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2. Summary of Project Ratings

. E .
Criteria Final PIR 1A Term_lnal A _valuatl_on GEF IEO Review
Evaluation Office Review

Project Outcomes . MS
Sustainability of Outcomes o ML
M&E Design _ S

M&E Implementation o MS
Quality of Implementation o S

Quality of Execution . MS
Quality of the Terminal Evaluation Report _ MS

3. Project Objectives and theory of change

3.1 Global Environmental Objectives of the project:

According to the Project Appraisal document (PAD), the goal of the project was to reduce air and noise
pollution, particularly in large cities. The project aimed to promote the use of Electric Vehicles and solar
energy utilization and cycling to create a strong market demand for Electic Vehicles and bicycles, and
further reduce GHG emissions as compared to conventional fuel-based electricity.

3.2 Development Objectives of the project:

According to the PAD, the Development Objective of the project was the ‘promotion of the widespread
use of electric vehicles (EVs) and non- motorized transport (NMT), and the development of the
necessary infrastructure, as part of the Green Transport and Green Cities initiatives of South Africa’ (PD,

pg33).

3.3 Were there any changes in the Global Environmental Objectives, Development Objectives, or
project activities during implementation? What are the reasons given for the change(s)?

None

3.4 Briefly summarize project’s theory of change - describe the inputs and causal relationships
through which the project will achieve its long-term impacts, key links, and key assumptions.

The project aimed at assisting the efforts of the Government of South Africa and the business sector to
promote early and widespread use of Electric Vehicles (EV) and cycling practices, leading to a reduction
in the rapid growth of GHG emissions emerging from transport sector. The project approach was
developed around two substantive components; the first one at the national level addressing policy,
institutional capacity building, coordination and awareness raising, and the second focusing on
demonstration at the municipal level and in game reserves, including institutional capacity development
through the provision of guidance on the implementation and operationalization of the relevant
national policies. These two components aimed at promoting EV and solar energy utilization and cycling
to create a strong market demand for EVs and bicycles, and to contribute to GHG emissions abatement
compared to the baseline use conventional fuel-based electricity. In order to ensure effective



management of the project and a solid monitoring and evaluation (M&E) strategy, the project also had a
comprehensive M&E component.

The project was designed to address the barriers of lack of enabling policy and incentive programs;
limited coordination among relevant institutions in the Electric Vehicle and NMT markets; low public
awareness on the opportunities associated with EV and cycling and lack of supporting infrastructure to
develop sustainable forms of transport.

4. GEF IEO assessment of Outcomes and Sustainability
Please refer to the GEF Terminal Evaluation Review Guidelines for detail on the criteria for ratings.

The outcome ratings (relevance, effectiveness, efficiency, and overall outcome rating) are on a six-
point scale: Highly Satisfactory to Highly Unsatisfactory. The sustainability rating is on a four-point
scale: Likely to Unlikely.

Please justify the ratings in the space below each box.

4.1 Relevance and Coherence S

The TE assessed the relevance of the project as ‘highly satisfactory’. This TER rates relevance as
‘satisfactory’. South Africa’s heavy reliance on fossil fuels (especially coal), places the country as the 13t
largest CO2 emitter in the world. As per the Project Document (PD), the transport sector accounted for
28% of energy consumption in the country with the demand expected to double by 2050. Transport
sector contribution to GHG emissions showed an upward trend - increase by 33.3% in the 10 years from
2000 to 2010, translating into 13.1% of South Africa’s total GHG emissions. Road transport contributed
91.6% towards the total transport GHG emissions in 2010, mainly due to increased motor vehicle sales.
Project’s focus on encouraging a shift in South Africa to a more environmental-friendly transport sector
is very relevant. The project aligned well with recent policy documents such as the South Africa Low
Emissions Development Strategy (GTS) and the new Nationally Determined Contributions (NDCs), which
highlights the importance of transitioning to accessible and cost-effective low carbon transport systems.

The project was also well aligned with the GEF focal area Climate Change Mitigation (CCM)- 4 to
promote energy efficient, low-carbon transport and urban systems. The implementation activities
proposed in the project had the potential to directly tackle GHG emissions associated to the transport
sector in South Africa.

4.2 Effectiveness MS

The TE assessed the effectiveness of the project as ‘highly satisfactory’, which was revised by this
validation to ‘moderately satisfactory’. The project supported the development and approval of Global
Transport Strategy (GTS) of South Africa (2018-2050), which provided an overall policy framework for
the promotion of low carbon transport. However, the project had limited success in specifically making
recommendations on policy, incentives and support programs to promote widespread use and local
manufacturing of non-motorized transport as well as local manufacturing of game reserves EVs. The
project was also successful in organization of various trainings and awareness generation events that



brought together various stakeholders from government and private sector for better coordination
within and amongst them. As a result, the project supported installation of 8 PV charging stations as
compared to target of 2, improving the demonstration impact of such technologies amongst end users.

The project had more success in promoting and generating awareness regarding Electric Vehicles but
made limited progress in activities focused on Non-motorized Transport. This was because of change in
priorities of the relevant government departments (primarily Department of Transport) and the city
administrations (Cities of Johannesburg and Durban). As a result, the outputs and outcomes related to
the promotion of non-motorized transport, such as development of policies/regulations with specific
recommendations for women along with the implementation of NMT projects, were not delivered.

Component 1: Improvement of policy and regulatory frameworks for EV (Electric Vehicle) use and
local manufacturing and NMT (Non-motorized Transport); capacity of concerned institutions built and
awareness raised

This component aimed to support adoption of Electric Vehicles (EVs) and Non-motorized transport
(NMT) in South Africa by facilitating development of an enabling policy framework and the building of
capacities of the relevant institutions. The project contributed to the development of an overall strategy
— Global Transport Strategy (GTS) of South Africa for the 2018-2050 period issued by Department of
Transport. This was considered a significant milestone for the strengthening of the policy framework
aimed at promotion and adoption of low-carbon transport modalities, with EV and NMT included as
topics within GTS. The project supported several studies, including a roadmap and policy papers specific
to Electric Vehicles (EVs). But a study on the local manufacturing and assembly of special EVs for the
game reserves in South Africa was not delivered (Output 1.1.1). Overall, these studies and the various
workshops/seminars organized to disseminate the findings created awareness and added to the
knowledge base, as originally envisaged in the project document. The project raised awareness and
capacity building of vast range of stakeholders including representatives from national, provincial and
local governments, e-mobility and energy industry organizations from the private sector, which
according to the TE, ‘elevates the potential role that EVs and NMT can play in transport planning’ (TE,
Pg23) in South Africa in future (Output 1.1.2).

Component 2: Promotion of non-motorized and public transport in the cities of Durban and
Johannesburg, and development and demonstration of the supporting infrastructure for Electric
Vehicles (EVs)

This component focused on promotion of non-motorized transport (cycling) and public transport in the
cities of Durban and Johannesburg as both the cities actively participated in various consultations and
planning work during the project preparation phase. The project supported two studies for the city of
Johannesburg for a cycling scheme in the city, which according to the TE, contributed significantly to the
broad knowledge base needed for informed decision making by all the participating cities. A scoping
study was also conducted for the inclusion of an electric bus in the city of Johannesburg as a pilot
project. Although studies helped in generating awareness on the NMT and EVs, the extent of the
contributions made by these studies to improvement of the policy framework is not clear. The project



also intended to contribute to the development and improvement of the regulatory framework that
would encourage growth of demand for new bicycles and other forms of NMT. This output was not
delivered (Output 2.1.1).

Project supported more than 5 capacity building workshop and seminars, which contributed towards
institutional capacity building in the city of Johannesburg and eThekwini Municipality in Durban.
However, NMT pilot projects couldn’t be implemented in the city of Durban as the participating
municipality changed its priorities regarding e mobility and non-motorized transport. (Output 2.1.2). On
the expected output of ‘adoption of standards and regulations for EV’, there was no development of
new standards but, according to the TE, instead the international standards were adopted (Output
2.1.3). As per the TE, the Department of Transport decided to initiate the legislation of standards
through the National regulatory for Compulsory Specification (NRCS) to be implemented directly
through the national government, the timeline for which could run beyond the timeframe of the project.
However, the TE notes that a total of 8 charging stations were installed in various municipalities and in
the Shamwari Game reserve as against a target of 2 (Output 2.1.4).

4.3 Efficiency MS

The TE assessed the efficiency of the project as ‘satisfactory’, which this TER reviewed to be ‘moderately
satisfactory’. As per the TE, the project faced several delays, in part due to the impact of COVID-19, but
also due to change of mandate and leadership in different government departments involved in the
project. The project received two extensions and implementation period lasted for 5 years as against the
original time frame of 3 years. The project team was effective in building partnerships and find
alternative locations for implementing some of the project activities as the locations originally envisaged
could not be covered due to shift in the priorities or leadership changes in these locations. As per the TE,
the project mobilized all the co-financing and did not exceed the budget despite extensions. However,
as the TE notes, change in priorities by the stakeholders resulted in delays in developing NMT policy,
which was still not developed till the end of the project. As a result, the NMT pilot projects were also not
implemented limiting the demonstration impact of the project.

4.4 Outcome MS

The project contributed to the development of an overall strategy — Global Transport Strategy (GTS) of South
Africa (2018-2050) issued by Department of Transport. This was not an intended output of the project but
provided an overall policy framework aimed at promotion and adoption of low-carbon transport modalities, with
EV and NMT included as topics within GTS.

Summarize key outcomes related to environment, human well-being, and enabling conditions (Policy, Legal &
Institutional Development; Individual & Institutional Capacity-Building; Knowledge Exchange & Learning;
Multistakeholder Interactions), as applicable. Include any unintended outcomes (not originally targeted by the
project), whether positive or negative, affecting either ecological or social aspects.




The project also raised awareness and capacity building of vast range of stakeholders including
representatives from national, provincial and local governments, e-mobility and energy industry
organizations from the private sector, which according to the TE, ‘elevates the potential role that EVs
and NMT can play in transport planning’ (TE, Pg23) in South Africa in future. As per the TE, the project
brought the concept of ‘low carbon transport’ in the political agenda as it was otherwise a big challenge
to make all stakeholders work together and collaboratively (TE, pg 40).

However, the project had more success in promoting and generating awareness regarding Electric
Vehicles but made limited progress in activities focused on Non-motorized Transport (NMT) because of
change in priorities of the relevant government departments (primarily Department of Transport) and
the city administrations (Cities of Johannesburg and Durban). As a result, the outcomes related to the
promotion of non-motorized transport, such as development of policies/regulations with specific
recommendations for women along with the implementation of NMT projects, were not delivered. The
project made limited progress in adoption of incentive programs, tax incentives and safety guidelines to
foster the local manufacturing of Electric Vehicles and NMT in South Africa.

Where applicable, note how both intended and unintended outcomes have positively and/or negatively affected
marginalized populations (e.g., women, indigenous groups, youth, persons with disabilities), and where some
stakeholder groups have benefited more/ less than others.

Not reported.

4.5 Sustainability ML

Note any progress made to sustain or expand environmental benefits beyond project closure, using stakeholder
(rather than project) resources, e.g. through replication, mainstreaming or scaling-up of GEF-supported initiatives.
Examples would be farmers adopting practices using own funds, follow-on replication projects, development of
plans for scaling, inclusion in local or national legislation, and allocation of government budgets or private sector
investments for institutional adoption.

The TE used a different scale and assessed the likelihood of sustainability of the project outputs and
outcomes as ‘highly satisfactory’, which has been assessed by this validation as ‘moderately likely’. The
transport strategy — GTS (2018-2050) prepared with the support of the project was adopted by the
Government and was also being implemented under the direction of dtic. This policy is likely to provide
an overall framework for a move towards energy efficient low carbon transport systems in South Africa.
The project also contributed to spreading awareness and capacity building of various stakeholders that
led to an increase in their interest and awareness on the issue of low carbon transport in the country.
The project was also successful in demonstrating and generating interest amongst beneficiaries and
stakeholders regarding the use of Electric Vehicles (EVs), which is likely to be sustainable. However, the
project did not receive the same level of interest in developing Non-motorized Transport (NMT)
infrastructure.



Financial sustainability

According to the TE, the main executing agency — SANEDI had set up a formal working unit within the
organization to sustain work on clean transport after the project was over. The TE mentioned SANEDI
was in discussion with UNIDO about the possibility of electric bus demonstration project in 2022. As per
the TE, SANEDI had its own program of action in the clean mobility space, and was able to raise its own
funds after the project was over.

As per the analysis provided in the TE, number of EVs doubled between 2013 and 2020. Although this
rise in number cannot be directly attributed to the project but Installation and testing of 8 PV-based
charging stations as against a target of 2 before the end of the project is a testimony of growing interest
and need amongst the beneficiaries and the city administration. The involvement of the manufacturing
industry in the promotion of EVs and the private sector that started to roll out the necessary
infrastructure for EVs, including charging infrastructure, infrastructure for payment, etc., could also be
viewed as a step in the right direction for promotion of EVs in the country. However, there was limited
evidence in the TE on the extent to which the project assisted in developing incentive schemes including
financial incentives such as soft loans, various tax incentives and subsidies for electric vehicles and
charging infrastructure, which could further stimulate both demand for and supply of Electric Vehicles
and the related infrastructure in the target cities. As the TE notes, ‘EVs presence are growing, they are
still incipient and technologies will continue to improve, they tend to be more expensive than the
traditional internal combustion engine vehicles’ (TE, Pg19). The project laid the foundation but still a
long way to go before such technologies were more affordable. The project had limited success in
development of non motorized transport (bicycles) infrastructure and it is unclear from the TE as to how
NMT related efforts would be sustained or carried forward after the project was over.

Sociopolitical:

The TE notes that the project ‘triggered the opportunity for different departments and actors on the
transport and other relevant sectors to work together in collaborative manner’. This integrated
approach is likely to benefit the design of future NMT and EV transport strategies, since transport sector
is connected to several other sectors such as energy, industrial development and technology innovation,
small and medium size enterprises, etc. For instance, the project supported Electric Vehicle Industry
Alliance (EVIA), a public sector consortium constituted to shape and stimulate the local EV industry in
South Africa. As per the TE, the project invested resources in supporting EVIA to ensure a continued
platform of engagement and activity beyond the lifespan of the project. Similarly, the project also
involved other stakeholders such as Eskom (the national electricity utility), which was not foreseen as
partner in the ProDoc. Project played a critical role in engagement of different stakeholders through
their involvement in various trainings and awareness generation events.

The TE also indicates that project had relatively better support from the City of Johannesburg as
compared to Durban. The project had to bring other cities into its fold due to lack of interest and change
in priorities of the eThekwini Municipality of the City of Durban. This is despite the fact that the
eThekwini Municipality showed a high level of interest during the project proposal stage in developing



and improving NMT in their cities as per the information in the project document (PD, Pg 13). Moreover,
the outputs expected from the project related to enabling policy and regulatory framework
development specifically for the use and promotion of EVs and NMT could not be fully achieved, which
is likely to impact the sustainability of efforts and uptake of EVs and NMT in future.

Institutional framework and governance

The project facilitated the capacity building and institutional strengthening of the relevant stakeholders
and provided support for the GTS 2018-2050 that provides a long-term vision of the transport sector
transition in the country. However, the project was specifically expected to support drafting of national
policy and regulatory framework, incentive programs, tax incentives, etc. to promote early take off,
widespread use, and local manufacturing of EVs and NMT, which could not be fully accomplished but
was essential to support the technologies and efforts under the project. But the project supported
relevant studies that could form the basis for the formulation and approval of the policy and regulatory
reform for the promotion of EVs and NMT in future.

Environmental

No environmental risks were anticipated at the point of project completion.

5. Processes and factors affecting attainment of project outcomes
Before describing the factors, you may choose to summarize reported outcomes and sustainability here:
https://www.research.net/r/APR2023.

5.1 Co-financing. To what extent was the reported co-financing essential to the achievement of GEF
objectives? If there was a difference in the level of expected co-financing and actual co-financing,
what were the reasons for it? Did the extent of materialization of co-financing affect project’s
outcomes and/or sustainability? If so, in what ways and through what causal linkages?

The TE did not include a budget break down except that ‘the Evaluation Team believes that co-financing
was mobilized as planned since the activities were implemented’ (TE, pg 25). There are no other details
or information in the TE to support this statement.

5.2 Project extensions and/or delays. If there were delays in project implementation and
completion, then what were the reasons for it? Did the delay affect the project’s outcomes and/or
sustainability? If so, in what ways and through what causal linkages?

The project got two extensions and was implemented in five years instead of the original time frame of
three years. As per the TE, the project faced several delays, in part due to the impact of COVID 19 but
also due to changes of mandate and leadership in the different Government departments involved in
the project. As a result, some of the project activities were not implemented and the project had to look
for alternative cities where Electric Vehicle pilot projects could be implemented. For instance, the TE
notes that change in the priorities of the government resulted in delays in defining the policy objectives
for Non-motorized Transport (NMT). As a result, NMT policy could not be developed and the NMT pilot
projects were also not implemented. Moreover, Photo Voltaic charging station was not deployed in the
city of Durban due to their change of priorities. The project scope was expanded to cover other locations
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due to which PV charging stations were installed in 8 as compared to only 2 locations originally included
in the project proposal. TE does not clarify how the cost of additional PV charging stations was met.

5.3 Stakeholder ownership. Assess the extent to which stakeholder ownership has affected project
outcomes and sustainability. Describe the ways in which it affected outcomes and sustainability,
highlighting the causal links.

Overall, the project had good participation from all the stakeholders in various trainings, awareness
generation events and conferences organized at local and national level, which was crucial for
institutional strengthening and prioritizing the agenda of low carbon transport in South Africa. The
willingness of the government, as one of the main stakeholders, was evidenced from the fact that it took
the support of the project in developing Global Transport Strategy (2018-2050), which is a long-term
strategy and vision for the transport sector development in South Africa. However, the project was
specifically designed for promotion of Electric Vehicles (EVs) and Non-motorized Transport (NMT)
through strengthening policy and regulatory framework, capacity building and implementation of pilot
projects. There is little evidence to show that the project resulted in any changes in the policies and
regulations specific to EVs. As per the TE, the project did not make much progress in the NMT space due
to changes in the priorities of the government departments (Department of Transport and Department
of Trade and Industry) and the eThekwini Municipality of Durban and the city of Johannesburg
Municipality of the city of Johannesburg. As a result, the project failed to develop NMT policy, strategy
and implement NMT pilot projects. This was despite the fact that both the cities of Johannesburg and
Durban showed keen interested in promotion of NMT (specially cycling) during the PPG phase.

The project had better stakeholder engagement and interest for installation of Photo Voltaic(PV)
charging stations from cities other than listed in the project document. The project was successful in
installing 8 PV charging stations in different cities as compared to the original target of 2 that provided
more end-users to experience the technology and expand the scope of the project.

The TE did not discuss the level of engagement of other stakeholders listed in the project document,
such as that of South African Local Government Association and the South Africa Cities Network — CSOs
involved during the PPG phase and were supposed to play a role in awareness raising and policy inputs
throughout the project. However, the project supported and engaged with Electric vehicle Industry
Alliance (EVIA), a key stakeholders’ group composed of market actors with a focus on electric mobility
and which according to the TE, ‘is likely to provide a continued platform of engagement and activity
beyond the lifespan of the project’ (TE, Pg 36). Similarly, the project also involved other stakeholders
such as Eskom (the national electricity utility), which was not foreseen as partner in the ProDoc.
According to the TE, ‘Eskom became of the project champions’ (TE, pg 36). As the electric vehicles
continue to grow in South Africa, Eskom is likely to be a key partner to bring about the needed
infrastructural support and ensure that EVs are charged the right electricity tariffs.

5.4 Other factors: In case the terminal evaluation discusses other key factors that affected project
outcomes, discuss those factors and outline how they affected outcomes, whether positively or
negatively. Include factors that may have led to unintended outcomes.
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None.

6. Assessment of project’s Monitoring and Evaluation system
Ratings are assessed on a six point scale: Highly Satisfactory to Highly Unsatisfactory.

Please justify ratings in the space below each box.

6.1 M&E Design at entry S

This TER concurs with the assessment by the TE of ‘M&E design at entry’ as ‘satisfactory. Monitoring and
Evaluation plan included clearly defined outputs and with budget for planned activities. In addition, the
project results framework included specific and measurable indicators with targets for monitoring
progress of the project. For instance, outcome indicators such as monitoring of GHG emission savings;
number of policy papers on low carbon transportation approved by the government; number of PV
charging stations installed and operated etc., were measurable and specific to the project objectives.
The results framework also included gender relevant indicators. M&E plan included provision for project
inception, GEF tracking tool, periodic progress reports, semiannual reviews and end term evaluation,
with clearly defined time frame and responsible parties.

6.2 M&E Implementation MS

The TE assessed the M&E as ‘satisfactory’, which is revised by this validation as ‘moderately
satisfactory’. Overall, the project prepared all the progress reports including yearly progress report, mid-
term evaluation and end term evaluation on time. Project progress was reviewed periodically by the
Project Steering Committee (generally once a year instead of bi-annually) and project used an adaptive
approach to address unforeseen changes and risks such as impact of COVID 19 and change of interest
and priorities of the cities of Johannesburg and Durban related to Non-Motorized Transport policy
development and pilot projects.

On the other hand, the project did not use the GEF tracking tool and data on GHG mitigation was also
not collected, which was one of the main indicators to assess achievement of the overall project
objective. Project lacked a systematic approach to recording the gender disaggregated data. According
to the TE, despite a high percentage of women participation in events, there were no records, except a
few pictures, about participation of women in the project activities.

7. Assessment of project implementation and execution

Quality of Implementation rating is based on the assessment of the performance of GEF Agency(s).
Quality of Execution rating is based on performance of the executing agency(s). In both instances,
the focus is upon factors that are largely within the control of the respective implementing and
executing agency(s). A six-point rating scale is used (Highly Satisfactory to Highly Unsatisfactory),
or Unable to Assess.
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Please justify ratings in the space below each box.

7.1 Quality of Project Implementation S

This TER concurs with the ‘satisfactory’ rating provided by the TE for the quality of project
implementation. As per the TE, UNIDO was seen as a politically neutral and enabling partner to support
projects in key areas of action, such as transport. UNIDO built relationships with different stakeholders
and engaged with the relevant government departments and policy makers. UNIDO provided the overall
guidance, participated in the Project Steering Committee meetings, and facilitated timely monitoring
and supervision of project progress. UNIDO’s role was specifically found relevant in facilitating ‘synergies
between stakeholders’ as well as providing the technical support (TE, pg 33), which was not only crucial
for project implementation but also sustainability of certain outcomes. For instance, UNIDO played an
important role in developing good relationship between South African National Energy Development
Institute (SANEDI) and the City of Johannesburg, who were discussing the possibility of implementing an
electric bus demonstration project in 2022 at the time of the TE, as a follow up the project. UNIDO
would also continue to provide technical support to dtic (Department of Trade, industry and
Competition) in formulating the implementation plan of the South Africa Green Transport Strategy
2018-2050 (GTS) developed through the project.

7.2 Quality of Project Execution MS

The TE assessed the quality of project execution as ‘highly satisfactory’, which has been revised by this
TER as ‘moderately satisfactory’. The project was executed through multiple executing partners with
South Africa National Energy Development Institute (SANEDI) as the lead executing agency. As per the
TE, SANEDI hosted the Project Management Unit (PMU), executed activities as per the original plan and
facilitated engagement between different stakeholders. The two main government departments —
Department of trade and Industry (diti) along with Department of Transport (DoT) were mainly
responsible for execution of Component 1 of the project, with diti’s specific focus on policy related to EV
promotion and manufacturing and DOT’s focus on NMT policy promotion. It seems that the government
departments participated actively in various trainings, conferences, events, etc., and supported
commissioning of various studies and assessments to form the basis for strengthening of policy and
regulatory framework for local manufacturing of Electric Vehicles and Non-Motorized Transport but
none of the documents were approved by the government. Other partners included Cities of
Johannesburg and Durban. Due to change in the leadership and priorities, the project did not get the
same level of support as was originally committed by both the cities but primarily City of Durban. Other
executing partners such as The Technology Innovation Agency (TIA)- Ministry of Science and Technology
worked closely with the project team and collaborated throughout the project.
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8. Lessons and recommendations

8.1 Briefly describe the key lessons, good practices, or approaches mentioned in the terminal
evaluation report, including how they could have application for other GEF projects. Lessons must
be based on project experience.

Lessons listed in the TE are as follows:

1. Partnerships are key for an effective and efficient project implementation. It is important to
understand the different partners to be involved in the project and appropriately choose the
partnership arrangements at the start of the project.

2. Itisimportant to appropriately select and deploy pilot projects, as well as adapt to changes
when needed to achieve objective and, possibly, yield additional benefits.

3. Itis crucial to continue to support the organizations responsible for implementing the pilot
projects after the project is over.

4. MA&E plan implementation training, indicators selection and targets selection is very important
to ensure that the project remains on track and that can provide the desired results.

5. There is frequent variability in the political will and political agendas, which should be more
thoroughly evaluated at design stage during the risk analysis to mitigate the impact on the
project execution

8.2 Briefly describe the recommendations given in the terminal evaluation.
Recommendations listed in the TE are as follows:

1. End users should be engaged during the project design phase. Need to identify targeted
communication strategies and awareness raising campaigns for project aiming behavior changes
for a diverse range of stakeholders.

2. During the design phase, indicator selection for monitoring progress of the project should be
realistic, with training and capacity building of the team to execute M&E plan, especially if it
relates to technical issues such as collection of data on carbon emissions or GHG as well as
gender disaggregated data.

3. Need to integrate awareness generation strategies such as media coverage, advertising and
communication activities to motivate the installation of pilot projects such as PV-charging
stations or system and explaining how these projects could be beneficial promoting cleaner
mobility options.
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9. Quality of the Terminal Evaluation Report
Before rating the quality of the terminal evaluation, click here to summarize your observations on the
sub-criteria: https://www.research.net/r/APR2023.

A six-point rating scale is used for each sub-criteria and overall rating of the terminal evaluation
report (Highly Satisfactory to Highly Unsatisfactory)

Criteria/indicators of terminal GEF IEO COMMENTS Rating
evaluation quality
1. Timeliness: terminal evaluation TE was carried out within the first six S
report was carried out and months of completion of the project
submitted on time?
2. General information: Provides Overall, TE covers all the main details. S
general information on the
project and evaluation as per the
requirement?
3. Stakeholder involvement: the Feedback from Stakeholders was taken UA
report was prepared in during the time of the evaluation But
consultation with — and with unable to assess if the report was
feedback from - key prepared in consultation with the
stakeholders? stakeholders
4. Theory of change: provides solid Provides a detailed account of Theory of S
account of the project’s theory Change.
of change?
The TE was carried out remotely and S
. mainly through online questionnaire,
5. Methodology: Provides an . . v & g .
. . interviews through teleconferencing and
informative and transparent . .
account of the methodology? desk review of project documents due to
) COVID -19. The TE clearly states the
methodology including limitations
Not all aspects are adequately covered. MU
It could be due to the limitation of
carrying out evaluation remotely. The
. TE does not adequately cover impact of
6. Outcome: Provides a clear and

candid account of the
achievement of project
outcomes?

partial achievement of certain outputs
on the outcome of the project. The TE
is not very candid on the factors that
impacted achievement of certain
outputs such as project had zero
impact in promoting NMT but TE didn’t
discuss this aspect in adequate detail.
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TE does not cover factors impacting
sustainability in adequate detail. It

7. Sustainability: Presents realistic
y L could also be due to TE conducted
assessment of sustainability? .
remotely and rating is not backed by
adequate evidence.
8. MA&E: Presents sound M&E design and implementation is S
assessment of the quality of the covered in adequate detail.
M&E system?
9. Finance: Reports on utilization of TE does not provide details in terms of u
GEF funding and materialization | break-down of the materialization of co-
of co-financing? financing by various actors.
The role played by different government MS
10. Implementation: Presents a departments responsible for project
candid account of project execution and how the coordination
implementation and Agency mechanism led to achievement or non-
performance? achievement of some of outputs could
been discussed in more detail.
11. Safeguards: Provides information TE provides details on the gender MS
on application of environmental analysis but not on other safeguards
and social safeguards, and
conduct and use of gender
analysis?
. Some of the factors that impacted the MS
12. Lessons and recommendations . R . .
. project are discussed more in detail
are supported by the project .
. under the lessons learnt as against the
experience and are relevant to . .. .
. discussion in the main body of the
future programming?
report
All the ratings assigned are not backed MU
. . by convincing and adequate argument.
13. Ratings: Ratings are well- y . g . 9 g .
. . For instance, effectiveness of the project
substantiated by evidence, i . . ,
. . is rated is ‘highly satisfactory’ but the
realistic and convincing? , .
evidence does not full support this
rating.
Report was more or less well written, MS
. except in some sections, the TE did not
14. Report presentation: The report 'p . .
) . provide enough evidence in some of the
was well-written, logically . L .
; - sections (sustainability, effectiveness)
organized, and consistent? L .
due to which it took lot of time to
validate and assign various ratings.
Overall quality of the report MS
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10. Note any additional sources of information used in the preparation
of the terminal evaluation report (excluding PIRs, TEs, and PADs).
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ANNEX 1. GEF IEO THEORY OF CHANGE FRAMEWORK

AREAS OF GEF CONTRIBUTION THE GEF’S CATALYTIC ROLE [
ADDITIONALITY
Knowledge Exchange & Multistakeholder IMPACT

Learning Interactions Support for innovation
e.g. awareness campaigns, e.g. consensus-building, public- Convening power Global Environmental Benefits
ME&E systems, conferences, private partnerships, Leveraging OfI’E'SOU!’CES Improved environmental states
research studies, networks coordination of interventions Choice of partners Reduced environmental stress

Etc.

Socially equitable and economically

. . ‘easible for oll stakeholders
Interventions Generating f f

Global Environmental Benefits
e.g. technologies, practices and management Broader Adoption Transformational
approaches of Interventions Change
Sustainability Ecosystem
- Mainstreamin Market
Policy, Legal & Individual & HOW o — GEF Replication r Governaircfsystem
Institutional Institutional Capacity- provided support in Scaling-up Etc.
Development Building ways that add value
et . U relative to other PROGRESS TOWARD IMPACT
e.g. regulatory frameworks, e.g. technical training, :
standards, implementing hardware and software fundi Aol rees?

bodies and arrangements infrastructure, financing

WHAT environmental, social and economic
outcomes, behavior changes, and system
changes has the GEF contributed to?

WHAT GEB-generating interventions and their
enabling conditions has the GEF helped establish
and strengthen?

Figure 1. The GEF IEQ’s updated Theory of Change Framework on how the GEF achieves impact

The general framework for the GEF’s theory of change (figure 1) draws on the large amount of
evaluative evidence on outcomes and impact gathered over the years by the GEF Independent
Evaluation Office. The framework diagram has been updated to reflect the IEQ’s learning since OPS5
(GEF IEQ 2014, p. 47-50) about how the GEF achieves impact, as well as the evolution of the GEF’s
programming toward more integrated systems-focused and scaled-up initiatives.

The framework outlines the three main areas that the IEO assesses in its evaluations: a) the GEF’s
contributions in establishing and strengthening both the interventions that directly generate global
environmental benefits, and the enabling conditions that allow these interventions to be implemented
and adopted by stakeholders, b) the GEF’s catalytic role or additionality in the way that the GEF provides
support within the context of other funding sources and partners, and c) the environmental, social and
economic outcomes that the GEF has contributed to, and the behavior and system changes that
generate these outcomes during and beyond the period of GEF support.

The circular arrow between impact and progress toward impact, as before, indicates how bringing about
positive environmental change is an iterative process that involves behavior change (in the form of a
broader group of stakeholders adopting interventions) and/or systems change (which is a key
characteristic of transformational change). These three areas of change can take place in any sequence
or simultaneously in a positively reinforcing cycle, and are therefore assessed by the GEF IEO as
indicators of impact.
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Assessing the GEF’s progress toward achieving impact allows the IEO to determine the extent to which

GEF support contributes to a trajectory of large-scale, systemic change, especially in areas where

changes in the environment can only be measured over longer time horizons. The updated diagram in

particular expands the assessment of progress towards impact to include transformational change,

which specifically takes place at the system level, and not necessarily over a long time period.

The updated diagram also more explicitly identifies the link between the GEF’s mandate of generating

global environmental benefits, and the GEF’s safeguards to ensure that positive environmental

outcomes also enhance or at the very least do not take away from the social and economic well-being of

the people who depend on the environment. Thus the IEO assesses impact not only in terms of

environmental outcomes, but also in terms of the synergies and trade-offs with the social and economic

contexts in which these outcomes are achieved.

ANNEX 2. DEFINITION OF TERMS

Intervention

Any programmatic approach, full-sized project, medium-sized project, or enabling
activity financed from any GEF-managed trust fund, as well as regional and national
outreach activities. In the context of post-completion evaluation, an intervention may
consist of a single project, or multiple projects (i.e. phased or parallel) with explicitly
linked objectives contributing to the same specific impacts within the same specific
geographical area and sector.

https://www.gefieo.org/evaluations/gef-evaluation-policy-2019

Activity (of an
intervention)

An action undertaken over the duration of an intervention that contributes to the achievement
of the intervention’s objectives, i.e. an intervention is implemented through a set of activities.
E.g. training, (support to) policy development, (implementation of) management approach.

Outcome An intended or achieved short- or medium-term effect of a project or program’s
outputs.
https://www.gefieo.org/evaluations/gef-evaluation-policy-2019

Impact The positive and negative, primary and secondary long-term effects produced by a

project or program, directly or indirectly, intended or unintended.

https://www.gefieo.org/evaluations/gef-evaluation-policy-2019

Environmental

Changes in environmental indicators that could take the following forms:

outcomes * Stress reduction: reduction or prevention of threats to the environment, especially those
caused by human behavior (local communities, societies, economies)
¢ Environmental state: biological, physical changes in the state of the environment
http://www.gefieo.org/sites/default/files/ieo/evaluations/ops5-final-report-eng.pdf

Social and Changes in indicators affecting human well-being at the individual or higher scales, e.g. income

economic outcomes

or access to capital, food security, health, safety, education, cooperation/ conflict resolution,
and equity in distribution/ access to benefits, especially among marginalized groups.

Synergies

Multiple benefits achieved in more than one focal area as a result of a single intervention, or
benefits achieved from the interaction of outcomes from at least two separate interventions in
addition to those achieved, had the interventions been done independently.
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http://www.gefieo.org/evaluations/evaluation-multiple-benefits-gef-support-through-its-
multifocal-area-portfolio-map-2016

Trade-offs

A reduction in one benefit in the process of maximizing or increasing another benefit.

http://www.gefieo.org/evaluations/evaluation-multiple-benefits-gef-support-through-its-
multifocal-area-portfolio-map-2016

Broader adoption

The adoption of GEF-supported interventions by governments and other stakeholders beyond
the original scope and funding of a GEF-supported intervention. This may take place through
sustaining, replication, mainstreaming, and scaling-up of an intervention and/or its enabling
conditions (see definitions below).

http://www.gefieo.org/sites/default/files/ieo/evaluations/ops5-final-report-eng.pdf

Sustainability

The continuation/ likely continuation of positive effects from the intervention after it has come
to an end, and its potential for scale-up and/or replication; interventions need to be
environmentally as well as institutionally, financially, politically, culturally and socially
sustainable.https://www.gefieo.org/evaluations/gef-evaluation-policy-2019

Replication

When a GEF intervention is reproduced at a comparable administrative or ecological scale,
often in different geographical areas or regions.

http://www.gefieo.org/sites/default/files/ieo/evaluations/ops5-final-report-eng.pdf

Mainstreaming

When information, lessons, or specific aspects of a GEF initiative are incorporated into a
broader stakeholder initiative. This may occur not only through governments but also in
development organizations and other sectors.

http://www.gefieo.org/sites/default/files/ieo/evaluations/ops5-final-report-eng.pdf

Scaling-up

Increasing the magnitude of global environment benefits (GEBs), and/or expanding the
geographical and sectoral areas where they are generated to cover a defined ecological,
economic, or governance unit. May occur through replication, mainstreaming, and linking.

http://www.gefieo.org/evaluations/evaluation-gef-support-scaling-impact-2019

Transformational
change

Deep, systemic, and sustainable change with large-scale impact in an area of major
environmental concern. Defined by four criteria: relevance, depth of change, scale of change,
and sustainability.

http://www.gefieo.org/evaluations/evaluation-gef-support-transformational-change-2017

Additionality

a) Changes in the attainment of direct project outcomes at project completion that can be
attributed to GEF’s interventions; these can be reflected in an acceleration of the adoption of
reforms, the enhancement of outcomes, or the reduction of risks and greater viability of project
interventions.

b) Spill-over effects beyond project outcomes that may result from systemic reforms, capacity
development, and socio-economic changes.

c) Clearly articulated pathways to achieve broadening of the impact beyond project completion
that can be associated with GEF interventions.

https://www.gefieo.org/sites/default/files/ieo/council-documents/files/c-55-me-inf-01.pdf
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