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Executive Summary

1. This Evaluation Synthesis Report summarises all independent evaluations undertaken by
the Evaluation Office of the UN Environment Programme (UNEP) in the 2018-19 biennium. During
this period 61 evaluations of UNEP interventions that, together, encompass a resource envelope
in excess of USD 265 million' of expenditure, were completed. Highlights of the aggregated
performance trends across these evaluations for the 2018-19 biennium are presented. The report
also provides brief highlights drawn from a selection of evaluations of high strategic importance
including: the Resource Efficiency Sub-programme Evaluation, the joint UNEP / UNDP Poverty and
Environment Initiative, the Clean Seas Campaign and an assessment of the Montevideo IV
Programme on International Law Panel to name but a few.

2. All evaluations should improve organizational learning and help stakeholders to hold
UNEP accountable for contributing to development results at different levels. In short, the work
of the Evaluation Office enhances accountability, transparency and learning. Evaluations generate
evidence to identify ‘what works’ and ‘what doesn’t’ and provide feedback for the improvement of
planning and management processes.

Coverage and performance of projects completed during the 2018-19 biennium

3. The evaluations undertaken by the Evaluation Office are strongly influenced by project
timelines. Evaluations are scheduled and initiated as projects reach, or approach, their
operational completion.

4. Looking at distribution of project evaluations, in Figure 1 below, the largest proportion of
evaluations were for projects in the following sub-programmes: Climate Change (CC), Chemicals,
Waste and Air Quality (CW), Environmental Governance (EG), and Healthy and Productive
Ecosystems (HPE). The Evaluation Office also notes that the number of evaluations for EG is
considerably increased by the numerous GEF Biosafety projects that have been housed under this
sub-programme.

5. Project evaluations for the Resilience to Disasters and Conflict (D&C) and Environment
Under Review (EUR) sub-programmes were both few in number and it is noted that these sub-
programmes both have a relatively small number of projects in their portfolio compared to others.
Resource Efficiency (RE) is also less well represented than normal this biennium and this may be
due to the recent completion of the RE Sub-programme evaluation which was preceded by a
period where RE project evaluations were deliberately prioritized.

6. The main report also breaks down evaluation coverage by: funding modality, Division,
geographic region and by the links between the project intervention evaluated and the relevant
SDGs (Figure 9, Figure 10, Figure 11 and Figure 12).

7. Consistent with UNEP’s Evaluation Policy some performance assessment needs are met
through a ‘Review’ modality, which is led by the project manager and supported by the Evaluation
Office. Reviews are carried out to meet the terminal performance needs of projects under a
threshold of USD Tmillion and to the majority of mid-point assessments. Data on the number of

1 This is the approximate total of the reported expenditures declared in each project evaluation report and includes GEF grants, Extra
Budgetary funding and cash co-finance.
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reviews has not been collected in a systematic manner in the past but, for indicative purposes,
the Evaluation Office supported a total of 16 project reviews during 2019 (7 Terminal Reviews; 9
Mid-Term Reviews).

Figure 1. Distribution by sub-programme of projects evaluated in 2018-19

Projects Evaluated in 2018-2019 Biennium by UNEP Sub-programme

Environmental
Governance
22%

/

Resilience to Disasters
and Conflict
2%

Environment Under
Review
3%

2%

Chemicals, Waste and

Air Quality
25% Climate Change
27% N=59
8. All projects are evaluated against a standard set of evaluation criteria that are consistent

with international good practice. Performance against all criteria is rated on a six-point scale from
‘Highly Unsatisfactory’ through to ‘Highly Satisfactory?. The benchmark for good performance is
set by the UNEP Evaluation Office at ratings of ‘Satisfactory’ or ‘Highly Satisfactory’ (S/HS). The
set of performance evaluation criteria have evolved over time in order to:

e Beresponsive to UNEP’s policies and areas of priority
e Make necessary areas of learning visible

e Create a comprehensive and transparent framework against which all performance
aspects of UNEP’s work can be evaluated

9. As has been reported in previous biennia, the Evaluation Office develops tools and
procedures that are intended to help evaluate projects with greater rigor, consistency and
objectivity. In doing so, the Office liaises with other parts of the house to ensure that the way in
which projects are evaluated is consistent with the guidance UNEP provides during project
design, development and implementation. Such liaison between departments also contributes to
an ongoing process of institutional sharing and learning.

10.  Asignificant number of evaluation tools were developed during the 2016-17 biennium and
these have been tested and subsequently revised during 2018-19. In particular, the Evaluation
Criteria Ratings Matrix, that provides descriptions of the performance levels and evidence

2 The six-point ratings scale is as follows: Highly Unsatisfactory (HU); Unsatisfactory (U); Moderately Unsatisfactory (MU); Moderately
Satisfactory (MS); Satisfactory (S) and Highly Satisfactory (HS). For the criteria Sustainability and Likelihood of Impact the same scale
is used and the word 'Satisfactory’ is replaced with the word ‘Likely’ and for the criterion Nature of External Context the word
‘Favourable’ is used. The abbreviations are altered as appropriate.
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requirements, (e.g. ‘Highly Satisfactory’ or ‘Moderately Unsatisfactory’) was applied in most of
the evaluations during 2018-19 and has recently been revised to incorporate suggestions for
improvement from both evaluation consultants and project teams.

11. The proportion of projects that received a S/HS ratings against the evaluation criteria is
summarised in Figure 2 and Figure 3 below:

Figure 2. Summary of projects attaining ‘Satisfactory’ or better performance against the main evaluation
criteria in 2018-193

2018-2019 Biennial Evaluation Synthesis Report Performance Summary

% Projects rated ‘Satisfactory’ or better against the standard
evaluation criteria (N =59)

'/ Efficiency .
39% - » i
/ Strategic Financial
Management

“ Relevance

98% 70%
Overall Project
Performance S Design

56% / 45%

Outputs onitoring
57% 41%

Figure 3. Summary of projects attaining ‘Satisfactory’ or better performance in the factors affecting
performance in 2018-19

Factors & processes affecting project performance

% Projects
rated
‘Satisfactory’
or better

Responsiveness to Human Rights and Gender Equity[

Communication and public awareness

3 Although more than 60 evaluations were conducted, some were of strategic initiatives or arrangements that were not rated against
standard evaluation criteria, and could therefore not be included in the comparative data
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12.

Several overall observations are evident from the figures above:

Positive performance

Strategic Relevance (98% S/HS ratings) remains the highest-performing criterion and
is closely linked to the project design and approval process, during which alignment
with strategic priorities is checked.

Financial Management (70% S/HS ratings) has moved from a lower-performing
criterion to the higher performing group, in large part due to a re-definition of the
criterion, which has seen strong performance ratings for communication between
project and financial management staff members.

Effectiveness performance ratings (55% S/HS ratings) show the familiar pattern of
stronger performance at output level (57% at S/HS levels), decreasing to lower ratings
for likelihood of impact (46%). From a results perspective performance at Project
Outcome level is a critical indicator, currently 50% of all projects achieve performance
ratings at S/HS levels.

Overall Project Performance ratings (56% S/HS) are heavily influenced by the
performance at outcome level and their sustainability. Currently just over half of those
projects evaluated achieve a S/HS rating for overall project performance.

Among the Factors Affecting Performance the highest performing factors are critical
for change to happen: stakeholder participation and cooperation (68% S/HS); country
ownership and driven-ness (68% S/HS) and quality of project management and
supervision (67% S/HS).

Areas for attention

Among the Factors Affecting Performance the lower performing factors that would
benefit from attention are: preparation and readiness (55% S/HS), which is defined as
the period between project approval and first disbursement, and communications and
public awareness (54% S/HS).

Quality of project design (45% S/HS) is on the low side and should improve
substantially in the coming years as evaluations in this biennium are currently
assessing projects approved between 2011 and 2014.

Monitoring (41% S/HS) still shows low levels of performance in the monitoring of
project implementation (as opposed to the design of, and budgeting for a monitoring
plan and project reporting). Monitoring project implementation is at the heart of the
potential for effective monitoring to improve project performance through adaptive
management and course correction.

Efficiency (39% S/HS) remains a challenging criterion to assess as financial
information is frequently not available at the disaggregated levels necessary to
consider cost-effectiveness. Evaluations view no cost extensions as having a negative
effect on efficiency.

Sustainability (36% S/HS) shows a lower than desired level. This is, in part, influenced
by performance at the level of outcomes because, under the ‘sustainability’ criterion,



evaluations assess the likelihood of the benefits derived from the achievement of
outcomes being of an enduring nature.

e The criterion that shows the lowest performance levels is Responsiveness to Human
Rights and Gender (32% S/HS). This may show some improvement in the coming
years as project proposal templates began incorporating this element from 2010 and
institutional capacity development and take up should have followed thereafter.
However, this is an area where stories of positive achievement in UNEP projects need
to be shared to promote learning and improvement.

13. Figure 4 below provides an aggregated view of project performance across all six rating
categories by criteria, and their sub-categories, based on data collated from evaluation reports
completed in the 2018-19 biennium.

Figure 4. Performance against all evaluation criteria in projects evaluated during the 2018-19 biennium

Project Performance by Criteria (2018 - 2019)

m Highly Satisfactory mSatisfactory mModerately Satisfactory Moderately Unsatisfactory mUnsatisfactory mHighly Unsatisfactory

OVERALL PROJECT PERFORMANCE

12% 44% 7% B%

STRATEGIC RELEVANCE (OVERALL) 73% 25% 2%

QUALITY OF PROJECT DESIGN 20% B
EFFECTIVENESS (OVERALL) 14% 41% 5% Bl 2%
Availability of outputs 16% 41% 7% Bo,
Achievement of project outcomes 12% B
Likelihood of impact 15%  BEl 3%
FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT (OVERALL) 10% |5
Completeness of financial information 19% -
Communication - finance/project staff
EFFICIENCY 36% 17% A
MONITORING AND REPORTING (OVERALL)  £E 38% 19% B
Monitoring design and budgeting 5% 40% 17% Bl
Monitoring of project implementation ¢4 33% 24% -
Project reporting 2% 55% 16% I
SUSTAINABILITY (OVERALL) 28% (7% |
Socio-political sustainability 14%
Financial sustainability 23% [5%]
Institutional sustinability 16% B9
PREPARATION AND READINESS  £f8 52% 16% B
PROJECT MANAGEMENT AND SUPERVISION 16%
STAKEHOLDER PARTICIPATION 14% 54% 5% [@%
RESPONSIVENESS TO HR/GENDER 16% S
COUNTRY OWNERSHIP AND DRIVEN-NESS 22% 46% iAo

COMMUNICATION AND PUBLIC AWARENESS

7% 47% 13%

N=59



14. General trends over a longer period, back to the 2010-11 biennium, have also been
reflected upon, see Figure 5 below. Over the past nine years, UNEP’s projects have maintained
steady performance within the ‘Satisfactory’ range (i.e. ‘Moderately Satisfactory’, ‘Satisfactory’
and ‘Highly Satisfactory’). There is a strong pattern of the majority (40 — 60%) of projects in each
biennium reaching the fifth point on the six-point scale, i.e. the ‘Satisfactory’ level, which
represents the performance threshold applied by the UNEP Evaluation Office. The proportion of
projects being assessed at the ‘Highly Satisfactory’ level have noticeably increased in the current
biennium, although this is not a statistically significant change.

Figure 5. Comparison of overall project performance by biennium

Overall Project Performance by Biennium N=291
70% 61%
60% 58%
% 47% ,
o 41% 41% el
a0% 36% . 38%
30% 23%
0% 10% 13% 12%
10% 1% 5% = a% 6% 5% g5 7%
o 3 AT 6 3%
. [ ] 0% 0% e 0% 0% - _/ 0% [ - . - 0%
2010-11 2012-13 2014-15 2016-17 2018-19
m Highly Satisfactory m Satisfactory m Moderately Satisfactory Moderately Unsatisfactory m Unsatisfactory m Highly Unsatisfactory
Biennium 2010-11 2012-13 2014-15 2016-17 2018-19
No. of evaluations 41 64 50 78 59
15. In addition to performance ratings against set criteria, evaluation reports also contain

considerable insights into different aspects of project design and implementation.

16. During 2019 the UNEP Evaluation Office began the process of coding the texts of each
evaluation report, using dedicated software, so that searches can be performed across
evaluations on topics of interest and value to the house. Initial findings on Monitoring and
Reporting (Box 3, Box 4, Box 5), Financial Management (Box 1, Box 2) and Responsiveness to
Gender (Box 6) are included in the report based on this emerging approach. Together with
tracking of the implementation of evaluation recommendations, the coding of evaluation report
findings is intended to strengthen the capacity of the Evaluation Office to systematically share
learning with targeted audiences, especially in-house.

17. The criterion ‘Quality of Project Design’ was incorporated into the evaluation ratings table
in 2017. The Evaluation Office undertook a study of data to-date to examine whether there is a
link between the ratings for the ‘Quality of Project Design’ and later project performance against
effectiveness criteria (Section 3.3.1). Whilst there is no clear statistical correlation, this study did
highlight the importance of country ownership and political will in achieving intended project
results.

Evaluation recommendation compliance

18.  The Evaluation Office undertakes robust independent evaluations that are followed by a
recommendation compliance process. In the 2018-19 biennium, 61 evaluations were completed
with 56 of them issuing recommendations. The evaluations that required a management
response were exclusively from projects residing within Ecosystems and Economy Divisions.
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19. The preparation of a management response in the form of a recommendation
implementation plan is a mandatory requirement for all evaluations.

20. Fifty-six evaluation recommendation implementation plans, comprising a total of 296
recommendations, were sent to UNEP substantive offices. Overall, 75 % (42) of
project/programme officers prepared an implementation plan that provided responses to the
evaluation recommendations. Only 25% (14) of the evaluation management responses received
were submitted within one month of the issuance of the evaluation report as per the requirements
set out in the UNEP Programme Manual®. Therefore, for 25% (14) of evaluations that were
completed and issued recommendations, project / programme managers failed to prepare a
management response.

Figure 6. Completion of evaluation management response (recommendation implementation plans) by
Division

Completion of evaluation implementation plans by Division, N56
2018 - 2019 Biennium
14 12
(2]
§ 10 8
© 8
i 6 5 5
S 4 3 3
£t 2 1 .
E o
= Ecosystems Division Economy Division
®m Met Requirement 1-5 months late 6 - 11 months late m Did not respond
21. Compliance rates for completion of management responses to evaluation should be

100% and the timelines for these standard requirements should be respected. This is a
performance dimension needing strong management attention.

22. Figure 7 shows the compliance performance for project / programme evaluation
recommendations that were accepted and where a recommendation implementation plan was
completed. This shows a strong performance with only 8% of recommendations being closed as
not compliant for the biennium.

23. The performance in recommendation compliance in the 2018-19 biennium compared with
that for the 2016-17 biennium shows broadly similar patterns but with a slight reduction in
compliance performance as shown by the increase from 3% to 8% of recommendations closed
as ‘not compliant’. This needs to be monitored closely, during the 2020-21 biennium, and it is
anticipated that evaluation recommendation compliance will feature in internal corporate
monitoring ‘dashboards’ that are currently under development.

4 https://wecollaborate.unep.org/pages/viewpage.action?pageld=9374201 (internal intranet reference)

Xil


https://wecollaborate.unep.org/pages/viewpage.action?pageId=9374201

Figure 7. Accepted evaluation recommendations with a completed compliance process 2018-2019

Accepted project evaluation recommendations with a completed compliance N=106
process 2018-19

Closed - no further Closed - not compliant

action required \ _— 8%
10%

Closed - partially
compliant
12%

Closed - compliant
70%

y

= Closed - compliant = Closed - partially compliant = Closed - no further action required = Closed - not compliant

Performance of the UNEP Evaluation Office

24. The UNEP Evaluation Office was externally assessed during the 2018-19 biennium by the
Office of Internal Oversight Services of the United Nations Secretariat (010S) as part of a study
of evaluation capacity and practice in every entity in the Secretariat®. The ‘Evaluation Dashboard’
includes an independent assessment based on 19 indicators of evaluation practice. The 0IOS
‘Dashboard’ report noted that the UNEP “had robust evaluation systems in place across all relevant
Evaluation Dashboard indicators. Its function was organized into a stand-alone evaluation unit, and
its most senior evaluation professional was at D-1 level. A strong evaluation policy, plan, and
procedures were in place.”

25.  The Independent Evaluation Office of the GEF also publishes an annual comparative
assessment of the performance of GEF projects including an assessment of the quality of
evaluation reports received from GEF Agencies. In the most recent Annual Performance Report
(APR), published by the GEF in October 2019, the assessment of the performance of the UNEP
Evaluation Office continues to be very strong. The data presented in the most recent APR also
indicates that 100% of UNEP evaluation reports of GEF projects it recently assessed were rated
‘Moderately Satisfactory’ or better for quality, this compares very favourably against other GEF
agencies including UNDP and the World Bank.

5 United Nations Evaluation Dashboard 2016-2017. 0I0S Assignment No: IED-19-002, 30 April 2019.
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1 Introduction

1.1  Scope and objectives of the synthesis report

26. This report presents an analysis of evaluations conducted in the 2018-19 biennium. It
utilizes information drawn from in-depth evaluations including: a review of the Resource
Efficiency Sub-programme Evaluation, review of the United Nations System-wide Action Plan (UN-
SWAP) on Gender Equality and the Empowerment of Women, an in-depth assessment of the
Montevideo Programme on Environmental Law, GEO-6, The Economics of Ecosystems and
Biodiversity (TEEB), and over fifty other in-depth project evaluations spanning the UNEP
Programme of Work and Global Environment Facility project portfolios. Summaries of a selection
of project evaluations are included in Chapter 4. The evaluation synthesis report also contains a
review of the implementation status of evaluation recommendations and presents external
assessments of the performance of the Evaluation Office.

27. The report is prepared as an inter-sessional document of the UN Environment Assembly
of UNEP and serves as part of the input of UNEP to the Secretary-General’s report on evaluation
to the General Assembly. The report provides stakeholders such as Governments, UNEP senior
management and partners with an evaluative assessment of UNEP’s programme and project
performance in the 2018-19 biennium. The main objective of the report is to help UNEP reflect on,
and learn from, its programme performance through evaluative evidence and lessons from
programme and project design and implementation.

1.2 Evaluation Office mandate and mission

28. The mandate for conducting, coordinating and overseeing evaluation in UNEP is vested in
the Evaluation Office and has been stated in various General Assembly resolutions and UNEP
Governing Council / Environment Assembly decisions. The Governing Council recognized the
importance of evaluation as an integral part of the programme planning cycle, while retaining its
independence, and requested the Executive Director to continue to refine evaluation
methodologies in collaboration with Governments and partners within the United Nations system
(Governing Council decisions 751V, 6/13,13/1 and 14/1).

29. The mandate for evaluations in UNEP covers all programmes and projects of the
Environment Fund, related trust funds, earmarked contributions, partnership agreements and
projects implemented by UNEP under the Global Environment Facility (GEF) and the Green
Climate Fund but does not extend to cover work conducted by UNEP MEA Secretariats.

30.  The Evaluation Office comprises five Professional positions and three General positions.
The team is supplemented on a regular basis by three or four consultants as Individual
Contractors who work on a part-time basis.

31.  The evaluation team undertakes a variety of evaluations and management studies, in
accordance with the requirements of the United Nations General Assembly (UNGA), the United
Nations Environment Assembly, and in conformity with the United Nations Evaluation Group
Norms and Standards for Evaluation. The activities of the Evaluation Office can include high level
strategic evaluations of UNEP’s thematic sub-programmes, evaluations of the UNEP strategic



planning processes, in-depth project evaluations, portfolio evaluations, cross-cutting thematic
evaluations and management studies.

32. The Evaluation Office closely follows-up on the implementation of all accepted evaluation
recommendations and, when requested, provides technical backstopping to project and
programme managers undertaking project reviews by advising on consultant selection, providing
a suite of 19 tools, templates and guidelines to support the review process, providing technical
guidance on a needs-basis and completing a quality assessment of the final review report.
Guidelines, formal requirements and practical advice in planning for evaluations have been
specified in detail in the UNEP Programme Manual and are further elaborated on the UNEP
Evaluation website at: www.unenvironment.org/about-un-environment/evaluation

33. This evaluation synthesis report has been prepared as part of the mission of the
Evaluation Office to promote a results focus in UNEP that reflects an organizational culture of
learning, informed decision-making and accountability. According to the Secretary General’s
bulletin on programme planning, monitoring and implementation (ST/SGB/2000/8), which
consolidates the General Assembly decisions on the evaluation function, “The objective of
evaluation is: (a) To determine as systematically and objectively as possible the relevance,
efficiency, effectiveness and impact of the Organization’s activities in relation to their objectives;
(b) To enable the Secretariat and Member States to engage in systematic reflection, with a view to
increasing the effectiveness of the main programmes of the Organization by altering their content
and, if necessary, reviewing their objectives.”


http://www.unenvironment.org/about-un-environment/evaluation

2 UNEP’s results definitions, evaluation criteria and
coverage

2.1 UNEP’s Results definitions

34. In the 2018-19 biennium, the UNEP Evaluation Office collaborated with the Programme
Coherence/Assurance Unit (PCA) of the Policy and Programme Division, and colleagues from other
departments in a process to generate a glossary of UNEP results definitions®. A summary of those terms
most closely associated with evaluation processes is shown below in Table 1.

35. During this work four distinctions were usefully explored and made clear:
Activity - Deliverable - Output

36. From a results perspective the attention is placed on those who are affected by projects rather
than those who are responsible for delivering them. This work on results’ definitions provided an
opportunity to clarify that activities (work performed) and deliverables (products or services derived
from a completed activity) differ from outputs (immediate gains experienced from the work performed
and products or services delivered) by the inclusion of the intended beneficiary or user. Importantly, this
refinement in the definition of an output only shifts the perspective from that of the supplier (what has
been delivered) to that of the beneficiary (what has been gained); it does not change the ambition
underpinning the output, nor does it change the timeframe within which outputs are made available. For
example, in this way the ‘provision of technical assistance’ (activity) builds the knowledge and
understanding of a target audience (output), which may lead to a change of behaviour, based on that new
knowledge and understanding, by that target audience (outcome).

Direct Outcome - Project Outcome

37. Evaluations aim to assess what has been achieved against what was planned (and committed
to). In order to clearly represent the ambition of, and commitment made by, a project the term Project
Outcome will be used by the house to refer to those outcomes a project is expected to achieve by the
time it is operationally complete. However, it is recognised that some outcomes (i.e. the use or uptake
of outputs) occur before the end of the project and these will be referred to, in all parts of the house, as
Direct Outcomes. Project outcomes are the highest level of result to which UNEP evaluations hold
projects to account.

Attribution - Contribution - Credible Association

38. The gold standard of proving that a project has achieved its results is proving attribution between
the demonstrated results and the efforts of the project. However, this is not always possible, and it is
helpful to consider a wider range of ways of establishing claims between project efforts and observed
results.

39. In order to attribute any outcomes and impacts to a project intervention, one needs to consider
the difference between what has happened with, and what would have happened without, the project (i.e.

6 The UNEP results definitions build on those of OECD-DAC, UNDA, UNDP, UNEG, and the World Bank.



take account of changes over time and between contexts in order to isolate the effects of a project). This
requires appropriate baseline data and the identification of a relevant counterfactual, both of which are
frequently not available for evaluations. Establishing the contribution made by a project in a complex
change process relies heavily on prior intentionality (e.g. approved project design documentation, logical
framework) and the articulation of causality (e.g. narrative and/or illustration of the Theory of Change).
Robust evidence that a project was delivered as designed and that the expected causal pathways
developed can be used to support claims of contribution and this is strengthened where an alternative
theory of change can be excluded (e.g. that the ‘business as usual’ behaviour pattern is no longer evident
or prevalent). Finally, a credible association between the implementation of a project and observed
positive effects can be made where a strong causal narrative, although not explicitly articulated, can be
inferred by the chronological sequence of events, active involvement of key actors and engagement in
critical processes.

Programme - Portfolio

40. There is a tendency for these two terms to be used either interchangeably or at least, loosely.
There is, however, an important distinction between the two. Whereas the projects within both a portfolio
and a programme will share common characteristics with each other, only those projects in a programme
will be working towards common outcomes and be managed in a coordinated way that generates
additional benefits. Evaluations of portfolios can provide insights on key issues based on multiple
experiences of working on a common theme etc. but only evaluations of programmes can provide
evidence of cumulative effects across a group of projects.

Table 1. UNEP results definitions relevant to evaluations

UNEP Results Definitions - relevant to evaluations

TERM DEFINITION

Activity An action taken, or work performed, through which inputs are utilized to realize specific
results.

Assumption An assumption is a significant external factor or condition that needs to be present for

the realization of the intended results but is beyond the influence of the project and its
partners. Assumptions are often positively formulated risks. (see also Driver)

Attribution Attribution can be claimed when comprehensive evidence proving the cause and effect
relationship between the project and the observed results is presented.

Contribution Contribution can be claimed when compelling evidence is presented that supports a
cause and effect relationship through which intended collective results are achieved by
the combined efforts of more than one project.

Credible Credible association can be claimed when compelling evidence supporting a cause and
Association effect relationship between the project and the observed results.
Driver A driver is a significant external factor that, if present, is expected to contribute to the

realization of the intended results of a project. Drivers can be influenced by the project
and its partners. (See also Assumption)

Direct Outcome(s) A direct outcome is an outcome that is intended to be achieved from the uptake of
outputs and occurring prior to the achievement of Project Outcome(s).

Deliverable A deliverable is a specified product or service derived from completed activity(ies). For
example, a draft report, a revised manual, X number of workshop facilitation days are all




UNEP Results Definitions - relevant to evaluations

TERM

Effect

Evaluand

Evaluand
parameters
Impact

Impact Pathway /
Causal Pathway /
Results Chain

Intermediate states

Milestone

Monitoring

Outcome(s)

Outputs

Portfolio

Programme

Project

DEFINITION

frequent deliverables in a UNEP project context. (Deliverables are viewed from the
perspective of the supplier/provider of the product or service)

An effect is a change which is a consequence of an action or other social, economic,
political or environmental cause. These changes can be intended, unintended, positive or
negative.

The evaluand is the entity being evaluated.

An evaluand’s parameters are the features of an evaluand that define its scope (e.g.
timeframe, funding envelope, results framework, geographic dimensions).

Impacts are long-lasting results arising, directly or indirectly from a project. Impacts are
intended and positive changes and must relate to UNEP's mandate.

Impact or Causal Pathways and Results Chains all describe cause and effect
relationships between outputs, outcomes and impacts and are the basis of a

programme/project’s “Theory of Change”.

Intermediate states are changes (i.e. changes at the outcome level) beyond the Project
Outcome(s) that are required to contribute towards the achievement of the intended
impact of a project.

A milestone is a scheduled event or achievement that represents a major stage in the
progress of the project towards expected indicator targets and which is verifiable.

Monitoring is a continuing function that uses the systematic collection of data on
project / programme implementation (e.g. completion of activities, rate of expenditure,
emergence of risks, milestone delivery, inclusive participation of intended stakeholders,
etc.) to provide management with indications of the extent of progress against plans
and targets.

An outcome is the use (i.e., uptake, adoption, application) of an output by intended
beneficiaries, observed as a change in institutions or behaviours, attitudes or conditions.

An output is the availability (for intended beneficiaries/users) of new products and
services and/or gains in knowledge, abilities and awareness of individuals or within
institutions. For example, access by the intended user to a report; new knowledge held
by a workshop participant at the end of a training event; heightened awareness of a
serious risk among targeted decision-makers. (Outputs are viewed from the perspective
of the intended beneficiary or user of the output rather than the provider).

A group of projects and/or programmes that share a common characteristic relevant to
the organization’s strategic objectives (e.g. funded by the same donor, operating in the
same thematic area etc).

A programme is a group of synergistic projects contributing to a common outcome(s)
and managed in a coordinated way to obtain benefits not available from managing the
projects individually.

A project is a time-bound intervention with a specific funding envelope that addresses a
defined set of results within an identified implementation context or geographic area.
The main components of the project must be interlinked/interdependent to achieve the
project outcome(s).



UNEP Results Definitions - relevant to evaluations
TERM DEFINITION

Project Outcome(s) Project Outcome(s) are those outcomes that are intended to be achieved by the end of
project timeframe/funding envelope.

Results Results are intended changes in a state or condition that derive from a cause-and-effect
relationship. Such changes must be describable and

measurable/discernible. A results statement, the associated targets and their indicators
should conform collectively to the SMART? and/or CREAME principles. Outputs,
outcomes and impact are considered ‘results’ (as opposed to inputs and activities).

Theory of Change A Theory of Change is a method used for planning a project, describing the participation
that will be needed by different actors and for evaluating the project’s performance. It
articulates long lasting intended impact and then maps backward to identify the
preconditions necessary to achieve this impact(s). It is a comprehensive description and
illustration of how and why a desired change is expected to happen in a context. A
Theory of Change also allows for unintended positive and/or negative effects to be
depicted.

2.2 Evaluation criteria and rating scales

41.  The UNEP Evaluation Office assesses performance against a total of eight evaluation criteria, six
of which have sub-categories (see Table 2 below). While these criteria reflect standard internationally
accepted® performance criteria (Relevance, Efficiency, Effectiveness, Impacts and Sustainability), they
are also adapted to be relevant to those areas of performance of most interest to UNEP. For example,
UNEP’s evaluation criteria allow for assessments against Financial management and Monitoring and
reporting but also cover a range of other factors affecting performance and cross-cutting issues.

42. This set of performance evaluation criteria have evolved over time in order to: a) be responsive
to UNEP’s policies and areas of priority; b) make necessary areas of learning visible and c) create a
comprehensive and transparent framework against which all performance aspects of UNEP’s work can
be evaluated. In Table 2 below the major adjustments made during 2018-19 are noted.

Table 2. UNEP performance evaluation criteria and adjustments over time

UNEP Evaluation Criteria

A. Strategic Relevance Prior to 2018 this criterion included a sub-category related to

1. Alignment to MTS and POW gender. At that time this placement reflected the place of gender
in UNEP’s policies and strategic priorities. In 2018-19 ‘gender’
was moved to its own sub-category under cross-cutting issues
to better reflect its central importance, along with human rights,
3. Relevance to regional, sub-regional during project implementation.

and national environmental priorities

2. Alignment to Donor/GEF strategic
priorities

4. Complementarity with existing
interventions

7 SMART refers to targets that are Specific, Measurable, Achievable, Realistic and Time-Bound.

8 CREAM refers to indicators that are Clear; Relevant, Economic, Adequate, Monitorable.

9 The evaluation criteria described by the OECD/DAC are widely accepted as an international standard. UNEP Evaluation Office also works in
accordance with the descriptions reflected in the UN Evaluation Group Norms and Standards.



UNEP Evaluation Criteria
B. Quality of Project Design

C. Nature of External Context

D. Effectiveness

1. Availability of outputs

2. Achievement of project outcomes

3. Likelihood of impact

E. Financial Management
1.Adherence to UNEP’s policies and
procedures

2.Completeness of project financial

information
3.Communication between finance and

project management staff
F. Efficiency
G. Monitoring and Reporting

1. Monitoring design and budgeting

2. Monitoring of project implementation

3.Project reporting

Assessment against this dimension has been longstanding -
with formal ratings for the criterion continuous since 2017. The
assessment template used in evaluations is consistent with that
used during the project design approval process.

Introduced in 2018, this is not a performance criterion and its
rating is not used in the calculation of overall project performance.
However, when a project is found to have faced some specific
unfavourable external conditions that could not have been
anticipated, the ratings on Effectiveness and Sustainability may be
adjusted to take unexpected disruptions into account (e.qg.
conflict, natural disasters and political upheaval).

Since 2019 the emphasis has been placed on the availability of
outputs to intended beneficiaries rather than the less specific
term ‘delivery’ of outputs. This is in keeping with UNEP’s revised
results definitions, 2019.

During 2018-19 emphasis has been placed on those outcomes
(project outcomes) that a project is expected to achieve within its
project timeframe and with its secured funding.

Since 2018 an excel-based tool that supports a combined
assessment of the extent to which outcomes have been achieved
and the contributing conditions needed to make long-lasting
change happen (i.e. assumptions and drivers) have been seen to
hold, has been tested and strengthened.

Since late 2019 this sub-category has been introduced to capture
insight that has been evident but less easy to articulate in
evaluation reports.

Assessment against this sub-category has been continuous since
2018.

Assessment against this sub-category has been continuous since
2018.

Assessment against this criterion has been continuous as a stand-
alone criterion since 2014.

This criterion was changed from ‘Monitoring and Evaluation’ in
2016 and new sub-categories were defined during 2018-19.

The design of monitoring is, since 2018, combined with its
budgeting.

Since 2018, emphasis has been placed on the adequacy and
effectiveness of monitoring project implementation rather than
the delivery of a monitoring plan. This allows evaluations to give
credit to projects that develop a range of ways of monitoring that
were not part of the monitoring design.

Assessment against this sub-category has been continuous since
2018. It allows evaluations to give full credit to those projects that
meet reporting requirements outside of an effective monitoring
approach.



UNEP Evaluation Criteria

H. Sustainability Assessment against these sub-categories has been continuous
1. Socio-political sustainability since 2010, although the way in which the terms are understood
and how likelihood should be assessed has been developed and
refined over time.

2. Financial sustainability

3. Institutional sustainability

I. Factors Affecting Performance and Cross-Cutting Issues

1. Preparation and readiness Assessment against this sub-category has been continuous since
2010 although the category included an assessment of the quality
of project design up until 2015.

2. Quality of project management and Project management and supervision were brought together as
supervision one sub-category from 2018 as the boundaries between the two
terms was found to be unhelpful in terms of learning and
accountability.

3. Stakeholder’s participation and Assessment against this sub-category has been continuous since

cooperation 2018.

4. Responsiveness to human rights and Introduced as a stand-alone sub-category since 2018. Previously

gender equity assessed as part of UNEP’s policies and strategic priorities.

5. Environmental, social and economic Introduced as a stand-alone sub-category in late 2019. Previously

safeguards assessed as a negative, unintended effect under Effectiveness.

6. Country ownership and driven-ness Assessment against this sub-category has been continuous since
2010.

7. Communication and public awareness Assessment against this sub-category has been continuous since
2016.

43. In December 2019 OECD DAC Network on Development Evaluation (EvalNet) published revised
definitions of the OECD DAC evaluation criteria for relevance, effectiveness, efficiency, impact and
sustainability, and included one new criterion, coherence. The EvalNet stressed that the criteria should
be used thoughtfully and adjusted to the context of the intervention and the intended users’ needs. The
UNEP criteria remain consistent with the revised DAC framework although several more specific criteria
are used in order to be able to explore areas of interest to the organisation (e.g. monitoring; financial
management; safeguards etc.).

44. Across all UNEP Evaluation Office project evaluations, a six-point scale is used to rate
performance against each evaluation criterion, as presented in Table 3 below. The rating system and
evaluation quality control processes used by UNEP are consistent with those applied by the GEF, United
Nations Development Programme (UNDP) and the World Bank. UNEP’s evaluation ratings are regularly
benchmarked against those of other relevant organisations.

45, UNEP Evaluation Office sets the desired performance level at ‘Satisfactory’. On a six-point scale,
Satisfactory is the fifth point and, therefore, represents a percentage score of 83%. Throughout this
report, therefore, commentary is provided on the percentage of project evaluations with performance
ratings in the ‘Satisfactory’ or better’ category. Effectively, this means a project has been assessed with
either a ‘Satisfactory’ or ‘Highly Satisfactory’ rating. The abbreviation for ‘Satisfactory or better’ is S/HS
and will be used throughout this report.



Table 3. Performance rating scale

Category Rating Abbrev. Abbrev.*

Strategic relevance; Quality of Highly Satisfactory HS HL .

project design; Effectiveness;

Availability of outputs; Achievement  Satisfactory S L . 'Satisfactory’
of project outcomes; Likelihood of - range
impact; Financial management; Moderately Satisfactory MS ML . [

Efficiency; Monitoring and reporting;

Sustainability; and Factors and Moderately Unsatisfactory ~ MU MU I
processes affecting project Unsatisfactory U U 'Unsatisfactory’
performance range

Highly Unsatisfactory HU HU . 1

*Sustainability and Impact are rated against a 6-point ‘likelihood’ scale, ranging from ‘Highly Likely’ to ‘Highly Unlikely’

46. In order to arrive at an overall project performance rating the UNEP Evaluation Office applies a
weighted scale to the individual ratings. In this weighted scale 30% of the overall performance score is
determined under Effectiveness by the rating for Achievement of project outcomes and a further 20% is
determined by the rating for Sustainability. What this means is that all UNEP evaluations place great
importance on the achievement of results and the likelihood that the benefits derived from the project
will be enduring.

2.3 Evaluation coverage

47.  The mandate of the UNEP Evaluation Office is to evaluate projects implemented under the
Programme of Work. At present the sample of projects that is taken to represent the Programme of Work
is determined by the operational completion date of projects from across all seven Sub-programmes.
Over time, and as the number of projects has increased to the current total of 292 project evaluations
carried out since 2010, one would expect such a sample to accurately reflect the characteristics of the
whole of UNEP’s portfolio. However, in order to check for unknown biases in this sample, the Evaluation
Office has begun to examine its portfolio of project evaluations across a number of dimensions relevant
to the house: by sub-programme; funding modality; division; region and by Sustainable Development
Goals (SDGs). As information on all of these dimensions has not been readily available in the past, these
data are drawn only from project evaluations completed during 2018-19. As mentioned above, this is still
a small sample size for many of these dimensions and within each sample there is considerable diversity
in types of project that have been evaluated (e.g. single country, global, field-based, normative etc.).
Although conclusions cannot, therefore, be drawn from these data, the approach forms a foundation for
further monitoring of UNEP’s evaluation coverage in the future.

48. In addition, each of the dimensions listed above has some element of complexity: some projects
contribute to more than one sub-programme or are managed by more than one division; the data on
funding modality has only been captured on a few named donors; it is assumed that a common definition
of a ‘global’ project is being applied (i.e. any project operating in more than one region or if it there is no
involvement of specific countries) and alignment to the SDGs has been done retrospectively as projects
evaluated in 2018-19 were mostly approved prior to the SDGs being defined. Looking at distribution of
project evaluations by sub-programme the cumulative figures for 2010-19 give reasonable sample sizes
for Climate Change (CC), Chemicals, Waste and Air Quality (CW), Environmental Governance (EG),
Healthy and Productive Ecosystems (HPE) and, marginally, Resource Efficiency (RE). However, project



evaluations for Resilience to Disasters and Conflict (D&C) and Environment Under Review (EUR) are both
few in number (it is noted that the first evaluation of the EUR sub-programme is currently underway). The
Evaluation Office also notes that the sample size for EG is considerably increased by the numerous GEF
Biosafety projects that have been housed under this sub-programme since 2014.

49. Apart from the nature of each sub-programme, with some sub-programmes having a small
number of projects in their portfolio and others having many, it is noted that the evaluation policy of key
donors also plays a part in the overall number of project evaluations, notably, the HPE sub-programme
receives the majority share of GEF grants and the GEF evaluation policy requires a mandatory evaluation,
preferably within one year of operational completion. However, in this biennium it would seem that RE is
less well represented than normal and this may be due to the recent completion of the RE Sub-
programme evaluation which was preceded by a period where RE project evaluations were deliberately
prioritized. CW is better represented than in the longer time period and HPE accounts for a lower
proportion of the project evaluations than over the longer time period.

Figure 8. Comparison of distribution of evaluations by sub-programme in 2010-19 and the 2018-19 biennium

Projects Evaluated between 2010-2019 by UNEP Sub-programme
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Sub-programme 2010-2019 2018-2019

Climate Change 86 16
Chemicals, Waste and Air Quality 28 15
Environment Under Review 3 2
Environmental Governance 62 13
Healthy and Productive Ecosystems 92 11
Resilience to Disasters and Conflict 5 1

Resource Efficiency 15 1

50. A comparison of evaluations conducted by their funding modality puts the effect of the GEF
mandatory evaluation policy into stark relief as it accounts for 83% of the project evaluations carried out
in the current biennium.

Figure 9. Comparison of evaluations conducted by different funding modalities in 2018-19

Projects Evalauted in 2018-2019 Biennium by Funding

Environment Fund (EF)
3%

Environment and Sustainable

Management of Natural
Resources including Energy

(ENRTP)
2%

Green Climate Fund (GCF)
2%

European Commission (EC)
3%
“~_ Extra-budgetary Financing

(XBF)
2%
Global Environment Facility
(GEF) N=59
83%
Funding Modality No. of Evaluations
Global Environment Facility (GEF) 49
Environment Fund (EF) 2
Environment and Sustainable Management of Natural Resources including Energy (ENRTP) 1
Multi-Donor 3
Green Climate Fund (GCF) 1
European Commission (EC) 2
Extra-budgetary Financing (XBF) from Multiple Sources 1
51. A comparison of evaluations conducted by their host Division is presented below (Figure 10). The

number of project evaluations in any given time period is a factor of project completion dates but also
reflects the nature and composition of the Divisions themselves (e.g. some Divisions have few, large
projects while others have multiple Branches and many projects within them).
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Figure 10. Distribution of projects evaluated in 2018-19 by UNEP Division

Projects Evalauted in 2018-2019 Biennium by UNEP Division
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Division No. of Evaluations

Economy Division 33

Ecosystems Division 14

Law Division 9

Science Division 1

Policy and Programme Division 2

52. As mentioned above, a ‘global’ project is one that is operating in more than one region. This
geographic disaggregation illustrates UNEP’s focus on Africa (33%), Latin America and the Caribbean
(27%) and Asia and the Pacific (20%).

Figure 11. Distribution of projects evaluated in 2018-19 by global region

Projects Evaluated in 2018-2019 Biennium by Region
Global
15%
West Asia Africa
1% 33%
Latin America m
The Caribbean
27%
Europe Asia and the
u .
4% Pacific N=75 instances
20%
Region No. of instances
Africa 25
Asia and the Pacific 15
Europe 3
Latin America and The Caribbean 20
West Asia 1
Global 11
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53. With regard to the link between a project intervention and relevant SDGs, it is emphasized that
this alignment has been created retrospectively and that the majority of projects evaluated in this
biennium were designed and approved before the SDGs came into play. In addition, where a project has
been considered as aligned to more than one SDG, all have been counted. This underpins the high number

of instances (411).

54. The house may wish to reflect on whether, and how, it counts alignment with SDGs in the future.
In this analysis the SDGs to which project interventions most frequently link are: SDG 7 (affordable and
clean energy), SDG 1 (no poverty), SDG 11 (sustainable cities and communities), SDG 12 (responsible
consumption and production) and SDG 15 (life on land).

Figure 12. Alignment of projects evaluated in 2018-19 with SDG Targets

Sustainable Development Goals Targeted by Projects Evaluated in 2018-19 Biennium
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2.4 Sample sizes

55. In the period spanning from 2010 to 2019, UNEP’s Evaluation Office completed over'® two
hundred and ninety-two (292) project and programme evaluations. With the current staffing complement
the Evaluation Office has the capacity to complete somewhere between 30-35 evaluations a year and
this number fluctuates depending on the duration of actual evaluation processes.

56. In the 2018-19 biennium 61 project and programme evaluations were completed, and among
these were two strategic evaluations''. The data used for the analysis in this chapter covers those
projects for which performance ratings by criteria were included in the evaluation report (i.e. 59 instances
of evaluation ratings)'2. At the end of 2019 there were 37 ongoing evaluations carried over into the 2020-
21 biennium. Table 4 below shows a breakdown by sub-programme of the number of completed
evaluations within the time periods listed.

Table 4. Number of completed evaluations with performance ratings by sub-programme

Climate Resilienceto  Healthyand  Environmental  Chemicals, Resource Environment  Total
Change Disasters & Productive Governance Waste & Air Efficiency Under
Conflicts Ecosystems Quality Review
POW
2018- 2019 16 1 11 13 15 1 2 59
MTS
2014-2017 30 4 41 35 7 9 1 127
MTS
2010-2013 40 0 40 14 6 5 0 105
2010-2019 86 5 92 62 28 15 3 29113

57. The number of projects evaluated in any time period is dependent on the number of projects
reaching operational completion within that period. Findings derived from small sample sizes, (less than
20 units in a sample is generally held to be ‘too small’) cannot be taken to represent the reality of the
larger group with any reliability. In some instances, specifically Environment Under Review, Resilience to
Disasters and Conflict and Resource Efficiency, the 2018-19 sample includes less than five evaluations
per sub-programme. This means that any performance data disaggregated by sub-programme must be
treated with extreme caution as it cannot always be generalised to the performance of the sub-
programme itself.

2.5 Tools supporting the evaluation process

58. As has been reported in previous biennia (i.e. 2012-13, 2014-15 and 2016-17), the Evaluation
Office develops tools and procedures that are intended to help evaluate projects with greater rigor,
consistency and objectivity. In doing so, the Office liaises with other parts of the house, e.g. PCA within
the Policy and Programme Division, the GEF Coordination Unit etc.) to ensure that the way in which
projects are evaluated is consistent with the guidance UNEP provides during the project design and

19 In some cases, evaluations were completed that did not include an evaluation ratings table and are therefore not included in this total.

1 These are an evaluation of the Resource Efficiency Sub-Programme (2018) and the UN SWAP Review for 2018.

2 |n some instances, programme evaluations and special studies are not conferred any criteria-based performance ratings, so references to the
number of completed evaluations may vary within this report.

13 The N value for rated projects in the period 2010-19 is actually 292 but by sub-programme we only record 291 because one project in 2016
(TUNZA) was cross-cutting.
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development process. Such liaison between departments also contributes to an ongoing process of
institutional sharing and learning.

59. A significant number of evaluation tools were developed during the 2016-17 biennium and these
have been tested and subsequently revised during 2018-19. In particular, the Evaluation Criteria Ratings
Matrix that provides descriptions of the performance levels and evidence requirements (e.g. ‘Highly
Satisfactory’ or ‘Moderately Unsatisfactory’) was applied in most of the evaluations during 2018-19 and
has recently been revised to incorporate suggestions for improvement from both evaluation consultants
and project teams.

2.6 Learning from evaluations - recommendations tracking and coding evaluation reports

60. The dual purpose of evaluations is to meet accountability requirements and also, importantly, to
contribute to learning. Evidence that learning has been taken up is provided by an assessment of
compliance with the recommendations that are derived from evaluations. During 2019 the Evaluation
Office has developed a revised process to a) support the development of recommendations based on
the findings from project evaluations and b) to track the uptake of associated actions at both project and
institutional levels. This tool takes full advantage of UNEP’s adoption of SharePoint as an institution-wide
platform and can be used to support more in-depth discussions around desired actions and the kind of
evidence that will meet compliance reporting needs. This approach has been introduced in January 2020
and will be applied to all projects evaluated during the 2020-21 biennium.

61. In addition to the lessons learned and recommendations developed during an evaluation, the
reports themselves contain considerable insights into different aspects of performance. During 2019 the
UNEP Evaluation Office began the process of coding the texts of evaluation reports so that searches can
be performed on topics of interest and value to the house. In this report initial findings on Monitoring and
Reporting (Box 3, Box 4, Box 5), Financial Management (Box 1, Box 2) and Responsiveness to Gender
(Box 6) are included based on this emerging approach. Together with the recommendations’
development and tracking tool mentioned above, the coding of evaluation report findings is intended to
strengthen the capacity of the Evaluation Office to systematically share learning with targeted audiences.

2.7 Limitations

62. In order to fulfil its mandate of evaluating projects forming the Programme of Work the UNEP
Evaluation Office is reliant on information regarding the operational completion of projects from all
organizational units implementing them, and the provision of an adequate evaluation budget. As neither
of these features are within the direct control of the Evaluation Office there is a limit as to how far the
Office can apply a more strategic sampling approach to interrogate the Programme of Work as a results-
delivering framework.

63. Given the manual nature by which the list of projects eligible for evaluation is compiled, there is a
possibility of a positive bias in the projects the Evaluation Office evaluates. This is because one can
logically assume that being able to complete a project on time and making sure an adequate evaluation
budget is available by the time it is needed are both characteristics of a good project management. One
could expect that strong project management skills are associated with stronger project performance.
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64. While the overall sample size (61 project evaluations in the current biennium) forms a robust
basis for learning lessons, when this sample is disaggregated by dimensions of interest to the house
(e.g. sub-programmes, or projects in Africa etc.), its reliability for providing insights is low.
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3 Analysis of project performance

3.1 Performance in the 2018-19 biennium

65. Figure 13 below provides a general view of performance by projects evaluated in the 2018-19
biennium, with a focus on the percentage of projects rated ‘Satisfactory’ or better (S/HS) in selected
evaluation criteria.

Figure 13. Overview of project performance by criteria in the 2018-19 biennium

2018-2019 Biennial Evaluation Synthesis Report Performance Summary
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66. As mentioned above, para. 45, the UNEP Evaluation Office sets the desired performance level at
‘Satisfactory’ (i.e. 83 % on a six-point ratings scale) and focuses its attention on the percentage of cases
where ratings have been awarded at the levels of ‘Satisfactory or better’ (i.e. either ‘Satisfactory’ or ‘Highly
Satisfactory’). This is abbreviated throughout this report as S/HS.

67. Although the Evaluation Office has made improvements to the descriptions of evaluation criteria
over time made adjustments to improve the visibility of key areas of performance, introduced concepts
that are of importance to UNEP and improved the rigour of performance assessments, summarized in
Table 2 above, it remains relevant to compare performance against an individual criterion (or their sub-
categories) from one biennium to another. However, the number of changes makes a visual
representation of 2018-19 figures side by side with those from 2016-17 inappropriate and potentially
misleading. Comparisons over time are reported in this chapter with some caution and with
consideration of whether other substantive knowledge of general evaluation findings supports the
interpretation that the percentage figures suggest. Where the percentage change figures are not
supported by wider evaluation findings, this inconsistency is noted, or points to bear in mind are given
when making comparisons over time.

68. Figure 14 provides an aggregated view of project performance across all six rating categories by
criteria, based on data collated from evaluation reports completed in the 2018-19 biennium.

Figure 14. Performance against all evaluation criteria in projects evaluated during the 2018-19 biennium

Project Performance by Criteria (2018 - 2019)
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69. Data (specifically, ratings for S/HS performance) for the evaluation criteria performance scores
from 2016-17 was compared to the scores from 2018-19 in order to: a) to gain some insight on whether
there were differences in the proportion of projects that reached a satisfactory level on evaluation criteria
when comparing those evaluated in different biennia, and b) to reflect on what could be causing any
significant changes.

70. The null hypothesis is: There is no change in the percentage of projects with satisfactory or highly
satisfactory scores from 2016-17 to 2018-19.

71. The level of satisfactory achievement on each of 10 evaluation criteria and 6 factors that might
affect outcomes was measured on 6-point scales. The two highest levels (5 and 6) were combined to
indicate satisfactory or highly satisfactory. The remainder of the levels (1 through 4) were combined to
indicate less than satisfactory. The percentage of projects achieving the satisfactory or higher rating in
each time period was calculated for each criterion. The statistical significance of differences in these
percentages was calculated using the chi-square statistic. Conclusions based on the comparisons
between time periods must take into consideration two factors: (1) the projects evaluated in the two
periods are not equivalent and may differ, for example, in the likelihood of achieving a satisfactory level;
(2) clarity of criteria for rating the levels of satisfaction were improved for the 2018-19 evaluations and
may have resulted in different views of what scale values meant.

72. In most cases the changes in % scores are not statistically significant. This suggests that
although comparable numbers of UNEP projects are reaching satisfactory levels of performance for
these two time periods, there is also no major improvement. Where there are signs of changed
performance (i.e. availability of outputs, financial management and preparation and readiness), the
cause of the change is not yet clear because of improvements that the Evaluation Office has been making
during these two biennia in the list of stand-alone criteria; clarity of criteria descriptions and the
boundaries and characteristics of each category of the ratings scale. However, having established this
methodology in this biennium, in subsequent years and biennia it will be possible to provide comparisons
that can be more directly related to changes in performance.

73.  Table 5 below summarises the findings of the statistical analysis:

Table 5. Comparison of S/HS performance between 2016-17 and 2018-19 biennia

Evaluation Criteria/sub- S/HS performance 2016-17 and Chi-square t-test (p- Difference
category 2018-19 (p-value) value) over time
Overall Project Performance: 67% in 2016-17; 56% 0.181 Not Change not
Performance in 2018-19 calculated = significant

Some of this change is likely to be
due to the cumulative effects in
changes in the definition of
evaluation criteria. In 2020-21 a
better comparison over time will be

possible.
Strategic Relevance Remains the highest performing 0.459 0.439 Change not
criterion, currently at 98% compared significant

10 96% in 2016-17

The sustained high performance
(over 90%) here does raise the
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Evaluation Criteria/sub- S/HS performance 2016-17 and Chi-square t-test (p- Difference
category 2018-19 (p-value) value) over time
question of the utility of this
evaluation criterion in terms of
institutional learning.
Quality of Project Design  Performance: not measured in 2016- Not calculated
17; 45% in 2018-19
Newly introduced within the ratings
table, no previous biennium data
Effectiveness Performance: 52% in 2016-17; 55% 0.662 0.665 Change not
in 2018-19 significant
Availability of outputs Performance: 79% in 2016-17 to 0.005 0.006 Significant
57% in 2018-19 change
Some of this decrease is likely to be (decrease)
due to the introduction of the
Ratings Matrix that describes the
characteristics underpinning each of
the points on the six-point rating
scale.
Achievement of Performance: 53% in 2016-17; 50% 0.758 0.760 Change not
outcomes in 2018-19 significant
Likelihood of impact Performance: 41% in 2016-17; 46% 0.563 0.567 Change not
in 2018-19 significant
Financial Management Performance: 47% in 2016-17; 70% 0.005 0.005 Significant
in 2018-19 change
Some of this increase may be due to (neiesss)
creating a stand-alone criterion on
financial management, articulating
sub-categories and providing clear
guidance on ratings in the Ratings
Matrix
Efficiency Performance: 49% in 2016-17; 39% 0.228 0.230 Change not
in 2018-19 significant
Monitoring and Reporting Performance: 31% in 2016-17; 41% 0.220 0.227 Change not
in 2018-19 significant
The introduction of 3 sub-categories
under this criterion allowed for good
performance in project reporting to
be captured as well as recording the
lower performance in monitoring
project implementation.
Sustainability Performance: 39% in 2016-17; 36% 0.726 0.728 Change not
in 2018-19 significant

Factors Affecting Performance/Cross Cutting Issues




Evaluation Criteria/sub- S/HS performance 2016-17 and Chi-square t-test (p- Difference
category 2018-19 (p-value) value) over time
Preparation and Performance: 37% in 2016-17; 55% 0.037 0.038 Significant
readiness in 2018-19 change
(increase)

Quality of project Performance: not measured in 2016- - Not calculated
management/supervision 17;67% in 2018-19

The criterion was spread over two

criteria in previous biennia and the

present criterion ratings only began

in 2018.
Stakeholder participation Performance: 72% in 2016-17; 68% 0.608 0.613 Change not
and cooperation in 2018-19 significant

Given the broad definition of

stakeholders used by UNEP, there

can be a wide-ranging interpretation

of the actual nature of participation

under this sub-category.
Responsiveness to Performance: not measured in 2016- Not calculated
human rights and gender 17; 32% in 2018-19
equality Newly introduced within the ratings

table, no previous biennium data
Country ownership and Performance: 61% in 2016-17; 68% 0.401 0.401 Change not
driven-ness in 2018-19 significant
Communication and Performance: 60% in 2016-17; 54% 0.611 0.615 Change not
public awareness in 2018-19 significant

74. General trends over a longer period, back to the 2010-11 biennium, can now be reflected upon,
see Figure 15 below.

75. One can summarize to say that, over the past nine years, UNEP’s projects have maintained steady
performance within the ‘Satisfactory’ range (i.e. Moderately Satisfactory, Satisfactory and Highly
Satisfactory). There is a strong pattern of the majority (40 — 60%) of projects reaching the fifth point on
the six-point scale, i.e. the ‘Satisfactory’ level, which represents the performance threshold applied by the
UNEP Evaluation Office. The proportion of projects being assessed at the ‘Highly Satisfactory’ level have
noticeably increased’ in the current biennium although this is not statistically significant'®.

4 There is nothing in the way that evaluation criteria have been adjusted over time, nor the way in which points on the ratings scale have been
characterised in the Evaluation Criteria Ratings Matrix that would obviously bring about this increase. The only factor that might be at play here,
is greater consistency among evaluation consultants and within the Evaluation Office team in interpreting what ‘Highly Satisfactory’ “looks like”.
15 Using the Mann-Whitney U test with a null hypothesis of no difference in ratings between biennia.
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Figure 15. Comparison of overall project performance by biennium

Overall Project Performance by Biennium N =291 projects
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76. While these data are presented by sub-programme for the purpose of transparency and deeper
learning, the distribution of the sample, with fewer than five projects having been evaluated with the
Resilience to Disasters and Conflict (D&C), Resource Efficiency (RE) and Environment Under Review
(EUR) sub-programmes during this biennium, limits its utility.

Figure 16. Comparison of overall project performance by sub-programme in 2018-19

Overall Project Performance by Subprogramme (2018-2019 Biennium) N = 59 projects
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Sub-programme Climate Resilience to Healthy and Environmental Chemicals, Resource Environment
Change Disasters & Productive Governance Waste and Air Efficiency Under Review
Conflicts Ecosystems Quality
No. of evaluations 16 1 11 13 15 1 2

3.2 Strategic relevance

77. Strategic relevance remains the evaluation criterion with the highest proportion of S/HS ratings.
Even in the earlier biennia of 2010-11 and 2012-13 the percentage of projects with S/HS ratings was
above 90% and since the 2014-15 biennium this percentage has steadily increased (88% in 2014-15; 96%
2016-17 and 98% in 2018-19).

78. However, a number of issues need to be considered. Firstly, this criterion assesses ‘alignment’
with strategic frameworks and priorities at the levels of UNEP, donors, regions and countries as well as
the complementarity between UNEP’s project and other existing/planned interventions. Consistent
alignment is, therefore, largely a function of various approval processes. If the criterion were to look at
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the ‘substantive contribution’ being made by projects under evaluation to the strategic frameworks and
priorities to which they are aligned, the performance would look considerably different.

79. Perhaps more importantly, this is a ‘soft’ indicator of performance and the continued high
performance levels are currently offering very little learning to the house. Going forwards, the criterion
may prove to be more useful when UNEP has articulated a sharper definition of priorities and strategic
focus.

80. One project in the 2018-19, notably, had a rating of ‘Moderately Unsatisfactory’ against this
criterion. A closer examination of the evaluation report shows that the project did not work in conjunction
with, or liaise closely with, other relevant UNEP projects, nor with other similar projects in the region (e.g.
DFID funded projects and a large number of related GEF funded projects).

Figure 17. Comparison of strategic relevance (overall) by biennium

Strategic Relevance by Biennium N =292 projects
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3.3  Quality of project design

81. The criterion Quality of Project Design was incorporated into the evaluation ratings table in 2017
and therefore performance against the criterion cannot be compared over biennia. The quality of project
designs has been assessed by the Evaluation Office since 2011 and documented in evaluation Inception
Reports so there is more knowledge within the Evaluation Office about the strengths and weaknesses of
project designs, than these data suggest. Common weaknesses in project design across projects were
also highlighted through a lessons learned framework first published in 2007 and subsequently updated
in 2017,

82. Looking at the data for each of the two years within the biennium the pattern of distribution is
similar with the spread of ratings concentrating around the ‘Satisfactory’ and ‘Moderately Satisfactory’
levels. A further exploration of the relationship between quality of project design and effectiveness is
provided in para 84, below.

83. In 2019 one project was evaluated which was rated as having a ‘Highly Unsatisfactory’ project
design (i.e. representing 5% of the 2019 sample). This project was designed in 2010 as a merging of two
existing projects, but no guiding project design document that articulated the proposed outputs and
outcomes was produced. The scope of work for the newly designed project was limited to brief lists of
key activities in the Memoranda of Understanding between UNEP and the funding partner.

16 http://hdl.handle.net/20.500.11822/184
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Figure 18. Comparison of quality of project design in 2018 and 2019

Quality of Project Design 2018-2019 N = 56 projects
60%
49%
50%
40% 37%
o 32%
30% 26%
20% 16%
10% 5%
0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
0% |
2018 2019
W Highly Satisfactory B Satisfactory W Moderately Satisfactory Moderately Unsatisfactory B Unsatisfactory B Highly Unsatisfactory
Year 2018 2019
No. of evaluations 37 19

3.3.1 Relationship between Quality of Project Design and Effectiveness Ratings

84. UNEP’s interest lies in strengthening its results. From an evaluation perspective this means, in
the first instance, improving performance ratings against Effectiveness criteria, especially in the
achievement of outcomes. A member of the evaluation team undertook a study into whether the quality
of project design (as reflected in the ratings awarded by evaluation consultants during the evaluation
process) could be said to influence Effectiveness ratings (both at an overall level and also at the levels
of outputs, outcomes and the likelihood of impact).

85. The study found, based on a sample of 49 project evaluations carried out in 2018 and 2019, that
there was no statistical correlation between quality of design and any aspect of effectiveness. What this
suggests is that there are several factors influencing effectiveness and that the quality of project design
is not, on its own, a strong enough factor to determine the level of effectiveness.

86. Although no statistical correlation could be found, frequency patterns show that the predictive
power of quality of project design ratings is stronger in relation to outputs and gradually weakens in
relation to the likelihood of impact (i.e. in 86% of cases ratings at output level are the same or better than
the quality of project design rating; in 82% of cases the ratings at outcome level are the same or better
than the quality of project design rating and for the likelihood of impact, 71%).

87. In order to gain further insight into other influential factors the study looked at exceptional cases,
particularly those few where the rating for the quality of project design was low but ratings for
effectiveness were relatively high and vice versa. It found that political will and country ownership are
critical factors. In one case where the project design lacked a complete logical framework, had no theory
of change, no stakeholder analysis etc. the government was a strong driving force throughout the project
and strong results were achieved. On the other hand, a project with a solid design failed to realise the
expected level of effectiveness largely because the project’'s ambitions were a poor match for the
country’s capacity and there was instability among, and a lack of coherent support from, government
parties.

3.4 Nature of external content

88. This criterion was introduced in 2017 and differs from other criteria. This criterion is used, at
evaluation inception stage, to establish the stability of the project's external operating context,
considering the prevalence of conflict, natural disasters and political upheaval during the project’s
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implementation period. We note that these are unexpected and substantive factors that may disrupt a
project’s delivery. So, for example, ‘political upheaval’ does not include regular national election cycles
which should be factored into the project’s design and timeline but would capture any unanticipated
unrest or prolonged disruption surrounding a national election process. Where a project has been rated
as having encountered 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. This allows the evaluation to still have utility, and to be able
to give a project ‘credit’ for what it has achieved, even if the planned project design or implementation
plan could not be followed as expected.

89. The only data available to-date are for 2018 and 2019, see below. The proportion of projects
encountering such disruptive external factors (20% in the Unfavourable range in 2018 and 32% in that
range in 2019) might provide the house with an alternative perspective on some elements or risk. In
future, as more projects that were subject to UNEP’s safeguarding assessment at the time of project
approval reach their operational completion, the Evaluation Office will be able to make comparisons with
Environmental, Social and Economic safeguard assessments.

Figure 19. Comparison of nature of external context in 2018 and 2019

Nature of External Content 2018-2019 N = 54 projects
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3.5 Effectiveness

90. Assessments of the effectiveness of UNEP’s work is at the core of any analysis of performance.
In the assessment of overall project performance this criterion, made up of three sub-categories
(availability of outputs; achievement of outcomes and likelihood of impact), account for 45% of the
overall score (5%, 30% and 10% respectively). Here we consider the overall ratings for Effectiveness,
followed by discussions of each of the fundamental sub-categories.

91. The proportion of evaluated projects with S/HS ratings is surprisingly constant over the biennia
(59% in 2010-11; 55% in 2012-13; 55% in 2014-15; 52% in 2016-17 and 55% in 2018-19). In the 2018-19

7 For this criterion a similar six-point rating scale is used by the labels are changed to: Highly Unfavourable; Moderately Unfavourable;
Unfavourable; Moderately Favourable; Favourable and Highly Favourable. The two lowest rating points in the Unfavourable range trigger may
lead to an adjustment in the assessment of other performance criteria.
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biennium we also see the split in the proportion between ‘Satisfactory’ and ‘Highly Satisfactory’
performance move in favour of higher performance.

92. Underlying these data may be more substantial changes in this area, especially in the 2018-19
biennium, due to adjustments made to evaluation criteria, the description of characteristics of different
ratings levels and the use of a weighted table to aggregate sub-categories as well as to determine the
overall project performance score.

93. All of these developments have brought more rigour and consistency to the evaluation ratings
process. It is noted that in 2018-19 the distribution of ratings across the Satisfactory range shows a
higher proportion of projects with ‘Highly Satisfactory’ ratings. Without wanting to detract from good
project performance, some of this increase may be due to the development and use of the Evaluation
Criteria Ratings Matrix, although the introduction of clearly specified standards of evidence might, a
priori, have been expected to drive the distribution of ratings in the opposite direction.

94. While the constancy of this performance on overall effectiveness may, on the one hand, be
encouraging, one could also argue that this is the area where UNEP would wish to see indications of
faster improvement.

Figure 20. Comparison of effectiveness (overall) by biennium
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3.5.1 Availability of outputs

95. Outputs are typically the level at which evaluations start a project’s Theory of Change (TOC). This
is because it is at the output level that a project’s intended beneficiaries or users come into view and a
potential change process can begin to be discerned. Up until the output level the focus during project
implementation is very much on development and completion of activities, all of which are under the
strong control of implementing and executing parties.

96.  The importance of project outputs actually reaching intended beneficiaries or users is reflected
in considerations of access to, or the availability of the products and services delivered by a project. For
example, if a project has worked to support a partner to review and revise a technical manual but the final
copy of the manual is only available on the laptop of the Project Manager then it is not yet possible to
consider any potential change process. Once that revised technical manual is in the hands of those who
are intended to use it, even if they have not yet used it, it becomes possible to identify the people who are
expected to take part in a change process or contribute to the progression of a causal pathway.
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97. Typically, and as evidenced by the high proportion of S/HS ratings for this sub-category of
Effectiveness, UNEP projects perform well at output level. Over the biennia the percentage of S/HS
ratings has varied from 66% in 2010-11 to 89% in 2016-17. Underlying the level in 2018-19, (57%), may be
a more demanding understanding of outputs from a results perspective. Prior to 2018 evaluations were
more likely to give greater credit to the completion of activities (e.g. ‘manual revised’).

98. In addition, through the work of developing an Evaluation Criteria Ratings Matrix, evaluations
since 2018 have more clearly and consistently considered the following elements in the provision of
outputs: proportion of planned outputs made available; timeliness and suitability for purpose of those
outputs most important for the achievement of outcomes; quality of the outputs and levels of ownership
of the outputs by the intended beneficiaries or users. This more holistic perspective may have been more
difficult to achieve in this biennium but it is hoped that such feedback will help to ‘raise the bar’ for UNEP’s
project-level performance.

Figure 21. Comparison of availability of outputs by biennium
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3.5.2 Achievement of project outcomes

99. At the outcome level evaluations assess: levels of achievement (e.g. partial or full) of planned
outcomes; whether achievements have been evidenced in those outcome areas most important for
intermediate states to emerge and whether the conditions that contribute to the intended change process
(i.e. ‘assumptions’ and ‘drivers’) have been seen to hold.

100. The proportion of S/HS ratings for project outcomes is more variable than that at output level and
typically noticeably lower in each biennium: S/HS ratings under this sub-category were 55% in 2010-11;
61% in 2012-13; 49% in 2014-15; 53% in 2016-17 and 50% in 2018-19. A coarse calculation of the average
S/HS ratings over time for both sub-categories shows that outputs perform at an average of 73% on S/HS
ratings and outcomes at 54%.

101. The proportion of projects being assessed at the ‘Highly Satisfactory’ level in this biennium is at
10%. Although this does not mean, necessarily, that ‘'more’ projects are being rated as Highly Satisfactory
for achievement of outcomes in 2018-19 than in 2016-17, it does mean that the distribution during this
one biennium is more towards this high level of achievement than in the previous biennium.

102. However, project outcomes are defined as those outcomes that a project is expected to achieve
at the end of its timeframe and within its secured budget. It is the highest level of result to which
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evaluations hold projects to account. Performance at outcome level is, therefore, the clearest indication
of the direct and short-term effect of UNEP’s work.

103. Outcomes are also the points in the change process at which agency'® is clearly transferred from
those who are responsible for delivering the project to those who are expected to benefit from, or use
and take forwards, a project’s results. For a more visual analogy, between outputs and outcomes the
relay baton should be passed from one team member to another. Only when those who are not dependent
on a project’s inputs have the capacity to move forwards on the intended change trajectory, can long-
lasting effects be realized. The drop of in S/HS ratings between the availability of outputs and
achievement of outcomes is, therefore, an area that requires attention.

104. Some of the challenges noted through evaluations in this area are:

e outcome level results statements are poorly formulated, often without the inclusion of a verb
that denotes use, application or uptake;

e the ambitions implicit in outcome level results are often too high, or unrealistic, for the
timeframe, budget and scope of work of the project, but may have seemed impressive during
approval processes;

« measures to show changes in behaviour (i.e. use of outputs) from before and after project
implementation are either not envisaged in the project design or not tracked during
implementation;

* no,or few, activities are designed and carried out between output and outcome level. Typically
project designs, logical frameworks, budgets and even TOCs are formulated with activities
only feeding into the output level but the activities needed to ensure the uptake or use of those
outputs are either not considered or are left at an implicit level; and

e Theories of Change are still designed with more regard to how a project will be operationalized
(e.g. components, work packages, areas of activity etc.) than as a set of interlinked and
interdependent causal pathways.

Figure 22. Comparison of achievement of outcomes by biennium

Achievement of Direct Outcomes by Biennium N = 266 projects
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18 ‘agency’ - definition “the capacity, condition, or state of acting or of exerting power”. Merriam-Webster.
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3.5.3 Likelihood of impact

105. Itisrecognized that impacts, by definition long-lasting and therefore stable changes of state, are
not under the control, or even sole influence, of a project. As evaluations are undertaken as soon after
operational completion as is possible, it is often too early to gather clear evidence of impact. Evaluations,
therefore, assess the likelihood of impact. The approach taken is based on the TOC and considers the
assessment of the achievement of outcomes combined with assessments of whether contributing
conditions have held and whether there are any nascent signs of long-lasting (i.e. embedded) changes
developing, or having developed.

106. The proportion of higher performance levels against this sub-category of Effectiveness has been
relatively constant since 2014-15: L/HL' ratings were at 47% in 2014-15; 41% in 2016-17 and 46% in
2018-19.

107. Similar to achievement of outcomes, the proportion of projects reaching high performance levels
against this criterion is higher (12%) in 2018-19 than in 2016-17 (8%).There is no known change in
evaluation methods or definitions etc. that could be responsible for changes in performance against this
criterion, other than increased consistency in the way the rating is established.

Figure 23. Comparison of likelihood of impact by biennium
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3.6 Financial management

108. Upuntil the 2016-17 biennium, financial management was assessed as a sub-category of Factors
Affecting Performance. Apart from having noticeably lower S/HS ratings than other criteria the amount
and depth of evaluative insights were limited. This may have been partially due to a lack of clarity and
guidance given to external evaluation consultants on how to assess performance in this area. In 2016
financial management was established as a stand-alone evaluation criterion and two sub-categories
were defined: completeness of financial information and communication between project and financial
project team members. At first a third category on ‘compliance’ was proposed but the boundaries
between evaluation and audit on financial matters became blurred and the sub-category was not
continued. In late 2019 this area was re-visited, with the benefit of further experience of examining this

19 Likelihood of Impact and Sustainability are both rated against a six-point rating scale, labelled as: Highly Unlikely; Unlikely; Moderately Unlikely;
Moderately Likely; Likely; Highly Likely. Abbreviations are therefore: HU, U, MU, ML, L and HL. Likely (L) and Highly Likely (HL) equate to
Satisfactory (S) and Highly Satisfactory (HS).
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area of performance, and a third sub-category has been introduced to assess ‘adherence to UNEP’s
financial policies and systems’. This will be included in the 2020-21 biennial synthesis report.

109. The proportion of S/HS ratings under this criterion have fluctuated over time: 54% in 2010-11;
58% in 2012-13; 62% in 2014-15; 47% in 2016-17 and reaching an all-time high of 70% in 2018-19.
Although this criterion does have a comparatively high proportion of ratings at ‘Highly Satisfactory’ in the
past, the current level of 17% is worthy of note as an area of strong performance. It is likely that the
fluctuation in ratings on financial management is linked to the introduction of Umoja. Although projects
are designed several years before evaluation, the daily financial management of projects is sensitive to
the real-time financial systems operating within the house. As Umoja was introduced in 2015, it is likely
that the low S/HS ratings in 2016-17 reflects some of the effect of the disruption to normal services and
the learning curve needed to adapt to the new system.

Figure 24. Comparison of financial management (overall) by biennium
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110. For this Biennial Synthesis Report, brief studies were carried out on three criteria that have
previously shown weak performance, one of which is financial management. Text-coding software was
used to explore, categorize and analyse the findings on this topic from twenty-four (24) evaluation reports
completed during 2018-19.

Box 1. Summary of 2018-19 text analysis findings: Completeness of financial information

= Financial data often have to be combined, at evaluation, from different sources (e.g. implementing parties,
partners etc.) to gain a picture of the overall status of the project’s expenditure

= Financial information is often provided late in the evaluation process (which takes place at, or after, project
operational completion and before financial closure) and/or is incomplete. This is particularly with regard to
information disaggregated by component or results category

= Not all financial information is recorded consistently between UNEP and its implementing partners

= There are occasions where an audit report raises an issue but there is no management response from
UNEP

= The institutionalization of financial information is threatened by weak back-up systems that do not protect
the organization against malfunctions on individual computers
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Box 2. Summary of 2018-19 text analysis findings: Communication between project and financial management
staff

= Thereis frequent evidence of positive communication between project and financial management staff
= Thereis also evidence of a lack of the effective transfer of information between managing units
= Training on donor procedures/requirements is either absent or an area of weakness

= Thereis a lack of adequate back-up systems for information being stored on individual computers, (PIMS
alone is not found to be an adequate back-up system)

111. There are instances where financial management has achieved excellent performance ratings
despite changes in staff; the project Development of Tools to Incorporate Impacts of Climate Variability
and Change, in Particular Floods and Droughts, into Basin Planning Processes, for example, achieved
‘Highly Satisfactory’ ratings on both completeness of financial information and financial communication
despite having three Task Managers during its implementation period.

112.  An issue that frequently arises in evaluations is the lack of institutional guidance in the area of
defining, estimating reporting and verifying co-finance (cash and in-kind contributions).

113.  Figure 25 speaks for itself in showing the breakdown in S/HS ratings for the two sub-categories
under this criterion. The data confirm that this good performance (70% S/HS in the biennium) is largely
due to higher performance in the area of communication between finance and project management staff
(81% of projects rated as S/HS in this sub-category), while completeness of financial information has
S/HS ratings of 57% of the projects evaluated in 2018-19.

Figure 25. Financial management by sub-criteria in 2018-19
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3.7 Efficiency

114. The proportion of S/HS ratings under this evaluation criterion show some fluctuation and recent
signs of continued decline: S/HS ratings are 54% in 2010-11; 62% in 2012-13; 66% in 2014-15; 49% in
2016-17 and 39% in 2018-19. The proportion of ratings at the ‘Highly Satisfactory’ level, in particular, have
dropped over time and are now at 3%.
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115.  This evaluation criterion focuses on two main elements: timeliness and cost-effectiveness. Given
the lack of disaggregated financial information that is suited to analyses of the costs associated with
specific areas of result, the interpretation of performance against this criterion is constrained.
Evaluations assess projects in terms of: the timeliness of their project delivery; the efficient sequencing
and arrangement of activities and the level to which projects have built on existing structures and
institutions.

116. Under timeliness, evaluations consider the reasons underpinning any ‘no-cost’ extensions and the
number of such extensions projects have had. No cost extensions are considered under efficiency
because any extension to the end date of a project is usually not accompanied by an increase in project
support costs. Any extension to the original project timeframe brings additional overhead costs to both
implementing and executing agencies.

Figure 26. Comparison of efficiency by biennium
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3.8  Monitoring and reporting

117. Monitoring is the second aspect of project performance that was, up until the 2016-17, assessed
as a sub-category of Factors Affecting Performance. Not only was the topic established as a stand-alone
evaluation criterion, but it was also reframed from ‘Monitoring and Evaluation’ to ‘Monitoring and
Reporting’. This is because the responsibilities for monitoring and evaluation lie in different places and
only the monitoring aspect is properly evaluable during a project-level evaluation. Reporting, like
monitoring, is a responsibility that also lies with the project team and is more appropriately combined
with monitoring.

118. One of the key areas of weakness that comes through in evaluation reports and during the
evaluation process is the lack of awareness of the key distinction between the monitoring of project
implementation and reporting on project implementation. The critical role that monitoring can play in
informing management of the need to make corrective action when progress against an agreed workplan
(with due regard for timing and funding levels) and results framework is tracked is frequently overlooked.
The role can also be falsely confused with the role of reporting in terms of describing ‘what the project
has done’.

119.  Whilst ‘evaluation’ no longer features as a performance criterion in project level evaluations, it is
noted that UNEP’s evaluation function is regularly assessed for performance by a number of external
bodies including OI0S, MOPAN, and GEF. During this biennium OIOS conducted an external assessment
and this and other assessments of the Evaluation Office are described in Chapter 6.
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120. The proportion of S/HS ratings for overall monitoring performance has shown a gradual, and
slightly unsteady, increase over time: S/HS ratings were 29% in 2010-11; 37% in 2012-13; 37% in 2014-
15;31% in 2016-17 and 41% in 2018-19.

Figure 27. Comparison of project monitoring by biennium
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121. At a sub-category level we see that, during this biennium, project reporting performs best and
monitoring of project implementation has the weakest performance (S/HS ratings for monitoring design
and budgeting is 45%; 36% for monitoring of project implementation and 57% for project reporting).

Figure 28. Monitoring by sub-criteria in 2018-19
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122. Text coding software was again used to explore this theme in 24 project evaluations completed
during 2018-19. This analysis supports the data presented above: in most cases, plans for monitoring
are described in the project designs, some level of budget provision is made and the reporting
requirements for both UNEP and donors, especially the GEF, are followed. However, the actual
operationalization of the monitoring function during project implementation is still either infrequent or
weak. This means that despite planning and providing for monitoring, the substantive contributions that
project monitoring can bring to the achievement of results, are not being realized.

123. Project reporting is carried out in accordance with UNEP or donor guidelines, but frequently fails

to cover the full scope of the evaluand, reflects inconsistencies in different versions of results
frameworks (e.g. UNEP approved logical frameworks and agreements made with donors).
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124.

Learning from the text coding exercise across evaluation reports is summarized below:

Box 3. Summary of 2018-19 text analysis findings: Monitoring design and budgeting

The majority of projects lack a robust monitoring plan. This is despite evidence of Monitoring and
Evaluation plans and budgets being included in project design templates from 2010 onwards

Costs associated with monitoring are often limited to budgets for a mid-term review and terminal
evaluation. These budgets are, in turn, often under-estimated. Typically, there are either no, or insufficient,
resources allocated to monitoring

Frequently there is no identified staff member responsible for monitoring, which undermines the likelihood
of the role being played in full and has a negative effect on the recording of monitoring data at an
institutional level. Gaps in monitoring data are then worsened when there is significant staff turnover

Box 4. Summary of 2018-19 text analysis findings: Monitoring of project implementation

In the majority of cases, the project plan is optimistic and the time allocated for project implementation is
underestimated. This is associated with a lack of up-to-date/revised (or implemented) workplans and the
tracking of implementation progress through monitoring. This weakness may be linked to the number of
‘no-cost’ project extensions requested

In the majority of cases, results statements and the associated indicators of project performance are
either: a) not SMART or b) not appropriate for the results’ level (e.g. a count of number of participants to
indicate the achievement of an outcome)

Where a proper and systematic monitoring plan is not followed there is a negative impact on: the quality of
project implementation (timing and sequencing of activities, adjustments to reach targets and realise
results etc.); efficiency and the scope of evaluation and potential learning

Box 5. Summary of 2018-19 text analysis findings: Project reporting

Not all project reporting is systematic and reporting guidelines are not always followed. For example,
different versions of the same report (different template/same year) can be found and in other cases the
reports provided to the evaluation by the project team are not those officially submitted

There are cases where project teams and implementing parties over-rate the project’'s achievements in
reports and downplay the risks the project was facing

Common findings on UNEP'’s Project Information Management System (PIMS) are that: the system cannot
accommodate umbrella projects with numerous sub-projects or work covering a large geographic area; it
does not act as a substitute for project progress documentation, adjustment and planning; it should not be
taken as an alternative to substantive financial reporting and the system requires a more robust back up-
system (evaluations have encountered instances where key project documentation has been lost because
of failure of an individual computer and the documents have not been loaded onto PIMS)

There are instances where high rates of staff turnover have not been supported with systematic and
institutionalized handover systems and project implementation records have suffered as a result

Where training on PIMS reporting was given, the consistency of project reporting improved
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125. There are also some positive cases within the projects evaluated during 2018-19 which, although
not reaching the highest performance ratings, show effort has been made in this area: for example, the
project Promoting Peace Over Natural Resources in Darfur and Kordofan produced a document which
included an introduction to the Results Based Management (RBM) approach, proposed an RBM matrix
for the project and guidelines for developing community level M&E frameworks for project interventions
and in the Biochar for Sustainable Soils (B4SS) project the project team received on-the-job training in
monitoring and this improved the monitoring of project accomplishments.

3.9 Sustainability

126. UNEP Evaluation Office applies a 20% weighting to Sustainability across the three sub-categories
of socio-political, institutional and financial sustainability. Interpreted as the likelihood that the benefits
achieved at outcome level will be enduring, under this criterion evaluators assess: a) whether a project’s
outcome level achievements are sensitive to socio-political, financial and institutional factors within the
implementing context and b) whether the project has put measures in place to mitigate these
sensitivities. Taken together, these two dimensions give a likelihood rating.

127. Data from across the five biennia show some fluctuation in the proportion of projects that were
assessed to have reached ‘Likely’ (L) or ‘Highly Likely’ (HL) levels of sustainability: L/HL ratings were 23%
in 2010-11; 40% in 2012-13; 34% in 2014-15; 39% in 2016-17 and 37% in 2018-19.

Figure 29. Comparison of sustainability (overall) by biennium
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128. At the level of the sub-categories UNEP shows stronger performance in socio-political and
institutional sustainability (both have L/HL ratings for 52% of the projects evaluated in 2018-19) and
weaker performance in financial sustainability (L/HL ratings for 43% of evaluated projects). As the
concepts of sustainability and continued effects are not widely or commonly understood across the
house, a discussion of each sub-category follows.

129. Under the first sub-category, evaluations assess the extent to which social or political factors are
required to support the continuation of project outcomes, including the level of ownership, interest and
commitment among government and other stakeholders to take the project achievements forwards, and
to what extent the project has responded to the factors that affect this. One would expect good
performance in this area to be accompanied with strong levels of country ownership and driven-ness.
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130. Establishing a common understanding of financial sustainability poses the most challenges as
many people interpret this sub-category as having secured further funding. Evaluations assess the extent
to which the continuation of project results and the eventual impact of the project are dependent on
financial resources. This requires more consideration of the design of the project and the ways in which
it has been delivered. With regard to future funding, evaluations also assess the likelihood that adequate
financial resources will be, or will become, available to use capacities built by the project, and whether
there are any financial risks that may jeopardize continuance of project results and onward progress
towards impact.

131. The institutional framework component of sustainability considers the extent to which
institutional structures (especially those supporting policies and legislation) and developed capacity are
required to continue delivering the benefits associated with the outcomes beyond the completion of
project activities and how robust the relevant institutional features are. One would expect this good
performance here to be accompanied with positive findings at outcome level in projects that have
capacity development components for ministry or other institutional staff.

Figure 30. Comparison of sustainability sub-criteria in 2018-19
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3.10 Factors affecting project performance

132. This section addresses the following factors that affect project performance: Preparation and
readiness; Quality of project management and supervision; Stakeholders participation and cooperation;
Responsiveness to human rights and gender equity; Country ownership and driven-ness; and
Communication and public awareness.

3.10.1 Preparation and readiness

133. This criterion focuses on the inception or mobilisation stage of the project, which the Evaluation
Office defines as the time between project approval and first disbursement. The evaluation assesses
whether appropriate measures were taken to either address weaknesses in the project design and/or
respond to changes that took place between project approval, the securing of funds and project
mobilisation.

134. In particular, the evaluation considers 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.
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135. The proportion of higher level performance against this sub-category shows some fluctuation, no
particular pattern: S/HS rates are 40% in 201-11; 48% in 2012-13; 36% in 2014-15; 37 % in 2016-17 and at
an increased proportion of 55% in 2018-19.

Figure 31. Comparison of preparation and readiness by biennium
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3.10.2 Quality of project management and supervision

136. Evaluations assess the effectiveness of project management with regard to: providing leadership
towards achieving the planned outcomes; managing team structures; maintaining productive