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Executive Summary

Background

1.	 In September 2006 the Evaluation and Oversight Unit (EOU) completed a special study called “Inter-
nal and External needs for Evaluative Studies in a Multilateral agency: Matching Supply with Demand in 
UNEP”. This study was intended to help UNEP establish a demand-driven orientation to the evalu-
ation function by exploring the demand for and the utility of different types of accountability and 
‘learning -oriented’ evaluative products for different stakeholders. To this end, the study explored 
how evaluations are used within the United Nations Environment Programme (UNEP) and, to a lim-
ited extent how they influence donor funding decisions. 

2.	 The findings, which were based on a survey of the Committee of Permanent Representatives of 
the UNEP Governing Council, UNEP’s donor agencies and UNEP project and programme manag-
ers, demonstrated that while respondents recognized the importance of current evaluation activi-
ties, additional demand for studies that demonstrate uptake of proven technologies, policies, new 
knowledge and/or management practices and evaluations of impact was considered important. In 
the same vein, the study found that respondents placed importance on indicators of impact and 
that UNEP projects need to be evaluated more specifically in terms of ‘reduced risk’ and ‘vulnerability’; 
‘influence on international environmental policy processes’; ‘changes in human capacities and/or levels 
of empowerment’, ‘uptake and use of project/assessment outputs’ and ‘economic valuation of changes 
in environmental factors’.

3.	 The affirmed need to use indicators and document impact by both UNEP donors and staff within 
UNEP, coupled with the multiple requests for information on how to conduct evaluations that the 
Evaluation and Oversight Unit receive, prompted the Unit to reflect on how more guidance for eval-
uating for results could be provided. This manual is intended to clarify the purpose of evaluation 
activities within the UNEP project cycle. It is also intended to clarify roles and responsibilities for 
evaluation activities and the use of associated tools and methods. 

4.	 This manual aims to document procedures and guidelines on evaluation of UNEP projects, how-
ever, evaluations of projects where no monitoring or poor quality of monitoring have taken place 
are likely to suffer. In UNEP, the Quality Assurance Section (QAS) are responsible for monitoring of 
sub-programmes. Monitoring of projects is regarded as a project management function. Monitoring 
and evaluation are intrinsically linked and monitoring provides much of the evidence needed for 
rigorous and credible evaluations. Throughout this manual monitoring is therefore discussed where 
it is relevant to evaluation. The document reflects current monitoring and evaluation norms and 
standards in the UN system.�

5.	 The primary audience for this manual is UNEP staff but it is also expected that the manual will pro-
vide valuable insights to UNEP partners and consultants as they evaluate UNEP projects. The focus of 
this guide is on evaluating projects but many of the same principles will be applicable to evaluation 
of sub programmes and UNEP’s work programme in general.

�	 See Annex 1, Norms and Standards for Evaluation, United Nations Evaluation Group, 2005. 
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6.	 The ideas presented in this manual are not all mandatory. Monitoring and evaluation (M&E) tools 
and approaches are not intended to be ‘fixed’. UNEP project activities are directed at solving com-
plex problems in a changing world; therefore, project interventions must be adapted to changing 
conditions as required. M&E systems must accommodate such adaptation. Nevertheless, good M&E 
does need to meet a minimum set of requirements and standards. This manual will discuss these 
requirements and standards, while indicating where options are possible. 

7.	 This manual will be periodically updated to reflect changes in ‘best practice’ or changing priorities 
and interests of key stakeholder groups.
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Part 1  The monitoring and evaluation framework

The Purpose and Scope of Monitoring & Evaluation 

9.	 Monitoring and evaluation (M&E) of development activities can provide funding agencies, project 
managers, implementing / executing agencies and civil society with better means for learning from 
past experience, improving service delivery, planning and allocating resources, and demonstrating 
results as part of accountability to key stakeholders. The objective of M&E is to support management 
at both project and portfolio levels by bringing appropriate, structured information to decision-
making and management processes.

10.	 M&E within UNEP encompasses an array of activities that help to: 

•	 develop projects that emphasize UNEP's comparative advantage and institutional values;
•	 design projects that have the maximum possible potential for impact consistent with UNEP's 

mission;
•	 monitor the progress of activities towards the delivery or achievement of outputs, results and 

impacts and; 
•	 evaluate the success of project design and implementation and assess the significance of results 

and impacts; 

11.	 Evaluations in UNEP are guided by a number of principles. Three core principles are key to UNEP’s 
evaluation policy�:

Accountability

12.	 Accountability through evaluation requires a strong element of disclosure of evaluation findings and 
the determination of the impact of the organization’s programme activities to inform donors and 
the general public. All terminal evaluations are made available to the public through EOU’s web-
page. 

Independence

13.	 To avoid conflict of interest, evaluators must not have been involved in the process of development, 
implementation or supervision of the programmes, projects or policies being evaluated. EOU has 
the authority to develop Terms of Reference for evaluations, select evaluators and manage the re-
sources allocated for evaluations within the organization without undue interference. 

Learning

14.	 The learning function involves identification and dissemination of lessons from programme and 
project implementation through evaluations and the development of recommendations based on 
evaluation findings to improve operational performance of projects and programmes. EOU, based 
on the lessons identified in the reports, ensures that a process is set up for collecting and integrating 
lessons into design, implementation and management activities. 

�	 United Nations Environment Programme (UNEP): Draft Evaluation Policy, Evaluation and Oversight Unit, July 2006.
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Project Monitoring

15.	 Monitoring – the “regular collection and analysis and distribution of information for the surveillance of 
progress of the project’s implementation”� . Project monitoring is the collection of data prior to, and 
during, the project. These data, when analyzed, pinpoint progress or constraints as early as possible, 
allowing project managers to adjust project activities as needed. Monitoring is a continuing process 
throughout project implementation and often extends beyond project completion.

16.	 Functions of monitoring:

•	 document the process of implementation (providing information for later evaluation)
•	 facilitate decision-making by project management e.g. to take remedial action
•	 facilitate learning from experience and provide feed back to planning

17.	 Reasons for monitoring: 

	 To provide management with accurate and timely information in order to take decisions. This is in 
order to control time, human resources, material resources, quality, and finances with the aim of en-
suring that the focus of project implementation efforts is geared towards the achievement of results 
and impacts.

	 Monitoring is a project/programme management function and therefore not a primary responsibil-
ity of evaluation

Project Evaluation

18.	 Evaluation – ‘an assessment, as systematic and objective as possible of ongoing or completed aid activi-
ties, their design, implementation and results’ �.

19.	 Evaluation has two primary purposes: 
•	 To provide evidence of results to meet accountability requirements and
•	 To promote learning, feedback, and knowledge sharing through results and lessons learned 

among UNEP and its partners

20.	 The main reasons for conducting evaluations of projects and programmes in UNEP are to enable 
policy-makers or project/programme managers to demonstrate and measure performance, iden-
tify where improvements can be made to design or delivery methods, identify good practices and 
lessons for the future, and in general provide a tool for adaptive management and positive learn-
ing. Another key purpose for evaluations is to determine how UNEP activities have impacted envi-
ronmental policy-making and management at the national, regional and global level. Evaluations 
in UNEP serve as a basis for substantive accountability to the organisation’s governing bodies and 
other stakeholders.

 
21.	 While there can be multiple purposes for conducting an evaluation, what is important is that before 

an evaluation exercise is embarked upon the purpose has been determined, and that this purpose is 
kept clear at all stages of the evaluation from planning and implementation to presentation and dis-
semination of findings. In this way, resources available for the evaluation will be utilised in the most 
efficient and effective way possible.

�	  Notes taken from the Course “Project Planning and Programme Administration” (July 1998), by: Management for 
Development Foundation (MDF) Ede – The Netherlands

�	 Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Development’s Development Assistance Committee :’Glossary of Key 
Terms in Evaluation and Results Based Management’, 2002. 
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22.	 Evaluative studies often focus on several key stages in the ‘life’ of a project, e.g.

•	 During project preparation to assess the quality and relevance of the proposal.
•	 During project implementation to review progress and identify the best future course of action 

(Mid Term Review or Evaluation).
•	 After or at project completion to assess the project implementation phase, quality of outputs 

and nature and significance of project results against initial objectives (Terminal Evaluations).
•	 Some years after project completion to assess sustainability of project and the magnitude and 

distribution of benefits derived from them (outcome assessments, adoption studies and impact 
assessments).

23.	 Baselines are critical if a project’s true impact is to be assessed. Baseline studies are required to estab-
lish the status and trends in relation to key indicators at outcome and objective level before, or very 
shortly after, project inception. Thus, planning for baseline data collection is an important aspect 
during project design. Once this information is obtained by the project/programme the evaluation 
will be better placed to measure progress against the baseline and make a comparison. This is be-
cause impact assessment hinges on answering three key questions with respect to initial trends and 
baselines.

a)	 What happened? (with the project / programme intervention)
b)	 What would have happened anyway? (i.e. without the intervention - the ‘counterfactual’)
c)	 What is the difference? (between ‘1’ and ‘2’)

Evaluating Performance

24.	 Every evaluation involves one or several criteria by which the merit or worth of the evaluated inter-
vention is assessed, explicitly or implicitly. UNEP evaluations commonly address a range of criteria 
that are designed to capture a wide spectrum of project/programme performance measures. These 
are generally applicable analytical measures that can be used for most types of evaluation. The im-
portance of evaluation criteria used in UNEP was reaffirmed recently by both staff and UNEP’s do-
nors and hence these parameters will continue to form the basis for future evaluations� . The criteria 
are: 

Achievement of objectives and planned results: Have the overall and immediate project objectives and results been achieved? How 
or why not? 
Impacts: Has the project contributed towards e.g. reduced environmental vulnerability/risk, poverty reduction (or other long-term 
objectives)? How or why not? What unanticipated positive or negative consequences do the projects have? How did they arise? 

Attainment of outputs and activities: Have the direct products or services planned by the project been achieved? How or why not? 

Cost-effectiveness: Were resources used in the best possible way? How or why not? What could be done differently to improve 
implementation, thereby maximizing impact at an acceptable and sustainable cost.

Country ownership: What is the relevance of the project to national development and environmental agendas, recipient country 
commitment, and regional and international agreements? Is it dealing with the priorities of the target groups? How or why not? 

Financial planning and management: What were the actual project costs by activity, financial management (including disburse-
ment issues), and co- financing. Has a financial audit been conducted?

Project Implementation (approach and processes used): Have the plans (purposes, outputs and activities) been achieved? Is the 
intervention logic correct? What steps have been taken to adapt to changing conditions (adaptive management), partnerships in 
implementation arrangements, project management?

�	 United Nations Environment Programme (UNEP):’Internal and External Needs for Evaluative Studies in a Multilateral 
Agency: Matching Supply with Demand in UNEP’, 2006. 
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Monitoring and evaluation: What was the quality of the M&E design? How well was the M&E plan implemented? Was proper fund-
ing and budgeting for M&E activities made? How or why not?

Replicability: What examples are there of replication and catalytic outcomes that suggest larger scale effects and / or increased 
likelihood of sustainability? For example lessons and experiences coming out of the project that are replicated or scaled up in the 
design and implementation of other projects. 

Stakeholder participation: Did the project involve the relevant stakeholders through information sharing, consultation and by seek-
ing their participation in project’s design, implementation, and monitoring and evaluation?

Sustainability: Will there be continued positive impacts as a result of the project after the project funds run out? How or why not?

25.	 The reasons for using evaluation criteria are to provide comprehensive information in order to allow 
the evaluator to form an overall opinion of an intervention’s value, and to provide common param-
eters that will allow greater possibilities for comparison across projects or at portfolio level. Some 
of the criteria will assist in providing information related to operational aspects of implementing a 
project while others will provide information related to strategic issues. 

26.	 Some of these criteria may overlap at several points. For example, when studying ‘sustainability’, we 
might encounter some of the same effects as we have already dealt with under ‘country ownership’ 
or ‘achievement of outcomes and objectives’. However, this rarely presents a problem. Although the 
criteria mentioned above have been accorded a special status, we are not prevented from using ad-
ditional criteria to suit the specific conditions of certain evaluations. 

27.	 These same criteria should, ideally, have formed part of project design discussions and should there-
fore not be new to the project managers at the evaluation stage. 

Indicators

28.	 Performance indicators are tools that can assist in measuring processes, outputs, outcomes, and im-
pacts for development projects, programmes, or strategies. When supported with sound data col-
lection—perhaps involving formal surveys—analysis and reporting, indicators enable managers to 
track progress, demonstrate results, and take corrective action to improve service delivery. Partici-
pation of key stakeholders in defining indicators is important because they are then more likely to 
understand and use indicators for management decision-making.

29.	 While a fixed set of indicators would be inappropriate to address the variety of projects in UNEP there 
is a need to place greater emphasis on impact and ‘influence’ indicators such as those that relate to 
‘reduced risk and vulnerability’, ‘influence on international environmental policy processes’, ‘changes in 
human capacities and/or levels of empowerment’, ‘uptake and use of project/assessment outputs’ and 
‘economic valuation of changes in environmental factors’. Indicators relating to production of quan-
titative outputs should be regarded as being of lower importance in assessing the performance of 
UNEP projects / programmes�. 

30.	 In order to properly monitor and evaluate a project it is important that indicators are unambigu-
ously specified so that all parties agree on what they cover and that there are practical ways to mea-
sure them. Indicators at the impact and result level are particularly important for M&E purposes but 
are, if poorly defined, poor measures of success. The risks lie in defining too many indicators, or those 
without accessible data sources making them costly, impractical and likely to be underutilized.

�	 United Nations Environment Programme (UNEP): ‘Internal and External Needs for Evaluative Studies in a Multilateral 
Agency: Matching Supply with Demand in UNEP’, Special Study Papers No. 1, 2006
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Example of indicators:

Objectives and outcomes Key Performance Indicators

Development objective:
To develop and practically demonstrate a mechanism 
for encouraging company-level actions to increase the 
efficiency of energy use in their production processes, 
thereby reducing associated emissions, especially of 
greenhouse gases

Demonstrated green house gas emission reduction (CO2) from 
300 industrial plants by 50 % from …X….tons to …Y….tons of 
carbon dioxide per year
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Part 2  Types of evaluation in UNEP

The following are the key types of evaluations undertaken in UNEP

a)  Project Evaluations

31.	 Project evaluations seek to examine relevance, effectiveness, efficiency, sustainability and impact of a 
particular project. They can be mid-term or terminal. 

•	 Mid-term evaluations are undertaken approximately half way through project implementation 
(ideally just before the mid-point). These evaluations analyze whether the project is on-track, 
what problems and challenges the project is encountering, and which corrective actions are re-
quired. For large projects (with budgets greater than $5 million) of relatively long duration (over 
4 years), mid-term evaluations may be conducted by EOU on a selective basis. Additionally, EOU 
will, on a case by case basis, undertake mid-term evaluations for medium-size projects upon 
the request of the project manager� where it may be deemed useful. For most medium-sized 
(between $1-4 million budget) and small (below $1 million) projects, the exercise is viewed as an 
internal project management tool and is referred to as a mid-term review. The responsibility for 
mid-term reviews rests with the project/programme manager.

•	 Terminal Evaluations are undertaken at the end of the project with the goal of assessing project 
performance and determining the outcomes and impacts stemming from the project. They pro-
vide judgments on actual and potential project impacts, their sustainability and the operational 
efficiency of implementation. Terminal evaluations also identify lessons of operational relevance 
for future project formulation and implementation.

•	 Self-evaluations are assessments of project activities carried out by staff who manage the imple-
mentation of these activities. These evaluations monitor the extent of achievement of results, 
status of and challenges in project implementation, budget management issues, gender issues, 
sustainability arrangements, impact and risks. Self-evaluation reports are completed annually 
for ongoing projects which have been operational for more than six months.

	
32.	 In addition to project evaluations the Evaluation and Oversight Unit (EOU) undertakes the following 

types of evaluations: 

b)  Sub-programme Evaluations

33.	 A sub-programme consists of activities within a programme aimed at achieving one or a few closely 
related objectives as set out in the Medium–Term Plan. Historically, the sub-programme structure 
corresponded to an organizational unit, normally at the divisional level� however, recent decisions 
specify that sub-programmes may cut across organizational units�. Sub-programme evaluations are 
conducted every 4-5 years and examine the relevance, impact, sustainability, efficiency and effec-
tiveness of the delivery of the programme of work of the various sub-programmes. The findings of 
sub-programme evaluations often have corporate implications and are discussed at the sub-pro-
gramme and senior management level where recommendations are accepted or rejected. 

�	 Or in the case of GEF projects, at the request of the Portfolio Manager.
�	 ST/SGB/2000/8 “Regulations and Rules Governing Programme Planning, the Programme Aspects of the Budget, the 

Monitoring of Implementation and the Methods of Evaluation”, 2000.
�	 Memo from UNEP ED to Divisional Directors dated 1st November 2007 entitled “Preparation of the Strategic Frame-

work (biennial Programme Plan) for 2010-2011”.
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c)  Self Assessment

34.	 Self Assessments10 of sub-programmes are obligatory exercises which are framed by the logical 
frameworks in the approved biennial programme budget documents. Results of the self-assessment 
exercise are presented to senior management and used for various purposes, including manage-
ment decision-making and the preparation of the biennial Programme Performance Report. Self-as-
sessments, by their very nature, are monitoring devices. While EOU will provide support to the self-
assessment process through assistance in developing self-assessment plans, the responsibility for 
conducting the self assessment is that of the sub-programmes. 

d)  Management Studies 

35.	 Management studies examine issues of particular relevance to the entire organization. They focus on 
processes and improvements in management practices, tools and internal dynamics. The specific 
areas of study, which may cover policies, strategies, partnerships, and networks, are identified by 
management and/or Governments. 	

e)  Joint Evaluations

36.	 Joint evaluations assess a common outcome or result to which various partners are subscribed and 
engage all relevant partners in the evaluation process. Joint evaluations can avoid duplication and 
the need for attribution among organizations in joint initiatives. UNEP conducts joint evaluations of 
selected projects and partnership programmes with specific donors11.

f)  Cross Cutting and Thematic Studies

37.	 Crosscutting and thematic studies cover interventions which are common to several sectors, coun-
tries or regions. This includes areas such as capacity building, participation, policies, and gender 
mainstreaming. 

g)  Impact Evaluations 

38.	 Impact evaluations attempt to determine the entire range of effects of the programme / project 
activity, including unforeseen and longer-term effects as well as effects on people or environments 
outside the immediate target group/area. They attempt to establish the amount of such change 
that is attributable to the intervention. The focus is on evaluating progress towards high-level goals 
and providing estimates of development impact. They are particularly useful in assessing the overall 
performance of the project in achieving long-term improvement in the quality of the environment 
and for assessing the sustainability of the impact against stated objectives. Impact evaluations are 
expensive and are conducted on a case by case basis with the objective of learning lessons, or dem-
onstrating significant benefits in line with UNEP’s mission. 

10	 “Managing for Results: A Guide to Using Evaluation in the United Nations Secretariat”, June 2005.
11	 See Annex 3 for Evaluation Principles and Procedures for Jointly Implemented GEF Projects.
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Part 3	 Linking project design, planning, implementation and moni-
toring to evaluation. 

Minimum requirements for monitoring and evaluation

39.	 The UN Evaluation Group adopted professional norms and standards for evaluation in 200512. These 
norms and standards build on the latest experience in the bilateral community (in the Organisa-
tion for Economic Co-operation and Development’s Development Assistance Committee – OECD 
DAC- Evaluation network) and in the evaluation Coordination Group of the Banks. These norms and 
standards have significantly inspired the UNEP evaluation policy. 

40.	 No professional norms and standards have been formulated on monitoring in the bilateral, UN or 
Bank communities. This is in part because it is recognised that monitoring systems are project-spe-
cific. Nevertheless, it is common to formulate minimum requirements for monitoring systems. For 
example; that projects shall have them that the M&E system needs to be adequately resourced, that 
the system needs to tie into the logical framework and that there should be a focus on results and 
follow up. 

41.	 The Global Environment Facility (GEF) has identified three minimum requirements for M&E which 
have been adapted to the UNEP context and which shall be applied for monitoring and evaluation 
at the project level13. 

Minimum Requirement 1: Project Design of M&E

All projects will include a concrete and fully budgeted monitoring and evaluation plan prior to formal project approval. This 
monitoring and evaluation plan will contain as a minimum: 

•	 Indicators for results and impacts or if no indicators are identified, an alternative plan for monitoring that will deliver reliable 
and valid information to management;

•	 Baseline for the project, with a description of the problem to be addressed, with key indicator data or if major baseline 
indicators are not identified, an alternative plan for addressing this within one year; 

•	 Identification of reviews and evaluations that will be undertaken, such as mid-term reviews or terminal evaluations; and 
•	 Organisational arrangements and budgets for monitoring and evaluation.

Minimum Requirement 2: Application of Project M&E

Project monitoring and supervision will include implementation of the M&E plan, comprising: 

•	 Indicators for implementation are actively used, or if not a reasonable explanation is provided; 
•	 The baseline for the project is fully established and data compiled to review progress reports, and evaluations are undertaken 

as planned; and
•	 The organisational set-up for M&E is operational and budgets are spent as planned. 

12	 See Annex 1.
13	 Global Environment Facility (GEF): “The GEF Monitoring and Evaluation Policy”, page 20, – Evaluation office, 2006
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Minimum requirement 3 : Project Evaluation 

All projects with a budget over 500.000 USD will be evaluated at the end of implementation. This terminal evaluation will have the 
following minimum requirements: 

•	 The evaluation will be undertaken independent of project management
•	 The evaluation will apply the norms and standards of United Nations Evaluation Group
•	 The evaluation will make use of the standard UNEP evaluation performance criteria
•	 The report of the evaluation will contain as a minimum: 

o	 basic data on the evaluation:
o	 when the evaluation took place
o	 who was involved
o	 the key questions, and
o	 methodology 
o	 basic data of the project, including actual UNEP expenditures
o	 lessons of broader applicability; and 
o	 the TOR of the evaluation (in an annex)

•	 The lessons stemming from the report will be discussed with the project manager and if feasible other stakeholders. If applicable a 
plan of implementation for the recommendations will be discussed with the project manager. 

42.	 Good project design and planning are key to complying with the three minimum requirements. 
Initial project design influences M&E in a number of ways. These include: a) the logic and feasibility 
of the project strategy; b) the resources allocated to M&E (funding, time, expertise); c) the degree of 
inbuilt flexibility; d) the operational guidelines for M&E; e) the commitment of the involved stake-
holders14. 

Early Design Phase

43.	 By applying good practices in the design and start up process and when any revisions of the project 
are undertaken, such as during mid-term reviews, the likelihood of success of the project can be 
significantly improved. The International Fund for Agricultural Development (IFAD)15 has identified a 
number of good practices that are applicable in the UNEP context.

44.	 Good practices for project design:

•	 Involve all relevant stakeholders in participatory processes of project design. In UNEP this im-
plies identifying the environmental problems to be addressed and the needs and interests of 
possible beneficiaries and stakeholders and then setting up a process to ensure their engage-
ment in the project. 

•	 Undertake a thorough situation analysis, together with primary stakeholders, to learn as much 
as possible about the project context as a basis for designing a project strategy and implemen-
tation process that are relevant. In UNEP this typically means analysing an environmental situ-
ation and understanding the causes and linkages between existing problems and the needed 
actions16. 

14	 International Fund for Agricultural Development (IFAD):“Managing for Impact in Rural Development: A Guide for 
Project M&E”, 2002, section 3 page 29.

15	 International Fund for Agricultural Development (IFAD):“Managing for Impact in Rural Development: A Guide for 
Project M&E”, 2002, section 3 page 4.

16	 For more information on situation analysis see Annex 6.
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•	 Develop a logical and feasible project strategy that clearly expresses what will be achieved (ob-
jectives) and how it will be achieved (outputs and activities), and the ‘paths of causality’ from 
activities and outputs to achieve the desired outcomes and impacts17.

•	 Plan for long term capacity development and sustainability to ensure that the project contrib-
utes to the empowerment and self-reliance of local people and institutions. Using participatory 
methods while designing the project can help ensure ownership by the beneficiaries.

•	 Build in opportunities that support learning and enable adaptation of the project strategy dur-
ing implementation. For example by learning from annual steering committee meetings where 
implementation to date is reviewed and any reasons for deviations discussed. 

45.	 A broad M&E plan should be developed during project formulation and included in the project 
document. The M&E plan complements the highly summarised M&E information that is the log-
frame. The M&E plan developed will need to be revised and adapted during project start-up. The 
plan should include: 

•	 The logical framework
•	 Indicators
•	 Outcome and impact monitoring 
•	 Baseline information (or plans for obtaining baseline information)18 and the methodology 
•	 Operational monitoring, (progress monitoring) including risk and ‘quality control measures
•	 Financial monitoring, monitoring of project expenditure, co-financing contributions and expen-

diture, contributions in-kind and financial auditing
•	 M&E roles and responsibilities 
•	 Mid-term reviews and Terminal Evaluations
•	 A fully-costed budget for M&E

Preparing the logical framework

46.	 The logical framework approach (LFA) is required for all UNEP projects and can be very useful for 
guiding project design and implementation. Nevertheless, the LFA also has some limitations. For ex-
ample, it can be rigid and bureaucratic. For this reason, the most important part of the LFA is actually 
the planning process that is used to improve the clarity and quality of the project design. The written 
output of the LFA is the logframe matrix. The basic ideas behind the LFA are simple and common 
sense for any design process.

a)	 Be as clear as possible about what you are trying to achieve 
and how it will be achieved. 

b)	 Decide how you will know if you are achieving your objec-
tives and put in place a monitoring system. 

c)	 Make explicit the conditions (assumptions) outside the di-
rect control of the project that are critical for the project to 
succeed and assess the risk for the project if these condi-
tions fail to arise or change19. 

17	 See Annex 6.
18	 PDF A and B implementation need to ensure baseline data will be collected and M&E issues will be addressed in the 

resulting MSP or FS project document. If baseline data is not completed at work program submission a plan specify-
ing how this will be addressed in the first year of project implementation should be included. 

19	 International Fund for Agricultural Development (IFAD):“ Managing for Impact in Rural Development: A Guide for 
Project M&E”, 2002, section 3 page 12.

“One improper use of the LFA is that a ma-
trix is drawn up only after the project has 
already been designed. In this case the Logi-
cal Framework Analysis isn’t used to guide 
the whole project design process. Instead 
only the format is used to describe a pre-
existing design, rather than create a logically 
solid one. The result is a “filling in the boxes 
– exercise”.
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47.	 The first step in effective project design is to identify the problem to be resolved20. The next step is to 
articulate the means by which the problem will be addressed. What will the project do, and what will 
be the direct and indirect consequences of the project interventions? This is called the ‘intervention 
logic’ of the project.

48.	 In this context, the Logframe approach is a tool – or rather an open set of tools – for project design 
and management. It encompasses an iterative analytical process and a format for presenting the 
results of this process, which sets out systematically and logically the project or programme’s objec-
tives and the causal relationships between them, to indicate whether these objectives have been 
achieved and to establish what external factors outside the scope of the project or programme may 
influence its success”.21 

49.	 Different cooperating agencies, supporting organisations and donors, such as the European Com-
mission, the Global Environment Facility and some United Nations funds and programmes, use dif-
ferent versions of the logical framework matrix. UNEP has adopted a simplified logical framework 
matrix. The primary components in UNEP logical frameworks are defined in the table below22. 

20	 For more guidance on the UNEP logframe consult: http://www.unep.org/pcmu/project_manual/Manual_chapters/
project_document.pdf 

21	 Commission of the European Communities: Project Cycle Management, Manual. February 1993, p. 18.
22	 UNEP Project Manual: Formulation, Approval, Monitoring and Evaluation, 2005
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Analysis of objectives - developing 
objectives from the identified problems; 
identifying means to end relationships

Strategy analysis - identifying the 
different strategies to achieve 
objectives; determining the major 
objectives (development objective and 
immediate objective)

Resource scheduling - from the 
activity schedule, developing input 
schedules and a budget

Activity scheduling - determining the 
sequence and dependency of activities; 
estimating their duration, setting 
milestones and assigning responsibility
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Levels of objectives

Objectives Why do the project
Project Impact.
Benefit for beneficiaries derived from results (e.g. farmers livelihood improved and conser-
vation of forest achieved)

Results Key components of the project objective. 
Changes in development conditions because of the output strategy and key assumptions. 
Results should lead to the fulfillment of the stated objectives (e.g. extent to which those 
trained are effectively using new skills) 

Outputs What the project will produce 
Goods and services provided by the project (e.g. number of people trained)
Actual deliverables. Direct result of inputs /activities 

Activities The actions required for the delivery of the outputs (e.g. Project secretariat formed, stake-
holder meeting organised etc.)
Main activities that must occur for the outputs to be achieved

	 Additional information on developing logical frameworks and an example are presented in Annex 6.

50.	 The standard practice of problem identification followed by the development of the intervention 
logic, most commonly captured in logical frameworks, often lacks an articulation of precisely how 
project activities, outputs or delivery mechanisms will generate intended outcomes and impacts.

51.	 UNEP encourages all projects to develop detailed and comprehensive ‘impact pathways’ or ‘out-
come mapping’ to describe the project intervention logic. Impact pathways and outcome mapping 
techniques help identify and specify the key intervention processes, the users of any project outputs 
and describe how the project intervention results in the desired outcomes. Any given project will 
have a range of potential or intended outcomes and some of these may require several things to 
happen to achieve them, implying a variety of ‘pathways’ to the desired impact. Some ‘pathways’ to 
the intended benefits will be direct, some less so. ‘Impact pathway’ and ‘outcome mapping’ frame-
works provide a useful monitoring and evaluation tool. If such tools are developed as a part of the 
project planning process, they can be frequently reviewed and used to inform a constantly evolving 
‘strategy for impact23’.

52.	 What does this mean in practice?

	 Within the life of the project the transition from outputs to the full extent of outcomes and impact 
will be incomplete. However, performance monitoring will require: identification of key users or tar-
get groups in specific terms (who will use the outputs?); specification of user or target group require-
ments e.g. preferences regarding form and content of project products, (how will the target groups 
use outputs? - or how will their behaviors change?)

 
Monitoring the implementation process
•	 production of outputs
• 	 dissemination of outputs
•	 analysis of ‘uptake’, influence or user satisfaction
• 	 evaluation of the direct benefits 

23	 For a detailed description of outcome mapping consult http://www.idrc.ca/en/ev-26586-201-1-DO_TOPIC.html


