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to better document the decision-making process at the project-level and recommends corrections in 
documenting project activities (GCU), in improving indicators. A project extension is also recommended.  
The tripartite partnership arrangement is successful in engaging the many advantages of the IAs and in 
providing mutual support in the implementation of the Project´s components.        
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Component 4 seeks an in-country enabling environment and increased national and sub-national 
commitments to FLR. Specifically, the Outcome is supportive of national and sub-national policy 
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(b) 
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respective management to leverage co-financing in support of an 
extended management period. 

 
Table 2. Summary MTE Recommendations  
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achieved, making significant contributions to addressing forest and land degradation compared to 
business-as-usual scenarios. 

 

A.4 The Project Development Objective, Strategy and Expected Results 
 

TRI was designed as a GEF program and is defined as “an overarching vision for change that generates a 
series of interconnected projects under a common objective, and whose anticipated results are more than 
the sum of its components”25 with project partners benefitting from results based-on the following 
development assumptions: 

 A common framework providing a strong basis for partnership and knowledge sharing. National 
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and supports, strengthens and adds value to the work of the national projects along each of four Program 
components:  

Component 1: Policy Development and Integration: Increased national and sub-national 
commitment to forest and landscape restoration.  

Component 2: Implementation of Restoration Programs and Complementary Initiatives: 
Integrated landscape management practices and restoration plans implemented by 
government, private sector and local community actors, both men and women.  

Component 3: Institutions, Finance, and Upscaling: Strengthened institutional capacities and 
financing arrangements in place to allow for and facilitate large-scale restoration and 
maintenance of critical landscapes and diverse ecosystem services in TRI countries.  

Component 4: Knowledge, Partnerships, Monitoring and Assessment: Increased effectiveness 
of Program investments among Program stakeholders. 

The TRI Global Child Project plays an essential role in ensuring that the TRI Program delivers enhanced 
programmatic benefits, providing enhanced learning, partnership, technical support and tools through a 
single project-based delivery system that captures efficiencies of scale.  The Global Child Project is 
“therefore a key element of TRI, providing much of the ´glue´ that binds Program partners together while 
unlocking opportunities presented by a high-profile, high-visibility Program of this nature.”26 Services 
provided by the Global Child Project include: 

(1) TRI coordination and adaptive management: Program-level monitoring, evaluation, and adaptive 
management, including support for a Program Advisory Committee, Global Coordination Unit, midterm 
Program and Project review and terminal evaluation, as well as case studies assessing the value for money 
generated by investment in TRI. 

(2) Capture and dissemination of best practices and institutional capacity building: (a) Identification and 
capture of synergies among national child projects. The Project, through its Global Coordinating Unit 
(GCU), works to capture synergies among national child projects, and capitalize on emerging opportunities 
presented over the course of TRI. Work includes the development and implementation of a TRI 
Partnership strategy for effective engagement and partnership with external programs, projects, 
institutions, and potential donors/investors, that help foster achievement of TRI objectives. (b) Systematic 
capture, enhancement, and sharing of FLR knowledge. This includes the use of harmonized tools and 
processes for capture of information; development of case studies and policy briefs and other 
informational materials; enhancements to the existing body of FLR knowledge to make these resources 
more useful and widely accessible and sharing of experiences via facilitated online Communities-of-
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presented as findings in the Project Implementation section of this document.  The expected delays 
associated with virtual processes occurred. Sao Tome and Principe experienced electrical transmission 
blackouts with internet interruptions over an extended period.  Pakistan unfortunately did not respond 
to the interview request.  The team rectified delays with follow-on interviews and written requests for 
information.  The IAs and country teams were cooperative, responsive and forthcoming in responding to 
and mitigating the mentioned challenges. 

 

C. FINDINGS  
 

The findings are presented for the following four areas outlined in the TOR: (A) Project Strategy and 
Design, (B) Progress Towards Results, (C) Project Implementation and Adaptive Management, and (D) 
Progress towards Impacts, and (E) Sustainability. Within each category, the results of the evaluation from 
the standpoint of effectiveness using the established indicators, efficiency based on deployment of project 
funding, relevance and coherence to national policies, and sustainability are provided.  Conclusions and 
recommendations are presented in Section E. 

 

C.1 
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Indicator 1.1.   - Program and 
projects are well managed, 
addressing risks and challenges, 
and capitalizing on opportunities 
for learning, cross-fertilization and 
collaboration.  
 
- Number of active partners with 
which TRI is engaged at a 
programmatic level (through two-
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Output 1.2.2. Indicator = the 
number of Project and Program 
progress reports. The target is 
(MTR) Biannual Project and 
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Outcome 3.2. Enhanced 
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Overall Project Outcome Rating Satisfactory 
(HU) Highly Unsatisfactory; (MU) Moderately Unsatisfactory; (U) Unsatisfactory; (MS) Moderately Satisfactory; (S) Satisfactory; 
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Outcome 2.4 100% HS 

Outcome 2.5 100% HS 

Outcome 3.1 90% S 

Outcome 3.2 10% HU 

Outcome 4.1 100% HS 

Outcome 4.2 75% MS 

Overall Rating 83% SATISFACTORY (S) 

Table 5. MTR target Achievement 

Figure No. 4 presents the efficiency of 
the project in executing its resources.  
The graphic demonstrates the planned 
budget to year 3 vs. the total budget. 
The expected targets are also illustrated 
to capture the relative efficiency in 
producing the outputs. In general, all 
components were executed efficiently 
producing outputs with lower than 
budgeted resources. With 67% of the 
project’s resources deployed, the 
project has a Satisfactory efficiency 
ranking and is on track to a full 
execution and is trending towards 
Highly Satisfactory by EOP.  

Figure No. 3. Progress at MTR 

Table 5 demonstrates budget efficiency. Using the approved project budget at CEO endorsement, by year 
3 the project programmed budget was $2,239,511. U.S.  The actual project execution was almost spot-on 
with $2,230,507 U.S. which is a 99% completion rate.  Using completion of Midterm Targets as a basis for 
analysis, the Figure No. 4 above illustrates that Component 1 was roughly 25% less efficient than 
components 2, 3, and 4  



 

16 
 

 

   Figure No. 4   Efficiency per Component 

Total Budget at CEO Endorsement Planned Budget by Year 3 (Prodoc) Execution by Dec 2021 
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These two coalitions include all of the key players in the forest landscape restoration space and 
thus provide ideal channels for uptake of information about TRI and for knowledge exchange on 
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summary emails. These were not systematically archived for validation during the MTE desk survey phase.  
Evaluators feel that Project-level decisions should be made minimally at 6-month intervals.  Evaluators 
agree that a formal and more comprehensive report could be filed on an annual basis to support both 
project and program governance. However, a semester meeting with key M&E inputs such as progress 
towards outputs and budget expenditures per the AWP, albeit virtual, would facilitate decision-making 
and create an acceptable audit trail to support project governance and facilitate timely and adaptive 
management.  
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document ("Mentorship_Platform_Change_Rationale”) circulated within the Global Child team for review 
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COUNTRY PROJECT NAME IMPLEMENTING 
AGENCY 

Global Global Learning, Finance, and Partnerships project 
under TRI 

IUCN, FAO, UNEP 

 Cameroon Supporting landscape restoration and sustainable 
use of local plant species and tree products for 
biodiversity conservation, sustainable livelihoods and 
emissions reduction in Cameroon 
 

IUCN 

Central African Republic FLR in Supporting Landscape and Livelihoods 
Resilience in CAR  

FAO 

China Building Climate Resilient Green Infrastructure: 
enhancing ecosystem services of planted forests in 
China through forest landscape restoration and 
governance innovation 

IUCN 

Democratic Republic of the 
Congo 

Improved Management and Restoration of Agro-
sylvo-pastoral Resources in the Pilot Province of 
South-Kivu 

FAO 

Guinea-Bissau Protection and restoration of mangroves and 
productive landscapes to strengthen food security 
and mitigate climate change 

IUCN 

Kenya-Tana Delta Enhancing integrated natural resource management 
to arrest and reverse current trends in biodiversity 
loss and land degradation for increased ecosystem 
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The TRI Program has a three-tiered governance structure guided by a Program 
Advisory Committee (PAC) comprised of IA representatives, the GEF, as well as 
rotating representatives from the TRI child projects and relevant external partners 
with FLR expertise.  The TRI Program Coordinator is the PAC Secretary. Invitations to 
PAC meetings change over time depending on the needs and circumstances of the 
Program and members.  

The PAC meets annually to provide strategic advice to the Program and child 
projects; reviews progress; advises on key milestones; identifies points for review; 
and supports program and child project-level partnerships to achieve objectives, 
especially those focused on mobilization of funding for FLR; and provides input to 
Program-level workshops and events. 

The Project Steering Committee (PSC) is comprised of the three IAs and provides oversight to the Project. 
Specific functions of the PSC include approval and review of annual workstreams, annual reports, and 
provides direction on adaptations to project implementation and execution of the components and 
informs the PAC.  The PSC also provides continuous ad-hoc oversight and feedback on Project activities, 
responding to inquiries or requests for approval from the GCU and Project EAs. The PSC also coordinates 
the execution of the TRI Program, ensures coherence among all child project interventions, activities, and 
key stakeholders; engages and shares information with internal and external partners in relevant regional 
and/or global fora as a means towards advancing overall Program goals. The PSC linkage to the Child 
Projects is through the respective IAs.  

The GCU was established to facilitate the dual role of Program and Project-level coordination. IUCN is the 
Lead GEF Agency for both the TRI Program and TRI Child Project coordination in collaboration with the 
GEF Co-Implementing Agencies. The GCU monitors the progress of the TRI Project and reports to the GEF 
Secretariat and GEF Independent Evaluation Office annually on the status of the Project through annual 
Progress Implementation Reports (PIR) and coordinates the Project´s M&E Plan. 

The GCU is comprised of a Program Coordinator, a Communications Lead, and M&E lead, and a Policy lead 
with administrative and financial functions provided by IUCN. That structure was evolving at the time of 
the MTE with a Program Task Manager and the Policy Lead acting as the Project Coordinator.  

With regards to the functionality and effectiveness of the Project Implementation and governance 
aspects, the following provides the key findings: 

In terms of Project governance, the three-tier structure provides adequate upstream and downstream 
communication and integration between the levels as well as lateral communication with sector experts.  

The information packages provided to the PAC have been developed with the support of outside 
consultants and provide a snapshot of the program and the issues to be addressed. The responses and 
guidance received were also documented. The PAC was expected to meet at least once per year in-person 
at a side event linked to the Annual TRI Knowledge and Learning workshops, and virtually at least one 
additional time each year as necessary. Unfortunately, only two PAC meetings (2020, 2022) were held 
during the 47 months of project implementation.  Both were virtual due to COVID-19 travel restrictions.  
Citing the significant time needed to prepare materials for the meetings, the PSC decided that one PAC 
meeting per year was feasible. Evaluators support the decision to reduce the PAC meetings to an annual 
basis. The move creates a better vantage point for the PSC, allows sufficient time for development of the 
Child Projects, reduces cost, and provides an external feedback loop to the PSC and GCU.   
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Although the PAC meetings were programmed in Annual Work Plans, only 2 meetings were held. Since 
these were digital, the question arises as to why the other meetings were forfeited. Regardless, the 
Program has run for long periods of time without the engagement of the Project´s governance structure.  
The real value of annual meetings to Program and Project Management alike is the thought process and 
self-reflection that goes into preparing them. The annual meetings force management to take stock of the 
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agreement is the essential information necessary to facilitate decision-making and to facilitate external 
audits and evaluations or provide continuity in the event of staff changes. 

Members of the PSC from all IAs and the GCU changed during project implementation. KIIs reported that 
Senior IA representatives are always assumed to be part of the PSC.  Others acting within the PSC while 
serving distinct and defined roles as part of their project execution and implementation teams, including 
the Program Coordinator and other staff, defer to the senior institutional leads, without certainty of 
whether they are on the PSC. The PSC requires better definition and an updated scope of work focused 
on the Project should be communicated to stakeholders.  By contrast, the PAC and its functions are well 
documented.   

IUCN and UNEP experienced turnover of key staff, which caused inconsistency of execution as cited by 
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IAs is generally recognized as a strong suit of other GEF Program management structures.  On the positive 
side, the IAs perform this function to a degree within their Child Projects with cross-cooperation between 
each other indicating that the process does not necessarily need to be centralized. Going forward, this 
should not be viewed as a weakness, rather as an opportunity. 

 

C.3.2 Project Implementation by Executing Partners 
 

The previous section defined the results at MTE for each outcome and the efficiency with which the results 
were obtained. In this category, evaluators probed the qualitative aspects of how the results were 
obtained.  

Each IA is also an executing partner.  Each is an expert in their corresponding thematic area related to 
their respective components. Therefore, the agencies selected for execution of the components are 
effective.  Each produced and shared products with each other and maintained dynamic relationships. For 
example, FAO assists and promotes UNEP FIs Restoration Factory, etc.  Each brings to the table highly 
qualified professionals in their areas of endeavor.  Those professionals have established productive and 
effective relationships with each other and with the NDCs.  These relationships were fluid, without 
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Figure No. 6. Cumulative Expenditures (Consolidated) to Q4 2021 

Cumulative general ledger delivery against total 
approved amount (in Project Document)  

Components 1, 2, 3, 4 & PMC:  75%; $2,384,325 
U.S. out of $3,519,725 U.S total approved 
budget; 81% of total approved budget by the 
3rd year of implementation ($2,935,978 U.S.) 

 

Implementation progress can be rated as Satisfactory, as implementation is proceeding as planned.  
Overall, the project is managed well, and risk management is on track, with a delivery rate of 75% as 
shown in Figure No.6. The performance rating is further justified considering that the project started Q3 
instead of Q1 FY2018, by December 31st, 2021, and the total budget executed at the end of 2021 (Year 3) 
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Figure No. 8. Project Management Budget Execution 

Budget Categories 
All Years 
Budget  
PMC  

Project Personnel, International Consultants 73,125 
Project Finance & Admin Support. 80,731 
Travel 13,750 
Workshops, events, and training 0 
Printing and AV materials 0 
External evaluations 0 
Total 167,606 

   
2018-2021 Actuals PMC 
Actual Expenditure 153,803 
Balance 13,803 

Table 8.  Project Management Expenditures 

C.3.5 Oversight 
 

As mentioned in the previous section, the PSC provides oversight to the IA on matters related to child 
projects.  Per the approved GEF Project documents, IUCN is responsible for Program-level oversight. IUCN, 
the implementing agency, has an oversight team. Each IA, all qualified GEF agencies, have established 
monitoring and evaluation and oversight capabilities to differing levels of sophistication.  In all cases, there 
are layers of oversight ranging from project consultants to area/geographic managers, technical advisors, 
and project directors. KIIs at the national-level confirmed their interactions and appreciation for these 
different layers and, in several cases requested more contact.  At the IA level, KIIs were able to discuss in 
detail events relating to each of their child projects and often from many different people in the 
organization with different roles.  There is full engagement with both the TRI child project and the NCP in 
the portfolio. Evaluators confirmed that each institution also files an oversight report from missions.  The 
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The following table shows the Global Child Project actual Co-Finance amount contributed at stage of MTR: 

GLOBAL CHILD PROJECT CO-FINANCING 

Name of co-
financer Type of co-

financing** 

Amount confirmed at 
CEO Endorsement 
(US$) 

Actual amount 
contributed at stage 
of Midterm Review 
(US$) 

Actual % of Expected 
Amount 

FAO In-kind 750,000                607,500  81% 
IUCN In-kind 1,560,000 



 



 



 

36 
 

 Some of the delays occurred regarding execution of national child projects - related to security 
risks due to ongoing socio-political crisis in Myanmar, Cameroon, DRC, Guinea Bissau. 
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projects from ongoing 
Covid pandemic 

 

Some of the delays 
occurred also regarding 
execution of national 
child projects - that also 
related to security risks 
due to ongoing socio-
political crisis in several 
TRI countries – 
Myanmar, Cameroon, 
DRC, Guinea Bissau. 

Moderate Moderate Moderate 

 
Low bandwidth or 
limited access to 
internet 

Moderate Moderate High 

 
Overload with too much 
information 

Low Low Low 

 Zoom Fatigue Low Low Moderate 
Table 14. Revised Risks Assessment at MTR 

The Global Child Project manager and team identified and implemented a management response to an 
unforeseen risk: COVID-19, which is now not only monitored in the PIRs but has a dedicated section to 
report on Covid-19 impacts and the adaptive responses being taken. Like everyone, the pandemic caught 
everyone by surprise. Currently, there are risks that are real, such as non-participation, that are identified 
and will not deal a surprise blow to the project if they materialize.   

Recommendations: 

 Keep and update a Risk Register on an annual basis. 

 
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There is no evidence of knowledge products on gender integration into FLR nor data (on beneficiaries or 
participants). Indicators and data are not desegregated by gender in PIRs. Only TRI Program CORE 
Indicator #5 rİ
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D.  SUSTAINABILITY  
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investments.  In doing so, the objective of strengthening resiliency to anticipated climate impacts will be 
embedded into all restoration planning and investments, using a systems-level landscape approach, 
informed by the RAPTA framework. 
 
Environmental sustainability is Likely (L) 
 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 14. Sustainability Ratings 

 

E. 
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 The Project´s Strategy is Relevant to international and national priorities and is coherent with best 
understanding to the articulated barriers. The Project does not address barriers to inter-agency 
project management. The Project´s design is relevant to the justification and to the barriers 
provided. 

 When analyzed vertically, the Project´s Architecture demonstrates adequate cause and effect 
logic, which is complete. The outcomes as designed are achievable; they are producing the desired 
results and are likely to produce the desired EOP results.  Modifications to the Project´s 
architecture are not warranted. 

 Project´s design is problematic when analyzed horizontally.  The horizontal Integrity between 
Outcomes/outputs, Indicators, MOVs and Targets is often misaligned due to indicators that are 
misaligned with intended results; overreliance on structural indicators versus process indicators; 
MOVs not aligned with indicators; targets not aligned with indicators, etc. This results in lower 
scores and an under-representation of important work completed, such as, for example, in 
outcome 3.2. The indicators as defined cause difficulty for monitoring and evaluation and may 
not completely inform management decision making within a timescale that enables adaptations. 
Corrective actions are needed to improve the validity of the indicators and the integrity of the 
MOVs and targets.  

 The design of the Project´s Management arrangements underestimated the Management energy 
required for simultaneous Project and Program-level management. Consequently, the cost of 
maintaining full-time staff persons in key positions was underbudgeted impacting management 
functions such as the upstream and downstream flow of information, development of smart 
information systems, long-term maintenance of strong relationships with Child Projects (creating 
synergies) etc. More attention needs to be paid to the maintenance of critical management 
functions.  

 

Progress Towards Outcomes: 
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forum, D-groups is widely appreciated by KIIs and effective in fomenting knowledge acquisition 
as are webinars and training materials provided by all IAs through these platforms. These 
factors were assets in mitigating the effects of COVID enabling digital options for TRI and 
supporting the sustainability of FLR efforts.  

 TRI´s effort to achieve a sustainable financing model in support of FLM through Component 3. 
UNEP FI has achieved a 90% rating in developing and testing a process (The Restoration 
Factory) to identify bankable situations within FLR. Through beta testing, UNEP FI uncovered 
significant capacity gaps in the ability of the National counterparts to apply the various 
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Projec
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(10) Develop a collaborative relationship between the GCU and the Child Projects. Respond to the need 
to have international-level facilitation seeking opportunities for development of new projects and staff. 
This requires developing deeper personal relationships than already exist. This type of action will also 
support the sustainability of the TRI Program. 

(11) GCU Risk Management: 

a) 
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1 = Highly Unsatisfactory (HU) There were severe shortcomings in quality of 
implementation/execution 

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

Table 1.2.: Implementation/Oversight and Execution Ratings Scale 

For ratings of Progress towards Results, several scales are used. The Development Objective Rating 
presented in Table 1.4 ranks the progress of an outcome based on the indicators as presented in the 
Results framework.  The Implementation Progress Ranking illustrated in Table 1.5. ranks the progress 
towards achievement based on the annual workplans. The Ranking of effectiveness uses both rankings 
to summarize progress and the likelihood of achievement by the TE per the Traffic Light scale in Table 
1.6.  The following Outcome Ranking Scale is also used for Efficiency (yield of the outputs per budgeted 
resources) and for Relevance as defined above.  

Rating Description 

6 = Highly Satisfactory (HS) Level of outcomes achieved clearly exceeds expectations and/or 
there were no shortcomings 

5 = Satisfactory (S) Level of outcomes achieved was as expected and/or there 

were no or minor shortcomings 
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supported countries. 
 To what extent has the project design considered and incorporated: 

o Lessons learnt from other relevant projects; 
o Identification and adequate mitigation and management measures of environmental and 

social risks; 
o Relevant gender issues and considerations. 

 Are there any changes that need to be made to the TRI Global Child project to ensure its continued 
relevance to TRI national projects, and possibly make it more relevant? 

 
Progress towards Results 

 To what extent is the Global Child Project progressing towards the delivery of its outputs, outcomes 
and objectives50? In particular, the MTR should assess the Global Child Project’s progress and trends 
towards: 

 
o Promoting good practices for program level coordination, planning, implementation of FLR, 

adaptive management and effective monitoring across all TRI child projects; 
o Facilitating synergies among the national child projects; 
o The timely provision of technical support to national child projects; 
o Consolidating and sharing FLR knowledge generated across all TRI child projects; 
o 
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review report. The link between review questions, data collection, analysis, findings and conclusions must 
be clearly made and set out in a transparent manner in the presentation of the review findings. Conclusion 
and recommendations should be underpinned by a strong set of evidence. The review team should ensure 
that the sample of project stakeholders consulted equitably represent the various possible perspectives, 
including in terms of gender balance. 
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7. Safeguards: assessment of the quality of stakeholder engagement, changes in risks and 
compliance with approved safeguard mechanisms and the need for additional safeguards and the 
grievance mechanism.  

8. Project Implementation and Adaptive Management: An analysis of the technical and financial 
execution of the outputs, oversight, and the M^E functions and Project Management budget 
execution informed an analysis and ranking of Effectiveness and Efficiency respectively.  In 
addition, evaluators probed the Project Management functions, e.g., Project planning, monitoring 
and reporting, and determine quality of the management experience and effects on achieving 
project outputs in a timely and cost-effective manner.  

9. Sustainability: the financial, institutional, socio-political and environmental risks to sustaining 
long-term project results focused on the programme and global levels. 

10. Project Governance: the effectiveness of the management modality, governance, decision-
making, and value added to the Child Projects.  This included an assessment of the effectiveness 
of the relationships between Implementing agencies and executing agencies, changes in 
administration and related effects.   

11. Lessons learned, Conclusions and Recommendations to foment discussion by management and, 
if applicable, to guide future adaptations and project execution.  
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and cross-referenced with the project context sections of related projects.  The Theory of Change and the 
continued relevance of project activities in producing the desired outputs and outcomes within the 
context of the project´s logic is analyzed.  Any assumptions not identified during the formulation stage 
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Annex 5 Evaluation Matrix 
 

Evaluative Criteria 
Questions 

Indicators Best Sources of Info. Methodology 

Project Strategy: How appropriate and relevant are the Global Child project strategy, design and intervention 
logic in terms of its objectives and anticipated outcomes?  
Is the project strategy fit-
for-purpose to promote a 
successful program level 
coordination, effective 
monitoring and learning, 
and adaptive      
management across all TRI 
child projects? 

Level of Engagement 
 
Level of Achievement of 
component 1 

PRODOC, CEO endorsement, 
PFD 
 
PIRs, Program Progress 
Reports, PAC and PSC 
recommendation Reports 

Document review 
 
Key Stakeholders 
Interviews 

Is the project strategy fit 
for-purpose to successfully 
capture, facilitate, and 
disseminate project 
learning, experiences and 
relevant information? 

Level of Achievement of 
Component 2 

PRODOC, CEO endorsement, 
PFD 
 
PIRs, Program Progress 
Reports, PAC and PSC 
recommendation Reports 
 
Knowledge Products and Tools 
 
Knowledge Sharing Workshops 
and Webinars reports 

Document review 
 
Key Stakeholders 
Interviews 
 
TRI Website research 
 
Dgroups TRI Online 
Community Library 

Is the project strategy fit 
for-purpose to deliver 
effective technical support 
as needed to national child 
projects across the 
component workstreams? 
 

Level of Satisfaction at 
National Child Project 
level 

PRODOC, CEO endorsement,  
PFD 
MEL Framework results 
PIRS, Program Progress 
Reports 

Document Reviews 
 
Key Stakeholders 
Interviews 

Is the project strategy fit 
for-purpose to facilitate 
South-South partnership 
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Evaluative Criteria 
Questions Indicators Best Sources of Info. Methodology 
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Evaluative Criteria 
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Evaluative Criteria 
Questions Indicators 
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Evaluative Criteria 
Questions 
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Evaluative Criteria 
Questions Indicators Best Sources of Info. Methodology 

Are the Monitoring, 
Evaluation and Learning 
(MEL) framework and 
related tools developed by 
the Global Child Project 
adequate and effective? 

Level of target 
achievement vs. budged 
execution (by core 
indicator) 
 

PIRs 
Program Progress Reports 
MEL Framework 
 

Documentation Review 
 
Key Stakeholders 
Interviews 
 

In what ways has the 
Covid-19 pandemic 
impacted the Global Child 
project progress (delays, 
cancellation, etc.)? 

Trend line variations Budget expenses by quarter 
and by component 

Budget Execution 
Analysis 
 

Given impacts from Covid-
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Evaluative Criteria 
Questions Indicators 
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Evaluative Criteria 
Questions Indicators Best Sources of Info. Methodology 

Did the project contribute 
to advancing gender 
equality and women’s 
empowerment? To what 
extent? 

Learning on gender 
mainstreaming through 
the TRI program as it 
relates FLR (as measured 
by # of project 
documents, publications, 
training materials and 
presentations that 
include a discussion of 
gender issues). 

Project documentation; 
relevant stakeholders. 

Desk review; KIIs (and 
FGDs if relevant). 
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Annex 6. MTE Documents Reviewed and Sources Consulted 
 

Number Document Status Comments Received 
1 PIF Not applicable As Project is a child Project, Project 

concept (PIF) was not utilized. There 
is a description of Global 
Coordination Project in PFD. 

2 Initiation Plan summary Report 

 

Summary Report uploaded 

3 Approved Final Project Document 
with all annexes and the TRI 
Program Framework (PFD) 

 

 

4 Any modified or updated Results 
Frameworks, etc. and approval 
documentation if applicable. 

 

Please look in the most recent 
Global Child PIR and Results 
Framework reporting for any 
modifications to TRI Global 
activities. Global Child Project does 
not have same results framework as 
national child Projects that have 
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17 Financial data, including actual 
expenditures by project 
components and outcomes, by 
month or by quarter including 
management costs Incomplete: 

Information 
consolidated up to Q2 
2020 – does no 
include UNEP 
expenses – PMC not 
provided 

FAO and UNEP colleagues would 
have Budget information for their 
respective components. 
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Annex 7. Key Informant Interviews and Focus Group Meetings 
 

Implemented Agenda for MTR  

Participants:  IUCN, FAO, UNEP, GEF Focal Point, representative Stakeholders from components, safeguards, and 
project management perspectives: 

● Gauge levels of inputs  

● Obtain multiple perspectives on project 
execution. 

● Listen to Gains, Concerns, Opportunities, and 
Risks. 

● 
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14-
Apr-22 
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27-
Apr-22 

Floribert Mbolela 
Lupongo 

TRI DRC FAO Coordinator Bukavu  

28-
Apr-22 

Faustine Zoveda TRI STP IA Task Manager  

�î�ô�r
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Annex 8. Semi-structured Interview Guide 
 

Focus Group Interview Guide for Mid-Term Review (MTR) with Key Stakeholders 
Project: TRI Global Learning, Finance and Partnerships Project -GEF 9522 

 

[Note: The following is a guide to Key Questions. Prior to each interview, depending on the KII, select 2 
to 3 questions from the appropriate sections. The responses will be recorded in a master. Follow-on 
interviews can be scheduled to add or dig deeper into the responses.] 

Interview Date:  
Participants Names Organization  Role 
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2. What benefits have you obtained by working in coordination with the other agency partners? 
What is working? What could be done better?  

3. How you characterize the communication with the steering committees? Are you receiving useful 
guidance or information?  [Ask the same question for upstream communication]. 

4. Is the steering committee receiving the right information to make decisions about the project? 

Oversight 

1. Did the project have enough human and technical staff and resources to achieve the results? 
Were there any setbacks due to shortcomings in this regard? 

2. Do you think that the structure and organization of the Project were adequate to facilitate the 
execution of the project? Any opportunities for improvement? 

3. How has the project created safe and supportive spaces that help the TRI to “fail early in order 
to learn quickly”? Concretely, what has failed and is it easy to talk about it? 

4. Has there been any substantial change in the project between its implementation (staff 
turnover)?  

5. To what extend has the PAC helped guide and provided oversight of the Global project? 
6. Do you understand that Covid-19 affected the project in general?  What measures were taken to 

adapt to the impact of the pandemic? 
7. On a scale of 1 to 5, being 5 EXCELLENT, how do you assess the coordination between the 

different committees of the Project? How has the coordination between actors been? Can it be 
improved? 

8. How is the Global Knowledge Platform providing value in your work? Were the Global Child 
needs of TRI taken into account? 

9. What adaptive management method is working for you? Can you share some examples of 
adaptive management stories within TRI? 

10. Is the Project financial reporting, and planning allowing management to make informed 
decisions regarding the budget and allow for timely flow of funds? 

11. Is co-financing being used strategically to help the objectives of the project? Is the Project Team 

�í�í�X
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6. 
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Results 
Hierarchy Indicator(s) Baseline 

Mid-term 
Target(s) 

End of 
Project 

Target(s) 



 

94 
 

Results 
Hierarchy Indicator(s) Baseline 

Mid-term 
Target(s) 

End of 
Project 

Target(s) 

Means of Verification Assumptio
ns/ 

Risks Source 
Frequ
ency 

Respons
ibility 

be 
provided 
from GCU 

Output 
1.1.2: 
Program 
Advisory 
Committe
e (PAC) 
establishe
d and 
guiding 
overall 
progress 
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Results 
Hierarchy Indicator(s) Baseline 

Mid-term 
Target(s) 

End of 
Project 

Target(s) 

Means of Verification Assumptio
ns/ 

Risks Source 
Frequ
ency 

Respons
ibility 

, reported, 
and 
assessed 

review 
completed. 

guide 
Program 
performance
. 

assessment
s 

M&E and 
are 
receptive 
to using 
tools and 
support 
from 
Global 
Child on 
M&E 
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Results 
Hierarchy Indicator(s) Baseline 

Mid-term 
Target(s) 

End of 
Project 

Target(s) 

Means of Verification Assumptio
ns/ 

Risks Source 
Frequ
ency 

Respons
ibility 

Output 
1.2.4: 
Tracking 
of 
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Results 
Hierarchy Indicator(s) Baseline 

Mid-term 
Target(s) 

End of 
Project 

Target(s) 

Means of Verification Assumptio
ns/ 

Risks 
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Results 
Hierarchy Indicator(s) Baseline 

Mid-term 
Target(s) 

End of 
Project 

Target(s) 

Means of Verification Assumptio
ns/ 

Risks Source 
Frequ
ency 

Respons
ibility 

beyond 
through 
online 
learning 
journeys 

opportuniti
es 

Output 
2.3.1: FLR 
CoPs are 
developed 
and 
enhanced 
including 
expert 
networks, 
facilitated 
peer-to-
peer 
online 
knowledg
e sharing 
fora and 
continuou
s 
interactio
n 
opportuni
ties to 
reinforce 
targeted 
and 
practical 
learning  
 

Number of 
people part 
of the CoP 
 
At least 75% 
of the key 
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Results 
Hierarchy Indicator(s) Baseline 

Mid-term 
Target(s) 

End of 
Project 

Target(s) 

Means of Verification 
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Results 
Hierarchy Indicator(s) Baseline 

Mid-term 
Target(s) 

End of 
Project 

Target(s) 

Means of Verification Assumptio
ns/ 

Risks Source 
Frequ
ency 

Respons
ibility 

es and 
new 
knowledg
e 
generated 
by TRI 
activities 
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Results 
Hierarchy Indicator(s) Baseline 

Mid-term 
Target(s) 

End of 
Project 

Target(s) 

Means of Verification Assumptio
ns/ 

Risks 
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Results 
Hierarchy Indicator(s) Baseline 

Mid-term 
Target(s) 

End of 
Project 

Target(s) 

Means of Verification Assumptio
ns/ 

Risks Source 
Frequ
ency 

Respons
ibility 

and 
partnershi
ps for 
financing 
FLR in TRI 
countries 
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Results 
Hierarchy Indicator(s) Baseline 

Mid-term 
Target(s) 

End of 
Project 

Target(s) 

Means of Verification Assumptio
ns/ 

Risks 
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Results 
Hierarchy Indicator(s) Baseline 

Mid-term 
Target(s) 

End of 
Project 

Target(s) 

Means of Verification Assumptio
ns/ 

Risks Source 
Frequ
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Results 
Hierarchy Indicator(s) Baseline 

Mid-term 
Target(s) 

End of 
Project 

Target(s) 

Means of Verification Assumptio
ns/ 

Risks Source 
Frequ
ency 

Respons
ibility
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Annex 10. TRI Program Results Framework58 
 

Program Component 1: Policy Development and Integration. TRI Core Program Indicators are shown in Bold 

Outcome Indicators Baseline Targets Means of 
Verification 

Outcome 1.1: 
Increased national 
and sub-national 
commitment to 
forest and landscape 
restoration; 
 
 
Outcome 1.2: 
National and sub-
national policy and 
regulatory 
frameworks are 
increasingly 
supportive of 
restoration, 
sustainable land 
management, 
maintenance and 
enhancement of 
carbon stocks in 
forest and other land 
uses, and reduced 
emissions from 
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government, 
private sector 
and local 
community 
actors, both 
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and diverse 
ecosystem services in 
TRI countries. 
 
 
 
 
 

national levels in TRI 
countries. 
 
3.2) Field-level support 
mechanisms for forest 
landscape management 
and restoration 
established/strengthened  
 
3.3) Value of resources 
(public, private, 
development partners) 
flowing into restoration 
initiatives in TRI 
countries. 
 
 
3.4) Number of 
“bankable” restoration 
projects developed & 
submitted (according to 
the scorecard matrix) 

 
 
3.2) Field-level support 
mechanisms for forest 
landscape management 
and restoration 
established/strengthened. 
 
3.3) $XX million in funding 
flowing into restoration 
and complementary SLM 
initiatives from diverse 
sources and innovative 
mechanisms, compared 
to baseline (TBD in each 
country) 
 
3.4) 1-2 number of 
bankable restoration 
projects developed in 
each TRI countries 
 

 
 
 
3.2) Annual 
reports, field 
monitoring 
reports, joint 
monitoring 
missions; pre- and 
post-training 
participant 
surveys. 
 
3.3) Specific 
surveys and 
assessments 
(during PPG to 
establish 
baselines and at 
end-of project to 
assess results). 
Excel tracking tool 
(spreadsheet) 
 
 
3.4) TRI 
knowledge and 
learning portal; 
Annual reports 
and excel tracking 
tool (spreadsheet) 
 

 
Program Component 4: Knowledge, Partnerships, Monitoring and Assessment. TRI Core 
Program Indicators are shown in Bold 

Outcome Indicators Baseline Targets Means of 
Verification 

Outcome 4.1: Increased 
effectiveness of Program 
investments among 
Program stakeholders; 
 
Outcome 4.2: Improved 
knowledge of best 
practices on restoration 
among key external 
audiences. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

4.1) High-quality TRI-
supported South-
South exchanges that 
address restoration  
 
 
 
4.2) Program 
monitoring system 
successfully 
developed and 
supporting 
implementation and 
adaptive 
management of child 
projects  
 

Restoration, to the 
extent it occurs, is 
generally weak and 
inadequate in TRI 
countries, and 
characterized by 
limited linkages to 
ongoing restoration 
efforts in other 
countries. While a 
large body of 
knowledge on FLR 
best practices exists, 
it often fails to reach 
those who need it 
most, including 
policymakers, 
practitioners, 

4.1) Presentation of 
Annual high-quality 
TRI-supported 
Annual Knowledge 
and Learning 
workshop, meeting 
or exceeding 
participant 
expectations. 
 
4.2) Program 
monitoring system 
successfully 
developed and 
supporting 
implementation of 
TRI child projects.  
 

4.1) Project 
reporting; participant 
surveys; meeting 
reports. 
 
 
 
4.2) Annual, mid-
term, and terminal 
evaluation of TRI 
child projects. 
 
 
 
4.3) TRI web-based 
portal; TRI web-
based portal assess 
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4.3) # of TRI 
knowledge products 
developed, 
disseminated and 
accesed through 
relevant knowledge 
platforms  
 

businesses, and 
communities in TRI 
countries. Moreover, 
the capacity to 
effectively monitor 
changes in 
biodiversity, carbon 
flux, and other 
ecosystem services 
varies widely in TRI 
countries. 

 
4.3) TRI-related best 
practices and 
lessons-learned 
published on TRI web 
portal and shared 
with environmental 
and development 
agencies and 
organizations. 
 
 

and download 
metrics. 
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Annex 11. Analysis of Project Design 
 

The evaluators reviewed the Project´s architecture to determine the alignment of the 
components with the Project objective and to gauge the relevance and cohesiveness 
of the outputs in achieving the expected outcomes as presented in the project´s 
Results Framework (Annex 9) 
 
The evaluators first outlined all project objectives, outcomes, and outputs from the 
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project/program proposals by GEF agencies, other partners and governments are informed by/aligned 
with TRI approaches and practices and include strong collaboration between different GEF agencies and 
other partners. 

Outcome 1.1 has all of the right elements (outputs) which contribute to the desired outcome of improved 
coordination and Adaptive Management. Unfortunately, the outcome itself and indicators are verbose, 
not specific and have a very heavy footprint. Indicator 1.1. for example, Program and projects are well 
managed, addressing risks and challenges, and capitalizing on opportunities for learning, cross-
fertilization and collaboration do not have a baseline nor qualifying criteria. The second indicator, “…the 
number of active partners…” is not reliable as a structure indicator. This should be expressed as the 
change in the number of active partners from X to Y etc. The final indicator mixes different topics and also 
sets no targets   In this case it would be sufficient to simply state that the desired outcome is a 
collaborative and functional adaptive management framework for the TRI Program.  Indicators should be 
the best one or two observable phenomena that indicate that effective, collaborative (etc.) and adaptive 
management is actually happening.  In this case, one structural and one process indicator would suffice.  
A structural indicator, such as a number of collaborative workplan approved by the PSC or PAC is 
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by a GCU. The MOV would be an approved Program Progress Report by the PAC, the target would be 5 
(1/year). The example of an approved PAC Program Progress Report would indicate that the GCU provided 
several key functions: Coordination of the M&E results, financial analysis, a workplan was in-place, and 
the PAC meeting was coordinated within the expected timeframe. The approval would indicate that a 
dialogue took place.  
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practice from other platform-type projects that track adaptations in a log on a quarterly or semester basis 
and report of discuss these in the PSC meetings assuming that a sufficient staff were available (see adaptive 
management) and a streamlined monitoring approach devised. 

M&E should consider a return to a semester reporting modality seeking more streamlined indicators (as 
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If existing tools and knowledge 
resources are repackaged and 
enhanced (Output 2.1.1), then 
there will be Improved actionable 
knowledge on FLR.  The baseline 
indicated that the existing content 
on FLR implementation and 
monitoring on the ground was not 

suitable for adoption by the NCPs.  The indicator is the number of tools packages.  

Evaluators confirmed during interviews that the topics covered in these packages are key concerns and 
priorities of all NCPs, and that they were consulted to ensure that the developed content met their needs.  

If the following face-to-face learning events and trainings are produced, then the knowledge gathered and 
developed under Outcome 2.1 (packages of tools and knowledge resources) will be disseminated. 
 
Output 2.2.1: 5 Annual Global knowledge sharing and capacity development workshops 
Output 2.2.2: Workshops and trainings on priority FLR topics at global and regional levels (two regional 
events on key FLR issues of interest for several countries) are organized  
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intended result since the number of stakeholders engaged does not reliably indicate an enhanced capacity 
for mobilizing sustainable finance for FLR.  

 
Output 3.1.2. Development and delivery of a capacity building program on FLR finance for TRI countries. 
Indicator (a) = A training program on FLR finance available; and, (b) the number of stakeholders trained 
in FLR finance in TRI countries. The indicators are ok with no need to change. Evaluators suggest 
improving indicator (b) by declaring the capacity to be developed as the output and indicating a test or 
survey as the indicator of the presence/absence or grade of development. 
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Annex 12. Progress Analysis 
 

Level of Achievement at MTR 

Component 1 

Outcome 1.1:  Improved coordination, adaptive management and partnership among program stakeholders and 
increased effectiveness of Program investments; Enhanced collaboration, replication and upscaling of TRI best 
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Maintenance of 
active 

engagement 
with at least 2 
key partners, 
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Project Outputs Target Achieved Percent 
Achieved 
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Project Outputs Target Achieved Percent 
Achieved 

Output 
completion 
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Project Outputs Target Achieved Percent 
Achieved 

Output 
completion 
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 1 of 1 regional workshop organized on PES and FLR by FAO and the IUCN team in Beijing from 9th to 13th 
September 2019 (China, Pakistan, and Myanmar 

 5 of 6 national trainings (One in DRC and one in CAR) To develop capacity development plans in a 
participatory manner. One in Sao Tome and Principe.  And another in CAR, experts from Bioversity support 
to analyze needs in genetic diversity incorporation into FLR. And one National mapathon in Kenya to train 
23 people from several institutions on digital tools for land-use assessment 

 

Outcome 2.3: Improved dissemination of knowledge on FLR to project stakeholders and beyond through online 
learning journeys 

Indicator Baseline Mid-term 
Target(s) EoP Target Achieved Outcome 

Achievement Rationale 

Number of 
people 
benefitting 
from 
knowledge 
shared 
online 

No online 
community 
specific to 
FLR 
currently 
exist 

3,900 
people 
benefitting 
from 
knowledge 
shared 
online  

8,000 
people 
benefitting 
from 
knowledge 
shared 
online 

3995 102% 4,975 people benefiting from 
 knowledge shared online: 
 1000 based on  
FAO monitoring framework  
for the participation in the 
 FLR Community of Practices 



 

130 
 

Despite that there are 3,99562 people benefitting from knowledge shared online which reached the 3,900-midterm 
target, the evaluation team is rating this outcome as Satisfactory because the outputs indicators required two 
values: number of people and percentage of usefulness. There is no evidence of surveys to assess these percentages.  

Findings: 

 Output 2.3.1. The midterm target is 900 people that are part of the FLR CoP and at least 75% of 
the key stakeholders who respond to the Communities’ user surveys and feedback forms report 
that they have found the communities and/or the online knowledge sharing useful for their 
activities. There are three FLR CoPs established in 2020/2021: Forest and Landscape Restoration 
1 392 members from 104 different countries; Local finance for forest and landscape restoration 
853 members from 106 different countries; and the 185 members from 18 different countries. 
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Findings: 

 Both Midterm and EoP targets of 50 stakeholders was exceed.  
 Output 2.4.1: Dgroups Library: Webinars on ROAM March 2020 (4): RDC, Pakistan, Myanmar, 

Guinea B.; Webinar on FGR Nov 2020 (2) Kenya, Cameroon; Webinar Series 2022 (10): China, 
Kenya(2), Tanzania, Camerron, CAR, Guinea B, DRC, Pakistan, STP; 4 countries presented in the 
World Forestry Congress in May 2022 (Kenya, Pakistan, Congo, and China 

Documents on knowledge collection and dissemination 

2019 
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Number of 
documents 
gathered from the 
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 
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 The midterm target of at least 4 countries using the Restoration Factory tool exceed but the training 
program has not been finalized. The three outputs are on-track with 90% of the midterm targets 
achieved. | To reach EoPT the training should be finished and implemented. There is no indication on the 
number of stakeholders trained in FLR, so we assume all NCPs are the targeted stakeholders. 

 Output 3.1.1: was changed to become an online mentoring program aimed at turning TRI projects into 
attractive investments, rather than just a diagnostic tool. The initial investment into designing and 
developing the platform has been possible by leveraging UNEP FI’s own resources, to ensure enough TRI 
funds are available to deal with possible contingencies in the implementation of the e-training program. 
The program has made significant progress towards strengthening and expanding the pipeline of 
investment-ready projects through the establishment and deployment of the Restoration Factory. During 
the MTR implementation, information about the cohort and its impact has been summarized in a 
presentation that identifies the need for improvement. 

 
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Output 3.2.2:  

Not applicable target for 
project Midterm. One 
investment workshop to 
be achieved by the end-
of
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carbon stocks in 
forest and other 
land uses, and 
reduced emissions 
from LULUCF and 
agriculture.  

forest and other 
land uses, and 
reduced emissions 
from LULUCF and 
agriculture. At least 
2 new/additional 
country 
commitments to FLR 
by TRI countries. 

 

 

 

Project Outputs Target Achieved Percent 
Achieved 

Output 
Completion 
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Annex 13. Components Quarterly Execution 
 

Component 1 Efficiency 

 

 

Component 1 Total Budget 
(at CEO Endorsement) 

Planned by Year 3 (Prodoc) Executed by December 2021 

$     833,803 $     472,925 $     516,669 
 

Covid-19 Impact on Component 1 

Figure No. 3 Component 1 Covid-19 Impact 

75%

109%

62%

Percent of MTR target
Achieved

Execution of the Budget
Planned by MidTerm

($472,925)

Total  Budget  Execution
($833,803)

Component 1 executed $516,669 to DEC 2021

Component 1
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Component 2 Efficiency 

 

Component 2 Total Budget 
(at CEO Endorsement) 
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Component 3 Efficiency 

 

 

Component 3Total Budget 
(at CEO Endorsement) 

Planned by Year 3 (Prodoc) Executed by December 2021 

$     824,087 $     654,731 $     374,840 

 

Covid-19 Impact on Component 3 

 

 

 

45%

57%

48%

Percent of MTR target
Achieved

Execution of the Budget
Planned by MidTerm
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Annex 14. M&E Activities Plan 
 

Type of M&E Activity Reporting Frequency Responsible Parties MTR Findings 

Inception workshop and Report 

Workshop held within three 
months of project start-up; 
Workshop Report no later than 
one month after workshop. 

GCU, with review by PAC 
and GEF Units of all three 
Partner Agencies.  

Evidence of 
inception workshop 
and report checked 
satisfactorily 

Design and set-up of Project 
M&E system, in accordance with 
the Project Results Monitoring 
Plan, including training of staff 
and equipment/software. 

As early as possible after Project 
startup. 

GCU, in consultation and 
with contributions from 
FAO and UN Environment 

Evidence of M&E 
System Checked 
Satisfactorily 

GEF Focal Area Tracking Tools 
(i) at submission of the Request 
for CEO Endorsement/Approval; 
and (ii) at Project completion. 

IUCN 
Checked. 
satisfactorily 

Program Advisory Committee 
Meetings Semi-annual 

GCU responsible for 
organizing, supporting, and 
documenting meetings; TRI 
Agency Partners responsible 
for participation 

PAC meetings in 
2020 and 2022 
 
PAC meetings 
frequency is 
supposed to be 
semi-annual. There 
should have been: 2 
in 2019, 2 in 2020, 2 
in 2021 and 2 in 
2022 
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Annex 15. Risk Management 
 

The following table shows the Identified risks to Project implementation and mitigation measures 
presented in the Project Document.  

Risk 
Category65 

Risk description Rating (H, 
S, M, L) 

Critical mitigation measures 
undertaken in this reporting period 

Risk 
Owner 

Operational 
 
 
 
 
Political 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Operational delays continues 
and problems in sequencing 
of delivery of global supports 
to national child projects 
from ongoing Covid 
pandemic. 
 
Some of the delays occurred 
also regarding execution of 
national child projects - that 
also related to security risks 
due to ongoing socio-political 
crisis in several TRI 
countries – Myanmar, 
Cameroon, DRC, Guinea 
Bissau. 
 
 

Moderate 

Global child partners were able to 
implement most of planned Year 3 global 
support, shifting activities to online for a 
when possible and adjusting some 
activities requiring field work (e.g., TRI 
Program Workshops, in-country support, 
meeting local stakeholders).  
 
As the crisis is affecting child project work 
and delaying partner-led activities, some 
further adjustment of global support will be 
required going forward. 
 
Project teams and implementing partners 
have identified appropriate risk mitigation 
measures and are closely monitoring the 
operating environments going forward in 
the southwest part of Cameroon, that has 
resulted in the dropping of 1 of 4 project 
sites; in Guinea Bissau, with frequent 
changes within partnering Ministries and 
Directorate Generals, as well as the 
Myanmar where events following a military 
coup are still unfolding. 
 
TRI Myanmar project will accelerate 
implementation of FLR activities  



 

145 
 

 

Annex 16. Environmental and Social Safeguards Screening 
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Have findings during 
implementation triggered any 
changes to the risk rating of 
the individual risk areas and/or 
standards? If yes, explain the 
issues and the new rating.  

No changes. 

Have new E&S risks emerged? 
If yes, explain the issues and 
the new rating. 

No 

List all risk issues that are now 
rated as high risk (if any) 

Zero. 
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Annex 17. Reporting on TRI Core Program Indicators66 
 

Indicator 
#  Indicator  

End of Project Target Achieved at Mid-Term 
Review 

1  

Number of new or improved policies and 
regulatory frameworks* adopted that 
support forest and landscape restoration  
  

50 13 

2  

Area of land undergoing restoration (hectares). 
Results should be disaggregated into the 4 non-
overlapping GEF sub-indicators:  

2. Area of degraded 
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6  

Number of cross-sectoral government-led 
coordination mechanisms and/or frameworks 
incorporating and supporting restoration 
established/strengthened at national and sub-
national levels in TRI countries  

29 20 

7  Value of resources (public, private, development 
partners) flowing into restoration in TRI countries  

A tool for tracking Core 
Indicator 7 is presently under 
development by UNEP FI. 

8  
Number of “bankable” restoration projects 
developed & submitted (according to the 
scorecard matrix)  

30 15 

9  
Number of TRI knowledge products developed, 
disseminated and accessed through relevant 
knowledge platforms  

84 44 
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PROJECT FUNDING 
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PROJECT FUNDING DURATION INSTITUTIONAL 
ARRANGEMENTS 

PROJECT COMPONENTS TARGETS 

$24 
million | 
Co-
funding 

Execution by the 
Pakistan Ministry 
of Climate Change 

management of chilgoza 
forest ecosystems. 
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Annex 20. Progress to Impact 
 

 

Figure No. 10 Progress to Impact 



 

1 

Annex 21. Audit Trail 
 

To the comments received on 29 July 2022 from the Midterm Review of the Global Learning, Finance, and Partnerships project under TRI, GEF 
Project ID 9522 

 
The following comments were provided to the draft MTR report; they are referenced by institution/organization (do not include the commentator’s 
name) and track change comment number (“#” column): 

 
 

# Page No. / comment 
location 

Institution/ 
Organization 

Comment/Feedback on the MTR draft report MTR team response and actions 

1 Email (27/7) FAO Under the communications strategy (Progress 
towards results > Component 1 > Outcome 1.1.), 
they say it has been 0% completed but something 
was done at programmatic level. Also, there was a 
communication plan for the Year in Review 

Outcome 1.1 was rated at 88% (Satisfactory). 
Regarding the communications strategy, this output 
is estimated at 75% completed in recognition that 
the strategy was developed and verbal commitment 
to the process, which is trending upward and is likely 



 

1 
 

# 



 

2 
 

# Page No. / comment 
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Comment/Feedback on the MTR draft report MTR team response and actions 
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# Page No. / comment 
location 

Institution/ 
Organization 

Comment/Feedback on the MTR draft report MTR team response and actions 

Recommendations 
Table (C.4) 

productive to continue to develop and successfully 
deploy the program for entrepreneurs in an 
increased number of landscapes and countries that 
could enable further refinement of the tool. This 
action would also enable a more realistic ranking of 
the good work and time invested.   

We welcome this recommendation that echoes our 
own thinking. The formulation of output 3.2.1 is 
aligned with an approach based on 
continuous capacity for entrepreneurs, so the 
recommendation should be easy to implement 

 
37 Page 8, II. Executive –  

Table 2 
Recommendations 
Table (D.1) 

IUCN 
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# Page No. / comment 
location 

Institution/ 
Organization 

Comment/Feedback on the MTR draft report MTR team response and actions 

Recommendations 
Table (D.4) 

project-related information is warranted, even if this 
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# Page No. / comment 
location 

Institution/ 
Organization 

Comment/Feedback on the MTR draft report MTR team response and actions 

46 
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# Page No. / comment 
location 

Institution/ 



 

13 



 

14 
 

# Page No. / comment 
location 

Institution/ 
Organization 

Comment/Feedback on the MTR draft report MTR team response and actions 

not sure what these new position are. can you 
specify? 

 

TORs for the positions and have the PSC sign 
off on these. This can be done via email. 

60 Page 28, C.3.1 ,  
 

IUCN . These are not archived with no trace or audit 
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# Page No. / comment 
location 

Institution/ 
Organization 

Comment/Feedback on the MTR draft report MTR team response and actions 

 
do you have any example of this you could share? 

71 Page 48, F.2 
Recommendations 

IUCN Outcome 4.1 & 4.2. For Outcome 4.1., specify in the 
indicators and targets the amount or type of 
frameworks intended.  Establish the baseline and data 
elements required to verify the indicator are either 
missing or not clearly defined.  
 

this sentence does not really make sense to me 

See the new section F.2. See also Table 3. Annex 11 
contains the complete analysis of the Project´s 
Results Framework. 

72 Page 48, F.2 
Recommendations 
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