INDEPENDENT TERMINAL EVALUATION OF THE PROJECT CLIMATE TWIN PHOENIX - RESILIENCE
AND PREPAREDNESS TOWARD INCLUSIVE DEVELOPMENT (PCTP-RAPID) PROGRAM

Terms of Reference

Background and context

The Project Climate Twin Phoenix — Resilience and Preparedness toward Inclusive Development (PCTP-
RAPID) Program is a capacity development program supporting the long-term recovery of identified Local
Government Units (LGUs) and communities in Sendong (Washi), Pablo (Bopha), and Yolanda (Haiyan)-
affected areas in the cities of Cagayan De Oro and Iligan in Region 10, provinces of Davao Oriental and
Compostela Valley in Region 11, and provinces of Leyte and Samar in Region 8 by having their disaster
and climate risks mitigated and mainstreamed into land use and development planning, programming,
regulatory, and other implementation processes.

It aims to address the institutional capacity and individual competency gaps of key players on disaster risk
reduction and management of natural hazards including those aggravated by climate change. It also aims
to raise the awareness and competencies of decision makers and communities in the target areas about the
impacts of natural hazards on lives, properties and the economy, and that the changing climate brings
extreme weather events that can trigger and exacerbate the impacts of future hazard events.

The activities of PCTP-RAPID are designed to enable the target LGUs to come up with better plans,
policies, and regulatory measures that consider major challenges that affect the wellbeing of the population,
including climate and disaster risks. The entirety of the program has 7 outputs:

1. Climate/disaster risk and vulnerability assessments produced as a basis for “climate/disaster
proofing” future development in the target areas.

2. Priority disaster mitigating measures such as community-based and managed early warning
systems (CBMEWS), contingency plans, re-engineering standards, and other resilience building
interventions developed and implemented.

3. Competencies of local governments and critical partners improved to deal with the disaster risks of
multi-hazards, including those from climate change and general level of awareness and
competencies of vulnerable communities and other local stakeholders increased to deal with
disaster and climate change risks.

4. Disaster Risk Reduction (DRR) and Climate Change Adaptation (CCA) mainstreamed into land

use, socio-economic plans, and investment programs at the national and local level.

Risk sharing/transfer mechanisms developed and showcased.

6. Knowledge management on Disaster Risk Reduction and Management and Climate Change
Adaptation developed and implemented.

7. Competencies of barangays and communities improved to deal with the disaster risks of multi-
hazards, including those from climate change; and general level of awareness and competencies of
vulnerable communities and other local stakeholders increased to deal with disaster and climate
change risks.
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RAPID covers 12 Yolanda (Haiyan)-affected municipalities located along the coastline of the Leyte Gulf:
Tacloban City, Palo, Tanauan, Tolosa, Mayorga, MacArthur, Dulag, and Abuyog in Leyte, Basey and
Marabut in Western Samar, and Lawaan and Balangiga in Eastern Samar. It is an expansion of PCTP that
was executed in response to the impacts of Sendong (Washi) and Pablo (Bopha) which devastated many
areas in Regions 10 and 11, particularly the cities of Cagayan de Oro and Iligan, and Compostela Valley
and Davao Oriental, respectively. PCTP commenced in 2012 and was completed in 2015, while RAPID
started in 2014 and was expected to be completed by the end of 2017. However, it was extended for another



year to be completed in 2018. A total of A$9.3 million in funding was provided for the whole of PCTP-
RAPID by the Australian Government through the Australian Embassy in the Philippines — Department of
Foreign Affairs and Trade (DFAT). It is administered and implemented by the United Nations Development
Programme (UNDP) Philippine Country Office through its Project Management Unit (PMU). From 2012
to 2017, PCTP-RAPID was implemented by the Climate Change Commission (CCC) through UNDP’s
National Implementation Modality (DIM), and for 2018 is implemented by UNDP under a Direct
Implementation Modality (DIM).

In 2015, UNDP commissioned an independent midterm evaluation of PCTP-RAPID. For 2018, an
independent terminal evaluation shall be conducted.

Evaluation purpose, scope, and objectives

The terminal evaluation shall be conducted in relation to the operational closure of the RAPID program by
the end of 2018. It finds its basis in Article VI of the Cost Sharing Agreement between UNDP and
Australian Aid for International Development (AusAlD) and is also a mandatory activity for all UNDP-
implemented projects and programs. As such, this evaluation aims to assess RAPID’s value additions and
how its results can be adopted and sustained by national and subnational government entities, communities,
civil society groups, and other stakeholders. The evaluation will do this by identifying the relevant
information and approaches that may be picked up on to inform and enhance policies, programming, and
practices on resilience building towards a more effective development agenda. The findings will be related
to national and international development priorities and objectives (e.g. Philippine Development Plan,
Australia’s Aid Investment Plan for the Philippines), international frameworks (e.g. Sustainable
Development Goals), and internal programming and planning documents (e.g. UNDP Country Programme
Document, Strategic Plan) to draw specific lessons, conclusions, and recommendations for future similar
interventions. It will also cover PCTP to the extent that the questions and recommendations from the
midterm evaluation are reviewed and answered.

The terminal evaluation will assess the actual performance of PCTP-RAPID and its contributions against
its targets and expected results from 2012 to 2018. Gender equality is a significant objective of the
investment and a key priority for UNDP and the Australian and Philippine governments. As such the review
will also assess PCTP-RAPID’s gender equality results. The evaluation will involve all of the target areas
from Regions 8, 10, and 11, and the following stakeholders:

1. Provincial, City, Municipal, and Barangay LGUs and departments/offices/committees including,
but not limited to:
a. Disaster Risk Reduction and Management Offices
b. Planning and Development Offices
2. National and regional government agencies:
Climate Change Commission
Department of Interior and Local Government
National Economic and Development Authority
Philippine Atmospheric, Geophysical, Astronomical Services Administration
Office of Civil Defense
f.  Housing and Land Use Regulatory Board
3. Project Management Unit
4. United Nations Development Programme
5. Australian Embassy — Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade

o0 o

The evaluation must consider whether capacities, processes, and products related to DRR and CCA have
been built/installed or enhanced/mainstreamed (climate and disaster risk assessment, plan preparation,



investment programming, among others) and if these have been introduced. It must answer if the above-
mentioned expected results are achieved, or if the intervention created conditions for achieving them;
whether gaps are present, which need remediation, and where further interventions will yield further returns.

An assessment should be made about scaling results for national adoption and identify conditions for
sustainability. It must also consider whether resources have been properly and judiciously harnessed
towards implementation and delivery of stated outputs and the extent to which these outputs contributed to
observed results achieved. The evaluation must also identify any operational issues that may be improved
to facilitate better program implementation and delivery for similar programs in the future

Specifically, the Consultant(s) is/are expected to undertake the following tasks:

1. Assess PCTP-RAPID’s performance relative to its objectives and targets as stated in reference
documents including, but not limited to:

Project Document

Theory of Change/Logical Framework/Results Framework
Work Plans

Monitoring & Evaluation Plans

Progress Reports

Evaluation Reports;
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2. Assess the appropriateness of the program’s overall/per component implementation framework,
methodologies, and strategies in achieving the set objectives, outputs, and results as well as in
putting in place models or practices which the government, communities, and other stakeholders
could adopt;

3. Assess the effectiveness and efficiency in the use of program resources to meet target outputs and
results, taking into consideration the principle of value for money;

4. Analyze factors including the project management/operational setup and its degree of influence in
the achievement or non-achievement of target outputs and results;

5. Assess the relevance and effectiveness of the program’s partnerships and other implementation
strategies and highlight which among these methodologies and approaches could be sustained or
replicated by government agencies, communities, and other stakeholders;

6. Determine capacities, processes, and products developed and the level of participation/degree of
ownership of stakeholders in the achievement of the outputs and results;

7. Document and draw up lessons learned, good, replicable and/or innovative practices, cross-cutting
issues (e.g. gender mainstreaming, human rights, DRRM, resiliency building, beneficiary selection,
stakeholder participation, etc.) and recommendations on appropriate project strategies to improve
future programming on resilience building;

8. Assess RAPIDs performance with regards to the integration of gender equality and the achievement
of gender equality results;

9. Put forward some policy and program recommendations to UNDP as direct implementer of the
project; and

10. Make recommendations to DFAT to support future programming.

Evaluation criteria and key guiding questions

The terminal evaluation will follow the Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development —
Development Assistance Committee (OECD-DAC) criteria, and the questions are grouped according to
relevance, effectiveness, efficiency, and sustainability, and impact. It will also have a focus on gender
equality. Note that the questions are not exhaustive and may change, depending on a consultative



determination with the Evaluation Reference Group. The set of evaluation questions shall be finalized
through the inception report.

RELEVANCE

1. Is PCTP-RAPID responsive to the needs of its target beneficiaries (both men and women)? How
did it identify those needs and what did it do to address those needs?

2. To what extent did PCTP-RAPID offer the most appropriate modality and approach to achieve its
intended results? Are the activities and strategies appropriate to the needs of target beneficiaries?
Are relevant stakeholders considered to inform decisions and strategies? (How well did it do?)

3. How did PCTP-RAPID differentiate itself from or complement similar projects/programs to ensure
non-duplication and targeted solutions?

4. 1s PCTP-RAPID aligned with and responsive to national development priorities? Is it also aligned
with and responsive to any set of international priorities or goals? How so?

5. Have there been any changes in national development priorities, and how did PCTP-RAPID
respond to such changes?

6. To what extent has PCTP-RAPID involved national/subnational government agents to secure buy-
in and facilitate ownership?

7. How is PCTP-RAPID reflective of Australia’s interest in terms of providing development
assistance on sustainable growth and poverty reduction?

8. How is PCTP-RAPID reflective of UNDP’s (or the UN’s) goals of eradicating poverty, achieving
structural transformations for sustainable development, and building resilience to crises and
shocks?

9. How did PCTP-RAPID account for specific concerns of men and women to ensure that its results

are gender-responsive?

10. How did PCTP-RAPID account for specific concerns of marginalized groups?

EFFECTIVENESS

1.

To what extent did PCTP-RAPID achieve its intended outputs and outcome? Map the linkages
between the production of outputs and progress towards the achievement of the outcome. In what
areas did PCTP-RAPID have the greatest and least achievements? What were the facilitating and
constraining factors that affected the eventual realization of the expected outputs?

How effective was PCTP-RAPID in engaging key stakeholders (e.g. government agencies, LGUSs,
communities, etc.) towards implementation?

How effective were the partnerships and how did it contribute towards the achievement of intended
outputs? If any, are there alternative strategies that would have been more effective in achieving
intended outputs?

How effective was PCTP-RAPID in building the capacities of key stakeholders and influencing
processes and policies on DRR and CCA? What was PCTP-RAPID’s value addition?

Were men and women effectively engaged and represented/involved in decision making process
and in the achievement of intended outputs? How effective was PCTP-RAPID in engaging with
women and empowering them through the capacity building activities?

Were marginalized groups effectively engaged and represented/involved in decision making
process and in the achievement of intended outputs? How effective was PCTP-RAPID in engaging
with these groups and empowering them through capacity building activities?

What was UNDP’s value addition? Review the quality for support of UNDP and recommend areas
for improvement.

EFFICIENCY

1.

Is PCTP-RAPID’s structure, along with its systems, processes, and mechanisms supportive of
effective and efficient project management?



Are implementation strategies efficient and make appropriate use of financial and human
resources? If any, are there alternative strategies that would have been more cost effective?

Was PCTP-RAPID implemented on budget and on time? Are variances between planned and actual
expenditures justified? What effects, whether positive or negative, did these variances have towards
the delivery of outputs?

How efficiently has PCTP-RAPID coordinated and collaborated with responsible partners in
delivering outputs and results?

Was PCTP-RAPID able to leverage existing capacities, resources, or initiatives towards a more
efficient program delivery? What strategies could have been done to better mobilize resources?
Has the implementation modality resulted in an efficient program delivery? Has it sufficiently
utilized UNDP’s comparative advantage to ease bottlenecks in implementation?

SUSTAINABILITY

1.
2.

3.

4.

Avre there social or political risks that may jeopardize the sustainability of PCTP-RAPID’s results?
Is there adequate ownership of PCTP-RAPID’s results by key stakeholders (e.g. government
agencies, LGUs, communities, etc.)?

To what extent are the outputs and outcomes replicable? Which outputs are likely to be continued
even without the support of PCTP-RAPID?

Is a well-designed exit strategy in place to ensure the smooth transition of PCTP-RAPID’s results
forward into the future after its life? What can be done to sustain long-term benefits?

IMPACT

1.
2.

3.

To what extent has PCTP-RAPID contributed to achieving results at the impact level?

What are the results that are directly attributable to the interventions of PCTP-RAPID? What is
the magnitude of change effected?

Are there any unintended consequences resulting from the interventions of PCTP-RAPID?

GENDER EQUALITY

1.

To what extent did the program actively promote gender equality and women’s empowerment

during implementation and monitoring? For example:

e To what extent did PCTP-RAPID draw on quality gender analysis to inform its approach and
to set priorities for the program?

e To what extent did PCTP-RAPID integrate gender equality in its monitoring and evaluation
frameworks, and use sex-disaggregated and gender sensitive information to improve its
performance and to monitor risks?

e To what extent were gender equality activities and technical assistance resourced?

What gender equality and social inclusion results were achieved? Consider:

How did women participate in program activities?

What access did women have to program resources?

What practical benefits were received by women (i.e training, employment etc)?

Did the program promote decision making by women, improve women’s economic

empowerment or reduce violence against women? If so how?

o Did PCTP-RAPID develop capacity, including of partner government agencies, civil society
etc, to understand and promote gender equality? If so how?

e Have there been any changes in structures, systems, institutions, laws, policies, operating
procedures and practice due to improved leadership, accountability and capacity to promote
gender equality? If so what are they?

e Isthere any evidence of changes in gender relations due to project activities? (E.g. differences
in the way women, are viewed or treated?)

What processes were used to achieve gender equality results? For example:



o What steps were taken, including research, analysis, evaluations and training, to integrate
gender equality into PCTP-RAPID?

e What accountability mechanisms were put in place to ensure attention to gender equality in
program implementation and reporting?

e To what extent was attention to gender equality institutionalized into project management,
monitoring and partner systems and processes?

o What was done to ensure partner ownership of gender equality and social inclusion work and
to build partner capacity?

4. How did gender equality results (or lack of them) contribute to overall program effectiveness and
outcomes?

Methodology

The overall approach and methodology of the terminal evaluation shall be guided by the provisions set forth
in the UNDP Handbook on Planning, Monitoring and Evaluating for Development Results and the
UNEG Norms and Standards for Evaluation. It should be conducted in accordance with the principles
outlined in the UNEG Ethical Guidelines for Evaluation. The Consultant will be required to sign an
Evaluation Consultant Code of Conduct Agreement Form.

The Consultant is expected to frame the evaluation effort using the OECD-DAC universal criteria of
relevance, effectiveness, efficiency, and sustainability, impact, as well as gender equality. A rating scale
for each criterion and overall program performance will have to be defined by the Consultant and must
include a description for each rating as basis for interpretation. The list of key evaluation questions and sub-
guestions, which shall form part of technical proposal of the Consultant, should draw out the required
information for each evaluation objective and be classified according to the criteria they belong to. The list
will have to be finalized with the Project Management Unit and shall be included in the Consultant’s
Inception Report.

The evaluation should employ both qualitative and quantitative evaluation methods and instruments, where
applicable. The technical proposal of the Consultant must indicate specific activities, data sources, and data
collection and analysis methods needed to meet the evaluation purpose and objectives. These may include,
but are not limited to: desk review of project documents, on-site validation of tangible outputs, surveys, key
informant interviews, and focus group discussions. The Consultant is expected to follow a participatory and
consultative approach with the PMU, responsible partners, direct beneficiaries, and other program
stakeholders.

Evaluation products (deliverables)
The Consultant is expected to come up with the following products for the terminal evaluation:

INCEPTION REPORT: The inception report should generally illustrate and explain the overall design
and method of the terminal evaluation and reflect any agreed recommendations arising from the Inception
Meeting. It should include an evaluation matrix, which identifies the key evaluation questions and how they
will be answered by the methods selected. The inception report should be produced before any formal
evaluation activities can begin.

The inception report must be submitted within 7 working days after the Inception Meeting.

EVALUATION DEBRIEFING: A debriefing shall be requested immediately following the conclusion
of evaluation activities, schedules permitting. A presentation on the actual coverage of the evaluation,
preliminary findings, and next steps will be sought from the Consultant. Any additional requirements that
may be deemed necessary by UNDP or the PMU will be discussed during the debriefing and will have to
be incorporated in the evaluation reports.



DRAFT EVALUATION REPORT WITH PRESENTATION: The evaluation report with the
corresponding data and findings will be presented in the draft stage to key stakeholders for review and
revision. Any comments on the draft shall be addressed in the final report. The draft evaluation report must,
at the minimum, follow the Evaluation Report Template as outlined in Annex 7 of the UNDP Handbook
on Planning, Monitoring and Evaluating for Development Results. It shall be subjected to the quality
checking and assurance criteria outlined in the UNEG Quality Checklist for Evaluation Reports. A
presentation shall accompany the report, and both products shall be submitted within 7 working days after
the evaluation debriefing.

FINAL EVALUATION REPORT WITH PRESENTATION: Following the comments in the draft
stage, the Consultant must prepare a final evaluation report. An evaluation report audit trail must be
prepared, detailing the comments raised in the review and the changes/responses made by the Consultant
to show how the comments have been addressed. Likewise, the final evaluation report must, at the
minimum, follow the Evaluation Report Template as outlined in Annex 7 of the UNDP Handbook on
Planning, Monitoring and Evaluating for Development results. It shall be subjected to the quality checking
and assurance criteria outlined in the UNEG Quality Checklist for Evaluation Reports. A presentation shall
accompany the report, and both products shall be submitted within 7 working days after the submission of
the draft evaluation report.

The Consultant is also expected to turn over to UNDP all materials related to the evaluation (e.g. raw and
processed data, pictures, list of respondents and written/signed consent forms, etc.).

Evaluator’s required competencies

UNDP seeks to engage the services of an Independent Evaluation Consultant to carry out the
Independent Terminal Evaluation of PCTP-RAPID. The Consultant will have the overall responsibility
during all phases of the evaluation, particularly in ensuring the high quality and timely completion of
evaluation processes, methodologies, and outputs. In close collaboration with the PMU and UNDP, he/she
will lead the implementation of the evaluation design, guide the methodology and application of data
collection instruments, and lead the consultations with stakeholders. At the reporting phase, he/she is
responsible for putting together the first comprehensive draft and the final version of the evaluation report,
based on inputs from the PMU, UNDP, and stakeholders. The applicant should possess the following
qualifications must obtain a passing score of at least 70 points:

Points
Qualification Obtainable (100
points max)
Advanced degree in Development Management, Public Administration, Disaster 30

Risk Reduction and Management, Economics, Social Sciences, or equivalent work
experience;

At least ten (10) years of progressively responsible experience in development 20
research, evaluation of development projects, or project management in the areas
related to disaster risk reduction and management, resilience building, development
planning, climate change, and other related fields;

Demonstrated strong knowledge and experience in the application of monitoring 40
and evaluation methods for development projects, including the ability to evaluate
gender-related results; experience in conducting terminal evaluations, especially
UNDP-managed projects, is an advantage;




Fluency in the English language and proven ability to write high-quality technical 10
reports (applicant will be required to provide work samples);
TOTAL 100

The applicant should not have been involved, in any way or the other, in designing, executing, or advising
in any component or activity of PCTP-RAPID that is covered by the evaluation. Failure to declare this
information prior to the award of contract may be considered as ground for cancellation of the engagement.

Evaluation ethics

This evaluation will be conducted in accordance with the principles outlined in the UNEG Ethical
Guidelines for Evaluation. The Consultant must safeguard the rights and confidentiality of information
providers, interviewees, and stakeholders through measures to ensure compliance with legal and other
relevant codes governing collection of data and reporting on data. The Consultant must also ensure security
of collected information before and after the evaluation and protocols to ensure anonymity and
confidentiality of sources of information where that is expected. The information knowledge and data
gathered in the evaluation process must also be solely used for the evaluation and not for other uses with
the express authorization of UNDP and partners.

Implementation arrangements

The principal responsibility for managing this evaluation resides with the PMU through the Project
Manager (PM) and the Monitoring and Evaluation Officer (MEO). Both will be responsible for liaising
with the Evaluation Team pertaining to required technical and financial documents, coordinating with
stakeholders, setting up interviews, arranging field visits, and looking after the evaluation budget and
schedule. They shall likewise assist in distribution of draft reports to stakeholders for their review,
consolidation of comments, and in organizing key stakeholders’ meetings for presentation of the salient
points of the draft/final reports.

The Inclusive and Sustainable Development Unit (ISDU) and Management Support Unit (MSU) will
provide support in the procurement process for the selection of a service provider (i.e., publication of the
TOR and assessment of proposals), briefing the Evaluation Team on UNDP evaluation norms and
standards, reviewing and quality assuring the inception/draft/final reports, and in publishing findings and
management responses at the UNDP Evaluation Resource Center.

The Consultant will be responsible for implementing all evaluation-related activities and in producing the
evaluation products listed in the deliverables section of this TOR. While the PMU will provide the
information required and support in coordinating with stakeholders, the Evaluation Team will have to
manage its own schedule and logistical arrangements in the conduct of interviews and site visits.

The selected Consultant shall be remunerated based on the following payment schedule:

Pavment Percentage of
Sc?\/edule Contract Payment Conditions
Amount
1 payment 20% Upon signing of contract
2" payment 30% Upon submission and acceptance of inception report
3 payment 10% Upon_pr_esentation of mission evaluatior_1 highligh_ts and
submission and acceptance of presentation materials
4™ payment 20% Upon submission and acceptance of draft evaluation report
5" and final 0 Upon submission and acceptance of final evaluation report and
20%
payment other related documents




Timeframe for the evaluation process
The whole evaluation process is expected to commence in 2019, with all related activities expected to be
completed by the end of project activities, following the table below:

ACTIVITY | TIMING
Inception
UNDP, PMU, and Consultant meeting for orientation on evaluation norms and standards, 1 day
and presentation and discussion of draft inception plan
Updating of plan and submission of final inception report 5 days
Evaluation Mission
Detailed review of program documents; interviews and group discussions with PMU, 15 days
partners, and beneficiaries; and visits to selected sites/projects
Preparation and submission of presentation (mission highlights) 4 days
Draft Evaluation Report and Presentation
Data analysis and preparation of draft evaluation report 14 days
Presentation and distribution of draft report to stakeholders for review and comments 1 day
ERG Review of draft report and submission of comments 10 days
Final Report
Preparation of final evaluation report (Consultant to document and respond to all 10 days
comments using audit trail)
Presentation for final review 1 day
Updating of report to integrate final comments 2 days
Closure
Presentation and submission of final evaluation report and all related documents to UNDP 1 day
Issuance of Certificate of Completion and processing of final payment 5 days

Application submission process and criteria for selection

Submission of proposals is open to all interested and qualified individuals. The proposal shall contain both
technical and financial components and should be submitted to the email address indicated in the
Procurement Notice. The technical proposal shall include the following:

1.

2.

Duly accomplished Letter of Confirmation of Interest and Availability using the template
provided by UNDP (see attached);

Personal CV or P11 form (see attached P11 UNDP Personal History Form), indicating all past
experience from similar projects, as well as the contact details (email and telephone number) of
the applicant and at least three (3) professional references;

At least 2 final/published versions of terminal evaluation reports to provide the UNDP Proposal
Assessment Team with an idea on how the applicant packages reports (i.e. quantitative and
gualitative presentation of findings and recommendations);

Plan of Approach and Methodology- The Plan of Approach and Methodology shall contain the
same elements of the inception report as indicated in Section E; and

Financial Proposal indicating the all-inclusive fixed total contract price, supported by a breakdown
of costs, using the template provided by UNDP (see attached template).

The Plan of Approach and Methodology shall contain the same elements of the inception report as indicated
in Section E.



The technical proposal shall be evaluated based on the following criteria:

1. Background/experience of Consultant and 2 sample outputs 30%
2. Plan of Approach and Methodology 70%
a. Approach to answering evaluation questions-35%
b. Appropriateness of methods and instruments-35%

The financial proposal should indicate both the breakdown and total costs of the engagement. It should be
all-inclusive covering professional fees, travel expenses (i.e. vehicle rental and airfare), office supplies,
food and accommodation, overhead costs, insurance coverage, and other incidental expenses.

The proposal shall be evaluated using the Combined Scoring Method, where the qualifications and
methodology will be weighted a maximum of 70% and combined with the price offer which will be
weighted a maximum of 30%.

Annexes

UNDP Handbook on Planning, Monitoring and Evaluating for Development Results
UNEG Norms and Standards for Evaluation

UNEG Ethical Guidelines for Evaluation

UNEG Quality Checklist for Evaluation Reports



http://web.undp.org/evaluation/handbook/documents/english/pme-handbook.pdf
http://www.unevaluation.org/document/download/2787
http://www.unevaluation.org/document/download/548
http://www.unevaluation.org/document/download/853

