluation findings and judgements should be based on sound evidence and analysis, clearly
documented in the evaluation report. Information will be triangulated (i.e. verified from different sources)
as far as possible, and when verification is not possible, the single source will be mentioned (whilst
anonymity is still protected). Analysis leading to evaluative judgements should always be clearly spelled
out.
17.
The “Why?” Question. As this is a terminal evaluation but similar interventions are envisaged for
the future, particular attention should be given to learning from the experience. Therefore, the “Why?”
question should be at the front of the consultants’ minds all through the evaluation exercise and is
supported by the use of a theory of change approach. This means that the consultants need to go beyond
the assessment of “what” the project performance was, and make a serious effort to provide a deeper
understanding of “why” the performance was as it was. This should provide the basis for the lessons that
can be drawn from the project.
18.
Baselines and counterfact-uals. In attempting to attribute any outcomes and impacts to the project
intervention, the evaluators should consider the difference between what has happened with, and what
would have happened without, the project. This implies that there should be consideration of the baseline
conditions, trends and counterfactuals in relation to the intended project outcomes and impacts. It also
means that there should be plausible evidence to attribute such outcomes and impacts to the actions of
the project. Sometimes, adequate information on baseline conditions, trends or counterfactuals is lacking.
In such cases this should be clearly highlighted by the evaluators, along with any simplifying assumptions
that were taken to enable the evaluator to make informed judgements about project performance.
19.
Communicating evaluation results. A key aim of the evaluation is to encourage reflection and
learning by UNEP staff and key project stakeholders. The consultant should consider how reflection and
learning can be promoted, both through the evaluation process and in the communication of evaluation
findings and key lessons. Clear and concise writing is required on all evaluation deliverables. Draft and final
versions of the main evaluation report will be shared with key stakeholders by the Evaluation Manager.
There may, however, be several intended audiences, each with different interests and needs regarding the
report. The Evaluation Manager will plan with the consultant which audiences to target and the easiest and
clearest way to communicate the key evaluation findings and lessons to them. This may include some or
all of the following; a webinar, conference calls with relevant stakeholders, the preparation of an evaluation
brief or interactive presentation.
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2.2 Objective of the Evaluation
20.
In line with the UNEP Evaluation Policy47 and the UNEP Programme Manual48, the Terminal
Evaluation (TE) is undertaken at completion of the project to assess project performance (in terms of
relevance, effectiveness and efficiency), and determine outcomes and impacts (actual and potential)
stemming from the project, including their sustainability. The evaluation has two primary purposes: (i) to
provide evidence of results to meet accountability requirements, and (ii) to promote operational
improvement, learning and knowledge sharing through results and lessons learned among UNEP and the
project partners. Therefore, the evaluation will identify lessons of operational relevance for future project
formulation and implementation.

2.3 Key Strategic Questions

21.
In addition to the evaluation criteria outlined in Section 10 below, the evaluation will address the
strategic questions listed below. These are questions of interest to UNEP and to which the project is
believed to be able to make a substantive contribution:
(a)
(b)
(c)
(d)

To what extent has the project, through its three components, contributed to illegal trade in
wildlife being addressed? What about illegal trade in timber products?
Was the project design and implementation strategic to deliver against the UNEA and UNGA
resolutions on illegal wildlife trade? What improvements could be made?
To what extent were the key performance indicators, baseline data and monitoring system
adequate to support the monitoring and evaluation of the performance of the project, including
the Wild for Life-campaign? What improvements could be made?
What are the benefits/disadvantages of the three project components being administered
programmatically and financially within the project Addressing the illicit trade in wildlife and
forest products?

2.4 Evaluation Criteria
22.
All evaluation criteria will be rated on a six-point scale. Sections A-I below, outline the scope of the
criteria and a table for recording the ratings is provided with the supporting documentation (Annex 1). A
weightings table will be provided in excel format (see Annex 1) to support the determination of an overall
project rating. The set of evaluation criteria are grouped in nine categories: (A) Strategic Relevance; (B)
Quality of Project Design; (C) Nature of External Context; (D) Effectiveness, which comprises assessments
of the delivery of outputs, achievement of outcomes and likelihood of impact; (E) Financial Management;
(F) Efficiency; (G) Monitoring and Reporting; (H) Sustainability; and (I) Factors Affecting Project
Performance. The evaluation consultants can propose other evaluation criteria as deemed appropriate.
Please see Annex 1 for a list of tools, templates and guidelines available.

A. Strategic Relevance
23.
The evaluation will assess, in line with the OECD/DAC definition of relevance, ‘the extent to which
the activity is suited to the priorities and policies of the target group, recipient and donor’. The evaluation will
include an assessment of the project’s relevance in relation to UNEP’s mandate and its alignment with
UNEP’s policies and strategies at the time of project approval. Under strategic relevance an assessment of
the complementarity of the project with other interventions addressing the needs of the same target groups
will be made. This criterion comprises four elements:

47

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

48

http://www.unep.org/QAS/Documents/UNEP_Programme_Manual_May_2013.pdf . This manual is under revision.
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i.

Alignment to the UNEP Medium Term Strategy49 (MTS) and Programme of Work (POW)

24.
The evaluation should assess the project’s alignment with the MTS and POW under which the
project was approved and include, in its narrative, reflections on the scale and scope of any contributions
made to the planned results reflected in the relevant MTS and POW.
ii.

Alignment to UNEP / Donor Strategic Priorities

25.
Donor strategic priorities will vary across interventions. UNEP strategic priorities include the Bali
Strategic Plan for Technology Support and Capacity Building50 (BSP) and South-South Cooperation (S-SC).
The BSP relates to the capacity of governments to: comply with international agreements and obligations
at the national level; promote, facilitate and finance environmentally sound technologies and to strengthen
frameworks for developing coherent international environmental policies. S-SC is regarded as the exchange
of resources, technology and knowledge between developing countries.
iii.

Relevance to Regional, Sub-regional and National Environmental Priorities

26.
The evaluation will assess the extent to which the intervention is suited, or responding to, the stated
environmental concerns and needs of the countries, sub-regions or regions where it is being implemented.
Examples may include: national or sub-national development plans, poverty reduction strategies or regional
agreements etc.
iv.

Complementarity with Existing Interventions

27.
An assessment will be made of how well the project, either at design stage or during the project
mobilization, took account of ongoing and planned initiatives (under the same sub-programme, other UNEP
sub-programmes, or being implemented by other agencies) that address similar needs of the same target
groups. The evaluation will consider if the project team, in collaboration with Regional Offices and SubProgramme Coordinators, made efforts to ensure their own intervention was complementary to other
interventions, optimized any synergies and avoided duplication of effort. Examples may include UN
Development Assistance Frameworks or One UN programming. Linkages with other interventions should
be described and instances where UNEP’s comparative advantage has been particularly well applied should
be highlighted.
Factors affecting this criterion may include:
● Stakeholders’ participation and cooperation
● Responsiveness to human rights and gender equity
● Country ownership and driven-ness

B. Quality of Project Design
28.
The quality of project design is assessed using an agreed template during the evaluation inception
phase, ratings are attributed to identified criteria and an overall Project Design Quality rating is established
(https://www.unenvironment.org/about-un-environment/evaluation). This overall Project Design Quality
rating is entered in the final evaluation ratings table as item B. In the Main Evaluation Report a summary of
the project’s strengths and weaknesses at design stage is included, while the complete Project Design
Quality template is annexed in the Inception Report.
Factors affecting this criterion may include (at the design stage):
● Stakeholders participation and cooperation

49

UNEP’s Medium-Term Strategy (MTS) is a document that guides UNEP’s programme planning over a four-year period. It identifies
UNEP’s thematic priorities, known as Sub-programmes (SP), and sets out the desired outcomes, known as Expected
Accomplishments (EAs), of the Sub-programmes.
50

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

Responsiveness to human rights and gender equity

C. Nature of External Context
29.
At evaluation inception stage a rating is established for the project’s external operating context
(considering the prevalence of conflict, natural disasters and political upheaval). This rating is entered in
the final evaluation ratings table as item C. Where a project has been rated as facing either an Unfavourable
or Highly Unfavourable external operating context, and/or a negative external event has occurred during
project implementation, the ratings for Effectiveness, Efficiency and/or Sustainability may be increased at
the discretion of the Evaluation Consultant and Evaluation Manager together. A justification for such an
increase must be given.

D. Effectiveness
i. Delivery of Outputs
30.
The evaluation will assess the project’s success in producing the programmed outputs (products,
capital goods and services resulting from the intervention) and achieving milestones as per the project
design document (ProDoc). Any formal modifications/revisions made during project implementation will
be considered part of the project design. Where the project outputs are inappropriately or inaccurately
stated in the ProDoc, reformulations may be necessary in the reconstruction of the TOC. In such cases a
table should be provided showing the original and the reformulation of the outputs for transparency. The
delivery of outputs will be assessed in terms of both quantity and quality, and the assessment will consider
their ownership by, and usefulness to, intended beneficiaries and the timeliness of their delivery. The
evaluation will briefly explain the reasons behind the success or shortcomings of the project in delivering
its programmed outputs and meeting expected quality standards.
Factors affecting this criterion may include:
● Preparation and readiness
● Quality of project management and supervision51
ii. Achievement of Direct Outcomes
31.
The achievement of direct outcomes (short and medium-term effects of the intervention’s outputs;
a change of behaviour resulting from the use/application of outputs, which is not under the direct control of
the intervention’s direct actors) is assessed as performance against the direct outcomes as defined in the
reconstructed52 Theory of Change. These are the first-level outcomes expected to be achieved as an
immediate result of project outputs. As in 1, above, a table can be used where substantive amendments to
the formulation of direct outcomes is necessary. The evaluation should report evidence of attribution
between UNEP’s intervention and the direct outcomes. In cases of normative work or where several actors
are collaborating to achieve common outcomes, evidence of the nature and magnitude of UNEP’s
‘substantive contribution’ should be included and/or ‘credible association’ established between project
efforts and the direct outcomes realised.
Factors affecting this criterion may include:
● Quality of project management and supervision
● Stakeholders’ participation and cooperation

51

‘Project management and supervision’ refers to the supervision and guidance provided by UNEP to implementing partners and
national governments.
52

UNEP staff are currently required to submit a Theory of Change with all submitted project designs. The level of ‘reconstruction’
needed during an evaluation will depend on the quality of this initial TOC, the time that has lapsed between project design and
implementation (which may be related to securing and disbursing funds) and the level of any changes made to the project design. In
the case of projects pre-dating 2013 the intervention logic is often represented in a logical framework and a TOC will need to be
constructed in the inception stage of the evaluation.
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●
●

Responsiveness to human rights and gender equity
Communication and public awareness

iii. Likelihood of Impact
32.
Based on the articulation of longer-term effects in the reconstructed TOC (i.e. from direct outcomes,
via intermediate states, to impact), the evaluation will assess the likelihood of the intended, positive impacts
becoming a reality. Project objectives or goals should be incorporated in the TOC, possibly as intermediate
states or long term impacts. The Evaluation Office’s approach to the use of TOC in project evaluations is
outlined
in
a
guidance
note
available
on
the
Evaluation
Office
website,
https://www.unenvironment.org/about-un-environment/evaluation, and is supported by an excel-based
flow chart, ‘Likelihood of Impact Assessment Decision Tree’. Essentially the approach follows a ‘likelihood
tree’ from direct outcomes to impacts, taking account of whether the assumptions and drivers identified in
the reconstructed TOC held. Any unintended positive effects should also be identified and their causal
linkages to the intended impact described.
33.
The evaluation will also consider the likelihood that the intervention may lead, or contribute to,
unintended negative effects. Some of these potential negative effects may have been identified in the
project design as risks or as part of the analysis of Environmental, Social and Economic Safeguards.53
34.
The evaluation will consider the extent to which the project has played a catalytic role or has
promoted scaling up and/or replication54 as part of its Theory of Change and as factors that are likely to
contribute to longer term impact.
35.
Ultimately UNEP and all its partners aim to bring about benefits to the environment and human
well-being. Few projects are likely to have impact statements that reflect such long-term or broad-based
changes. However, the evaluation will assess the likelihood of the project to make a substantive
contribution to the high-level changes represented by UNEP’s Expected Accomplishments, the Sustainable
Development Goals55 and/or the high-level results prioritised by the funding partner.
Factors affecting this criterion may include:
● Quality of Project Management and Supervision (including adaptive management)
● Stakeholders participation and cooperation
● Responsiveness to human rights and gender equity
● Country ownership and driven-ness
● Communication and public awareness

E. Financial Management
36.
Financial management will be assessed under two themes: completeness of financial information
and communication between financial and project management staff. The evaluation will establish the
actual spend across the life of the project of funds secured from all donors. This expenditure will be
reported, where possible, at output level and will be compared with the approved budget. The evaluation
will assess the level of communication between the Project/Task Manager and the Fund Management
Officer as it relates to the effective delivery of the planned project and the needs of a responsive, adaptive

53

Further information on Environmental, Social and Economic Safeguards (ESES) can be found at http://www.unep.org/about/eses

54

Scaling up refers to approaches being adopted on a much larger scale, but in a very similar context. Scaling up is often the longer
term objective of pilot initiatives. Replication refers to approaches being repeated or lessons being explicitly applied in new/different
contexts e.g. other geographic areas, different target group etc. Effective replication typically requires some form of revision or
adaptation to the new context. It is possible to replicate at either the same or a different scale.
55

A list of relevant SDGs is available on the EO website www.unep.org/evaluation
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management approach. The evaluation will verify the application of proper financial management
standards and adherence to UNEP’s financial management policies. Any financial management issues that
have affected the timely delivery of the project or the quality of its performance will be highlighted.
Factors affecting this criterion may include:
● Preparation and readiness
● Quality of project management and supervision

F. Efficiency
37.
In keeping with the OECD/DAC definition of efficiency the evaluation will assess the extent to which
the project delivered maximum results from the given resources. This will include an assessment of the
cost-effectiveness and timeliness of project execution. Focusing on the translation of inputs into outputs,
cost-effectiveness is the extent to which an intervention has achieved, or is expected to achieve, its results
at the lowest possible cost. Timeliness refers to whether planned activities were delivered according to
expected timeframes as well as whether events were sequenced efficiently. The evaluation will also assess
to what extent any project extension could have been avoided through stronger project management and
identify any negative impacts caused by project delays or extensions. The evaluation will describe any cost
or time-saving measures put in place to maximise results within the secured budget and agreed project
timeframe and consider whether the project was implemented in the most efficient way compared to
alternative interventions or approaches.
38.
The evaluation will give special attention to efforts by the project teams to make use of/build upon
pre-existing institutions, agreements and partnerships, data sources, synergies and complementarities with
other initiatives, programmes and projects etc. to increase project efficiency. The evaluation will assess
how the project delivery mechanism through three UNEP Divisions affected efficiency. The evaluation will
also consider the extent to which the management of the project minimised UNEP’s environmental
footprint.
39.
The factors underpinning the need for any project extensions will also be explored and discussed.
As management or project support costs cannot be increased in cases of ‘no cost extensions’, such
extensions represent an increase in unstated costs to implementing parties.
Factors affecting this criterion may include:
● Preparation and readiness (e.g. timeliness)
● Quality of project management and supervision
● Stakeholders participation and cooperation

G. Monitoring and Reporting
40.
The evaluation will assess monitoring and reporting across three sub-categories: monitoring
design and budgeting, monitoring implementation and project reporting.
i.

Monitoring Design and Budgeting

41.
Each project should be supported by a sound monitoring plan that is designed to track progress
against SMART56 indicators towards the delivery of the projects outputs and achievement of direct
outcomes, including at a level disaggregated by gender, vulnerability or marginalisation. The evaluation will
assess the quality of the design of the monitoring plan as well as the funds allocated for its implementation.
The adequacy of resources for mid-term and terminal evaluation/review should be discussed if applicable.
ii.

56

Monitoring of Project Implementation

SMART refers to indicators that are specific, measurable, assignable, realistic and time-specific.
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42.
The evaluation will assess whether the monitoring system was operational and facilitated the
timely tracking of results and progress towards projects objectives throughout the project implementation
period. This should include monitoring the representation and participation of disaggregated groups in
project activities. It will also consider how information generated by the monitoring system during project
implementation was used to adapt and improve project execution, achievement of outcomes and ensure
sustainability. The evaluation should confirm that funds allocated for monitoring were used to support this
activity.
iii.

Project Reporting

43.
UNEP has a centralised Project Information Management System (PIMS) in which project
managers upload six-monthly status reports against agreed project milestones. This information will be
provided to the Evaluation Consultant(s) by the Evaluation Manager. Some projects have additional
requirements to report regularly to funding partners, which will be supplied by the project team. The
evaluation will assess the extent to which both UNEP and donor reporting commitments have been fulfilled.
Consideration will be given as to whether reporting has been carried out with respect to the effects of the
initiative on disaggregated groups.
Factors affecting this criterion may include:
● Quality of project management and supervision
● Responsiveness to human rights and gender equity (e.g. disaggregated indicators and data)

H. Sustainability
44.
Sustainability is understood as the probability of direct outcomes being maintained and developed
after the close of the intervention. The evaluation will identify and assess the key conditions or factors that
are likely to undermine or contribute to the persistence of achieved direct outcomes (i.e. ‘assumptions’ and
‘drivers’). Some factors of sustainability may be embedded in the project design and implementation
approaches while others may be contextual circumstances or conditions that evolve over the life of the
intervention. Where applicable an assessment of bio-physical factors that may affect the sustainability of
direct outcomes may also be included.
i.

Socio-political Sustainability

45.
The evaluation will assess the extent to which social or political factors support the continuation
and further development of project direct outcomes. It will consider the level of ownership, interest and
commitment among government and other stakeholders to take the project achievements forwards. In
particular the evaluation will consider whether individual capacity development efforts are likely to be
sustained.
ii.

Financial Sustainability

46.
Some direct outcomes, once achieved, do not require further financial inputs, e.g. the adoption of
a revised policy. However, in order to derive a benefit from this outcome further management action may
still be needed e.g. to undertake actions to enforce the policy. Other direct outcomes may be dependent on
a continuous flow of action that needs to be resourced for them to be maintained, e.g. continuation of a
new resource management approach. The evaluation will assess the extent to which project outcomes are
dependent on future funding for the benefits they bring to be sustained. Secured future funding is only
relevant to financial sustainability where the direct outcomes of a project have been extended into a future
project phase. Even where future funding has been secured, the question still remains as to whether the
project outcomes are financially sustainable.
iii.

Institutional Sustainability

47.
The evaluation will assess the extent to which the sustainability of project outcomes (especially
those relating to policies and laws) is dependent on issues relating to institutional frameworks and
governance. It will consider whether institutional achievements such as governance structures and
processes, policies, sub-regional agreements, legal and accountability frameworks etc. are robust enough
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to continue delivering the benefits associated with the project outcomes after project closure. In particular,
the evaluation will consider whether institutional capacity development efforts are likely to be sustained.
Factors affecting this criterion may include:
● Stakeholders participation and cooperation
● Responsiveness to human rights and gender equity (e.g. where interventions are not inclusive, their
sustainability may be undermined)
● Communication and public awareness
● Country ownership and driven-ness

I.

Factors and Processes Affecting Project Performance

(These factors are rated in the ratings table, but are discussed within the Main Evaluation Report as crosscutting themes as appropriate under the other evaluation criteria, above)
i.

Preparation and Readiness

48.
This criterion focuses on the inception or mobilization stage of the project (i.e. the time between
project approval and first disbursement). The evaluation will assess whether appropriate measures were
taken to either address weaknesses in the project design or respond to changes that took place between
project approval, the securing of funds and project mobilization. In particular the evaluation will consider
the nature and quality of engagement with stakeholder groups by the project team, the confirmation of
partner capacity and development of partnership agreements as well as initial staffing and financing
arrangements. (Project preparation is included in the template for the assessment of Project Design Quality).
ii.

Quality of Project Management and Supervision

49.
In some cases, ‘project management and supervision’ will refer to the supervision and guidance
provided by UNEP to implementing partners and national governments while in others, it will refer to the
project management performance of the executing agency and the technical backstopping and supervision
provided by UNEP.
50.
The evaluation will assess the effectiveness of project management with regard to: providing
leadership towards achieving the planned outcomes; managing team structures; maintaining productive
partner relationships (including Steering Groups etc.); communication and collaboration with UNEP
colleagues; risk management; use of problem-solving; project adaptation and overall project execution.
Evidence of adaptive management should be highlighted.
iii.

Stakeholder Participation and Cooperation

51.
Here the term ‘stakeholder’ should be considered in a broad sense, encompassing all project
partners, duty bearers with a role in delivering project outputs and target users of project outputs and any
other collaborating agents external to UNEP. The assessment will consider the quality and effectiveness
of all forms of communication and consultation with stakeholders throughout the project life and the
support given to maximise collaboration and coherence between various stakeholders, including sharing
plans, pooling resources and exchanging learning and expertise. The inclusion and participation of all
differentiated groups, including gender groups should be considered.
iv.

Responsiveness to Human Rights and Gender Equity

52.
The evaluation will ascertain to what extent the project has applied the UN Common Understanding
on the human rights based approach (HRBA) and the UN Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous People.
Within this human rights context the evaluation will assess to what extent the intervention adheres to
UNEP’s Policy and Strategy for Gender Equality and the Environment.
53.
In particular the evaluation will consider to what extent project design, implementation and
monitoring have taken into consideration: (i) possible gender inequalities in access to, and the control over,
natural resources; (ii) specific vulnerabilities of women and children to environmental degradation or
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disasters; and (iii) the role of women in mitigating or adapting to environmental changes and engaging in
environmental protection and rehabilitation.
v.

Country Ownership and Driven-ness

54.
The evaluation will assess the quality and degree of engagement of government / public sector
agencies in the project. While there is some overlap between Country Ownership and Institutional
Sustainability, this criterion focuses primarily on the forward momentum of the intended projects results,
i.e. either a) moving forwards from outputs to direct outcomes or b) moving forward from direct outcomes
towards intermediate states. The evaluation will consider the involvement not only of those directly
involved in project execution and those participating in technical or leadership groups, but also those
official representatives whose cooperation is needed for change to be embedded in their respective
institutions and offices. This factor is concerned with the level of ownership generated by the project over
outputs and outcomes and that is necessary for long term impact to be realised. This ownership should
adequately represent the needs of interest of all gendered and marginalised groups.
vi.

Communication and Public Awareness

55.
The evaluation will assess the effectiveness of: a) communication of learning and experience
sharing between project partners and interested groups arising from the project during its life and b) public
awareness activities that were undertaken during the implementation of the project to influence attitudes
or shape behaviour among wider communities and civil society at large. The evaluation should consider
whether existing communication channels and networks were used effectively, including meeting the
differentiated needs of gendered or marginalised groups, and whether any feedback channels were
established. Where knowledge sharing platforms have been established under a project the evaluation will
comment on the sustainability of the communication channel under either socio-political, institutional or
financial sustainability, as appropriate.

X. Section 3. EVALUATION APPROACH, METHODS AND DELIVERABLES

56.
The Terminal Evaluation will be an in-depth evaluation using a participatory approach whereby key
stakeholders are kept informed and consulted throughout the evaluation process. Both quantitative and
qualitative evaluation methods will be used as appropriate to determine project achievements against the
expected outputs, outcomes and impacts. It is highly recommended that the consultant(s) maintains close
communication with the project team and promotes information exchange throughout the evaluation
implementation phase in order to increase their (and other stakeholder) ownership of the evaluation
findings. Where applicable, the consultant(s) should provide a geo-referenced map that demarcates the
area covered by the project and, where possible, provide geo-reference photographs of key intervention
sites.
57.

The findings of the evaluation will be based on the following:
(a)

A desk review of:
Relevant background documentation, including UNEP Medium-Term Strategy 2014-2017 and the
corresponding Programmes of Work, UNEA and General Assembly Resolutions on wildlife crime;

●

Project design documents, minutes of the project design review meeting at approval, Annual
Work Plans and Budgets or equivalent, revisions to the project (project document supplement),
the logical framework and its budget;

●

Project reports such as six-monthly progress and financial reports, progress reports from
collaborating partners, reports related to technical legal assistance provided by the project,
meeting minutes, relevant correspondence etc.;

●

Documentation related to project outputs, such as the Gap Analysis of IWT, policy reports,
material related to the Wild for Life campaign, assessment on the challenges of the Lusaka
Agreement, research and other assessments completed by the project etc;

●

Evaluations/reviews of similar projects.

●
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(b)

●
●

Interviews (individual or in group) with:
UNEP Project Manager (PM) and Fund Management Officer (FMO);
Project management team (Ecosystems, Law and Communication Divisions, relevant Regional
Offices);

●
●

Coordinator of the Environmental Governance Sub-Programme;

●
●

Representatives of the National Governments at project countries;

●

Representatives of the relevant local communities and indigenous groups the project was
planning to engage with;

●

As relevant, selected institutions relevant to the project, but which were not identified in the
project document as partners, such as the International Tropical Timber Organization (ITTO),
FAO, TRAFFIC, WWF, Center for International Forestry Research (CIFOR), International Union of
Forest Research Organizations (IUFRO), Relevant MEA Secretariats such as CBD and CMS etc.

●

Other relevant resource persons.

Project partners, including WCMC, members of the UN Task Force on ITW (UNDP, UNODC,
CITES), UNICEF, World Bank, Interpol, Lusaka Agreement Task Force (LATF), International
Network for Environmental Compliance and Enforcement (INECE), the European Union Network
for the Implementation and Enforcement of Environmental Law (IMPEL), Global Snow Leopard
and Ecosystem Protection Program, IUCN, Konrad Adenauer Foundation, Kenya Airways, Kenya
Airports Authority (KAA), Save the Elephants, Wildlife Direct, African Wildlife Foundation,
International Fund for Animal Welfare (IFAW), Free Land Foundation, Wild Aid, National
Geographic Society, Carpathian Convention, Lilongwe Wildlife Trust, Central American
Commission on Trade and Environment (CCAD), Central America and Dominican Republic
Wildlife Regulations Observation Network (ROAVIS), U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS), United
States Agency for International Development (USAID).
Members of the regional bodies and systems, such as African Union Commission, East African
Community

(c)
(d)

The use of Surveys and other data collection tools will be determined at evaluation inception
stage.
The Terminal Evaluation might include evaluation visits. These will be determined at
evaluation inception stage.

3.1 Evaluation Deliverables and Review Procedures
58.

The evaluation consultant will prepare:

●

1. Inception Report: (see Annex 1 for links to all templates, tables and guidance notes) containing
an assessment of project design quality, a draft reconstructed Theory of Change of the project,
project stakeholder analysis, evaluation framework, methodology and a tentative evaluation
schedule.

●

2. UNEP Illicit Trade in Wildlife Portfolio Review: a 25 page report summarizing findings from
project documentation relating to 8 – 10 UNEP projects and include: i) comparison of project
Theories of Change, objectives and results; ii) description of institutional homes within UNEP and
internal/external collaboration; iii) funding arrangements, implementing partners and
implementation structures and iv) findings from any evaluations, reviews or lessons learned
documents. The objective of undertaking an Illegal Trade in Wildlife (ITW) Portfolio Review is to
assess the feasibility of using a portfolio approach for evaluating UNEP’s performance in this area.
The initial review of an ITW Portfolio should consider relevant trends throughout ITW projects; the
possible benefits and identify key gaps of evaluating ITW projects as a portfolio; determine how
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effective this method is at providing an indicator of UNEP’s progress in achieving the impact in
addressing Illegal Wildlife Trade globally and how UNEP might improve this; and consider key
recommendations.

●

The aim of the report is to provide the basis for decisions on how to move forwards with the
evaluation of ongoing/completing projects on illegal activity against wildlife and protected species.

●

3. Preliminary Findings Note: typically in the form of a PowerPoint presentation, the sharing of
preliminary findings is intended to support the participation of the project team and key
stakeholders, act as a means to ensure all information sources have been accessed and provide
an opportunity to verify emerging findings. The preliminary findings will be presented in a meeting
at the end of the mission, or in an on-line meeting shortly after the mission.

●

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

●

5. Evaluation Bulletin: a 2-page summary of key evaluation findings for wider dissemination
through the Evaluation Office website.

59.
6. Review of the draft evaluation report. The evaluation consultant will submit a draft report to the
Evaluation Manager and revise the draft in response to their comments and suggestions. Once a draft of
adequate quality has been peer-reviewed and accepted, the Evaluation Manager will share the cleared draft
report with the Project Manager, who will alert the Evaluation Manager in case the report contains any
blatant factual errors. The Evaluation Manager will then forward revised draft report (corrected by the
evaluation consultant where necessary) to other project stakeholders, for their review and comments.
Stakeholders may provide feedback on any errors of fact and may highlight the significance of such errors
in any conclusions as well as providing feedback on the proposed recommendations and lessons. Any
comments or responses to draft reports will be sent to the Evaluation Manager for consolidation. The
Evaluation Manager will provide all comments to the evaluation consultant for consideration in preparing
the final report, along with guidance on areas of contradiction or issues requiring an institutional response.
Clear deadlines will be set for each step of receiving the inputs, these will be decided upon by the Evaluation
Manager in consultation with the Evaluation Consultant and communicated to the Project Team.
60.
Based on a careful review of the evidence collated by the evaluation consultant and the internal
consistency of the report, the Evaluation Manager will provide an assessment of the ratings in the final
evaluation report. Where there are differences of opinion between the evaluation consultant and the
Evaluation Manager on project ratings, both viewpoints will be clearly presented in the final report. The
Evaluation Office ratings will be considered the final ratings for the project.
61.
The Evaluation Manager will prepare a quality assessment of the first and final drafts of the main
evaluation report, which acts as a tool for providing structured feedback to the evaluation consultant. The
quality of the report will be assessed and rated against the criteria specified in template listed in Annex 1
and the final assessment will be appended to the Final Evaluation Report.
62.
At the end of the evaluation process, the Evaluation Office will prepare a Recommendations
Implementation Plan in the format of a table, to be completed and updated at regular intervals by the
Project Manager. The Evaluation Office will track compliance against this plan on a six-monthly basis.

3.2 The Evaluation Consultant
The Evaluation Consultant(s) will work under the overall responsibility of the Evaluation Office
represented by an Evaluation Manager [Myles Hallin], in consultation with the UNEP Project Manager
[Julian Blanc], the Project Management Team, and the Fund Management Officer [Vanda Andromeda] and
the Sub-programme Coordinator of the Environmental Governance Sub-programme [Cristina Zucca]. The
consultant will liaise with the Evaluation Manager on any procedural and methodological matters related
to the evaluation. It is, however, the consultant’s individual responsibility to arrange for their visas and
immunizations as well as to plan meetings with stakeholders, organize online surveys, obtain
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documentary evidence and any other logistical matters related to the assignment. The UNEP Project
Manager and project team will, where possible, provide logistical support (introductions, meetings etc.)
allowing the consultants to conduct the evaluation as efficiently and independently as possible.
63.
The Evaluation Consultant will be hired for 5.5 months spread over the period from 15 August 2020
to 31 January 2021. This period is subject to change as the dates of the fact-finding mission and of the
submission of deliverables 3 – 6 (see above) will be dependent on COViD 19 and the effects it has on travel.
Therefore, an agreed no-cost delay may be required to adjust to relevant travel restrictions. In this case the
Consultants contract may be closed temporarily until continuation of the Evaluation is possible. Dates of
the fact-finding mission will be determined by the Evaluation Manager, in consultation with the Evaluation
Consultant, and in accordance to the evolution of relevant travel restrictions. The consultant should have:
an advanced university degree in environmental sciences, environmental law, international development or
other relevant political or social sciences area; a minimum of 15 years of technical / evaluation experience,
including of evaluating large, regional or global programmes and using a Theory of Change approach. The
consultant is required to possess a broad understanding of international environmental governance
systems related to illicit trade in wildlife and timber products, experience in executing/evaluating
environmental campaigns and excellent spoken and written English. Proficiency in French is desirable;
knowledge of the UN system, specifically of the work of UNEP is an asset. The Evaluation Manager can
consider contracting a team of two consultants if deemed necessary.
64.
In close consultation with the Evaluation Manager, the Evaluation Consultant will be responsible
for the overall management of the evaluation and timely delivery of its outputs, data collection and analysis
and report-writing. More specifically:
Inception phase of the evaluation, including:
discuss the evaluation plan with the Evaluation Manager;
preliminary desk review and introductory interviews with key project staff;
draft the reconstructed Theory of Change of the project and if possible, plan a ToC workshop with
the Project team and key stakeholders and discuss it with the Evaluation Manager and Project
Team;
prepare the project stakeholder analysis;
prepare the evaluation framework, identifying lines of enquiry, indicators and data sources;
design evaluation data collection tools and if surveys are used, draft the survey protocols;
if evaluation visits are conducted, develop and present criteria for country and/or site selection;
plan the evaluation schedule;
prepare the communication plan;
produce the Inception Report, incorporating comments until approved by the Evaluation Manager
Data collection and analysis phase of the evaluation, including:
conduct further desk review and in-depth interviews with project implementing and executing
agencies, project partners and project stakeholders;
(where appropriate and agreed) conduct an evaluation mission(s) to selected countries, interview
project partners and stakeholders, including a good representation of local communities. Ensure
independence of the evaluation and confidentiality of evaluation interviews.
regularly report back to the Evaluation Manager on progress and inform of any possible problems
or issues encountered and;
keep the Project Team informed of the evaluation progress and engage the Project Team in
discussions on emerging findings throughout the evaluation process.
Reporting phase, including:
draft the Main Evaluation Report, ensuring that the evaluation report is complete, coherent and
consistent with the Evaluation Manager guidelines both in substance and style;
discuss draft recommendations and lessons with the Project Team and Evaluation Manager;
liaise with the Evaluation Manager on comments received and finalize the Main Evaluation
Report, ensuring that comments are taken into account until approved by the Evaluation Manager;
Page 174

Terminal Evaluation of the UNEP-GEF Project : “Addressing the Illicit Trade in Wildlife and Forest Products” (PIMS 01951)

-

prepare a Response to Comments annex for the main report, listing those comments not
accepted by the Evaluation Consultant and indicating the reason for the rejection; and
prepare a 2-page summary of the key evaluation findings and lessons.

-

Managing relations, including:
maintain a positive relationship with evaluation stakeholders, ensuring that the evaluation
process is as participatory as possible but at the same time maintains its independence;
communicate in a timely manner with the Evaluation Manager on any issues requiring its
attention and intervention.

3.3 Communications Specialist role within the Evaluation
65.
During the course of this evaluation, the Evaluation Consultant will be assisted by the Evaluation
Manager in the capacity of a Communications Specialist. In this capacity the Evaluation Manager (Myles
Hallin) will work in the role of a Communication Specialist, providing insights and expertise specifically in
relation to the communication initiatives utilised in the project. The Communications Specialist will provide
insights into the role communications played, the impact it had on the project and how communications
can most effectively be analysed within the context of the Evaluation of a UNEP Project.
66.
This role will involve some primary data collection through interviews where a specialist knowledge
of communications is needed. The Communication Specialist will contribute to the sections of all
deliverables, which pertain to communications activities in consultation with the Evaluation Consultant.
67.
The Peer Reviewer (PR) for this evaluation (Janet Wildish) will take a more active role in the
monitoring and management of this evaluation where necessary to ensure that the evaluation remains
objective and to oversee the input of the Communications Specialist where necessary.

3.4 Schedule of the Evaluation
68.

The table below presents the tentative schedule for the evaluation.

Table 3. Tentative schedule for the evaluation
Milestone
Inception Report
Illegal Trade in Wildlife Portfolio Review
Evaluation Mission
Telephone interviews, surveys etc.
PowerPoint/presentation on preliminary findings and recommendations
Draft report to Evaluation Manager (and Peer Reviewer)
Draft Report shared with UNEP Project Manager and team
Draft Report shared with wider group of stakeholders
Final Report

Tentative Dates
August/September 2020
September/October 2020
October/November 2020
(Tentative)57
November 2020 (Tentative)
November/December 2020
Tentative)
December 2020 (Tentative)
January 2020 (Tentative)
January/Feruary 2020
(Tentative)
February 2021 (Tentative)

Actual dates for the Evaluation Mission and of all the following deliverables are dependent on the COViD 19 pandemic and will be determined
by the Evaluation Manager in consultation with the Evaluation Consultant, taking into account the evolution of relevant travel restrictions. A
no-cost delay of these milestones may be required.
57
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Final Report shared with all respondents

February/March 2021
(Tentative)

3.5 Contractual Arrangements
69.
Evaluation Consultant will be selected and recruited by the Evaluation Office of UNEP under an
individual Special Service Agreement (SSA) on a “fees only” basis (see below). By signing the service
contract with UNEP/UNON, the consultant certifies that she/he has not been associated with the design
and implementation of the project in any way which may jeopardize her/his independence and impartiality
towards project achievements and project partner performance. In addition, she/he will not have any future
interests (within six months after completion of the contract) with the project’s executing or implementing
units. All consultants are required to sign the Code of Conduct Agreement Form.
70.
Fee will be paid on an instalment basis, paid on acceptance by the Evaluation Manager of expected
key deliverables. The schedule of payment is as follows:
71.

Schedule of Payment for the Evaluation Consultant:

Deliverable

Percentage Payment

Approved Inception Report (as per annex document 7)

25%

Portfolio Review

25%

Approved Draft Main Evaluation Report (as per annex document 13)

30%

Approved Final Main Evaluation Report

20%

72.
Air tickets will be purchased by UNEP and 75% of the Daily Subsistence Allowance for each
authorised travel mission will be paid up front. Local in-country travel will only be reimbursed where agreed
in advance with the Evaluation Manager and on the production of acceptable receipts. Terminal expenses
and residual DSA entitlements (25%) will be paid after mission completion.
73.
The consultants may be provided with access to UNEP Programme Information Management
System (PIMS) and if such access is granted, the consultant agrees not to disclose information from that
system to third parties beyond information required for, and included in, the evaluation report.
74.
In case the consultant is not able to provide the deliverables in accordance with these guidelines,
and in line with the expected quality standards by the UNEP Evaluation Office, payment may be withheld at
the discretion of the Director of the Evaluation Office until the consultant has improved the deliverables to
meet UNEP’s quality standards.
75.
If the consultant fails to submit a satisfactory final product to UNEP in a timely manner, i.e. before
the end date of the contract (taking into account any delay that may be the result of COViD 19), the
Evaluation Office reserves the right to employ additional human resources to finalize the report, and to
reduce the consultant’s fees by an amount equal to the additional costs borne by the Evaluation Office to
bring the report up to standard.
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ANNEX VII. QUALITY ASSESSMENT OF THE EVALUATION REPORT

Quality Assessment of the Evaluation Report
Evaluand Title:
Addressing the Illicit Trade in Wildlife and Forest Products (PIMS 01951)

All UNEP evaluations are subject to a quality assessment by the Evaluation Office. This is an assessment of the quality
of the evaluation product (i.e. evaluation report) and is dependent on more than just the consultant’s efforts and skills.

UNEP Evaluation Office Comments

Final Report
Rating

Substantive Report Quality Criteria
Quality of the Executive Summary:

Final report:

The Summary should be able to stand alone as an accurate summary
of the main evaluation product. It should include a concise overview
of the evaluation object; clear summary of the evaluation objectives
and scope; overall evaluation rating of the project and key features of
performance (strengths and weaknesses) against exceptional criteria
(plus reference to where the evaluation ratings table can be found
within the report); summary of the main findings of the exercise,
including a synthesis of main conclusions (which include a summary
response to key strategic evaluation questions), lessons learned and
recommendations.
I. Introduction

6
Satisfactory and well written

Final report:

A brief introduction should be given identifying, where possible and
relevant, the following: institutional context of the project (subprogramme, Division, regions/countries where implemented) and
coverage of the evaluation; date of PRC approval and project
document signature); results frameworks to which it contributes (e.g.
Expected Accomplishment in POW); project duration and start/end
dates; number of project phases (where appropriate); implementing
partners; total secured budget and whether the project has been
evaluated in the past (e.g. mid-term, part of a synthesis evaluation,
evaluated by another agency etc.)
Consider the extent to which the introduction includes a concise
statement of the purpose of the evaluation and the key intended
audience for the findings?
II. Evaluation Methods
A data collection section should include: a description of evaluation
methods and information sources used, including the number and
type of respondents; justification for methods used (e.g. qualitative/
quantitative; electronic/face-to-face); any selection criteria used to
identify respondents, case studies or sites/countries visited;
strategies used to increase stakeholder engagement and
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6

Final report:
5
Concise, includes all relevant
sections
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consultation; details of how data were verified (e.g. triangulation,
review by stakeholders etc.).
Methods to ensure that potentially excluded groups (excluded by
gender, vulnerability or marginalisation) are reached and their
experiences captured effectively, should be made explicit in this
section.
The methods used to analyse data (e.g. scoring; coding; thematic
analysis etc.) should be described.
It should also address evaluation limitations such as: low or
imbalanced response rates across different groups; gaps in
documentation; extent to which findings can be either generalised to
wider evaluation questions or constraints on
aggregation/disaggregation; any potential or apparent biases;
language barriers and ways they were overcome.
Ethics and human rights issues should be highlighted including: how
anonymity and confidentiality were protected and strategies used to
include the views of marginalised or potentially disadvantaged
groups and/or divergent views. Is there an ethics statement?
III. The Project
This section should include:

Final report:

•

Context: Overview of the main issue that the project is trying
to address, its root causes and consequences on the
environment and human well-being (i.e. synopsis of the
problem and situational analyses).
•
Results framework: Summary of the project’s results
hierarchy as stated in the ProDoc (or as officially revised)
•
Stakeholders: Description of groups of targeted
stakeholders organised according to relevant common
characteristics
•
Project implementation structure and partners: A description
of the implementation structure with diagram and a list of
key project partners
•
Changes in design during implementation: Any key events
that affected the project’s scope or parameters should be
described in brief in chronological order
•
Project financing: Completed tables of: (a) budget at design
and expenditure by components (b) planned and actual
sources of funding/co-financing
IV. Theory of Change
The TOC at Evaluation should be presented clearly in both
diagrammatic and narrative forms. Clear articulation of each major
causal pathway is expected, (starting from outputs to long term
impact), including explanations of all drivers and assumptions as well
as the expected roles of key actors.

This section should include a description of how the TOC at
Evaluation58 was designed (who was involved etc.) and applied
to the context of the project? Where the project results as stated

Comprehensive section covering all
elements.
6

Final report:

The TOC at Evaluation presented
clearly in both diagrammatic and
narrative forms. Detailed discussion
of causal pathways and an effective
diagram,

in the project design documents (or formal revisions of the project
design) are not an accurate reflection of the project’s intentions or do
not follow UNEP’s definitions of different results levels, project

58

During the Inception Phase of the evaluation process a TOC at Evaluation Inception is created based on the information contained
in the approved project documents (these may include either logical framework or a TOC or narrative descriptions), formal revisions
and annual reports etc. During the evaluation process this TOC is revised based on changes made during project intervention and
becomes the TOC at Evaluation.
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results may need to be re-phrased or reformulated. In such cases, a
summary of the project’s results hierarchy should be presented for:
a) the results as stated in the approved/revised Prodoc
logframe/TOC and b) as formulated in the TOC at Evaluation. The two
results hierarchies should be presented as a two-column table to show
clearly that, although wording and placement may have changed, the
results ‘goal posts’ have not been ’moved’.
V. Key Findings

Final report:

A. Strategic relevance:
This section should include an assessment of the project’s relevance
in relation to UNEP’s mandate and its alignment with UNEP’s policies
and strategies at the time of project approval. An assessment of the
complementarity of the project at design (or during
inception/mobilisation59), with other interventions addressing the
needs of the same target groups should be included. Consider the
extent to which all four elements have been addressed:

Detailed discussion of all elements

Alignment to the UNEP Medium Term Strategy (MTS) and
Programme of Work (POW)
ii.
Alignment to Donor/GEF Strategic Priorities
iii.
Relevance to Regional, Sub-regional and National
Environmental Priorities
iv.
Complementarity with Existing Interventions
B. Quality of Project Design

6

i.

Final report:

To what extent are the strength and weaknesses of the project
design effectively summarized?
Good summary of assessment of
project design.
C. Nature of the External Context

6

Final report:

For projects where this is appropriate, key external features of the
project’s implementing context that limited the project’s performance
(e.g. conflict, natural disaster, political upheaval60), and how they
affected performance, should be described.

D. Effectiveness
(i) Outputs and Project Outcomes: How well does the report
present a well-reasoned, complete and evidence-based
assessment of the a) availability of outputs, and b) achievement of
project outcomes? How convincing is the discussion of attribution
and contribution, as well as the constraints to attributing effects to
the intervention.

Provides accurate summation of
external context during time of
implementation
Final report:

Detailed discussion of the
availability of outputs and
achievement of outcomes,

A project’s inception or mobilization period is understood as the time between project approval and first disbursement.
Complementarity during project implementation is considered under Efficiency, see below.
59

Note that ‘political upheaval’ does not include regular national election cycles, but unanticipated unrest or prolonged disruption.
The potential delays or changes in political support that are often associated with the regular national election cycle should be part
of the project’s design and addressed through adaptive management of the project team.
60
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supported by detailed summary
tables
The effects of the intervention on differentiated groups, including
those with specific needs due to gender, vulnerability or
marginalisation, should be discussed explicitly.
(ii) Likelihood of Impact: How well does the report present an
integrated analysis, guided by the causal pathways represented by
the TOC, of all evidence relating to likelihood of impact?
How well are change processes explained and the roles of key actors,
as well as drivers and assumptions, explicitly discussed?
Any unintended negative effects of the project should be discussed
under Effectiveness, especially negative effects on disadvantaged
groups.

Final report:
Determining the Likelihood of Impact
was challenging due to the nature61
of this project, along with indicators
that, at the outcome and impact
level, were largely unable to measure
change effectively.

6

Drivers and assumptions are not
specifically discussed.
Analysis of evidence relating to
likelihood of impact could have
included more detail.
E. Financial Management

Final report:

This section should contain an integrated analysis of all dimensions
evaluated under financial management and include a completed
‘financial management’ table.
Consider how well the report addresses the following:
•
•
•

Adherence to UNEP’s financial policies and procedures
completeness of financial information, including the actual
project costs (total and per activity) and actual co-financing
used
communication between financial and project management
staff

F. Efficiency

•

5

Final report:

To what extent, and how well, does the report present a wellreasoned, complete and evidence-based assessment of efficiency
under the primary categories of cost-effectiveness and timeliness
including:
•
•

Good discussion of elements of
financial management. Discussion
of communication could have been
more descriptive.

Implications of delays and no cost extensions
Time-saving measures put in place to maximise results
within the secured budget and agreed project timeframe
Discussion of making use during project implementation
of/building on pre-existing institutions, agreements and
partnerships, data sources, synergies and
complementarities with other initiatives, programmes and
projects etc.

A clear and concise section in which
the assessment of efficiency is
made evident and all elements are
included.

this project was designed to enhance coordination. The intended Impact was: Enhanced understanding and capacity of countries
to implement the transparency framework of the Paris Agreement. The actual application of the resources and knowledge provided
was entirely at the volition of the participants, over which CBIT GCP itself had little direct influence. CBIT was also a new concept
and most CBIT countries have not yet, or only recently, embarked on CBIT implementation.
61
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•

The extent to which the management of the project
minimised UNEP’s environmental footprint.

G. Monitoring and Reporting

Final report:

How well does the report assess:
•
•
•

Monitoring design and budgeting (including SMART results
with measurable indicators, resources for MTE/R etc.)
Monitoring of project implementation (including use of
monitoring data for adaptive management)
Project reporting (e.g. PIMS and donor reports)

H. Sustainability

Socio-political Sustainability
Financial Sustainability
Institutional Sustainability

I. Factors Affecting Performance

The discussion covers all three
dimensions and adequately
identifies and assesses factors
within each, which determine the
levels of likelihood in each
dimension that underpins the overall
rating.

6

Final report:

These factors are not discussed in stand-alone sections but are
integrated in criteria A-H as appropriate. Note that these are
described in the Evaluation Criteria Ratings Matrix. To what extent,
and how well, does the evaluation report cover the following crosscutting themes:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

6

Final report:

How well does the evaluation identify and assess the key conditions
or factors that are likely to undermine or contribute to the persistence
of achieved project outcomes including:
•
•
•

Clear and concise discussion
providing succinct information on all
3 sections.

Good summary of cross-cutting
issues in general.
5

Preparation and readiness
Quality of project management and supervision62
Stakeholder participation and co-operation
Responsiveness to human rights and gender equity
Environmental and social safeguards
Country ownership and driven-ness
Communication and public awareness

VI. Conclusions and Recommendations

Final report:

i.
Quality of the conclusions: The key strategic questions
should be clearly and succinctly addressed within the conclusions
section.
It is expected that the conclusions will highlight the main strengths
and weaknesses of the project and connect them in a compelling

The conclusion brings together the
main findings and insights contained
in the report. The strategic question

In some cases ‘project management and supervision’ will refer to the supervision and guidance provided by UNEP to
implementing partners and national governments while in others, specifically for GEF funded projects, it will refer to the project
management performance of the executing agency and the technical backstopping provided by UNEP.
62
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story line. Human rights and gender dimensions of the intervention
(e.g. how these dimensions were considered, addressed or
impacted on) should be discussed explicitly. Conclusions, as well
as lessons and recommendations, should be consistent with the
evidence presented in the main body of the report.

set out in the TOR is addressed in
this section as well as being covered
throughout the report.

ii) Quality and utility of the lessons: Both positive and negative
lessons are expected and duplication with recommendations
should be avoided. Based on explicit evaluation findings, lessons
should be rooted in real project experiences or derived from
problems encountered and mistakes made that should be avoided
in the future. Lessons are intended to be adopted any time they are
deemed to be relevant in the future and must have the potential for
wider application (replication and generalization) and use and
should briefly describe the context from which they are derived and
those contexts in which they may be useful.

Final report:

iii) Quality and utility of the recommendations:

Final report:

To what extent are the recommendations proposals for specific
action to be taken by identified people/position-holders to resolve
concrete problems affecting the project or the sustainability of its
results? They should be feasible to implement within the timeframe
and resources available (including local capacities) and specific in
terms of who would do what and when.
At least one recommendation relating to strengthening the human
rights and gender dimensions of UNEP interventions, should be
given.
Recommendations should represent a measurable performance
target in order that the Evaluation Office can monitor and assess
compliance with the recommendations.
In cases where the recommendation is addressed to a third party,
compliance can only be monitored and assessed where a
contractual/legal agreement remains in place. Without such an
agreement, the recommendation should be formulated to say that
UNEP project staff should pass on the recommendation to the
relevant third party in an effective or substantive manner. The
effective transmission by UNEP of the recommendation will then be
monitored for compliance.
Where a new project phase is already under discussion or in
preparation with the same third party, a recommendation can be
made to address the issue in the next phase.

The lessons are relevant and clear.

6

Section complete, recommendations
are relevant, actionable and
pragmatic.

6

i)
Structure and completeness of the report: To what extent
does the report follow the Evaluation Office guidelines? Are all
requested Annexes included and complete?

Final report:

5

ii)
Quality of writing and formatting:
Consider whether the report is well written (clear English language
and grammar) with language that is adequate in quality and tone for
an official document? Do visual aids, such as maps and graphs
convey key information? Does the report follow Evaluation Office
formatting guidelines?

Final report:

VII. Report Structure and Presentation Quality
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The report is clear and well-written
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OVERALL REPORT QUALITY RATING

5.1 Satisfactory

A number rating 1-6 is used for each criterion: Highly Satisfactory = 6, Satisfactory = 5, Moderately Satisfactory = 4, Moderately
Unsatisfactory = 3, Unsatisfactory = 2, Highly Unsatisfactory = 1. The overall quality of the evaluation report is calculated by taking
the mean score of all rated quality criteria.
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