
 

 

 

UNITED NATIONS INDUSTRIAL DEVELOPMENT ORGANIZATION 

 

 

 

D R A F T 
 

 

 

TERMS OF REFERENCE 
 

 

Independent terminal evaluation of 

 

Phase out of HCFCs and Promotion of HFC-free Energy Efficient Refrigeration 

and Air-conditioning Systems in the Russian Federation through Technology 

Transfer 

 

UNIDO Project ID: 105324 

GEF Project ID: 3541 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

January 2018 

 

 



Contents 

I. PROJECT BACKGROUND AND CONTEXT ........................................................................................ 3 

1. Project factsheet ............................................................................................................................... 3 

2. Project context................................................................................................................................... 3 

3. Project objective ................................................................................................................................ 4 

4. Project implementation arrangements .............................................................................................. 6 

5. Main findings of the Mid-term review (MTR) ..................................................................................... 7 

6. Budget information ............................................................................................................................ 7 

II. Scope and purpose of the evaluation ................................................................................................... 9 

III. Evaluation approach and methodology ............................................................................................... 10 

1. Data collection methods .................................................................................................................. 10 

2. Evaluation key questions and criteria ............................................................................................. 10 

3. Rating system.................................................................................................................................. 12 

IV. Evaluation process .............................................................................................................................. 12 

V. Time schedule and deliverables.......................................................................................................... 12 

VI. Evaluation team composition .............................................................................................................. 13 

VII. Reporting ............................................................................................................................................. 14 

VIII. Quality assurance ............................................................................................................................... 15 

Annex 1: Project Logical Framework ....................................................................................................... 16 

Annex 2: Detailed questions to assess evaluation criteria ...................................................................... 30 

Annex 3: Job descriptions ....................................................................................................................... 36 

Annex 4- Outline of an in-depth project evaluation report ....................................................................... 40 

Annex 5: Checklist on evaluation report quality ...................................................................................... 43 

Annex 6: Guidance on integrating gender in evaluations of UNIDO projects and Projects .................... 45 

 

Table 1. Financing plan summary ................................................................................................................. 7 

Table 2. Financing plan summary - Outcome breakdown ............................................................................ 8 

Table 3. Co-Financing source breakdown .................................................................................................... 8 

Table 4. UNIDO budget execution ................................................................................................................ 8 

Table 5. Project evaluation criteria .............................................................................................................. 11 

Table 6. Project rating criteria ....................................................................... Error! Bookmark not defined. 

 

 



I. PROJECT BACKGROUND AND CONTEXT 

1. Project factsheet1 

 

Project title Phase out of HCFCs and Promotion of HFC-free Energy Efficient 

Refrigeration and Air-conditioning Systems in the Russian 

Federation through Technology Transfer 

UNIDO Project ID 105324 

GEF Project ID 3541 

Region Europe and Central Asia 

Country(ies) Russian Federation 

Project donor(s) GEF 

Project implementation start 

date 

1/26/2011 

Expected duration 60 months 

Expected implementation end 

date 

31 December, 2018 

GEF Focal Areas and 

Operational Project 

GEF-4: ODS; POPS-2; CC-2; CC-1 

Implementing agency(ies) UNIDO 

Executing partners Ministry of Natural Resources and Environment of the Russian Federation 

UNIDO RBM code EC 31 (GB 20 

GEF project grant (excluding 

PPG, in USD) 

18,000,000  

Project GEF CEO endorsement / 

approval date 

11/11/2013 

UNIDO input (in kind, USD) 350,000 (in kind) 

Co-financing at CEO 

Endorsement, as applicable 

40,000,000 USD (cash + in-kind) 

Total project cost (USD) 58,180,000 

Mid-term review date 12/13/2013 

Planned terminal evaluation 

date 

May – July 2018 

(Source: Project document) 

 

2. Project context 

The Russian Federation is the biggest country in the world and one of the biggest producers of 

hydrochlorofluorocarbons (HCFCs). It has established widespread manufacturing in all key HCFC sectors 

such as refrigeration, air-conditioning and the manufacture of wide variety polyurethane foams. 

In 2008, the Russian Federation produced 31,600 metric tonnes of HCFCs (HCFC 21, 22 and 142b), 

imported further 12,100 metric tonnes of HCFCs (HCFC 22, 141b) and used 26,600 tonnes as feedstock 

for polytetrafluoroethylene (PTFE). The consumption in metric tonnes is 17,100 metric tonnes as 

refrigerants and foam blowing agent. This corresponds with the officially reported consumption in 2008 

of 1,133 ODP tonnes. 

                                                      
1 Data to be validated by the Consultant 



Decision XIX/6 of the nineteenth meeting of the Parties to the Montreal Protocol initiated a more 

holistic approach to HCFC phase out by stipulating a requirement for implementing agencies to take 

account of the full climate impact of HCFC phase out and not just the Ozone Depletion impact.  

Between 2010 and 2015, the Russian Federation must phase out 9,550 metric tonnes of HCFCs to meet 

its compliance targets under the Montreal Protocol, equivalent to approximately 9,550 MT of HCFCs 

based on the current usage mix. Under article 2 of the Montreal Protocol, the Russian Federation had to 

reduce consumption and production of HCFCs by 75% relative to its baseline consumption of 3,996.9 

ODP tonnes by 2010. A further reduction of 90% relative to baseline was required by 2015 providing for 

a maximum consumption of 399.69 ODP tonnes.  

In response to this the Russian Federation has committed to phasing out HCFCs without using HFCs 

(which have high global warming potential) and UNIDO has developed an innovative approach to 

support the Federation’s strategy. 

As well as addressing the Federations non-hydrofluorocarbons (HFC) strategy, the project approach goes 

further in looking at additional climate benefits that could be achieved through the introduction of more 

energy efficient designs of refrigeration and air-conditioning systems.  

The project represents the first comprehensive effort to consider the entire scope of work required to 

achieve HCFC phase-out and minimise climate impact taking into consideration both Montreal and 

Kyoto Protocols as well as national environmental policy and targets. The rationale for this project is to 

take advantage of the redesign and conversions required to phase-out HCFCs and at the same provide 

the technical assistance and technology transfer required to enhance the energy efficiency of the 

equipment being manufactured. By combining these two activities, the programme can achieve the 

combined climate benefits of an ODS phase out and programme and an energy efficiency programme 

but without the full cost of two initiatives.  
 

3. Project objective 

The primary objective is the direct phase-out 600 ODP tonnes of HCFCs in the foam and refrigeration 

manufacturing sectors in the Russian Federation to meet the 2015 Montreal Protocol target. The direct 

GHG emissions reduction resulting from the phase-out of HCFCs will be approximately 15.6 MMT CO2. 

This is the estimated reduction through HCFC phase-out achieved through investment and through 

replication to meet the obligatory Montreal Protocol phase-out target. 

The secondary objective of the project is to introduce more energy efficient designs, through technology 

transfer, during the conversion of refrigeration and air conditioning manufacturing facilities. 

The project also aims to achieve indirect GHG emissions reduction through reduced electricity 

consumption in the commercial and industrial refrigeration sectors, of approximately 10 MMT CO2 in 5 

years, contributing to the Russian Federation’s aggressive CO2 reduction targets. 

The project consists of 7 technical components, in addition to project management; including some 

project outcomes respectively, these are as follows: 

Project Component 1: Building institutional capacity 

Expected outcomes:  

a) Accelerated HCFC phase out and reduction of HFC consumption;  

b) Understanding of the level of residual demand for HCFCs;  

c) Good communication between and coordination of cross-functional Stakeholders;  



d) Improved awareness of environmental policies and associated HCFC phase out legislation amongst 

users and stakeholders;  

e) Improved understanding and performance.  

 

Project Component 2: HFC and HCFC life cycle performance analysis 

Expected outcomes:  

a) Implementation of a sustainable phase out strategy for different HCFC consuming sub sectors; 2. 

Capacity to adapt to developing phase out scenarios, international climate agreements and 

technology developments; 

b) Implementation of a sustainable phase out strategy for different HCFC consuming subsectors; 

Capacity to adapt to developing phase out scenarios, international climate agreements and 

technology developments. 

 

Project Component 3: Phase out of HCFC consumption in the key consuming sectors of Foam and 

Refrigeration 

Expected outcomes:  

a) HCFC consumption within Montreal Protocol phase out obligations;  

b) Clear understanding of the technical capacity to phase out within each sector;  

c) Phase out of 600 ODP tonnes HCFC (22,141b,142b) (Direct phase out 60% and 40% by replication); 

d) Reduction of direct and indirect GHG emissions through HCFC phase out and improved energy 

efficiency of replacement technology. 

 

Project component 4: Development of ODS destruction facility and supporting recovery network 

Expected outcomes:  

a) Technical and commercial understanding of the feasibility of operating ODS destruction Facilities;  

b) Strategy for the provision of ODS destruction across the Russian Federation;  

c) Reduction of ODS Banks;  

d) Consistent Monitoring, Inspection and Verification procedures applied across federation;  

e) Annual destruction of CFC-1,163 MT and CFC-1,294.5 MT which are equivalent to 157.5 ODP tonnes; 

f) The total impact is equal to 1,062,009 t CO2e. 

 

Project Component 5: Stimulating market growth for energy efficient refrigeration and air conditioning 

equipment 

Expected outcomes:  

a) Increased market share of more energy efficient refrigeration and air conditioning equipment;  

b) Greater consumer and user awareness and increased demand for energy efficient technology 

 

Project Component 6: Technology Transfer 

Expected outcomes:  



a) Technology Transfer of non-HFC alternatives to HCFC applications; 

b) Higher efficiency refrigeration and air-conditioning (RAC) systems in use across the Russian 

Federation;  

c) Increased Private sector energy efficient design capacity;  

d) Increased use of high efficiency manufacturing equipment. 

 

Project Component 7: Feasibility study to determine the best and most integrated strategy for dealing 

with HCFC production closure 

a) Stakeholder facilitation to agree production closure strategy; 

b) Reduction of 1840 metric tonnes of HCFCs closed. 

The Project is further structured into a total of 17 substantive outputs. The full logical framework is 

included as Annex 1. 

 

4. Project implementation arrangements 

UNIDO: is the implementing agency for the project. A project focal point was to be established within 

UNIDO to assist in the project execution.  

Ministry of Natural Resources and Environment (MNRE): of the Russian Federation is the designated 

national leading agency and focal point of the implementation of the Montreal Protocol 

Directorate for Environmental Monitoring and Prevention of Environmental Risks (DSPR): would directly 

implement the project components 

Project Steering Committee (PSC): was to be formed at the inception stage of the project, meet at least 

once annually, and be responsible for the overall strategic and policy guidance of the Project 

The project management structure is illustrated in Figure 1. 

 

 

Figure 1. Project Organization Chart 



5. Main findings of the Mid-term review (MTR) 

The mid-term review (MTR) was carried out by an independent consulting firm, Dewpoint Consultants 

Ltd., between October and December 2013.  

The programme has started effectively and both public and private stakeholders were actively engaged 

in both the technical and institutional activities and objectives of the programme. Some of the main 

achievements of the project up to the time of the MTR were as follows: 

• Changes to the Russian legislation, including ban on import of equipment containing ozone-

depleting substances (ODS); criminal liability for ODS smuggling; limitation of the number of 

checkpoints through which ODS import is permitted.  

• With the assistance of private sector and manufacturer representatives, UNIDO prepared 

proposals for detailed regulations (by-laws) designed for the implementation of that Federal 

Law. These are due to come into force on 1 January 2014.  

• Government sponsored Federal level communications and public awareness activities included a 

diverse range of mechanisms from stakeholders meetings to a national art competition to 

encapsulate the objectives of the project in pictures with the title “Protect the Ozone Layer and 

the Earth’s Climate”.  

• Conversion of foam manufacturing to cyclopentane at the Pozis refrigerator factory in 

Zelenodolsk, Tatarstan.  

• Development and adoption of improved energy efficiency designs based on R600a at the Pozis 

refrigerator factory in Zelenodolsk. Products are now the equivalent of the European A+ energy 

rating.  

• Conversion activities were underway to replace HCFC-141b with cyclopentane in the 

manufacture of foam and to introduce high efficiency R600a technology at Sepo in Saratov and 

Polus in Yoshkara Ola in the manufacture of domestic and commercial refrigeration equipment.  

• Trials and feasibility were underway for the conversion of production of blended polyol foam 

systems using methyl formate blowing agent at Vladipur and Dow Isolan, Vladimir. 

• HCFCs had been specifically excluded from the range of goods that can be freely traded within 

the Eurasian Customs Union, to allow control of HCFC trade with Kazakhstan, which has not 

ratified the Beijing Amendment. 

Further details can be obtained from the MTR report (December 2013). 

 

6. Budget information 

 

Table 1. Financing plan summary 

$ 
Project 

Preparation 
Project Total ($) 

Financing (GEF / 

others) 
180,000 18,000,000 18,180,000 

Co-financing (Cash 

and In-kind)  

Click here to 

enter text. 
40,000,000 40,000,000.00 

Total ($) 180,000 58,000,000 58,180,000 



Source: Project document 

Table 2. Financing plan summary – project component breakdown2 

Project components 

GEF grant 

amount (excl. 

PPG) (USD) 

Co-financing 

(USD) 
Total (USD) 

1. Building institutional capacity 1,500,000 1,600,000 3,100,000 

2. HFC and HCFC life cycle performance 

analysis 
250,000 100,000 350,000 

3. Phase out of HCFC consumption in 

the key consuming sectors of Foam and 

Refrigeration 

4,700,000 14,100,000 18,800,000 

4. Development of ODS destruction 

facility and supporting recovery 

network 

2,300,000 1,500,000 3,800,000 

5. Stimulating market growth for 

energy efficient refrigeration and air 

conditioning equipment 

5,800,000 16,100,000 21,900,000 

6. Technology Transfer 2,700,000 6,000,000 8,700,000 

7. Feasibility study to determine the 

best and most integrated strategy for 

dealing with HCFC production closure 

250,000 200,000 450,000 

Project management 500,000 400,000 900,000 

Total (in USD) 18,000,000 40,000,000 58,000,000 

 

Table 3. Co-Financing source breakdown 

Name of co-financier (source) Classification Type 
Total amount 

(USD) 

UNIDO 
Implementing 

agency 
In-kind 350,000 

Government   In-kind 2,150,000 

Counterparts  Cash/In-kind 37,500,000 

Total co-financing (USD)     40,000,000 

Source : CEO endorsement document 

 

Table 4. UNIDO budget execution (Grant 200000308) 

Items of Expenditure 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 Total Exp. 

Contractual Services 1,102,696 548,755 4,079,291 2,533,159 2,957 -2,957 8,263,901 

Equipment 1,775,865 1,585,331 2,601,992 2,071,195 19,376 
 

8,053,758 

International Meetings 
 

1,254 
    

1,254 

                                                      
2 Source: CEO endorsement document.  



Items of Expenditure 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 Total Exp. 

Local travel 42,967 46,355 66,919 25,105 91 -760 180,678 

Nat. Consult./Staff 362,262 210,412 216,861 35,058 9,380 -5,105 828,869 

Other Direct Costs 91,851 30,053 27,656 24,548 608 55 174,771 

Premises 
  

38,127 37,395 -6,274 
 

69,248 

Staff & Intern 

Consultants 
61,067 51,415 67,603 26,151 4,323 7,909 218,469 

Staff Travel 
       

Train/Fellowship/Study 40,565 36,848 9,662 -4,567 
 

-305 82,204 

Grand Total 3,477,275 2,510,423 7,108,111 4,748,045 30,461 -1,163 17,873,151 

Source: UNIDO. ERP database as of 23 January 2018 

 

 

II. Scope and purpose of the evaluation 

The terminal evaluation (TE) will cover the whole duration of the project from its starting date in 

1/26/2011 to the estimated completion date in 12/31/2018Error! Reference source not found.. It will 

assess project performance against the evaluation criteria: relevance, effectiveness, efficiency, 

sustainability and impact. 

The TE has an additional purpose of drawing lessons and developing recommendations for UNIDO and 

the GEF that may help for improving the selection, enhancing the design and implementation of similar 

future projects and activities in the countries and on a global scale upon project completion. The TE 

report should include examples of good practices for other projects in the focal area, country, or region. 

The TE should provide an analysis of the attainment of the project objective and the corresponding 

technical outputs and outcomes. Through its assessments, the Evaluation Team (ET) should enable the 

Government, counterparts, UNIDO and the GEF and other stakeholders and donors to verify prospects 

for development impact and sustainability, providing an analysis of the attainment of global 

environmental objectives, project objectives, delivery and completion of project outputs/activities, and 

outcomes/impacts based on indicators. The assessment shall include re-examination of the relevance of 

the objectives and other elements of project design according to the project evaluation parameters 

defined in Chapter III.  

The key question of the TE is whether the project has achieved or is likely to achieve its main objective, 

i.e. the direct phase-out 600 ODP tonnes of HCFCs in the foam and refrigeration manufacturing sectors 

in the Russian Federation to meet the 2015 Montreal Protocol target. The direct GHG emissions 

reduction resulting from the phase-out of HCFCs will be approximately 15.6 MMT CO2. This is the 

estimated reduction through HCFC phase-out achieved through investment and through replication to 

meet the obligatory Montreal Protocol phase-out target. In addition, the evaluation will assess 

achievement of the secondary objective of the project, i.e. to introduce more energy efficient designs, 

through technology transfer, during the conversion of refrigeration and air conditioning manufacturing 

facilities. 

The evaluation has three specific objectives:  

(i) Assess the project performance in terms of relevance, effectiveness, efficiency, sustainability 

and progress to impact; 

(ii) Identify key learning to feed into the design and implementation of the forthcoming projects; 

and  



(iii) Develop a series of findings, lessons and recommendations for enhancing the design of new and 

implementation of ongoing projects by UNIDO. 

 

III. Evaluation approach and methodology 

The TE will be conducted in accordance with the UNIDO Evaluation Policy3 and the UNIDO Guidelines for 

the Technical Cooperation Project and Project Cycle4. In addition, the GEF Guidelines for GEF Agencies in 

Conducting Terminal Evaluations, the GEF Monitoring and Evaluation Policy and the GEF Minimum 

Fiduciary Standards for GEF Implementing and Executing Agencies.   

The evaluation will be carried out as an independent in-depth evaluation using a participatory approach 

whereby all key parties associated with the project will be informed and consulted throughout the 

evaluation. The evaluation team leader will liaise with the UNIDO Independent Evaluation Division on 

the conduct of the evaluation and methodological issues.  

In line with its objectives, the evaluation will have two main components. The first component focuses 

on an overall assessment of performance of the project, whereas the second one focuses on the 

learning from the successful and unsuccessful practices in project design and implementation. 

The evaluation will use a theory of change approach and mixed methods to collect data and information 

from a range of sources and informants. It will pay attention to triangulating the data and information 

collected before forming its assessment. This is essential to ensure an evidence-based and credible 

evaluation, with robust analytical underpinning. 

The theory of change will identify causal and transformational pathways from the project outputs to 

outcomes and longer-term impacts, and drivers as well as barriers to achieve them. The learning from 

this analysis will be useful to feed into the design of the future projects so that the management team 

can effectively manage them based on results.  

1. Data collection methods 

Following are the main instruments for data collection:  

(a) Desk and literature review of documents related to the project, including but not limited to: 

• The original project document, monitoring reports (such as progress and financial reports, 

mid-term review report, output reports, back-to-office mission report(s), end-of-contract 

report(s) and relevant correspondence. 

• Notes from the meetings of committees involved in the project.  

(b) Stakeholder consultations will be conducted through structured and semi-structured interviews 

and focus group discussion. Key stakeholders to be interviewed include:  

• UNIDO Management and staff involved in the project; and  

• Representatives of donors and counterparts.  

(c) Field visit to the Russian Federation.  

 

2. Evaluation key questions and criteria 

The key evaluation questions are the following:   

                                                      
3 UNIDO. (2015). Director General’s Bulletin: Evaluation Policy (UNIDO/DGB/(M).98/Rev.1) 
4  UNIDO. (2006). Director-General’s Administrative Instruction No. 17/Rev.1: Guidelines for the Technical Cooperation 
Programme and Project Cycle (DGAI.17/Rev.1, 24 August 2006) 



(a) What are the key drivers and barriers to achieve the long term objectives? To what extent has 

the project helped put in place the conditions likely to address the drivers, overcome barriers 

and contribute to the long term objectives? 

(b) How well has the project performed? Has the project done the right things? Has the project 

done things right, with good value for money?   

(c) What have been the project’s key results (outputs, outcome and impact)? To what extent have 

the expected results been achieved or are likely to be achieved? To what extent the achieved 

results will sustain after the completion of the project?  

(d) What lessons can be drawn from the successful and unsuccessful practices in designing, 

implementing and managing the project?   

The evaluation will assess the likelihood of sustainability of the project results after the project 

completion. The assessment will identify key risks (e.g. in terms of financial, socio-political, institutional 

and environmental risks) and explain how these risks may affect the continuation of results after the 

project ends. Table 5 below provides the key evaluation criteria to be assessed by the evaluation. The 

details questions to assess each evaluation criterion are in annex 2.   

 

Table 5. Project evaluation criteria 

# 
Evaluation criteria Mandatory rating 

A Impact Yes 

B Project design Yes 

1 
• Overall design 

Yes 

2 
• Logframe 

Yes 

C Project performance Yes 

1 • Relevance 
Yes 

2 • Effectiveness 
Yes 

3 • Efficiency 
Yes 

4 • Sustainability of benefits  
Yes 

D Cross-cutting  performance criteria  

1 • Gender mainstreaming 
Yes 

2 • M&E:  

� M&E design  

� M&E implementation  

Yes 

3 • Results-based Management (RBM) 
Yes 

E Performance of partners  

1 • UNIDO 
Yes 

2 • National counterparts 
Yes 

3 • Donor 
Yes 

F Overall assessment Yes 

 



3. Rating system 

In line with the practice adopted by many development agencies, the UNIDO Independent Evaluation 

Division uses a six-point rating system, where 6 is the highest score (highly satisfactory) and 1 is the 

lowest (highly unsatisfactory) as per Error! Reference source not found.. 

Table 6. Project rating criteria 

Score Definition Category 

6 Highly 

satisfactory 

Level of achievement clearly exceeds expectations and there is no 

shortcoming.  

SA
T

IS
FA

C
T

O
R

Y
 

5 Satisfactory Level of achievement meets expectations (indicatively, over 80-95 per 

cent) and there is no or minor shortcoming.  

4 Moderately 

satisfactory 

Level of achievement more or less meets expectations (indicatively, 60 to 

80 per cent) and there are some shortcomings. 

3 Moderately 

unsatisfactory 

Level of achievement is somewhat lower than expected (indicatively, less 

than 60 per cent) and there are significant shortcomings. 

U
N

SA
T

IS
FA

C
T

O
R

Y
 

2 Unsatisfactory Level of achievement is substantially lower than expected and there are 

major shortcomings. 

1 Highly 

unsatisfactory 

Level of achievement is negligible and there are severe shortcomings. 

 

IV. Evaluation process 

The evaluation will be conducted from May to July 2018. The evaluation will be implemented in five 

phases which are not strictly sequential, but in many cases iterative, conducted in parallel and partly 

overlapping:  

i. Inception phase: The evaluation team will prepare the inception report providing details on the 

methodology for the evaluation and include an evaluation matrix with specific issues for the 

evaluation; the specific site visits will be determined during the inception phase, taking into 

consideration the findings and recommendations of the mid-term review.  

ii. Desk review and data analysis; 

iii. Interviews, survey and literature review; 

iv. Country visits; 

v. Data analysis and report writing. 

 

V. Time schedule and deliverables 

The evaluation is scheduled to take place from May to July 2018. The evaluation field mission is 

tentatively planned for June at the end of the field mission, there will be a presentation of the 

preliminary findings for all stakeholders involved in this project in the Russian Federation. Major 

timelines are provided in Table 7. 

After the evaluation field mission, the evaluation team leader will visit UNIDO HQ for debriefing and 

presentation of the preliminary findings of the terminal evaluation. The draft TE report will be submitted 

4 to 6 weeks after the end of the mission. The draft TE report is to be shared with the UNIDO PM, 



UNIDO Independent Evaluation Division, the UNIDO GEF Coordinator and GEF OFP and other 

stakeholders for receipt of comments. The ET leader is expected to revise the draft TE report based on 

the comments received, edit the language and form and submit the final version of the TE report in 

accordance with UNIDO Independent Evaluation Division standards.  

 

Table 7. Major timelines 

Timelines Tasks 

May 2018 Desk review and writing of inception report 

May 2018 Vienna: briefing with HQ  

June 2018 Field visit  

June 2018 Debriefing in Vienna 

Preparation of first draft evaluation report  

July 2018 Internal peer review of the report by the UNIDO Independent Evaluation 

Division and other stakeholder comments to draft evaluation report 

July 2018 Final evaluation report 

 

VI. Evaluation team composition 

The evaluation team will be composed of one international evaluation consultant acting as the team 

leader and one national consultant. The evaluation team members will possess relevant strong 

experience and skills on evaluation management and conduct together with expertise and experience in 

POPs chemicals and technical and regulatory issues related to Stockholm Convention implementation. 

Both consultants will be contracted by UNIDO.  

The tasks of each team member are specified in the job descriptions in annex 3 to these terms of 

reference. The ET is required to provide information relevant for follow-up studies, including terminal 

evaluation verification on request to the GEF partnership up to three years after completion of the 

terminal evaluation. 

According to UNIDO Evaluation Policy, members of the evaluation team must not have been directly 

involved in the design and/or implementation of the project under evaluation. 

The UNIDO Project Manager and the project team in the Russian Federation will support the evaluation 

team. The UNIDO GEF Coordinator and GEF OFP(s) will be briefed on the evaluation and provide support 

to its conduct. GEF OFP(s) will, where applicable and feasible, also be briefed and debriefed at the start 

and end of the evaluation mission. 

An evaluation manager from UNIDO Independent Evaluation Division will provide technical 

backstopping to the evaluation team and ensure the quality of the evaluation. The UNIDO Project 

Manager and national project teams will act as resourced persons and provide support to the evaluation 

team and the evaluation manager. 



 

VII. Reporting 

Inception report  

This Terms of Reference (ToR) provides some information on the evaluation methodology, but this 

should not be regarded as exhaustive. After reviewing the project documentation and initial interviews 

with the project manager, the International Evaluation Consultant will prepare, in collaboration with the 

national consultant, a short inception report that will operationalize the ToR relating to the evaluation 

questions and provide information on what type of and how the evidence will be collected 

(methodology). It will be discussed with and approved by the responsible UNIDO Evaluation Manager.  

The Inception Report will focus on the following elements: preliminary project theory model(s); 

elaboration of evaluation methodology including quantitative and qualitative approaches through an 

evaluation framework (“evaluation matrix”); division of work between the International Evaluation 

Consultant and the national consultant; mission plan, including places to be visited, people to be 

interviewed and possible surveys to be conducted and a debriefing and reporting timetable5. 

 

Evaluation report format and review procedures 

The draft report will be delivered to UNIDO Independent Evaluation Division (the suggested report 

outline is in Annex 4) and circulated to UNIDO staff and national stakeholders associated with the 

project for factual validation and comments. Any comments or responses, or feedback on any errors of 

fact to the draft report provided by the stakeholders will be sent to UNIDO Independent Evaluation 

Division for collation and onward transmission to the project evaluation team who will be advised of any 

necessary revisions. On the basis of this feedback, and taking into consideration the comments received, 

the evaluation team will prepare the final version of the terminal evaluation report. 

The ET will present its preliminary findings to the local stakeholders at the end of the field visit and take 

into account their feed-back in preparing the evaluation report. A presentation of preliminary findings 

will take place at UNIDO HQ after the field mission.  

The TE report should be brief, to the point and easy to understand. It must explain the purpose of the 

evaluation, exactly what was evaluated, and the methods used. The report must highlight any 

methodological limitations, identify key concerns and present evidence-based findings, consequent 

conclusions, recommendations and lessons. The report should provide information on when the 

evaluation took place, the places visited, who was involved and be presented in a way that makes the 

information accessible and comprehensible. The report should include an executive summary that 

encapsulates the essence of the information contained in the report to facilitate dissemination and 

distillation of lessons.  

Findings, conclusions and recommendations should be presented in a complete, logical and balanced 

manner. The evaluation report shall be written in English and follow the outline given in Annex 4- 

Outline of an in-depth project evaluation report. 

 

                                                      
5 The evaluator will be provided with a Guide on how to prepare an evaluation inception report prepared by the 
UNIDO Office for Independent Evaluation. 



VIII. Quality assurance 

All UNIDO evaluations are subject to quality assessments by UNIDO Independent Evaluation Division. 

Quality assurance and control is exercised in different ways throughout the evaluation process (briefing of 

consultants on methodology and process of UNIDO Independent Evaluation Division, providing inputs 

regarding findings, lessons learned and recommendations from other UNIDO evaluations, review of 

inception report and evaluation report).  

The quality of the evaluation report will be assessed and rated against the criteria set forth in the 

Checklist on evaluation report quality, attached as Annex 5. The applied evaluation quality assessment 

criteria are used as a tool to provide structured feedback. UNIDO’s Independent Evaluation Division 

should ensure that the evaluation report is useful for UNIDO in terms of organizational learning 

(recommendations and lessons learned) and is compliant with UNIDO’s evaluation policy and these 

terms of reference. The draft and final evaluation report are reviewed by UNIDO Independent 

Evaluation Division, which will submit the final report to the GEF Evaluation Office and circulate it within 

UNIDO together with a management response sheet. 

 



Annex 1: Project Results Framework 

Project Component 1: Building institutional capacity 

 

 



 

 



 

  



Project Component 2: HFC and HCFC life cycle performance analysis 

 

 



 

 

 

  



 



 

 

 



 

 



 



 

 

  



6. Technology Transfer 

 



 



 

  



 

 



Annex 2: Detailed questions to assess evaluation criteria 

The evaluation team will assess the project performance guided by the questions below.  

# Evaluation criteria 

A Project design 

1 
• Overall design 

� The project design was adequate to address the problems at hand? 

� Is the project consistent with the Country's priorities, in the work plan of the lead national counterpart? Does it meet the needs of the target 

group? Is it consistent with UNIDO’s Inclusive and Sustainable Industrial Development? Does it adequately reflect lessons learnt from past 

projects? Is it in line with the donor’s priorities and policies? 

� Is the applied project approach sound and appropriate? Is the design technically feasible and beased on best practices? Does UNIDO have in-house 

technical expertise and experience for this type of intervention? 

� To what extent the project design (in terms of funding, institutional arrangement, implementation arrangements…) as foreseen in the project 

document still valid and relevant? 

� Does the project document include a M&E plan? Does the M&E plan specify what, who and how frequent monitoring, review, evaluations and 

data collection will take place? Does it allocate budget for each exercise? Is the M&E budget adequately allocated and consistent with the 

logframe (especially indicators and sources of verification)? 

� Were there any changes in project design and/or expected results after start of implementation.  

� Did the project establish a baseline (initial conditions)? Was the evaluation able to estimate the baseline conditions so that results can be 

determined? 

� Risk management: Are critical risks related to financial, social-political, institutional, environmental and implementation aspects identified with 

specific risk ratings? Are their mitigation measures identified? Where possible, are the mitigation measures included in project activities/outputs 

and monitored under the M&E plan? 

2 
• Logframe 

� Expected results: Is the expected result-chain (impact, outcomes and outputs) clear and logical? Does impact describe a desired long-term benefit 

to a society or community (not as a mean or process), do outcomes describe change in target group's behaviour/performance or 

system/institutional performance, do outputs describe deliverables that project will produce to achieve outcomes? Are the expected results 

realistic, measurable and not a reformulation or summary of lower level results? Do outputs plus assumptions lead to outcomes, do outcomes plus 

assumptions lead to impact? Can all outputs  be delivered by the project, are outcomes outside UNIDO's control but within its influence? 

� Indicators: Do indicators describe and specify expected results (impact, outcomes and outputs) in terms of quantity, quality and time? Do 

indicators change at each level of results and independent from indicators at higher and lower levels? Do indicators not restate expected results 

and not cause them? Are indicators necessary and sufficient and do they provide enough triangulation (cross-checking)? Are they indicators sex-

diaggregated, if applicable? 

� Sources of verification: Are the sources of verification/data able to verify status of indicators, are they cost-effective and reliable? Are the sources 

of verification/data able to verify status of output and outcome indicators before project completion? 



# Evaluation criteria 

B Project performance 

1 
• Relevance 

� How does the project fulfil the urgent target group needs? 

� To what extent is the project aligned with the development priorities of the country (national poverty reduction strategy, sector development 

strategy)? 

� How does project reflect donor policies and priorities? 

� Is the project a technically adequate solution to the development problem? Does it eliminate the cause of the problem? 

� To what extent does the project correspond to UNIDO’s comparative advantages? 

� Are the original project objectives (expected results) still valid and pertinent to the target groups? If not, have they been revised? Are the revised 

objectives still valid in today’s context? 

2 
• Effectiveness 

� What are the main results (mainly outputs and outcomes) of the project? What have been the quantifiable results of the project? 

� To what extent did the project achieve their objectives (outputs and outcomes), against the original/revised target(s)? 

� What are the reasons for the achievement/non-achievement of the project objectives?  

� What is the quality of the results? How do the stakeholders perceive them? What is the feedback of the beneficiaries and the stakeholders on the 

project effectiveness? 

� To what extent is the identified progress result of the project rather than external factors?  

� What can be done to make the project more effective? 

� Were the right target groups reached? 

3 
• Efficiency 

� How economically are the project resources/inputs (concerning funding, expertise, time…) being used to produce results? 

� To what extent were expected results achieved within the original budget? If no, please explain why. 

� Are the results being achieved at an acceptable cost? Would alternative approaches accomplish the same results at less cost?  

� What measures have been taken during planning and implementation to ensure that resources are efficiently used? Were the project 

expenditures in line with budgets? 

� To what extent did the expected co-financing materialize, in cash or in-kind, grants or loan? Was co-financing administered by the project 

management or by some other organization? Did short fall in co-financing or materialization of greater than expected co-financing affected project 

results? 

� Could more have been achieved with the same input?  

� Could the same have been achieved with less input? 

� How timely was the project in producing outputs and outcomes? Comment on the delay or acceleration of the project’s implementation period. 

� To what extent were the project's activities in line with the schedule of activities as defined by the Project Team and annual Work Plans?  

� Have the inputs from the donor, UNIDO and Government/counterpart been provided as planned, and were they adequate to meet the 

requirements? 



# Evaluation criteria 

4 
• Sustainability of benefits  

� Will the project results and benefits be sustained after the end of donor funding? 

� Does the project have an exit strategy?  

Financial risks:  

� What is the likelihood of financial and economic resources not being available once the project ends? 

Socio-political risks:  

� Are there any social or political risks that may jeopardize the sustainability of project outcomes? 

� What is the risk that the level of stakeholder ownership (including ownership by governments and other key stakeholders) will be insufficient to 

allow for the project outcomes/benefits to be sustained?  

� Do the various key stakeholders see that it is in their interest that project benefits continue to flow?  

� Is there sufficient public/stakeholder awareness in support of the project’s long-term objectives? 

Institutional framework and governance risks: 

� Do the legal frameworks, policies, and governance structures and processes within which the project operates pose risks that may jeopardize the 

sustainability of project benefits? 

� Are requisite systems for accountability and transparency and required technical know-how in place?  

Environmental risks:  

� Are there any environmental risks that may jeopardize the sustainability of project outcomes? 

� Are there any project outputs or higher level results that are likely to have adverse environmental impacts, which, in turn, might affect the 

sustainability of project benefits? 

5 
• Progress to impact 

� Mainstreaming: To what extent information, lessons or specific results of the project are incorporated into broader stakeholder mandates and 

initiatives such as laws, policies, regulations and project?   

� Replication: To what extent the project’s specific results (e.g. methodology, technology, lessons, etc.) are reproduced or adopted 

� Scaling-up: To what extent the project’s initiatives and results are implemented at larger geographical scale?  

� What difference has the project made to the beneficiaries? 

� What is the change attributable to the project? To what extent? 

� What are the social, economic, environmental and other effects, either short-, medium- or long-term, on a micro- or macro-level? 

� What effects are intended or unintended, positive or negative? 

[The three UNIDO impact dimensions are:  

� Safeguarding environment: To what extent the project contributes to changes in the status of environment. 

� Economic performance: To what extent the project contributes to changes in the economic performance (e.g. finances, income, costs saving, 

expenditure) of individuals, groups and entities? 

� Social inclusiveness: To what extent the project contributes to changes in capacity and capability of individuals, groups and entities in society, such 

as employment, education, and training?] 



# Evaluation criteria 

C Cross-cutting performance criteria 

1 
• Gender mainstreaming 

� Did the project design adequately consider the gender dimensions in its interventions? Was the gender marker assigned correctly at entry? 

� Was a gender analysis included in a baseline study or needs assessment (if any)? Were there gender-related project indicators? 

� Are women/gender-focused groups, associations or gender units in partner organizations consulted/ included in the project? 

� How gender-balanced was the composition of the project management team, the Steering Committee, experts and consultants and the 

beneficiaries? 

� Do the results affect women and men differently? If so, why and how? How are the results likely to affect gender relations (e.g., division of labour, 

decision-making authority)? 

� To what extent were socioeconomic benefits delivered by the project at the national and local levels, including consideration of gender 

dimensions? 

2 
• M&E:  

� M&E design  

o Was the M&E plan at the point of project approval practical and sufficient?  

o Did it include baseline data and specify clear targets and appropriate indicators to track environmental, gender, and socio economic results?  

o Did it include a proper M&E methodological approach; specify practical organization and logistics of the M&E activities including schedule and 

responsibilities for data collection;  

o Did it include budget adequate funds for M&E activities? 

� M&E implementation  

o How was the information from M&E system used during the project implementation? Was an M&E system in place and did it facilitate timely 

tracking of progress toward project results by collecting information on selected indicators continually throughout the project implementation 

period? Did project team and manager make decisions and corrective actions based on analysis from M&E system and based on results achieved? 

o Are annual/progress project reports complete and accurate?  

o Was the information provided by the M&E system used to improve performance and adapt to changing needs? Was information on project 

performance and results achievement being presented to the Project Steering Committee to make decisions and corrective actions? Do the 

Project team and managers and PSC regularly ask for performance and results information?  

o Are monitoring and self-evaluation carried out effectively, based on indicators for outputs, outcomes and impact in the logframe? Do 

performance monitoring and reviews take place regularly? 

o Were resources for M&E sufficient?  

o How has the logframe been used for Monitoring and Evaluation purposes (developing M&E plan, setting M&E system, determining baseline and 

targets, annual implementation review by the Project Steering Committee…) to monitor progress towards expected outputs and outcomes?  

o How well have risks outlined the project document and in the logframe been monitored and managed? How often have risks been reviewed and 

updated? Has a risk management mechanism been put in place? 

3 
• Project management  



# Evaluation criteria 

� Review overall effectiveness of project management as outlined in the Project Document. Have changes been made and are they effective? Are 

responsibilities and reporting lines clear? Is decision-making transparent and undertaken in a timely manner? Recommend areas for 

improvement. 

� Review whether the national management and overall coordination mechanisms have been efficient and effective? Did each partner have 

assigned roles and responsibilities from the beginning? Did each partner fulfil its role and responsibilities (e.g. providing strategic support, 

monitoring and reviewing performance, allocating funds, providing technical support, following up agreed/corrective actions)?   

� The UNIDO HQ-based management, coordination, monitoring, quality control and technical inputs have been efficient, timely and effective (e.g. 

problems identified timely and accurately; quality support provided timely and effectively; right staffing levels, continuity, skill mix and frequency 

of field visits)? 

D Performance of partners 

1 
• UNIDO 

� Design 

o Mobilization of adequate technical expertise for project design 

o Inclusiveness of project design (with national counterparts)  

o Previous evaluative evidence shaping project design  

o Planning for M&E and ensuring sufficient M&E budget 

� Implementation  

o Timely recruitment of project staff  

o Appropriate use of funds, procurement and contracting of goods and services  

o Project modifications following changes in context or after the Mid-Term Review 

o Follow-up to address implementation bottlenecks 

o Role of UNIDO country presence (if applicable) supporting the project  

o Engagement in policy dialogue to ensure up-scaling of innovations 

o Coordination function  

o Exit strategy, planned together with the government  

2 
• National counterparts 

� Design 

o Responsiveness to UNIDO’s invitation for engagement in designing the project  

� Implementation  

o Ownership of the project 

o Support to the project, based on actions and policies  

o Counterpart funding  

o Internal government coordination  

o Exit strategy, planned together with UNIDO, or arrangements for continued funding of certain activities  

o Facilitation of the participation of Non-Governmental Organizations(NGOs), civil society and the private sector where appropriate  



# Evaluation criteria 

o Suitable procurement procedures for timely project implementation  

o Engagement with UNIDO in policy dialogue to promote the up-scaling or replication of innovations  

3 
� Donor 

� Timely disbursement of project funds 

� Feedback to progress reports, including Mid-Term Evaluation 

� Support by the donor’s country presence (if applicable) supporting the project for example through engagement in policy dialogue  

E Overall project achievement 

� Overarching assessment of the project, drawing upon the analysis made under Project performance and Progress to Impact criteria above but not 

an average of ratings. 

 



Annex 3: Job descriptions 

Post title:  Senior International Evaluator (Team Leader) 

Duration: 30 working days  

Date required: 1 May – 31 July 2018 

Duty station: Home-base with two briefings in Vienna and a field mission to the Russian Federation 

Under the direct supervision of the UNIDO Evaluation Manager, in cooperation with the national consultant, and with 

the support of the Project Manager, the Senior International Evaluation Expert is responsible to carry out the 

following tasks:  

 

Tasks Expected 

Duration 

Expected results 

Undertake desk review of management, activity, output and 

related documents of the Project  
5 working 

days 

(home 

base) 

Key questions and notes to prepare 

the inception report and field visits 

Prepare an inception report which streamlines the specific 

questions to address the key issues in the TOR, specific 

methods that will be used and data to collect in the field 

visits, detailed evaluation methodology confirmed, draft 

theory of change, and tentative agenda for field work 

3 working 

days 

(home 

base) 

The inception report. Submitted to 

evaluation manager  

Briefing mission in Vienna: consult with UNIDO relevant 

staff (project manager, Department and divisional 

managers), and other relevant stakeholders 

2 working 

days  
Validated field work mission agenda  

Undertake fact finding field missions to consult field project 

partners and beneficiaries to verify and complete 

preliminary evaluation findings from desk review and assess 

the institutional capacities of the recipient country 

10 

working 

days  

Completed data collection  

Debriefing mission – presentation of preliminary evaluation 

findings and recommendations to the project stakeholders 

for factual validation 

2 working 

days 

(Vienna) 

Factual validation of evaluation report 

concluded, additional data obtained 

Prepare and submit draft report of evaluation, including 

evaluation findings and recommendations and lessons 

learned  

6 working 

days 

Draft evaluation report submitted to 

evaluation manager for review  

2 pages summary of take-away 

message from the evaluation 

Finalize evaluation report, on basis of comments and 

suggestions received through the evaluation manager 

2 working 

days 

(home 

base) 

Final evaluation report submitted to 

evaluation manager  

  



Requirements 

Relevant university degree; over 10 years’ experience with environmental management projects as well as project 

evaluation experience; knowledge about GEF operational programs and strategies and about relevant GEF policies 

such as those on project life cycle, M&E, incremental costs, and fiduciary standards; knowledge about Montreal 

Protocol; excellent oral and written communication skills in English.  

Absence of Conflict of Interest:  

According to UNIDO rules, the consultant must not have been involved in the design and/or implementation, 

supervision and coordination of and/or have benefited from the project/project (or theme) under evaluation. The 

consultant will be requested to sign a declaration that none of the above situations exists and that the consultants 

will not seek assignments with the manager/s in charge of the project before or shortly after the completion of 

her/his contract with the Independent Evaluation Division.   

 

  



Post title:  National consultant  

Duration: 24 working days 

Date required:  1 May – 31 July 2018 

Duty station: Home-base in Russia, domestic travel to be separately arranged if needed  

 

Under the direct supervision of the UNIDO Headquarters Evaluation Manager, in consultation with and under the 

guidance of the Team Leader and with the support of the Project Managers, the National consultant is responsible to 

carry out the following tasks:  

Tasks Expected 

Duration 

Expected results 

Desk review 

Review and analyze project documentation and relevant 

country background information; in cooperation with the 

team leader, determine key data to collect in the field and 

prepare key instruments in Russian (questionnaires, logic 

models) as required 

If need be, recommend adjustments to the tools in order to 

ensure their understanding in the local context 

Coordinate and lead interviews in local language and assist 

the team leader with translation where necessary 

Analyze and assess the adequacy of legislative and 

regulatory framework, specifically in the context of the 

project’s objectives and targets 

3 working 

days 

(home 

base) 

Evaluation questions, 

questionnaires/interview guide, logic 

models adjusted to ensure 

understanding in the national context 

A stakeholder mapping 

A brief assessment of the adequacy of 

the country’s legislative and regulatory 

framework in the context of the 

project 

Coordinate the evaluation mission agenda, ensuring and 

setting up the required meetings with project partners and 

government counterparts, and organize and lead site visits, 

in close cooperation with project staff in the field 

Assist and provide detailed analysis and inputs to the team 

leader in the preparation of the inception report 

3 working 

days 

(home 

base) 

Detailed evaluation schedule 

List of stakeholders to interview during 

the field missions 

Participation in interviews during field missions 12 

working 

days  

Interview notes 

Prepare inputs and analysis to the evaluation report 

according to TOR and as agreed with the team leader. 

Revise the draft project evaluation report based on 

comments from UNIDO Independent Evaluation Division 

and stakeholders and edit the language and form of the 

final version according to UNIDO standards 

3 working 

days  

Draft evaluation report submitted to 

evaluation manager for review  

Finalize evaluation report, on basis of comments and 

suggestions received through the evaluation manager 

3 working 

days 

(home 

Final evaluation report submitted to 

evaluation manager  



base) 

 

Requirements 

Relevant university degree; over 5 years’ experience in planning, implementation, monitoring and/or evaluation of 

projects in developing countries; excellent oral and written communication skills in English; Fluency in written and 

spoken Russian; demonstrated familiarity with procedures and practices of international technical cooperation.  

 

Absence of Conflict of Interest:  

According to UNIDO rules, the consultant must not have been involved in the design and/or implementation, 

supervision and coordination of and/or have benefited from the project/project (or theme) under evaluation. The 

consultant will be requested to sign a declaration that none of the above situations exists and that the consultants 

will not seek assignments with the manager/s in charge of the project before or shortly after the completion of 

her/his contract with the Independent Evaluation Division.  

 

  



Annex 4- Outline of an in-depth project evaluation report 

 

Executive summary 

� Must provide a synopsis of the storyline which includes the main evaluation findings and 

recommendations 

� Must present strengths and weaknesses of the project 

� Must be self-explanatory and should be maximum 3-4 pages in length  

 

I. Evaluation objectives, methodology and process  

� Information on the evaluation: why, when, by whom, etc. 

� Scope and objectives of the evaluation, main questions to be addressed 

� Information sources and availability of information 

� Methodological remarks, limitations encountered and validity of the findings 

 

II. Country and project background 

� Brief country context: an overview of the economy, the environment, institutional development, 

demographic  and other data of relevance to the project  

� Sector-specific issues of concern to the project6 and important developments during the project 

implementation period  

� Project summary:  

o Fact sheet of the project: including project objectives and structure, donors and 

counterparts, project timing and duration, project costs and co-financing  

o Brief description including history and previous cooperation 

o Project implementation arrangements and implementation modalities, institutions 

involved, major changes to project implementation  

o Positioning of the UNIDO project (other initiatives of government, other donors, private 

sector, etc.) 

o Counterpart organization(s) 

 

III. Project assessment 

This is the key chapter of the report and should address all evaluation criteria and questions outlined in 

the TOR (see section VI Project Evaluation Parameters). Assessment must be based on factual evidence 

collected and analyzed from different sources. The evaluators’ assessment can be broken into the 

following sections:  

                                                      
6 Explicit and implicit assumptions in the logical framework of the project can provide insights into key-issues of 
concern (e.g. relevant legislation, enforcement capacities, government initiatives, etc.) 



A. Project design   

B. Implementation performance 

o Ownership and relevance (Report on the relevance of project towards countries and 

beneficiaries, country ownership, stakeholder involvement)  

o Effectiveness (The extent to which the development intervention’s objectives, outcomes 

and deliverables were achieved, or are expected to be achieved, taking into account 

their relative importance) 

o Efficiency (Report on the overall cost-benefit of the project and partner countries’ 

contribution to the achievement of project objectives) 

o Likelihood of sustainability of project outcomes (Report on the risks and vulnerability of 

the project, considering the likely effects of sociopolitical and institutional changes in 

partner countries, and its impact on continuation of benefits after the project ends, 

specifically the financial, sociopolitical, institutional framework and governance, and 

environmental risks) 

o Project coordination and management (Report project management conditions and 

achievements, and partner countries commitment)  

o Assessment of monitoring and evaluation systems (Report on M&E design, M&E plan 

implementation, and budgeting and funding for M&E activities) 

o Monitoring of long-term changes 

o Assessment of processes affecting achievement of project results (Report on 

preparation and readiness / quality at entry, financial planning, UNIDO support, co-

financing, delays of project outcomes/outputs, and implementation approach) 

C. Gender mainstreaming 

 

At the end of this chapter, an overall project achievement rating should be developed as required in 

Annex 2. The overall rating table should be presented here.  

 

IV. Conclusions, recommendations and lessons learned  

This chapter can be divided into three sections:  

A. Conclusions 

This section should include a storyline of the main evaluation conclusions related to the project’s 

achievements and shortfalls. It is important to avoid providing a summary based on each and every 

evaluation criterion. The main conclusions should be cross-referenced to relevant sections of the 

evaluation report.  

 

B. Recommendations  

This section should be succinct and contain few key recommendations. They should:  

� be based on evaluation findings 



� be realistic and feasible within a project context 

� indicate institution(s) responsible for implementation (addressed to a specific officer, group or 

entity who can act on it) and have a proposed timeline for implementation if possible  

� be commensurate with the available capacities of project team and partners 

� take resource requirements into account.  

 

Recommendations should be structured by addressees: 

o UNIDO 

o Government and/or Counterpart Organizations 

o Donor 

 

C. Lessons learned 

� Lessons learned must be of wider applicability beyond the evaluated project but must be based 

on findings and conclusions of the evaluation  

� For each lesson, the context from which they are derived should be briefly stated 

 

Annexes should include the evaluation TOR, list of interviewees, documents reviewed, a summary of 

project identification and financial data, including an updated table of expenditures to date, and other 

detailed quantitative information. Dissident views or management responses to the evaluation findings 

may later be appended in an annex. 

 

  



Annex 5: Checklist on evaluation report quality 

Project Title:  

UNIDO Project ID: 

Evaluation team: 

Quality review done by:       Date: 

Report quality criteria UNIDO Independent 

Evaluation Division 

assessment notes 

Rating 

a. Was the report well-structured and properly written? 

(Clear language, correct grammar, clear and logical structure) 

  

b. Was the evaluation objective clearly stated and the 

methodology appropriately defined? 

  

c. Did the report present an assessment of relevant outcomes 

and achievement of project objectives?  

  

d. Was the report consistent with the ToR and was the evidence 

complete and convincing?  

  

e. Did the report present a sound assessment of sustainability of 

outcomes or did it explain why this is not (yet) possible?  

(Including assessment of assumptions, risks and impact 

drivers) 

  

f. Did the evidence presented support the lessons and 

recommendations? Are these directly based on findings? 

  

g. Did the report include the actual project costs (total, per 

activity, per source)?  

  

h. Did the report include an assessment of the quality of both the 

M&E plan at entry and the system used during the 

implementation? Was the M&E sufficiently budgeted for 

during preparation and properly funded during 

implementation? 

  

i. Quality of the lessons: were lessons readily applicable in other 

contexts? Did they suggest prescriptive action? 

  

j. Quality of the recommendations: did recommendations 

specify the actions necessary to correct existing conditions or 

improve operations (‘who?’ ‘what?’ ‘where?’ ‘when?’). Can 

these be immediately implemented with current resources? 

  

k. Are the main cross-cutting issues, such as gender, human 

rights and environment, appropriately covered?  

  

l. Was the report delivered in a timely manner? 

(Observance of deadlines)  

  

 

Rating system for quality of evaluation reports 

A rating scale of 1-6 is used for each criterion:  Highly satisfactory = 6, Satisfactory = 5, Moderately satisfactory = 4, 

Moderately unsatisfactory = 3, Unsatisfactory = 2, Highly unsatisfactory = 1, and unable to assess = 0.  



  



 

Annex 6: Guidance on integrating gender in evaluations of UNIDO projects and Projects 

 

A. Introduction 

 

Gender equality is internationally recognized as a goal of development and is fundamental to 

sustainable growth and poverty reduction. The UNIDO Policy on gender equality and the empowerment 

of women and its addendum, issued respectively in April 2009 and May 2010 (UNIDO/DGB(M).110 and 

UNIDO/DGB(M).110/Add.1), provides the overall guidelines for establishing a gender mainstreaming 

strategy and action plans to guide the process of addressing gender issues in the Organization’s 

industrial development interventions.  

 

According to the UNIDO Policy on gender equality and the empowerment of women: 

  

Gender equality refers to the equal rights, responsibilities and opportunities of women and men and 

girls and boys. Equality does not suggest that women and men become ‘the same’ but that women’s and 

men’s rights, responsibilities and opportunities do not depend on whether they are born male or 

female. Gender equality implies that the interests, needs and priorities of both women and men are 

taken into consideration, recognizing the diversity of different groups of women and men. It is therefore 

not a ‘women’s issues’. On the contrary, it concerns and should fully engage both men and women and 

is a precondition for, and an indicator of sustainable people-centered development.  

 

Empowerment of women signifies women gaining power and control over their own lives. It involves 

awareness-raising, building of self-confidence, expansion of choices, increased access to and control 

over resources and actions to transform the structures and institutions which reinforce and perpetuate 

gender discriminations and inequality.  

 

Gender parity signifies equal numbers of men and women at all levels of an institution or organization, 

particularly at senior and decision-making levels.  

 

The UNIDO projects/projects can be divided into two categories: 1) those where promotion of gender 

equality is one of the key aspects of the project/project; and 2) those where there is limited or no 

attempted integration of gender. Evaluation managers/evaluators should select relevant questions 

depending on the type of interventions.  

 

B. Gender responsive evaluation questions 

 

The questions below will help evaluation managers/evaluators to mainstream gender issues in their 

evaluations.  



 

B.1. Design  

• Is the project/project in line with the UNIDO and national policies on gender equality and the 

empowerment of women?  

• Were gender issues identified at the design stage?  

• Did the project/project design adequately consider the gender dimensions in its interventions? 

If so, how?  

• Were adequate resources (e.g., funds, staff time, methodology, experts) allocated to address 

gender concerns?  

• To what extent were the needs and priorities of women, girls, boys and men reflected in the 

design?  

• Was a gender analysis included in a baseline study or needs assessment (if any)?  

• If the project/project is people-centered, were target beneficiaries clearly identified and 

disaggregated by sex, age, race, ethnicity and socio-economic group?  

• If the project/project promotes gender equality and/or women’s empowerment, was gender 

equality reflected in its objective/s? To what extent are output/outcome indicators gender 

disaggregated?  

 

B.2. Implementation management  

• Did project monitoring and self-evaluation collect and analyse gender disaggregated data?  

• Were decisions and recommendations based on the analyses? If so, how?  

• Were gender concerns reflected in the criteria to select beneficiaries? If so, how?  

• How gender-balanced was the composition of the project management team, the Steering 

Committee, experts and consultants and the beneficiaries?  

• If the project/project promotes gender equality and/or women’s empowerment, did the 

project/project monitor, assess and report on its gender related objective/s?  

 

B.3. Results  

• Have women and men benefited equally from the project’s interventions? Do the results affect 

women and men differently? If so, why and how? How are the results likely to affect gender 

relations (e.g., division of labour, decision making authority)?  

• In the case of a project/project with gender related objective/s, to what extent has the 

project/project achieved the objective/s? To what extent has the project/project reduced 

gender disparities and enhanced women’s empowerment?  

 

 

 


