EP

Distr.

L
GENERAL @AU e
UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/95/10 ddaciall e-ﬁ\z\ ==
«»

o

3
=4 ‘K

£

A
&

N

A
?
Y,

7 October 2024 (/{« o *V
Al A

ARABIC e L
ORIGINAL: ENGLISH

IV VA TR SN ([ PR TN | B SR Wi - N
Jl i a J 58 g1 g il

2024 V¥ O A / renn 8 - 4 «JL yE g
el Jlee Y Jsax (e ()6 2l

A alil) g Al Al
i) hY) asaiall (3 gaial) anlli dagal

a9 e ) (AL g S Al

“ -

XY 7Y

aiael A (al 3R axiall (5 saiall andi dagal o Al anill e Jledll 8l Al )l sda i el 1
Sl gy op san sall ALald Adart o) ja Y 5 Al 03gn (38 all 5 ¢ Jlale 5alS il sasul) il 5 L)
Oy il ) SV g Laia )OS G se () el 58 (e J 5V e ) ae O YL Sl &) )

Z'H.\A.JNN \j J.a..a‘)j\ i\l:\.l\ﬂj (;.\.\S.\SNN J LLLA.LIAJ 3 X (93’_\.\“' 2\3133\5 ULAJLM

L\MJBJJM&JJJ:ALJ\AJQ\:\MJJUQ\AMY\}C_\UJ\ ‘";11.3_4\ ﬁ)ﬂﬂdw\(mﬂd \L)aJa_\j 2
sl Y aasiall § gaiall ani dubpd i ¢ g el jualic U488 yo 4y 5l 208 LS sl dage 3 il

dall (A5 se S (e S ae 83 gusell AL 2y A0l dirpa (& 8l (g LEELY) Al pmg By 3
ol ) aaeiall (3 saieall an duslps dlae s apiill g doa Hl 2 8Y) Calh gall o giaus s aniill g dua ) il ga g arill
D51 il s dhae] sy | ) 3 plail) any Al Ainll Ll Lo 1) ¢ g ) s 58 ) ol

R AY) Gl Aaliadll Glanal 5 ALY as

oy

UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/95/1 4ai s !
UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/94/7 &g ) 2

Jlsii s J5S 59 2l Gl YY) sawiall (3 saieall L) sl ol )50 I Le 355 o)
LAJ}MMMM\M\ 5JAT J\‘)ﬁdbdh‘\ O}JJA..ASJE




UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/95/10

dua gil)

:ob Ll dalll ey a8 4

30 sl) gl e Gal ol sawiall (3 saiall aydi dagal oa JlAl il e St sl Lle 3l (1)
‘UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/95/10 4afi sl &

Lot Ll S el ) sasiall (§ gaiall apdi dulus 2oy () ap@ill g aa )l Lilige S (e cillad ()
) a5 el (853 ) ol Al 038 53 sase Ble) pe ae ¢l 5 Gudlall aclaial b
et D (e 31 (N 22 (re a8 da el s il g o(T) due Lal 58N b L) Ll



AR anlil) oo Algdl) ﬁgﬂ\
i) plal) daaiall (3 gdiiall anidl dagal

JLALéﬁ.ﬂS ‘gﬁm

2024 J5Y) s




) Lol
L5 ettt Lt ) 2ana olgl e s daaraa  rae ausdi dagae 1] Ayl
16 e, anstill 5 aa I Faga (p Jalal) 5 andill Aulans Clae 12 Al
I8 pnill o a8 Jlsall aaia gl g sl J*fu“ b S H9m pagare i3 ‘z\%ﬂ‘
20 e Gt )l daliadll Glaal g aaill e 3 gasall CSLISSY) 14 Al
ettt ettt DR a6 - il el 5 05 dadl)
24 ...l 51 axial (3 saiall sl Lsla@Y) g dpclaia¥) JEY) Jadial o 3 55 anill £ 53 ay 555 1 6 Aguidl)

clatinay) B
26 e ol axi) (3 saiall andi daga 3 gas 1] gLELLY)
26 ettt Ala 4 dglac 12 LYY
20 et pnill daga 45 98 a6l dailiall (a Hdl) 3 ElALLLY)

26ttt et enne il 5 aa Il G @A) &l ) 14 FlEELY)
2T e ettt ettt e ettt 2l G shad 15 Z UL

ponfil) daga 5ol Lila Banaa (ke Ada AT cibia i) L)

28 oo, A8 b Alee aladiuly il Ll daeiall (§ saiall wai dulad Ll dapall pua s 1] Aa gil)
28 e Ao gl 310K aniill A 51l (5alaall alasind 22 daa 63l
29 e, putil] il 5wl dadlie allad Calasinl g il o ) 2 3lad s 63 g Cuaat ;3 dea 63l
2D e il dglae (8 Canad jl) daliadll Glaal &) ) 14 dua gil)
30 e oY) aseiall (§ saiall (8 addieal) apEill ) andii sale) 15 da gl
B0ttt eeeae pnil) 8583 53 Jlawial 35 jae il Calaniinl 16 A i)
B e, Lo siall ) aadll gadll o @il 5 s JlaSiud 17 A gill

L8 yalf
ﬁsﬂ\)ﬁmjm\,a_&sﬁgéunsmw‘w@ﬁ)ﬁm,m}au&;dﬂ\ééﬁs\
JL i sa J S 5355l ol Y] axeiall (§ gaiall andi i 53 sasa pualic 1 AEN (3 yal)
e.usﬂ\ ol yaial Jsan -Gl éé)-d\

daladll claal cilibyiol g Ollaa gl ) de. all



JELeY) e ae lusall i

i 8 5 sty 5ISH ) sl

padY) Flall 3 g0ia

Laalladl Ll (38 5

A 53 S 558 5 518 5 hel) ol all

A S 55l 5 el o sall

YIS gl o & yilall (Gaaaiil) ¢ Laia)
2} JLeiul

ol 5 38iil) JLaS) clal yaiil
4S5 e Y) (lalil deil) iy

(sl i) Jiiusall apill 3y 8
o)yl Agaiill Y gall (3 gaiaall

Baniall aa¥) A glaial daylill AS jidiall (agisill sas
ol Y il (§ saiall

il Y saxiall Ciladaiall olol ayii 40
bl 05 55Y) Bas

el 5 a8l ga S

QJ)}M pAavhuall J\}AS‘

Alaal) 44 ) cilead oSy

g siall Slad] 8

Aol iaal) Aoatil) Cana

GliaSlal

L) sl ae) el

aifilly ixall Basiall aaY) (3

(i sall) Aaall asiall aeY el

(52 52))) Ao lial) dpaiill sanial) aal) dakaie
sl el

) aiaY)

CAP
CFC
GCF
GEF
HCFC
HFC
IACM
ICRs
ICRR
IDB
IEG
IFAD
JIU
M&E
MLF
MOPAN
NOU
SMEO
ODS
0)(ON}
PCR
SDG
TOR
UNDP
UNEG
UNEP
UNIDO
WB



s LTl adlall
PO | FEH T PREVEY

Gtinall pui dagal oa A ap@ill 3cibadla e Ldaul) Liall) il 5 2023 dle s Adn A L
13l apa A 43 yal ani 8 st 5 3 il VLl Blaiad il dlall o3 <S8 5 4 (ol jlaY) dawial)
S 4 Loy il 5 g oS0 5 (gamilly sl V' il dage 0 a5 3 (MOPAN) il yhaY) saasiall cilalaial)
s pa Gl e Blall (gl (o plaille ) 038 iy Jilas (e Yoy i) i e ) ilapsl) Jua
A e e Ll e A e 23l avenaill 5 apdill 33 gad AL dualald) A jall ol el Chiila s 5 Mlagiag

oS ax (N dm je g Wl e laydil e dakasl uiila

r AUl sl e sl Calaal clbaSlall casas 2

Cladaiall ool apdi 4808 ani aaa A Gaeadll GV lsay Gl Lo (8 el pail) ey s alae) ()
tleal) liatll (pe el JA) ey J1 e Y (AN ¥l dast g cal yha) saamiall
Lt Loy - il gl Ala) iy i Allad g Rog Do (20 it g ol dage Alad s AUS 20 i ()
) shiall (3 gaiall Clalia Llaial) 8 - Leloe Collad 5 Ll g s s Lailelina s LedSan 5 LY
Cilaa 5i s da yite Jae Aad @l 8 Ly capiill Faga dpanl 55208 3y pmil Liaj 300m0 3y b dda i ole)  (g)
Baliiall G spall 5 s canill ol g LA 5 cdard) gali slacly Bl e Jie) Gl Y) Baase
(L2855 il Aayliall 41 5 il gl sl
i 50 S Jual 5y (S Aapdill (§ gaiall Ay Cypaail Led Hhaill Gy A At )1l jualiall 1 5815 (9)
Leale (380 555 Jiianall 8 Ap000il) Aialll Lgd Sl S aplil) (e o lgiW) dny Lgraia g il 5 s )l

b eal 3R Y Baxiall Cilabaiall olaf aps ASd i axy ) yaall pafilly sleiall «J5¥) Cargd) ) 35kl 3
6, mniill g Gl 5 (paadll 5 galad) e laial) JOA anlill g aia I ik g S Lagadd () st gy 0
Ll i) am 5 Ll ) 3 seadl 3 glaty Lay il Aage 3 Sa s Opnand Al o ) il 138 il 5 Cangi
a3 aciall Jalaill 3S 55 aaaill @l ghad ) sie it eclalinuY] g agiil) 8 cliseall s2a )5 LEY) 5 535

oolel sy Saall (o LAY BDEN Calaall e avil

-

dsaglal)

Cladis 2024 ple sai /add a9 blisi / )y oo les il 8 s A sl pud Al gy il g 5al 4
Ua e dlld el 5 3 ge (Dlgial 55 Acapfiveal) Cal LY sasiall (3 gaiall 3 5 il jain) 40001 Als )
Opadt 1) Asbiadll Claal o shiay Lads 43 ae 3llie 31 Leo sana Sy i j8Y1 ye iyl L) cOUE
CVS G ey dpdaill Lalll gliach s caniil) 3an g sl ga agd (pay - ol LY daeiall (§ saiall Ll sils sa)
) Cladaia (b anil) (oS elayy ae dsbnall COLEQ (e 230 (5als  (palil) g LG 5 B2l 5 AL
& el S Ll (any Calad 3 e se Aglativl Al 5oy jal 43 7 sasiall 4Bl dAali e Clalaia g 3aaial)

Ll s e JAA @l Gl il daglial ciBUlaal)

UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/92/8 4as sl 3
UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/92/56 45 sYl 3 7/92  jiall 4
OIS /a8« se JsS 55 5 il () LY sasiall (3 saall 2019 alad (ol LY saseial) Cilalaiall olof ayii A0S Cilayis 5
2022 J5Y!
. UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/93/13/Rev. s UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/91/11/Rev.1 (L o) 6
on D 138 e I 38 sl il 7
4



("é:‘ﬁ'd‘ J\ﬁ.au,q‘t.uc cdﬂﬁmc\ﬁ\@jﬂd‘)w\w‘}uﬂ\u& cYJ\ (;.us.d\ \JA‘_A:;J}@:U)\JM 5
APES q;ﬂmﬂ\m&]\myj‘(d}w&ﬂ\)Ja.a\)e.m.du@adl M\yY\@ﬁﬂm}x\ﬁe\mu
pane b oy Auala i 533 53 5 220 Lo V5 il S (s gima s DU 0l s € Sla) GIRYL 0
sfie) Cum A gl 0555V Bas 5 Al g e Je i) o JAE 50 (LS 201952013 a6 il IS a6
D}\P\égﬂ\ O gall GluteSU 32 jane dalaiu) A Cnls QNG LaLaall 1 LBU“’L_A\ ’\‘)LJ‘_;AQ‘):\QGA&A¢‘P‘
Cual Al el 8 ol ) Wl e die i) 135 ) 1 508 ) sl cpdll (K3 ¢ 5 S a5l e

O] anesd J8

Clalivind dued 5 ool 3R] axiall (3 saiall 2y dage dallad 5 AUS (sl apill 13g) A ) il Caus 4 6
_aUJiLa';JAQ\T)mJEC__\MJ

) @lﬂ.ﬁ‘
l,.u.aj ddaa FL@J‘@JQMSJ.W&#WZI 2\*3.'\3\

"ol et and g aua ) ali€ alal) o ) il JOA il el aaxiall (3 saiall apii daga < ) sk 7
M)s\uu)wtm;uuts‘uiungyz()loeuduﬁyd}s}swqmidueﬂmm,;wm}j
2=l JJM\M)‘)SQ_\ML\AJ.\QJJ.\;\M\ Y| “_IL\.ULAAMLJ.;A.\M& M\FY\MJLM })LJLJAH:\SJ\}
ey Taaae gl g a1 allas ) 585 of Cpmty a1 Y all () sladill JISET (e dyam JSE" 3 35 A Aliaiall Cal ,lY)
donlail) Edw\ucdjw\%ﬁﬁ:‘sﬂ\} 2 ) e@wgﬂ\ 2dall (al YY" 12 dS...u} 10 Calaay) 42 ga g

11_"2\73:1&.'1:)]\ pac Lol C-q\_).a {;.\:\S.\j Jm‘)j

o) poil) Aagn ot el (e Yy o A Y i o) 40l o) gl Vi sesanl 5o saaly 8
opadll gadll e dalall i il 13 o 8y anSil dage ) Graie (At o o)) a8 aal 5 (ol e
12 13 LSl 5 Adalually LWlls st ) Aalad) A5LaY) iy W5 Aa e CallS ale i i W Lty 23me i i
il (3 saiall 8 apdil) AL 3 a5 SO dadlia da i andill Al 252 g ae KRG ¢y shall ol e (ST
Wy 05 OF e Yo apiill g dea )l ida g S Akl sl o LAl oy (3 241 Unii ja apill al 5 .l LY

5 3in y Almiie doeehas

pill g el (Aaga (o Jalid) g anill Al il 22 Al

astfill 5 e 1) s 8 g 53 i g5 g il laY ) daeiall (5 gaiall apdi gl il aaad anEi Al sa g aaed (S 9
Juswcpj(msﬂ\jmj\‘;J_z.fﬂsg@gow\omm Alanll A jlaall 38 2Y) Jysha il
Jale AIEL) (2 365 Y 5 Ladudil gzl yll aaaal 8 S e (0 5S Ll L a5l &5 )la) Aage 2a B (pdla gl
Ao agha 55 Y (sl (g A el i 4 ag A el apdil) e andill S 5 eelld (o il e 5 s )
Lgialainl 5 LgieliS 5 Letianl s ol yall Allady dalaial) ULal) gan s Jilais G ga s s eqmal ) Sl e 5 8l S
Aaliadl Claal g ) jadl e cl )l ) daga Jagas] Cilaua 55 apaiy

C«L@—UY‘&UAM\Y\cMJUHﬂJ\uﬂd)ﬂ\ 13@@3&})““&;@3@\@\;@\)‘};@ 10
u...\.\.q.@_d\u*\.kl;l\ u\ ‘_A\&&sﬂ\ Jaa u‘déj 'd\.A.L.\AJ‘ d\.l:u(;coq.p;l\é\.m@_d\ u-'..,)’-’ul-"“'l",)“-’}\ DJ‘A‘;;\L}A

JUNEG/G/2010/2 42 5l ¢auill 5 185 83 gl Linas jall Aaial) canilly inall s2aal aall 3 58 8
Lo A il (8 &5 ey ALY 5 JaSy O 2mr 25m (e iR 4l Jiray Basana Sl Gsaiall |5 ) cilabaidl e @il et 0
«UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/SCMEF/19/2 4&iisll & «"lSay) [ ellaa¥) Linia aily SlaiY agansi b Lila) Tan i (3l
2003 DNV /s ke 7 20 .om e i) nad) 5 8 cAliall ld A sall sl s o (A aniill g im Hl s 5all il Y
.UNEP/OzL.Pro/Excom/19/63 4&i 5l 10
o oo 5 e B8 Alee (saall (IS" (5 G €13 54 (UNEP/OZL.Pro/ExCom/4/13/Rev. s UNEP/OzL.Pro/Excom/19/63 il !!
DLl )l g b gl 218 5885 5e Y &)L Apalill 5 e lial) lalil oY allall 481 0
UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/20/72 4 sl) & 38/20 ,_jiall 12
Jshl /aaian 24 cJl st 3 0 paie ) RY) daeiall (§ saiall (53 guss) ¢z yiiall apiill 5 aua )l alai (UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/20/58 3adi sl 13
1996

5



su\m\jonJjeﬁsﬂ\wua‘)aﬂw\dwésd (.\.GJ(JALA‘JLAAJADJ M\OL&Q&W
o ALY sty Rl g lbuall daa) e g8 il (5 AY) L) daiil ge Iy caa )l e ilidy Cas
L ¢ gua 8 5300 VIS S ol Clan® o colaiie 4505 8 ol b aaeiall (3 saiall il jlas (pe cilall 12
suna il cltlal Cal Y aamiall (5 saieall el (yal yaia) 5 g 5 piall angall a1 85 ¢y siad) Lellac

O O sl ol 5 Laley Alitue (g8a3 5 ) Ul Jadii 830 ) s (20 e g liiall

o) Y Jhunal) gula gl g il g s M) (laga S 93 ¢ g pas 13 Aail

OS5 pibasall S o AGka gl eda o i pdall OY 4o 53 e 28 apiilly sa )l il ge S uaia o) LT
ool 38514 1l YT aaeial (3 paiall Al il ) Byl o )l A gl JELS adi aniil) Cilatia Cam (e
ol 5 dea I ik g S Dl e g A el 4 slly Bl Le (& (i gt Sigan () A 5 el alul) ()2
(G-5 G siua ol ebiss (4o el (@il 5 da )l (a5 se 5S) andill Bas g Gud ) Al dpaghasill Laldl) (e
oS 4885 axe s (L Jgene DY S i a8 Wy Aalall AlaY) 3 A e A8y jhay Jiiee (S5 Jany
el )8 (5 sina o (il sal)

O SR Goa ladie 2003 ple (A GEN an@ill g sa il ik g juS 590 (A Gagerll 18 el By (]2
l) Al el g Lo o) Slowa g gl Geida gall Sy anill s dml) il ge S5 (s LI il
Lo s e 438 gal) ane /A8 gall 5 Tl el & all Jading Aadaial) Gty o 508 Jiie (5 Lol il 3y
ot Ul s " laing! by L) & & apil) & O e (B (g LERRY) pal) LS
;sJ‘ A Gald 5 LY 5 bt g Aalaiall Jae jae o Y danl s Cila sall S A g sese (e 3 Y 6
b5/ 8 A ¢( R aaaall (3 saiall 8 Al Aalll f) 3y Gulae ile o ali Ailedl) A 5 sl
BN OB )8 (82009 ple (S muagill 1 e Akl def g 151 5 lEdl) o2a AR L_i\_}.‘AJ.\S\UAL"g\ L4dt g
(8 Aol Al ) A1 8 s A gall Al il gall S o () LA o3 At Jial) LY yaal)
ﬁ)&“j\ﬁu\m&t@\ Qm}ﬂ\ Y .J)'jesj 16 "e_\.\ﬁﬂ\} .LA)J\ @L)ACA&_Q)\AL@SJ;} u_ﬂ\ Syl
17 il 5 v M1 ik 5a S Conanial il gl i gill (3 sy Y S 535 50 5 (B il

Ot ) daliaall ulma\u.ue.ﬁ.&ﬂ\uisd\gdad\ CALESHY) 24 daail)
M\‘;Jh\:ﬁﬂ\ﬁ)&ﬁjd.«d\GA\)Q@,}J\)MY\L&L;JU&&AJ\g&edsgcﬁﬁsﬂ\@)&u\ésbb;ﬂ 13
O 5 QIS (3 bl ol o e aaall 13 (b 18anily eall Saatall aed) (32 8 lae e (o2las Lay il
Gld g agles e B g Apdatl) Aalll lallal ooy IS cuaiud L) Je Glansil) ) ¢ 5 bt dAaliadll Glaal
&J;M\él.ksc)\;eﬁﬁ\ﬁJ&SGJmJMQA\JI\iﬁéjl\‘;%cjﬁqﬁaﬁjexéj)Lﬂg},?@wzg}mﬁm
Lars ¥ 5 eclan@illy ple e ) gl dabiasll Gilaal (azs ¢ () s SRR (e dealiiial) AU 4 dydual)

Baiall YIS Gl 5 5 3Ll U‘ALUA’-‘@L,SJM\ 6 siwal) e

AL Cla g - anidil) plad) A 25 dguil)
M\uw\wg@\mm\@;ﬂ\umyduhyua@umuuu\g_,umyngt_d\uts 14
YOS5 19 L J samall el e Ua sala L 5 a0 (o La®V) Caen clgiadat s il il 5 il Lale dlalay) )
ol ) a8 23 Alalie s E aladiul s (e Laps Y g ¢ palad IS 40l 5 20il) 5008 Calauza) g A oLl
Slaa il ol <l )3l M) 82011 ale J8 Lo il jlas ) 30 g ll gl aall il 5 auldl) g laia¥l b

.1998 )\J\ /u.u)\.a 11 M.\l;\d m; Q.= caaladl MLA)J L_é.\la}h u;..a,.d\ “J.u..a.\j\ u\c\);\ A5Y sasiall eﬂ!\ JL 14

omall 8 dlall @) A sall o sail) Gilisnisa (A aniill 5 da )l A sall @le) 2 ¥ (UNEP/OzL. Pro/ExCom/SCMEF/19/2 4&d )l 15
2003 I3 /s ke 7425524 21 pa ¢golinY)

JUNEP/OzL. Pro/ExCom/57/13, paragraph 80 (e), p. 24 4asi 5l 16

UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/58/53 4&si s}l (8 sl Jll (38 all s UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/57/13 4&si sl & Js¥) G sall 17

il el i) e (5o 8 yuless 2o 8 padle <Y1 ald) k) 18

:u:ﬁ_,ﬂ cl@J J}Y\ éﬂ)«d\ ).L.t‘ M:\a__ﬂ:m_’ h\gsﬂ\ e\AALL.u\ :14 Jl,ga.d\ Gsﬂ‘)_’:\}:u s(20]6) ?:‘5&35‘ ‘).ULLA} As:\_,é ‘ra.us.d\_l @a.d‘ saaiall ?AY\ é.us 19

6



?\m\ﬁﬂﬁJw@J,Aﬁ\«;j@m‘;mmoiQsﬁa\ﬁt_,mm},sJu‘gu}qJHqssJMm\s
20 L gac apiil) dage 4o Balain 5 anill =il

il o) aaaiall (3 gaiiall gal yad ApabiaiBY) g Ao Laia) JUY) Jadiad 0 38 Ji g anlill £ od 2 o8 16 Al

o dal 0 Giaill 5 el Ll el A Taa laals QlSt_ﬁ\)j:;Y\ 2§ gaiall Q;g_ab:;\ﬂ(.:u% 15
:\S.)Lﬁm} ‘L?_uujd\ )g)zﬂ\) ‘C'_s\).\ﬁ\ ;U.U 6&__1:3).335\ Jia ":\_'1):\1 ):35‘2“" iy t\}a\ ?“"Sﬂ Lﬁ}éj Jal e.us.a )Uaj
Sy gal N & 5 il JLaiS) 2ay ol ,haY sl § gaiall i Aalall Zalain) 5 cdaladl dae 5l 5 cpalddl ¢ Uall
£ s ol hY aaiall §gatall Gl lad) YIS Q:\:»Lagu‘yj cagillia Gl (e paall gl pali 29 g )
Asal jl (gaba®®y) 5 elaia¥l VL il ol alaia¥) ¢ oo Jgan "JEY) A 8" S )

Gsviall Of g A 4l ) Jsall clid) ) jad (8 gaiall 4 Al 4l j0 @)Ll 2004 oo S Ky 16
Aol sl Apaiill 53 gacaiall e Ao gil) 2l gally ol yie W) Ty b ¢ pile oo laial i 4) () S aaay al Cal LY daeiall
Jandlitl) 3 a8l 30l 55 oo AY Auinl) il slall (midd g daaall Hlalaall e asdl g ) jleall 3 a8 Jia (3 sdicall
LSl oy ol 5 21, i) (5 ginsall e Suil) day )l Adadil g ik o)) (5 gianal) o jpuaill lSa) e

Al Y sasiall (3 gaiall Claydi 8 Ganill (o 538 sl cail sall s o 58 5l 40lSs|

cilalisiuy)

Gl b axeiall (3 saiall avii dagae 3gas 1] LAY
quﬁ'&j&,\l\lﬂJmﬁi@jjwa_abk“y\JM\@;M@:ﬁmsgﬂ\eﬁﬁ\}MJ\@jMeﬁ 17
da )l aad A Apalal ulaall Cans o3 @Al T juadis 2010 ple Jislan 055590 38iall o) gall adald 23a
Bansal) Calan U JUieY) iy allas ada 5 (A Lo il 5 (§ saiall cilalyia g sasiall anY) de shaie 8 auiil) oo
sl L) g sl ol g ARuiall e Aldal By sadl culd W ey dsa s ae el 8 il o S
Al s e alaill g Alelisall Calaad gaiat 8 apiill y jlad Adlaay) sa3al) of ) Caal a5 Ui e Lgaladiin
Gl Baliusal) (s g yall by 3acE G e lals cilua all lain) ai) Aaglie 4401 ) ool amy &5 ol Cua L
Jaami g Jb 5 se JsS 555 1 (o8 Baasa Wlaal (V) elliay Cal LY axeiall (3 sanall Gf Gl e aall 5 alasiud) dlgu
S Sl b Gl oda st saaa Ay ) ) aniil) dage gliag s 22, Jall ¢ 8l Cilyip )i ) dia e
i Agiluciall s dalaiuall il Calaaly Zdletiall 3asiall ae¥) A slaia il of of 5 4mal ol Gilai as g1 31 Jadi

Oy

Ada0 anl las 2 ZlAELY)
128 (S 85 Aals dans Laggan 555 il 5 dua Il Fags o)) ol i) 8 A0l DaalllAS Jlie a3 18
e e 338l 5 ApUEN Basiall ael) OIS 5 ae dlaill Ul Cal R sasiall (§sanall Y Laula Cal yaY!
Gia 0o Alle A0S (3 paiall Caling Y ¢ il e 5 pdall 2l Galall 1S oLl e Yo laduisi 5 cile 5 4l
g Hah 5 A80Ne U1 Apallall Al (350 o 98 2 5 ) Caim (pe (sl G 8 (I3 oy Aallall Al
Aallad) Al (3 5e claliial by Cile g pdiall a5 aca y) el a5 5 32al) 4SS gl Za ) Alisall apil) CilSie
el Al Al i) dua b g lial 28 Gl LY daxial) (§ gaiall of iy o o jall Sy alia @l ol

4 .= ¢16 5 i) (UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/89/15 A&k 5 20
2004 <11 .0= ¢(32914) ¢ sl bl Dlilae i s jlal ¢ s se J5S 535 2 28580 ol plal) i) (3 saial) e Alla Al 221
OIS /ppannd & il (8.0 ey sa IS 55 e il ) plaY) saniall (3 gaiall 2019 plal il Y sasiall Ciladaiall el aui 408 Cilayii 2
2022 JsY
7



5o agd g apil) Ciladia e 6 o8l Aatas e i mswj‘?:\s\,smmytsjs\dsuaJ#%ﬂ\ mw“\,;
e S AUl 5 apiil) dagd) Blas a f

pnil) daga 43 98 grada gil dadliall (e Jdl) 13 FlitiuY)

dalaial) ) jlaldl 8 4l daall) o jda Ladie dpualall (NN @) gl 8 Callaed) Lalis 500 45 clS 19
& JsY) LAl Sy L il caled g ap@ill g aa )l g (e il R aaeiall (5 saiall claliial ki 44
ele & Sl 2 ma A ol s ge OBL (e il (4 Y 83 s0m0 Al a5 )08 o3]S Lexie 1997 ple
Llal e 7l 48K i e Al g Al aplull cl HLAM AplSa) 8 ail) Laenll Lalll calel Laxie 2008
Oe Yy aal 8 il pey pnill Aege Jiiad el LA s dalie B ol G (85 24.8/56 Ll (3 saiall
dalall s gl (5 giue a8 2011 ale 8 cdadl s ghadldl of sa VS JSYI 5aY1y Aaild et sas
AU Sy e 389 25 Ly U 500l 5 il dege A8 e aalid (S < i 4y Hlial cilal ) ) sl
Al ani gl 845050 jan IE CpAll aledll g Apliall ) S0 Capal Y bl (o Walia

il g dua ) (i (LA 1) 14 i)

pnfill 4y g8 el (3 BN 5 e pe pbl 4] dglll 3 Llee apill g aea )l g o BIAN IS 20
o) ae G L Oegall O Sl IS gl (s el 530 ) Aalall o alil) 138 S atianl
Aol g Ay st 2aaT i 8 ke Ayl o< anilly (ol yie ) i Le 13) 5 auall 13a 8 sasial) ) da slaie sulaa
5o SS andill 5 aa Il ak e S Adids 5 Gl s A2 s Bale) 5 apdill dulan Jdie) A (e Aliadiag
o Ly ele 5 piiall B 1) Bl 350 (e o 3aS ol ¥ sasiall (3 saiall Dlal 8 aa )l algw zled) il ) il
£ sdiall s gall Slad¥) 85 alae) el

Laaill &) ghad 15 FLLWY)

Cle) Y apdss aiill (i 2019 alad il b saseiall cladaiall olol apdi dS0d Clap® Zlisia) Ael 2]
Ssen Ju b Jadl aill g aa ik e j0S e b dpalad) SN Gl gl JMA 5 Adled ST 2 dage Glasal
saxiall (§ saiall Cilaliiag g apilly Jmall sasiall aal) 3 58 lgaiy A anil) il jlas CayS 5 apil) daga Cpaail
sale) dolee il 5 2060 US ST dagdads Jaf (e (i () A (e apiil) 5 2 ) Jae el e a5 il kY
Liahaa g @l sl o3a 527 e 5 pdiall Sladl il s alle JSG slaie ) (e AS jliall e 4l 5 dlald apis
Gl Y saeiall (§ saiall das A daliaddl Clanal aead aimal oo s A pnse JiST 5 ) un apiil) clacy
sl sean ge el @l Al 5 68 S

i) Aaga 5l Lika 5 8aaaa (33 sha A LA il sl

Caaall Bl Aalla s il Tega el Liia ) saane da e 335k Ao lal jualic 4l ilpasill JS&5 22
Sy ol gyl ddajlAl e 3l Jsaad) gl a8 Cal LY saastiall Ciladaiall elol apdi A0l andi lasas )
& sthae g L Giyy 2027 ) 2025 e Aldad) EOEN Gl gindl JUA L Leie Caagd) 068 O ha
28581l el Basiall aal) (518 smlee s 2o ) 58 pa lady 5 canll Al 83 guse S (38 el 80 5 (laDlal)

29 ST/AL/2021/3 4 sl 3 2,15l paill e sl (Lo sasiall aed dalad) LilaY) cilaglat g

Bl geua 7 iy A4S LS dlee aladiinly Gl kYY) daaial) (§ gdiall Al dubad dpilgll) dapal) gl g 1] Amagill
da ) Al ga € A g Gl g jess A8 Lua Bale ) aa cua ) g anBill Aluadia g daal g 4y 98 ﬁéﬂ\ﬁgﬁﬂ\@lﬂu

3 all 5 1997 AU G 518 /5liy (10 .o «Jlu i sn ¢"Anal e B3 use oz el apill 5 2 ) pUai" (UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/20/58 4asi sl 23
.36/21 <)l (UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/21/36 4&si sl (e il

UNEP/Oz].Pro/56/64 4ai )l 24

UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/89/15 4&i sll & ¢(<) 26 58 ¢1/89 ,_2all 25

.UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/91/72 45 sl ;8 9/91 _iall 2025 52024 salad o sa3 (sl e 26

.UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/94/67 4&5 i\ 4 5/94 ,_idl s (UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/94/8 3&s 5l 27

4.4:\3_95‘ XYY (e d}Y\ d&)‘d\ ).E.l\ ‘e.us.\l\ ML).H: 12 Jl,ga.d\ ‘«ﬂ‘)ﬁ):u ‘(2016) sh\;\sﬂ\ )ﬁbu\_, Ar_\_,é cr»;.us.dh @a.d\ saaiall ?AY‘ ‘_’94)5 28
ST/A1/2021/3 (undocs.org) 2021 <l /oshausel 6 ST/A1/2021/3 4ad sl sasiall aadd dalall LlaY) L anil) ¢y HlaY) Cilagladd) 29

8




G O (Al (Ol gal) S aa gLl g anill Ban g (und ) Aliay anlill AL g S A8 g raal! andil) g
eﬂ@L@JS.\wﬁmddﬁ:\Aﬂd\*ﬂ\hlﬁukﬁiﬁu&\ﬁu‘iaﬁj\gww a9 andil) A5 ga S
Agad GBI 4300 A3all) ) o Lguand

Loy daliadl Clasal (e aa e 5 ol Y aaeiall (3 saiall Dlal gil ga duleadl oda 8 & liy O Grahys 23
paY) el 5y s sl (bl iy (3 sataall Y Tk Al Sanial) ) el gl il Jisall padil) (i€ 3 3
ol yha¥ aaaiall (§ saiiall Aaa o (1) Aalall ) pea¥l (e (an s g a8 (e BalELY) sa Gl (e Caagl 5 Al Baaal
@5 OS] Jalal s < Tadaia 1 3 g Ul 138 (5585 () s Basiall ) A sl anis 85 il ()
(b il CilSa Ly ) ae Aadiiall 83 gusall L5 ity @l ) ALYy 5 anil) Al pusd A ime A3i1g 53 gasa |
Gl g anEil) 138 e e a8 YIS 6l o3gn JuaiV) a3 s Lyl agdh )l GelailY sasiall aedU daylill 2iial) YIS

il b Y aaeiall (3 saiall 4 acdy Lgalaia)

O e a5 2025 ale e JsY) Caaill A V) Ay ) sl dlead) 1098 JLdiall g 7 iBal) a3 J gaad)
<l gLiiall et saa Ao 2l g laia) paad aius) 2025 ale (8 Apdanll Balll e Leal 38 5 andil) dulon 33 gase
(Raladl claaY dlall cild 350,01
il £l gy 5 6l pba ¥l oaeio § paivall Lilof ik po LS 5 il pbo¥) reio § grisall s 38t Kol pusi) @
) sidiall COVIS 8 agiiil

oS aa s o (Aad caulil) b 18 3 ey — Ao gill 108wl A oll) (galial) pladia) 02 A 53l
S i ) Aalaal)l Glaal Ciagiud 5 3a ga Glga s A Aol Ay 1) pualind) axil) g da ) (LA ga
Al oda Judi B ) 93 agd ¢y 9o

Laa i) 4050 e Laial s YIS (G o jiiall Gawiil) plaial) cilelaial b dlals) ciluds ol iy 24
Aallaa s i) 7 o e Glaacd 5 aaa ) Al gl dpuasi )11 (g slind) (i gall S g @il idh ga S (m pay Eua
On gl O sSn i yiY) jee ladie (S adl V) dadd ciludall sda )55 0 Jad¥) e il cpa A5 2158
Lkl L Gt a3l o 28T 5 3 gaiall Bl 8wl ina G im gadl A1) 50 5 sl Ay ol sl 00
sl 2 yaay s Al Liall) ) ad s ) il o 5 3 (S N Liaa ) I3 Ll Jlayy dm 5 s
s A el e o) and 3 camY) o Leiali) s 8 5n e dagn 5 (3lae et iy «llala Yl o3 (e

Ll ) daeta (3 auall

(2025 rensd) 2850 il Gml] s abiall @ LW (2 (s jo Cupand o 85 10198 Jlall g 7 Bal) (a3 J g2l
(2026 ple Ciaiie) Cpaaill 5 el g Laia¥) L35 A el gn g g
o Skl g Laaili¥) AU 0¥ (e 5o Leaall zeali 1 (58 (o pets sl il il ga S @
Criils gall S Al (YIS ol s el anail] £ Laia/

OS5 Al O i - ) by 6 il Amglia Ui il aniand g asgil) o U 7 3ad a9 Gugan 13 dea
o 52 A CILEY Gy ) ALY 5 Al Al e By e "l " (35S ) Al ) Ly i
23eiall (5 saiall (g IV o8 sall (8 i) a6 S ) seanll Aalie s Bl il Alews il o )5 055 o
<l LY

e £ g pda Q3 aandy sl g ) liga S a gy O (om s OLEEY) (B Cingdl 13 M pes 25
2l adtall Jia A ) aldY) (2 e Al Lauin o ALia) adhy g 73 padll da gy G JLEELY) anlil] ¢ il
‘I;LLA) '5.3..\;.Aj :\:\zﬁ\}j BM it :d.i\ﬂj u.ul_\su MJG} 3ddaa C'_!l:uA}.d\ U)S:' ui (SR} .Qgﬁjﬁ“g Qléu-\-\d-ﬂ“' YL’ @m‘j
" S Y Loy IS Lal Banme Al apai JMA (e Jaliise W pa IS5 Wl ulae JWal 138 paay o oy
"‘\313"'



pad 18 () gazin Al 5 2025 ale A W3l ) alis (Al ) sLial) 1oy g8 Ll g 7 Bl (a3l J gand)
2026 alad Jasdl el A & i Al Cilpea 5l ol o
Sia) sdiall OYIS ol) i ilSal pans ) e " jlacl) paine o0 ac 2o g andil] i5ga yuS @
Cisticall 4L po po ac Al anii L] = ity (e¥) a il 3)) dua Al 5 pusdl s (Ainll 50550l aeY) zeali s
i leall 5 )lo) g JuaT¥l Cpinal Cif b Y aaeiall

LY 5 "ADEL o daliadl Glaaal (arg (5 - all) Alas B i ) daliaal) Claual &) ) 14 dua 53l)
Gﬁu&ﬂ@é\}\aﬁﬂ\&céﬂhﬂ\éco})mﬁg}ﬁjﬁﬂ\&b}moiﬁg@)@\ ;U’Y\dql__ﬁoﬁdﬁdat;&ﬂ\
MM el Jas s cilalisiu Y dalaid) cila) S8Y) 5 san e Gl

e\gﬂ\@\g\;mi@kc&@,ﬁﬂ\ i a8l 5l ) e (33l ad i o glealy edlld e s dle s 26
L JS) il Jead Led Hhall 40l colal y8Y) apali 2y o) ¥ 028 () Hhaidly s olaldl ()<l b Y e 3 5e
DM o) Ay il Y dastie (5 saiall Dl Jaks daa sea 8 Jexd Ak g J8 A a0 jliie] 5 3 ) 585 Walii
OSaa e dag (R) () (1) A Al Cilua gl g gan A BRI Glh gal) S pa uapll g anill) L ga S

g

L€l il yall o cps S Al o U85 anads A A g ial) cilaad jal) (e g gl 8 BT Bale) ()
Lo TS Lgld el 48l gy o g 30 2y )l 30 Ay ponimns i Uil e Jua) 8 L) by oS
Glaliiiay) aldiu o dalall Gl Y1 saidl (3 saiall Gl (o jeiad Lild Aaild cilu) jo Caaal
toas iy Al Y el 48 HlaS Al el jall e Al xan Y 4dl cpa 8 Bkl g yall

LSJML;‘S“L’L%&SSMUM“\})MH&M}J}M\&&‘ \J@JCJ..A.\‘_;\S\ Gle g bl st Hulea

3 siall Ll iV COlaliia¥ anill aal ge i () Glasal sdasi) i) JiS) g gas) g Bl cilaniic) o) (@)
a1 aasiall (3 sanall d Cplalall e HSE Jals dda il gl 50 Gl 10 s a3 el 1Y) 2aeiiall
aly Lol m sy o) 353l Q) eals ol asily Lalaia s ) licadl) L€y e 18 JS5 5
Oe ST sale Jadis o e Gacly J8l cilani sas gl (5 a3 o iy il Bas gl 5 gasall 5 adll ks
J&@E\S)Luuuﬁsﬂ c\ﬁja:ulsae‘\ L_quﬁu\wgcg—ﬂhéaojmcj h\}@)\;é)hﬁu\ PIIEN
G sannall Ailal ik ge AS jliie 8 Aliaiall A jlaall elialy By o gy LeS B25I) VLS Sl Anglil) gl
sadiall SIS gl ik ge auani Lial (S5 305 5a (5 50 alailS ap@ill (58 (e ¢ 32K ol LY daeiiall
AN saxial) 3 sainall Aad) lagil) 3 Cian LS Ailas dbaay a3 Y ) alaasy) e

Lall) pe el day )l o jualall il 3 asil) Jaglads (5 shaiy 1425l Adall) aa delll) bt ()
(2 aly ‘e.\:\sﬂ\ & ) edﬁﬁ\ O a8 Al () slbadlall PERCY ()] ¢ aall Gab_).a PERLY (\) -4y el
Gl slaa 8 93 (s IS oo ali 0 20385 (1) 20 s () Alanll 038 Lty (am s Al o ) a5
il Aleall a1l 2085 (2) 5 chlaglill dae g (5 sima o dpldnil) daalll 48) sl 468

Ol i Al dapall i s dlas (e o oS tanill (pu JLESWY) o) puald) pa dlals) ciludag aLAY (3)
L) Al o dn gl Tens dpansy B0y Slsla a5 pnill il sa S alaty o iy
Qﬁéyﬂu\daaﬁ\J\uAu}Sy _ﬁ)ﬁﬂ\@)hﬁawwd\ky‘aﬂ\ @}M\%L@\&Ly@} ce.uslm
el ik ga ()5S0 Y Ladie epay il Aaall Aoy JDA &l guse Aal) (Jlacal apill e 311 J saal)
il & e oLV 0 jaay (lld ) A8LaaYL Sale dpdanl) dall U pladiad juaailly ol e
o 80nse clelaial A L ey iy g gl grali g pladiuly Limg e (s L3l ol puall 2y o o
Jid aanl) dalll eliae 5 (paaigall 320 YIS gl il gal cam )l 5 aniill als g € Ay e iy
Apdanl) Lalll cile Laia)

Gilasal pa i)l dsaiall (§gaiall Lpi )l clelaial) B Sl Jgia Ao adld a8 sl Gl (o)
LS a1l lanzal s (ApanlBy) ClSudl) g SIS o) (s AS idial) (Gadil) Clelaia) Jia) daluaal)
O JsY) i) Gl g laal Jleel Jsan 8 aniil) (e a5 Chual 3aal duda ) 50l (a5 Apusas 5

2024 Sl /il — I /e e (b Sy pal (A OB JSIA S i) (e gl 138 2 30
10



Lapss g ) Lladl) ol 11880 (il of 5 Ade i caludall oda (585 () raiy s aladl JDIA VIS )
Magaal FSY) pueall™) bl pen 8 Leddioaall Cadlu¥ g anill il A 1 Tl anlis Gf 5 Sl
oel (1) 4 G sl ) IS a2 s Ty yai s ) e ) ST il Jas 5

S) anil malia auda g Liagl Ay sl JlY) sanial) (3 satial) B aadioal) o] ) andi Bale) o5 A gl
e Ciaal] cilday) ) g paldd) g Ul LS § A lial) Jadd A1) A ) A AT Lnda¥) apdil | iy

Jie g Uailfe ) Coen CLY) aaxial (3 sviall daa il o o asdill pacal s <8, ) e 27
O o) Galdl 153 ey ot g0 0S5 5 889551 5 puaell ol gall g At gn S5 558855 SISH S gall (g gyl il
el a5 en il @aldias el jpaxis (59552 Badituall A gall (o paldill s dig S5 5185 el 2 el
bl Al @l la s 5 ApilSal () LR b 068 jlall L5 | easd) Y QU i e slled) 0 A

Baile YIS 5 3ac Jadii Lo Llle Ll . cJalaill s S5 5 ral s Lgual 1 (lalill e 58l i gl

CULS 5 deliall Jadi il eyl (8 "Caal)" Aaial) apdil | IS0 JST 4l mgl putay Liadl s 28
alaal g oLy éﬁ;;@w\))mw#ﬁecgoiﬂhoumj oy g Gpriiadll Gl 5 paldll ¢ Uadl)
3aniall aa¥) (528 ymlra s 2o il Auuilly 4 ) gae g ol Y] dasiall (3 saiall Bagaa il o) 5l 2ed ) dalioanal) dail

bl (LR 61 Al (e Jalf dae e Callly Anal jall (32 )8 8503 dea N 5 il il ge Sl (S 29
delua bile) @il jla b Hlaill i) 85 5l Claual 5 Gui o) i e Gl 2l B gaiall b syl
(aalla) L) (38 50 Jia) (5 AT VIS 6l Alilan el yy aally | a8 G HLiil ¢l pua auia Gl ey el A s
Lalal) o) ailE a5 5 Caganil Wl 0 il 138 aladiin) Sy Adliae dagd Cincay Of 3385 CVIS 6l (e Gaian

L8l haY) sl (5 ganiall Claw o) jaY s gall G jLinay o) pally

2028-2026 058 al) g z 8al) a3 J gand)

w5 e Cpill G ) dnlmel) sl Llan g 2l )k 1 g5 e Sl 5 ppidl cihige _puS
LY aariall (§ grivall A

Lalil) Cpe Al anlil) yo LS () 985 () lawdal sanifill] s U85 B3 g (laidal 6 Jaa L] dilanii) 16 Asa 53l)
Ga palddl o) padid Cpuad (B s M) g andll) (A ga S B Ol a g el A Alg g Ablaan il g Adl)
ALl U 3 gusa B39 Glaida g Cilbiadluall Aelua acal Aplall a2 pa (B8 £ L&) gl 3 dd) (5 9
AS Al apaiil £ Laina) alaa g OIEY) (ha (AR08 aa) paS el yull 3180 (B jd plae aal Juay o) Lial ¢ iy g
AT e 5 Al clall) auda g oL 53 gad) Cladal

LS il 3158 5 1 50 8T s i 3o 8 Cpn ail] s S8 Gl i o Lol 6550 IS 330
s Laie Lo Y g 1 (3 g0l a5 8 gl il (im0 Ui )y Airba)
OB cg_q\)laY\ 2aal) (3 gaiall sl 3as g ana jraa ) kil A:aggs.ul\ oadlaall ) Jaall 3 il clagil)
Ler' t_ﬁ).uu\ ujduﬁ)hﬂ‘\_x%sﬂbw\&ﬁjﬂ\ ubuaujc Lmu‘)ﬂy\m‘f} ;\)JL“ L}Aeﬂj\ Jaa Jia

Cla) (il s oSS Gl

paen daad) sl s i) Gsis o w8 el 7-4 laall Tyands - &) 558 «(2016) auiill sulaas 2e) 8 il Jinall sanial) aal) (3 8 3!
8550 03 e Y1 G el lail ¢ Sl skl sle) 5
11



o2z Lo g 2025 g8 bl g 7 ilall (a3l J gand)

S l) LuilSe) CaiiSivgs 5 3 dpem gill 4 inall " s jlacll painae o g apiill il S poiins e
acll fia e

il ghuall A8 g0 puali CELESIL) Ay o) 7 8 - s giall ) ueslll] saal) e andil) 5 A Jlasiv 17 dua gil)
canilil) 83 ) (5 93 Cpa ymalll saal) o (5 L/ diga d gl (s dina 8 CA ga Cpant Jia (Aldal) EDGY
£ 9 dall ) S r3a) acl

Al dlae ) 5 caaliiusall G gall Gl Abeall (3 Jaall 5 g g pial) Slad) o8l 5 lall # ) ) Dhily 31
) Jandl dallaal capiil) (i€ ) aoiad) acall 3y 3a5 ) il Bas g rling 38 ¢l 138 8 da jidal) gl
Clapil) s slady (53l

230 L5 2025 ple sz slall (a3l J gaad)

12



ASSESSMENT REPORT
I. Introduction
Context

32. In 2019, the Multilateral Organization Performance Assessment Network (MOPAN) assessed the
Multilateral Fund and identified five areas for improvement among which high priority was placed on the need
to upgrade the evaluation function. In May 2022, the Executive Committee considered areas for improvement
presented by the Secretariat in document UNEP/Ozl/Pro/ExCom/89/2/Add.1. In decision 89/1(b) it requested
the SMEO to include a review of the Fund’s evaluation function in the 2023 monitoring and evaluation work
programme. Subsequently, the Executive Committee approved the draft terms of reference for an external
assessment of the evaluation function aligned to the recommendations from the assessment by the MOPAN.
This was approved by decision 92/7 in June 2023.%

Objectives of the assessment
33. The terms of reference® define the objectives of the assessment as follows:

(a) Report on progress made regarding the areas for improvement which were identified by the
MOPAN assessment and identify what areas are still to be addressed for further improvement.

(b) Assess the adequacy and effectiveness of the evaluation function and determine to what
extent the current set-up of the evaluation function — including its mandate, structure,
accountability; responsibilities, and work processes — is appropriate and effective in
responding to the evolving needs of the Fund.

(c) Prepare a time-bound roadmap for enhanced utility and relevance of the evaluation
function, including a proposed action plan and targeted recommendations (e.g. regarding the
preparation of the work programme, the selection of evaluation topics, the dissemination of
lessons learned, issuance of recommendations and follow-up mechanism to track their
implementation).

(d) Propose the key elements to be considered for updating the Fund’s evaluation policy for
further elaboration by the SMEO after completion of the assessment, for future consideration
and endorsement by the Executive Committee.

34, The first objective, regarding progress after the MOPAN assessment, has already been covered by the
annual reports of the SMEO in documents 91/11/Rev.1 and 93/13/Rev.1.3* The analysis in this final assessment
report focuses on the other three objectives; the ways and means for further improvement of the evaluation
function are covered in the recommendations of this assessment.

Scope, methodology and limitations of the assessment

35. The scope of this assessment is best understood in the context of discussion and decisions of the
Executive Committee since 1991. Committee directives have had a formative and lasting impact on the
evaluation function and shaped the type of evaluation reports produced at Multilateral Fund over the past
thirty-two years. An appreciation of this context is a prerequisite for an assessment of adequacy and
effectiveness of evaluations and to identify suggestions for improving the current practice.

32 UNEP/OzLPro/ExCom/92/56
33 UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/92/8
34UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/91/11/Rev.1 and UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/93/13/Rev.1
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36. This assessment was conducted between February and July 2024. It involved review of extensive
Multilateral Fund documentation provided by the evaluation unit.’> An inception report, including the
evaluation matrix (see annex I1I) was prepared and submitted to the SMEO for feedback at the end of February.

37. Between March and mid-May, the consultant conducted a total of 31 on-line interviews with
43 interviewees in the following categories of stakeholders: (a) Members of the Executive Committee, both
Article 5 and non-Article 5 representatives; (b) Multilateral Fund Secretariat (Chief Officer and staff
members), (c) the evaluation unit staff; (d) bilateral and implementing agencies; (e) Heads of evaluation offices
of the implementing agencies; (f) a consultant who had prepared an evaluation desk study for the 92" meeting;
and (g) other relevant stakeholders for the purpose of benchmarking (e.g. the GEF evaluation function, the
World Bank Independent Evaluation Group (IEG), the United Nations Office of Internal Oversight (OIOS)
and the United Nations Department of Management Strategy, Policy and Compliance).
In addition, a brief survey to follow-up on issues raised during the interview phase was circulated to members
of the Executive Committee, Multilateral Fund Secretariat and implementing agencies.>®

38. There were three main limitations of this assessment. The inception report had envisaged undertaking
a quality assessment of sample of evaluation reports using the UNEG quality checklist.>” This could not be
accomplished because the formats and content of evaluation reports varied and particularly as there were no
evaluation-specific recommendations in most of the reports from 2013-2019. Secondly, there was little
interaction with NOU personnel as a survey of NOUs was considered impractical given the scope of the
exercise. Thirdly, there was a limited response to the brief email survey sent to the interviewees, but those who
responded provided added depth to the issues raised in interviews conducted prior to the circulation of the
survey.

35 The SMEO had undertaken an exploratory mission in October 2023 to visit the offices of evaluation functions of several United
Nations system organizations. She prepared preliminary material that could be used by the consultant as part of the in-depth desk
review on which to build the extensive historical analysis of the parliamentary documentation and internal documents of the Multilateral
Fund evaluation function.

36 See annex IV to the present report.

37 United Nations Evaluation Group, UNEG, Quality Checklist for Evaluation Reports, UNEG/G/2010/2.
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IL. Findings

39. The following findings assess the adequacy and effectiveness of the evaluation function from the
period 1995-2023.

Finding 1: A distinctive evaluation function designed with a time-bound expiry date. The Multilateral
Fund evaluation function evolved as a unique, non-traditional' M&E system designed to meet the 2010 goals
of the Montreal Protocol.*® This vision was not translated into an evaluation policy. Instead, the mandate for
evaluation was vested in the job description of a single staff member, to perform as the head of the evaluation
function. This arrangement met the short-term need for a time-bound arrangement that did "not engender
excessive costs, nor inflate a presently lean and efficient Secretariat".* In the longer term, however, the lack
of an evaluation policy was a missed opportunity to launch and foster an evaluation culture in Multilateral
Fund. Evaluation became identified with the individual chosen for the job of SMEO rather than as a separate
and distinct organizational function.

40. This assessment is expected to provide for an outline of key elements for 'updating the Fund's
evaluation policy'. However, there has been no evaluation policy at the Multilateral Fund since its inception.
In 1991, the Multilateral Fund mandated that "The Executive Committee shall draw up reporting criteria. [and]
develop and monitor the implementation of specific operational policies, guidelines and administrative
arrangements".*’ During 1995-1998, the Executive Committee considered two sets of draft guidelines*!
proposed by the Multilateral Fund Secretariat, and two external consultant reports and draft evaluation
guidelines as it explored options that would meet the monitoring and evaluation needs of the Multilateral Fund.
While the 1996 consultancy report specified that the Executive Committee should set an evaluation policy, no
evidence could be found that this requirement was given due attention.*?

41. In terms of historical context, a system of monitoring and evaluation principles and practices based on
the recommendations of the Joint Inspection Unit of the United Nations system (JIU)* had been developed by
a United Nations Inter-Agency Working Group on Evaluation (the predecessor to the current UNEQG) in the
mid-1980s.** The draft guidelines prepared by the Multilateral Fund Secretariat drew on these principles and
proposed that the Multilateral Fund evaluation system should build on the well-designed monitoring and
evaluation infrastructures of the implementing agencies covering both field and headquarters operations, and
that the costs of monitoring and evaluation should be integral to overall project costs.*> These guidelines were
seen as unsuited for Multilateral Fund's vision of promoting "a new form of international cooperation"*® and
the Executive Committee directed that a balance must be struck between the cost and level of oversight.*’ The
M&E system would need to be "Finite and target driven: the global ODS phase-out date is set at the year 2010
which also determines the mandate of the Fund. This will be a defining assumption which will distinguish the

38 The fund was born with an expiry date in mind, once the goal would have been achieved: "In contrast to other organizations... the
Fund has a finite life. in the sense that it will cease to exist after it completes its mandate. Hence the evaluations the Fund conducts
acquire additional dimension (sic) in guiding it to accomplish its mandate as free from errors as possible." In document
UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/SCMEEF/19/2, Institutional Procedures of Monitoring and Evaluation in Relevant International Financing
Institutions, Report from the Consultant, p.20. March 7, 2003. With the adoption of the Kigali Amendment in 2016, the mandate got
prolonged with new goals and horizons.
39 Decision 20/38 in document UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/20/72.
40 UNEP/Ozl.Pro/ExCom/18/64, paragraph 1, p. 1.
41 UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/17/53 and UNEP/Ozl.Pro/ExCom/18/64.
4 UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/20/58, Proposed Monitoring and Evaluation System, Draft, Universalia, September 24, 1996;
UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/21/30, Monitoring and Evaluation System for the Multilateral Fund (revised draft from the Consultant)
January 17,1997; and UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/23/68, annex II, Evaluation guide, December 10, 1997.
43 Joint Inspection Unit of the United Nations system (JIU)
4 See JIU/REP/85/11 1985.
4 UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/18/64, paragraph 14, p.4, "According to international practice, an in-depth evaluation which requires two
man-months of consultancy service is typically costed at 2 percent of a project costing over US $1,000,000."
46 UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/19/63, p.1, and UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/4/13/Rev.2 paragraph 13, p.5 - "the Fund was a unique exercise in
global partnership because, for the first time, industrial and developing countries were participating as equal partners in financial
decision-making".
47 Decision 18/20, paragraph 47 (a) in document UNEP/OzIl.Pro/ExCom/18/75.
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monitoring and evaluation system of the Fund from the traditional models of monitoring and evaluation of
development assistance programmes."*3

42. An external consulting firm was recruited to further develop proposals for the Multilateral Fund
evaluation function. In 1997, two options were presented by the consultants: option (a) evaluation delivered
by an evaluation office placed within the Secretariat, reporting through the Chief Officer to the Executive
Committee and option (b) designating an evaluation contractor to implement evaluations.* Option (a) was
chosen with the Executive Committee deciding that "there should be a modest strengthening of the Secretariat
in order to provide a measure of monitoring and evaluation capacity."*® By December 1997, a job description
for an M&E post was completed. A short-term consultant was recruited for a limited period during the
establishment and recruitment of a P-5 post. The first SMEO began work in January 1999 on
two-year renewable contract basis.>!

Finding 2: Absence of an Evaluation Policy and the commingling of Monitoring and Evaluation
functions. The absence of an evaluation policy that defined the types of evaluation to be used in the
Multilateral Fund and clarified the distinctions between monitoring and evaluation has had a long-lasting
effect. In practice, these two functions are commingled in outputs produced by the SMEO and programme
management staff. The Executive Committee had approved a draft evaluation guide which distinguished the
difference between evaluation and monitoring. But this was not finalized or disseminated. Consequently, there
is no shared corporate understanding of the purpose, role and use of evaluation, and how it differs from
monitoring.

43. Monitoring is a management task conducted by those closely involved in the design and
implementation of programmes and does not presuppose independence of the monitoring agent. In contrast,
evaluation focuses on impartial assessment by independent external experts with no previous association with
the projects or programmes, who analyse and triangulate data on the effectiveness, relevance, efficiency and
sustainability of programming and present recommendations for consideration by stakeholders and managers.
Of the 13 tasks approved in the job description of the SMEO only one task was devoted to evaluation, namely

‘Manage special evaluation studies’. *?

44, The remaining tasks involved both monitoring and evaluation. While this combination of monitoring
and evaluation was likely required at the time given the SMEQO's involvement in developing templates for
project completion reports, the initial commingling of monitoring and evaluation blurred the distinction
between the two functions, particularly given that many of the responsibilities of the Senior Programme
Management Officers were and continue to be framed as undertaking evaluation.™

45. This conflation could have been addressed by the finalization and dissemination of a draft evaluation
guide that had been prepared by the external consultants and vetted by the Executive committee in december
1997. In its adoption of this draft, the Executive Committee recognized that the Guide was a first version of
what was intended to be "a dynamic document that would be revised by the Monitoring and Evaluation Officer
in the light of experience with its use by countries and implementing agencies".>* However, the draft guide
was never formalized and circulated. Many interviewees were either unaware or unfamiliar that a draft
evaluation guide had been prepared and approved by the Executive Committee. It remains as a draft document,

48 UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/19/63, paragraph 5, p 1 and decision 19/40 in document UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/19/64.

4¥"Proposed Monitoring and Evaluation System, Revised Draft", Universalia, January 1997, p. 10 in document
UNEP/OzIPro/ExCom/21/30.

30 Decision 21/36 (a). in document UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/21/36.

S UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/58/7

52 Annex II in document UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/23/4

33 Job Description of Senior Programme Management Office, posted on United Nations website on June 2024.

*Decision 23/5 (b) in document UNEP//OzL.Pro/ExCom/23/68
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which was never revised, and included in annex X1I.2 to Chapter XI; Monitoring and Evaluation of the Policies,
Procedures, Guidelines and Criteria of the Multilateral Fund.>®

46. The lack of identity of evaluation as a discrete function is also reflected in the agendas of the Executive
Committee which placed desk studies and evaluation reports under the 'Programme Implementation' item for
over a decade. In 2017, a separate agenda item on 'Evaluation' was introduced for desk studies and evaluation
reports. However, it also included the document 'Evaluation of the performance of implementing agencies
against their annual business plans' which is prepared by the Multilateral Fund Secretariat and not by the
SMEO.

47. This document is a comprehensive performance assessment that monitors implementation versus
targets. While it includes results of an annual survey from NOU personnel, there is no external validation or
triangulation of the information, and it cannot be classified as an independent evaluation. The SMEO is not
involved in the evaluation of the performance of implementing agencies. The evaluation item in the Executive
Committee meetings is often shared between the Secretariat and the SMEQ.

48. Similarly, the 'Consolidated Project Completion Report' (PCR) prepared by the SMEO monitors the
timeliness of PCR submission by implementing agencies at the closure of projects. The design of formats for
PCRs* that was shared at the IACM workshop in early 2000, included sections on lessons learned to be used
as a resource for project formulation by implementing agencies and the Multilateral Fund Secretariat. The
'lessons learned' section in PCRs currently produced by the SMEO represents a synthesis of self-reporting
from PCRs that has not been verified or validated through an evaluative process. A database of lessons learned
was established, accessible on the Multilateral Fund website. However, this site is difficult to navigate and not
used. Interviewees and survey respondents indicated that the lessons learned site is not considered useful or
user-friendly.

49. The recently concluded "Review of Project Completion reports" also found that "the way the lessons
learned are presented in the current PCR format is neither useful to bilateral and implementing agencies for
future project design or other reporting, nor useful to the evaluation unit for evaluation purposes".>’ This review
on PCRs, mandated by the Executive Committee, was presented to the 94" meeting, and led to the approval
of new universal PCR format, resulting from a consultative process with stakeholders.

50. The new format also presents improvements for data collection on lessons learned to be used for
project design and implementation in the future. The ongoing reform will include the integration of the PCR
submission as part of the overall project reporting process in the Knowledge Management System (KMS)
which will be a management system on all the project-related information of Multilateral Fund projects. It is
currently underway and expected to be completed by the end of 2025.

51. As to recommendations in evaluation reports, a mechanism has yet to be set up to track follow-up
actions. This is unfortunate as the practice from 2009 until 2010 was for reports to contain explicit
recommendations that targeted key stakeholders including the Executive Committee, the Secretariat,
implementing agencies, NOUs (and even in some instances, beneficiary companies) and specified actions to
be taken to improve policies and implementation. There has been no systematic follow-up except for a repeat
evaluation many years apart, such as the regional networks evaluation, which was first evaluated in 1994, then
in 2001 and most recently in 2022. Similarly, the ongoing desk study of the compliance assistance programme
(CAP) evaluation is the second iteration of an evaluation that was last undertaken in 2006/2007.%

SMultilateral Fund for the Implementation of the Montreal Protocol, policies, procedures, guidelines and criteria
(as of December 2023) Chapter XI: monitoring and evaluation.

36 Report on the outcome of the workshop on Project Completion reports, IACM meeting in document UNEP/Ozl.Pro/ExCom/30/7,
7-10 February 2000.

57 UNEP/Ozl.Pro/ExCom/94/8, p.8.

38 UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/92/6 and UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/93/12/Rev.1

17



52. The lack of a systematic tracking system has compromised key tenets of evaluation use and
intentionality that ensure optimum utility and cost-effectiveness of the investment in evaluation.*® It is also
notable that the practise of a'Management Response' to every evaluation has not been considered a requirement
in Multilateral Fund until very recently. The first such exercise was undertaken in connection with the MOPAN
report of 2019.%°

53. The review by the Multilateral Fund Secretariat of new tranche submissions for multi-year projects is
seen by Multilateral Fund Staff and Executive Committee members as a form of rigorous assessment which is
another example of the intermingling of monitoring and evaluation. This report is
performance-based, covers implementation, financial disbursement, compliance with targets and in some
instances includes reporting from an independent 'verificator' recruited by the implementing agency. The
verification exercise triangulates data from the NOU, the Customs Officers and country data reported to the
Ozone Secretariat and the Multilateral Fund. implementing agency staff confirmed that the focus is on
cross-checking actual consumption data and that verification exercises are not designed as evaluations of
programming in terms of results, effectiveness, efficiency and the possible socio-economic impact of the
project. One interlocutor indicated that these periodic tranche reports for multi-year agreements together with
other reports "are reviewed by the Secretariat and provide confidence about the information provided. The
Secretariat is well trusted to ensure that the information reports provided is accurate and useful."
While these reports are seen as thorough assessments of project progress and results that help to assess the
readiness to be awarded a new tranche, they cannot be classified as comprehensive evaluations of overall
project progress done by independent evaluation experts.

54. The Multilateral Fund Secretariat and the implementing agencies’ staff confirm there are no
independent evaluations at the conclusion of a Multilateral Fund project or portfolio of projects that assess
effectiveness, relevance, efficiency, sustainability and impact. This is an atypical practice as other United
Nations and non-United Nations agencies see final project evaluations as an important building block for
independent evaluation at a more programmatic and strategic level.

Finding 3: Lack of clarity of the Senior Monitoring and Evaluation officer role and the independent
status of evaluation reports. The position of the SMEO is unique as the supervisor for this post is the Chief
Officer but in terms of the evaluation products "the incumbent reports directly to the Executive Committee of
the Multilateral Fund."®" These two lines of responsibility have resulted in ambiguity as to the corporate
identity and the responsibilities of the SMEO. Organizationally, the SMEO is supported by a G-5 Programme
Assistant, and functions independently in a siloed manner in the Secretariat. There are no established protocols
as to the Executive Committee's role in the selection of the SMEO and no procedures are in place should the
Chief Officer disagree with the content of an evaluation report.

55. In June 1997, the Executive Committee adopted decision 22/19 (h), which established "a monitoring
and evaluation post within the Secretariat whose incumbent would report directly to the Sub-Committee and/or
the Executive Committee and be responsible for the coordination of all monitoring and evaluation activities."®
However, the job description that was subsequently approved by the Executive Committee specified that the
Monitoring and Evaluation Officer should function "under the general supervision of the Chief Officer".%® The
job classification document established that the functional title would be "Senior Evaluation Officer"® at the

% United Nations Evaluation Group (UNEG) Norms and Standards (2016), New York, specifically Norm 14: Evaluation use and
follow-up and Standard 4.1: Timeliness and intentionality, see annex I in the present document.

0 United Nations Evaluation Group (UNEG), Norms and Standards (2016), New York, Standard 1.4 Management response and follow-
up, see annex I of the present document.

¢! United Nations Request for Classification Action, Secretariat job description, p.2, 19 March 1998, internal document.

92 UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/22/79/Rev.1, p.13.

3 Annex Il in document UNEP/OzL.Pro/23/4.

4 United Nations Request for Classification, p. 1, 19 March 1998, internal document.
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P-5 level® and that the incumbent was to be both supervised by the Chief Officer and report "directly to the
Executive Committee"® which contributed to imprecision and vagueness in the reporting line of the SMEO.

56. This ambiguity in the SMEOQO's role came under scrutiny in 2003 when there was a disagreement
between the consultant, the SMEO and the Chief Officer on recommendations of a report. To deal with this
issue the Sub-Committee on Monitoring, Evaluation and Finance, sought the advice of a consultant who was
recruited to review the "Institutional Procedures of Monitoring and Evaluation in relevant International
Financing Institutions".®” The report determined that the head of an organization reserves the right to express
an opinion and agreement/disagreement as reports are 'corporate products' and part of the Chief Officer's "duty
of overseeing an organization’s functioning and carrying out its mandate as incorporated into its Statutes".
This situation applied even in cases where reports were submitted directly to the executive board. The
consultant concluded that "The final responsibility rests with the Board (or with the Executive Committee in
MLF) accepting/rejecting and implementing any of the recommendations. It cannot be overemphasized that in

the final analysis these reports' functions are only advisory".®

57. There are variations in evaluation policies with respect to reporting lines and status of evaluation
reports in comparator United Nations agencies. For example, in UNEP "the Evaluation Office is an
independent office performing executive functions while the Director reports to the Executive Director".*® In
UNDP, the Director is appointed by the UNDP Administrator, in consultation with the Executive Board which
takes into consideration the advice of the Audit and Evaluation Advisory Committee. As established in its
evaluation policy, UNDP's evaluation reports are "issued under the imprimatur of the evaluation office". In
the GEF, the Council sets up a Selection and Review Committee to appoint the Director, conducts his/her
performance review and the GEF Director of the Independent Evaluation Office is directly accountable to the
GEF Council.”

58. In anticipation of the departure of the first SMEO in 2009, the Executive Committee re-assessed the
priorities and arrangements that might be necessary over the next five years for the monitoring and evaluation
programme, and bearing in mind the 2010 compliance period, the size and complexity of the future work,
including the possibility of cost-effective and independent delivery options external to the Fund Secretariat.”!
At the request of the Committee, the external consultant (who had undertaken the 2003 review of the
Multilateral Fund evaluation), undertook an assessment of five comparator evaluation offices in the Global
Environment Facility (GEF), Inter-American Development Bank (IDB), United Nations Development
Programme (UNDP), International Fund for Agricultural Development (IFAD) and the World Bank (WB).
This report, finalized in February 2009, confirmed the similarity between modus operandi of these
organizations and Multilateral Fund. It noted that M&E should continue as an independent function within the
Secretariat and stressed that evaluation in Multilateral Fund should not be outsourced as this was not in keeping
with UNEG standards.

59. The consultant also reiterated that the "heads of the organization reserve, even if the reports are
submitted directly to the Boards without his/her interference, the right to express disagreement with the
reports". This document was described as a 'minority report'.”” The consultant further noted, in comments to
the Executive Committee meeting, that since the SMEO reported directly to the Committee it would be worth
considering the creation of a Monitoring and Evaluation Office headed by a high-ranking officer.”

%5 The United Nations job classification definition did not include the word “monitoring”.

% UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/58/7, p.3.

67 UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/38/4 paragraph 21 and 22 (b), p.6.

% UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/SCMEF/19/2, Institutional procedures of monitoring and evaluation in relevant international financing
institutions, report from the consultant, paragraph 9, p.5, March 7, 2003.

% UNEP Evaluation Policy, revised, October 2022, page 17, paragraph 38.

70 UNEP Evaluation Policy, 2022, UNDP Evaluation Policy 2019 and GEF Evaluation Policy, 2019.

7! Decision 56/8, paragraph 57 in document UNEP/Ozl.Pro/56/64.

72 UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/57/13, paragraph 88, p 25.

73 UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/57/69, p.23.
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Furthermore, neither the budget nor the resources of the office had changed since its inception and the report
questioned "the rationale for keeping the budget on nominal zero growth".”

60. The Executive Committee reaffirmed the position of SMEO with additional responsibilities in the
workload. A revised TOR was presented by the interim SMEO in July 2009 together with immediate and long-
term activities and a suggestion of the need to prepare "a specific charter of the independent monitoring and
evaluation needs."” In decision 58/5 the Executive Committee agreed that the maximum period of SMEO
engagement should be up to ten years, consistent with appointment practices in other agencies. However, there
was no consideration of renaming the function as an office, increasing the budget allocation for evaluation, or
of a charter. This would have been an important opportunity to codify the practice and institutionalize the
evaluation function which had now been recognized as a need for at least the forthcoming decade.

Finding 4: Limited exposure to evaluation among key stakeholders. To preserve the independence of
evaluation, the SMEO presents the work programmes and evaluation reports to the Executive Committee.
These practices accord with UNEG Norms.”® However, the disadvantage is that evaluations are seen by
stakeholders as responding chiefly to demands from the Executive Committee and remote from and of limited
relevance to their work. Given that there is currently no outreach effort to disseminate the findings of
evaluation reports beyond the Executive Committee, interviews suggest that some stakeholders are unaware
of evaluation, particularly at the country level in some Article 5 countries and implementing agencies.

61. When asked about the utility of the Multilateral Fund evaluation reports for implementing agencies,
the response was that there is a mismatch between the interests of the Executive Committee which is focused
on technical, sectoral and thematic issues, and which does not necessarily include the assessment of
implementing partner performance. The common perception is that the overall interest of the Executive
Committee is to track compliance with goals to reduce ODS consumption, and more recently to ratify and
implement the Kigali amendment, and not on independent assessment of the relevance, effectiveness,
efficiency and sustainability of Multilateral Fund projects.

62. Implementing agencies indicated that the report that they find most useful and relevant was the annual
'Evaluation of the performance of implementing agencies against their annual business plans'. Trying to distill
the assessments and lessons learned from Multilateral Fund evaluation reports was hard to do when for
example, the sample chosen for evaluation was of 10 projects from different agencies and the assessments did
not differentiate the findings in terms of individual agency performance. The same problem was experienced
in regional assessments which group together findings which are hard to disaggregate by agency or country. It
was noted that if some evaluation exercises could focus on countries with larger Multilateral Fund projects
this would be more relevant as these larger countries tend to have multiple agencies working on Multilateral
Fund projects.

63. Implementing agencies also contrasted Multilateral Fund practices with other agencies they supported
where project level evaluation was obligatory. Specific mention was made of the evaluation policies of the
GEF and the Green Climate Fund (GCF)”” which require independent project evaluations to be budgeted for
at the approval stage. The evaluation policy of UNDP® covers central and decentralized evaluation, the latter
reports being quality assured by the Independent Evaluation Office (IEOQ). UNIDO's evaluation policy”
envisages independent and self-evaluation, undertaken at the mid-term and final stages of projects and
programmes. The UNIDO evaluation office is organizationally placed within the Office of the Director-
General and reserves the right to independently assess any projects that may be experiencing issues.

74 UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/57/13, paragraph 11, p.6.

S UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/58/7, paragraph 38, p.9.

76 United Nations Evaluation Group (UNEG) Norms and Standards (2016), New York, Norm 4: Independence, seen annex I of the
present document.

77 UNEP/Ozl.Pro/ExCom/58/7, paragraph.18 and annex II.

78 United Nations Development Programme, DP/ 2019/29, “The revised UNDP evaluation policy”.

79 United Nations Industrial Development Organization, UNIDO Secretariat, (DGB/2021/11, 21 September 2021), “Evaluation
Policy”.
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Independent evaluations are established in projects or programmes or in cooperation agreements with donors
and other stakeholders. Both UNDP and UNIDO indicated that since the agreements made with Multilateral
Fund do not require project level evaluation, there is no standard practice of sharing these evaluation reports
with the SMEO or with the Secretariat.

64. Some interviewees found the Multilateral Fund stance of not requiring project level independent
evaluation sensible since it was unwieldy and perceived as being of little value-for-money, particularly given
other monitoring reports such as the evaluation of the performance of implementing agencies against their
business plan®® or the multi-year tranche assessments (see paragraph 53 in the present document) that were
considered adequate proxies for external evaluation. Implementing agencies, however, felt that it would be
useful to have project level final evaluations but noted they would need funding earmarked upfront for
evaluation in the project budgets. Another interlocutor indicated that selective portfolio level evaluations, as
distinct from project level evaluations, may be of value. This is the practice in the World Bank which as a part
of their Independent Evaluation Group (IEG) policies undertakes implementation completion reports (ICRs)
for all Multilateral Fund projects. Some of these are selected for a follow-up implementation completion and
results reviews (ICRRs) and involve "independent, desk based, critical validation of evidence, content
evaluation of an implementation completion reports (ICRs). Based on the evidence provided in the ICR and
an interview with the last task team leader, the IEG arrives at their own ratings of the project using the
evaluation criteria used by World Bank project teams". These reports related to the implementation of the
Montreal Protocol, some of them pertaining to Multilateral Fund projects, are publicly available on-line
through the search engine of the IEG website."!

65. Interviewees associated with Multilateral Fund projects contacted in-country indicated that this
assessment exercise was the first time they had been consulted about the evaluation function and their only
experience was with the annual questionnaire from the Multilateral Fund Secretariat to NOUs. They noted that
to them the distinction between monitoring and evaluation activities was not clear. Some also indicated that
they had very little exposure to Multilateral Fund evaluation and had not been part of any evaluation of a
programmatic or thematic nature and were therefore not able to comment on the effectiveness and relevance
of Multilateral Fund evaluation reports. As the interface with the Multilateral Fund Secretariat is through the
implementing agency, they depend on the agency to provide guidance and the priority is accorded to
monitoring, not evaluation. They surmised that this was because the personnel implementing the projects did
not have stand-alone evaluation capacity at hand. The only experience with independent assessments were the
verification missions undertaken by experts hired by the implementing agency. It was acknowledged that these
missions were not the same as  comprehensive  evaluation, but they  raised
cross-cutting issues that could be of interest for Multilateral Fund evaluations to assess more deeply.

66. Another interviewee contacted at the national level noted that implementing agencies themselves have
different approaches to using evaluation and cited an example of 'formative evaluation' where the
implementing agency had the draft proposal for a large-scale proposal reviewed by its regional evaluation
team. The response from the team had been helpful and the proposal had a quick and positive passage through
the Executive Committee.

67. All interviewees contacted at the national level asserted that evaluation reports need to pay more
attention to assessing situations and challenges being faced at the local level and urged that there be more
country visits included in evaluations plans. While desk studies had their uses, these reports typically involved
a consultant's review of progress and completion reports, as well as other reporting submitted to the
Multilateral Fund, but did not into take account of the ground-level situation.

68. Regional networks meetings were seen by several interviewees as an ideal platform for briefing and
discussion on those aspects of evaluation reports of specific relevance to implementing agencies and NOUs.

80 UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/91/9 and UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/93/9
81 Independent Evaluation Group (worldbankgroup.org). The consultant was provided with an excel sheet which included the universe
of 62 ICRs and ICRRs reports for Multilateral Fund projects undertaken between 1998 and 2020.
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This would be particularly helpful since all countries do not participate in Executive Committee meetings and
therefore do not have the advantage of being exposed to and involved in discussions during the evaluation
agenda item.

Finding 5: Impact of eliminating evaluation reports’ recommendations. The elimination of
evaluation-specific recommendations in favour of a standardized text conveying recommendations from the
Committee which invited stakeholders to note and apply, as appropriate, the findings and recommendations®?,
was a marked departure from established standards.® The overall impact was to seriously weaken the utility
and effectiveness of  evaluation, particularly in  terms of  report  use and
follow-up. As a response to the MOPAN report, suggestions were made at the 89™ Executive Committee
meeting®* to revert to pre-2011 practices of taking decisions on relevant recommendations and to introduce
management responses. These initiatives should help rectify shortcomings in current evaluation reports,
enhance the use of evaluation results and restore the credibility of the evaluation function, overall.

69. Prior to 2011, recommendations were a dynamic instrument with which evaluations engaged with key
stakeholders in addressing issues raised in reports. The recommendations were precise and targeted the
Executive Committee, implementing agencies, national governments and National Ozone Units, for action.
All evaluation reports during the period 1999-2003 were considered by the Subcommittee for Evaluation
Monitoring and Finance, which generally met over two days prior to Executive Committee meetings. There
were detailed discussions on the evaluation reports in this venue. This situation is not currently the case given
the packed agenda of the current Executive Committee meetings.

70. Many interviewees described the early evaluations as analytical, surfacing issues that needed solutions
and contributing to shaping the policy. The SMEO at that time participated in at least one country visit to
ensure that the interview protocols and stakeholder visits were effective. In some cases, implementing agency
personnel as well as the Multilateral Fund programme manager responsible for the sector were included in
these evaluation teams as resource persons well-versed in technical matters and operations of the Multilateral
Fund. Feedback from several interviewees was that this practice, particularly of including Multilateral Fund
programme managers as resource persons on teams, was valuable and this suggests that the practice should be
revived.

71. The stature of evaluation reached achieved a high-water mark during this period according to many
interviewees. A multi-step evaluation methodology covered: (i) an in-depth desk review by technical experts
in preparation of field visits; (ii) guidelines for structured interviews to be conducted with national government
and enterprise personnel; (iii) widespread country visits by evaluation teams with case studies prepared by the
experts, (iv) a synthesis report prepared by the SMEO which summarized case studies and presented
recommendations for consideration by the Executive Committee. According to the document which presented
the workload of the SMEO for Executive Committee consideration, during the first period 2000-2009, the total
funding approved for monitoring and evaluation work programme was US $ 2,815,000 and the SMEO had
delivered 26 synthesis evaluations, 165 country case studies, and 23 regional case studies. A total of 2,593
project completion reports were received for the same period.®® Figure 1 below displays the evolution of
approved budgets between 2000 and 2025:8¢

82 UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/89/15, paragraph 16, p.4.

83 United Nations Evaluation Group, UNEG, Norms and Standars (2016), Norm 14: “Evaluation use and follow-up”, seen annex I of
the present document.

8 Decision 89/1 in document UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/89/15.

85 UNEP/Oz1.Pro/ExCom/58/7, paragraph. 18 and annex IL.

8 The information is based on the approved budgets in the monitoring and evaluation work programme documents,
including for the years 2024 and 2025.
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Figure 1: Evolution of approved monitoring and evaluation annual budget (2000-2025)
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Source: Based on the data presented in UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/94/7, annex I, table 1.

72. There is an empty year between the transition of the SMEQ’s post under recruitment, with no budget
allocated. The graphic reveals that during the period 2011-2020, there was a smaller evaluation portfolio with
a budgeted total of US $1,530,930 for 16 desk studies and nine evaluation reports.’” In previous years desk
studies were used as integral to the preparation for the evaluation exercise whereas during the succeeding years
they were often used to enable an Executive Committee decision as to whether a full-fledged evaluation should
proceed or not. In terms of quality, those reports that annexed the terms of reference indicate detailed areas for
inquiry,® but the reports themselves do not have clear evaluation questions and contain limited information
on the methods used for data collection and analysis. They also provide scant information on who was
interviewed, or the facilities visited. Conclusions and lessons learned are mostly descriptive rather than
analytical.

73. The formats of the reports also vary. Some have executive summaries, others do not. However, the
major issue faced in any assessment of these reports is the lack of recommendations. As the MOPAN report
observes "Although there is a recommendations section in the reports, these are usually not clearly linked to
findings. Recommendations are worded more as requests to the Executive Committee to 'take note' of the
findings or to "invite the bilateral and implementing agencies to apply, when appropriate, the findings and

recommendations of the evaluation".?

74. Implementing agencies who were asked whether/how they currently follow-up on Executive
Committee decisions on individual evaluation reports, indicated they did not have any mechanism to do this.
This was doubly difficult given that recent reports present 'Learning and Conclusions' or as 'the way forward'
which are not pitched for actionable follow-up. Another interviewee commented that the Executive Committee
invitation for implementing agencies to decide to follow-up on findings when appropriate was "not the real

87 Annex II in document UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/94/7
88 UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/80/9, annex I and UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/82/11, annex I
8 MOPAN 2019 Assessments, Multilateral Fund for the Implementation of the Montreal Protocol, p.9 published in December 2022.
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spirit of evaluation" as there was a need for recommendations that linked to a follow-up mechanism to track
the extent to which recommendations had been implemented. Many interviewees concurred that the upshot of
this development was that evaluation reports were simply 'shelved'.

75. At the 89" meeting of the Executive Committee, discussions focused on the MOPAN reports
recommendations to enhance the relevance of the evaluation function. Suggestions were made to revert to past
practices that were discontinued in 2011 where the Executive Committee took decisions on relevant
recommendations "so that there could be follow-up with regard to how the evaluation recommendations and
related decisions fed into the work of the Fund and its bilateral and implementing agencies". It was stressed
that the number of recommendations should be limited and concentrate on the most essential findings.
Preparation of management responses was also seen as helping to "enhance the use of evaluation results and
strengthen the function's ties with the work of the Fund".”

76. To address the limited time available to discuss evaluation reports during Executive Committee
meetings, it was suggested that the SMEO should have discussions on the reports at the IACM. These
exchanges would then be captured in the reports of the [ACM meeting submitted to the Executive Committee
and could summarise key points which would help the Executive Committee to engage in more focused
discussions on the recommendations. The IACM interactions could have the added benefit of ensuring clarity
in the recommendations, solicit suggestions for evaluation topics and consider issues that seemed pertinent for
inclusion in a management response.

Finding 6: Diversifying the type and focus of evaluation to include assessment of the social and economic
impacts of Multilateral Fund programming. While Multilateral Fund has been recognized as being
successful in establishing a monitoring and verification system for measuring compliance with ODS phase-
out target, and other Montreal Protocol related targets, it has been less successful in developing a
comprehensive and robust evaluation framework to assess 'softer' kinds of activities like training, capacity
building, institutional strengthening, private sector involvement capturing experiences of public awareness and
the overall sustainability of Multilateral Fund results after project completion. This aspect is becoming
increasingly relevant as the Multilateral Fund embarks on designing and implementing projects that respond
to the needs to comply with the targets set by the Kigali Amendment.

77. The MOPAN report observes that "The Multilateral Fund has had a narrow and effective focus on the
phase-out/phase-down of controlled substances".’! This has led to a perception among many interviewees,
particularly among implementing agencies, that the Multilateral Fund is driven by a "compliance-based" focus
that is precludes explicit attention to the social and economic impact of its programmes. Implementing agencies
comment that this laser-focus on compliance does not encompass their own agency priorities which have
broader mandates that focus on stakeholders, gender, jobs and small and medium industries, for example. One
agency representative recounted that when the Multilateral Fund gender policy was adopted, a gender specialist
had been recruited to help identify ways and means to make sure the portfolio was gender sensitive. After
having reviewed the Multilateral Fund programmes, the response of this consultant was "Where are the
people?"

78. Current practice in Multilateral Fund evaluation is to draw mainly from reports submitted to meet the
requirements of the Multilateral Fund Secretariat. As noted earlier in the report, some implementing agencies
undertake evaluation of Multilateral Fund because their own agencies have evaluation policies that require
such coverage. To date there is no formal arrangement between the SMEO and the heads of implementing
agencies’ evaluation offices which could have potential in terms of formulating an evaluation framework that
takes more innovative approach particularly to assess experiences in the social and economic impacts of
Multilateral Fund programming and could also experiment with joint evaluations.

% UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/89/15
91T MOPAN 2019 report, p.23.
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79. With this aim in mind, evaluation offices of the implementing agencies should share any evaluations
on Multilateral Fund projects on a regular basis with the evaluation unit of the Multilateral Fund. This could
be a useful source for the Multilateral Fund evaluation unit to build meta-analyses based on the inputs provided
by the independent evaluation offices of the implementing agencies. In this connection it is noteworthy that
one Evaluation Head suggested that there was an opportunity to establish an informal 'community of practice'
among the implementing agency evaluation units and the Multilateral Fund evaluation unit.

80. As a final point in connection with this finding, a case study entitled "The Multilateral Fund for the
Implementation of the Montreal Protocol, Addressing Challenges of Globalization" prepared by the Operations
Evaluation Department of the World Bank 20 years ago, provides a perspective on the "unintended qualitative
sustainable benefits" of the Multilateral Fund. The following paragraph is worth quoting in full as it speaks
both succinctly and presciently to the untapped potential for exploring the 'softer sectors' of Multilateral Fund
projects:

The Multilateral Fund was established as an environmental rather than a development fund. Its goal of
retrofitting industrial processes to eliminate or displace ODS was not designed to have any direct social impact
(even the incremental cost methodology has a built-in assumption that the ODS phase-out intervention is
cost/price-neutral to the private enterprise). However, unintended qualitative sustainable development benefits
of the Fund have begun to be recognized. In addition to the skills enhancement brought about by capacity
building and training at the local level, other potential benefits which offer lessons to the Bank’s work across
other Multilateral Environment Agreements include reduced health risks, reductions of other environmental
pollutants, increased competitiveness and/or enhanced export potential at the national level as well as enhanced
interconnectedness through networking activities at the regional level.

Extract from a "Case study on the Multilateral Fund for the Implementation of the Montreal Protocol” by
Lauren Kelly, World Bank Operations Evaluation Department, (32914) 2004, page xi.
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I11. Conclusions
Conclusion 1: Limitations of the Multilateral Fund evaluation function:

81. A unique Multilateral Fund monitoring and evaluation function was deliberately designed to meet a
shorter-term vision of reaching specific ODS reduction goals by 2010. To facilitate this, conventional norms
that distinguished monitoring from evaluation in the United Nations system were adapted to the needs of the
Fund and proved successful in setting up a regime that tracked compliance with specific goals. The record of
evaluation is less successful with some reports of inconsistent analytic quality and not widely referenced or
used. The overall utility of evaluation reports in discharging their accountability and learning objectives is also
not discernible since a follow-up mechanism to track the response to recommendations has yet to be developed
and the lessons learned database is not user friendly. Most importantly, Multilateral Fund now has objectives
established in the Montreal Protocol and the Kigali Amendment that extend into the 2040s. The evaluation
function now needs a fresh vision to meet these broader, longer-term objectives that encompass United Nations
system priorities of SDGs, gender and human rights.

Conclusion 2: Inward-looking evaluation practice:

82. The involvement of the Executive Committee in overseeing and guiding the conduct of monitoring
and evaluation is an important feature. This oversight was crucial given that the Multilateral Fund Secretariat
opted to contract out project design, and implementation to United Nations and bilateral implementing
agencies rather than set up its own project implementation structure. As a financial mechanism, the Fund is
therefore not dissimilar to GEF. However, the key difference in terms of evaluation and monitoring is that the
GEF forged a close association with the independent evaluation offices of their implementing agencies and
developed a regime for project monitoring and evaluation which met GEF needs. In hindsight one may
conclude that Multilateral Fund missed an opportunity to exploit the M&E infrastructure that had developed
within the implementing agencies which may have yielded a stronger portfolio of evaluation products and a
more widespread corporate understanding of the value and potential of evaluation overall.

Conclusion 3: Missed opportunities to clarify the identity of the evaluation function:

83. There were several inflection points in the past 30 years when the Executive Committee revisited
options for how to meet Multilateral Fund’s monitoring and evaluation needs. The first was in 1997 when it
was decided to set up an in-house evaluation capacity as opposed to sub-contracting external experts. The
second was in 2009 when the Executive Committee contemplated the possibility of a "cost effective and
independent delivery options external to the Fund Secretariat"°? once more. While this option was not pursued,
the evaluation function continued to be represented by an SMEO rather than an established organizational unit.
Even though the possible tenure of the post was confirmed as being up to 10 years of service (from a two-year
renewable approach that had characterized the tenure of the first SMEOQ), this did not allay concerns that the
mode of delivering evaluations could be altered and the function was secure. The decision to downgrade
evaluation-specific recommendations to optional suggestions fundamentally affected the standing of the
evaluation function and the utility of its reports. It reinforced the message that evaluations had little to add to
accountability and learning which are keystones of any serious evaluation practice.

Conclusion 4: Recognizing the difference between monitoring and evaluation:

84. The blurring of monitoring and evaluation functions was practical to start with but over time
contributed to the weakening of the identity and relevance of evaluation. This assessment has underscored the
need to promote a much clearer corporate understanding of the distinction between the two functions that
accord with United Nations system norms and standards. If evaluation is to be recognized as a distinct function,
a clear and separate identity should be established through the adoption of an evaluation policy and the
reframing of the responsibilities of the post of Senior Monitoring and Evaluation Officer (SMEQ), as a Senior

92 Decision 56/8, paragraph 57, p. 16, in document UNEP/Ozl.Pro/56/64.
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Evaluation Officer (SEO) together with the integration of monitoring functions in the Multilateral Fund
Secretariat as part of the project management life-cycle, including the collection of PCRs and preparation of
the consolidated PCR report.

Conclusion 5: Steps for renewal:

85. The 2019 MOPAN assessment conclusion on evaluation has reinvigorated action to ensure a more
effective evaluation function. During the past three and a half years, the current SMEO has begun efforts to
modernize the evaluation function and adapted UNEG evaluation practices to Multilateral Fund needs. The
duration of the evaluation work programme has been extended from an annual to a biennial format (on an
experimental basis) which will facilitate more efficient planning and delivery. She has also piloted a
comprehensive and participatory reassessment to introduce a format for a universal project completion report
to help more efficient online processing as well as consider United Nations system priorities such as gender
and the SDGs. There is also Executive Committee interest that only one consolidated project completion report
should be submitted per year instead of two which would cover a larger sample of projects. In addition,
working documents® are being formulated that would make evaluation reports more accessible on the web
and help with establishing a more transparent evaluation dissemination strategy. These are reassuring first
steps to give evaluation a more substantive profile and elevate its relevance to all stakeholders of Multilateral
Fund programming, and to be a conduit to sharing evaluations with a wider audience.

93 Internal working documents prepared by the current SMEO to improve outreach of evaluation products.
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IV.  Recommendations for a time-bound roadmap to strengthen the evaluation function

86. The following recommendations propose a time-bound roadmap to strengthen the evaluation function
and address weaknesses identified by the MOPAN assessment. The timeline for this roadmap may vary but
should aim to be implemented during the next three years from 2025 to 2027. As required in the TOR, a draft
outline of the evaluation policy is presented in annex II of the present document and aligns with UNEG Norms
and Standards’ and the United Nations Secretariat instructions in ST/A1/2021/3.%

Recommendation 1: Finalise a Multilateral Fund evaluation policy using a participatory process — The
annexed evaluation policy draft outline proposes a clear and separate identity for evaluation and
monitoring, with the responsibilities of the post of Senior Monitoring and Evaluation Officer reframed
as Senior Evaluation Officer. In consultation with the Chief Officer, the SMEO should arrange for a
consultative process to review the proposed evaluation policy (see annex II) outline with the intention of
presenting a final draft that has been well vetted to the Executive Committee for consideration.

87. The process should involve Multilateral Fund Secretariat staff and other stakeholders including the
Independent Evaluation Office of UNEP given that the Fund is co-located with UNEP. The objective is to
benefit from a cross-section of voices familiar with (a) Multilateral Fund programming and (b) expertise in
United Nations system evaluation. This should be a brief, well organized brainstorming activity that leads to
a polished final draft of the Evaluation Policy. In addition, the advanced draft should be shared with the heads
of evaluation offices in the United Nations implementing agencies to solicit their views as well. These agencies
have been approached as part of this assessment and have shown an interest to support Multilateral Fund
evaluation.

Suggested timeline and participants: 1* consultation process during first half of 2025 and draft evaluation
policy to be finalized and proposed to the Executive Committee in 2025 (meeting to be decided depending on
the complexity of consultations and related responses by stakeholders).

o Chief Officer, SMEQ, Senior Multilateral Fund Staff, Heads of Implementing Agencies Evaluation
Offices.

Recommendation 2: Use evaluation guidelines as a tool for raising awareness - Once the evaluation
policy has been endorsed, the SMEO should translate key elements of the policy into summary guidance
targeting key stakeholders who will have roles to play in operationalizing this policy.

88. Briefings should be organized at IACM meetings and at Regional Network Meetings where the SMEO
and the Chief Officer present the headlines of the new policy and encourage questions to be raised and address
concerns. While these sessions would be preferable in person, they could be done on-line. The objective of
these brief familiarization sessions would be to demystify what evaluation means in the context of the Fund
and to emphasise that it is not an additional burden but an opportunity to communicate issues of importance
that will be reflected in the evaluation reports that go to the Executive Committee. Once these briefings are
completed, succinct guidelines should be circulated and made available on-line in the evaluation section of the
Multilateral Fund website.

Suggested timeline and participants: Progress update report at 97" Executive Committee meeting
(December 2025) and finalization at 98" meeting (Mid-2026).

o  SMEO, with support from CAP/Regional Networks teams and participants to IACM, championed by
the Chief Officer

%4 United Nations Evaluation Group, UNEG, Norms and Standards for Evaluation, (2016), Norm 12: Evaluation policy, New York,
see annex | of the presenet document.
95 Administrative Instruction, Evaluation in the United Nations Secretariat, ST/AI/2021/3, August 6, 2021, ST/A1/2021/3 (undocs.org)
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Recommendation 3: Upgrade and standardize the formats of evaluation reports and introduce a system
of follow-up to track evaluation recommendations - Thus far evaluation reports have been available only
as 'parliamentary' documentation presented to the Executive Committee. In addition, it is recommended that
to demonstrate transparency, evaluation reports should be easily readable and publicly accessible as part of the
evaluation section of the Multilateral Fund website.

89. With this objective in mind, it is recommended that the SMEO should compile a simple annotated
guide for evaluation consultants which standardizes the format and provides illustrative examples of
how key sections such as the Executive Summary, Findings, Conclusions and Recommendations, should
be presented. Recommendations should be Specific, Measurable, Achievable, Realistic and Time-bound
(SMART) and this guide should develop criteria for what constitutes a lesson learned by providing
specific examples of what does and does not constitute a 'lesson learned’.

Suggested timeline and participants: Consultations to be performed during 2025 resulting in a proposal for
a tracking system on recommendations to be budgeted for in the work programme of 2026.

o SMEQO with relevant support particularly from an informal 'community of practice' of implementing
agency evaluation offices (e.g. UNEP) and external expertise (if required). Support from the
Multilateral Fund staff involved in Communication and Knowledge-Management is also suggested.

Recommendation 4: Engaging key stakeholders in the work process of evaluation - Some stakeholders
see the 'independence’ of the evaluation mandate as a factor that inhibits candid exchange on draft reports and
confine themselves to commenting on the factual accuracy of findings and not on the feasibility of suggestions
for conclusions and the 'way forward'. To ensure that ground-level realities inform the findings of evaluations,
stakeholders also requested more visits to the countries. Considering these views, the following suggestions
are made for consideration to make evaluation more animated, active and immediate and less a function that
operates in a silo within the Multilateral Fund Secretariat.

90. The SMEO should consult with the Chief Officer to consider their viability and a possible
timeline for sub-recommendations (a) through (e).

(a) Revisit the purpose of desk studies and consider introducing inception reports: While desk
studies were originally conceived of as preparatory activities for country visits by evaluation
teams, they often became self-contained studies which reviewed internal Multilateral Fund
documentation and extracted conclusions and lessons learned. While desk studies should not
be abandoned as a modality, criteria should be developed as to which projects lend themselves
to this more limited appraisal. Inception reports should be introduced for all evaluations that
contain evaluation questions, data collection instruments, and involve evaluation team travel
to regions and countries as the norm rather than the exception.

(b) Undertake fewer, deeper more strategic evaluations: To ensure that evaluation topics meet
the strategic needs of the Multilateral Fund, it is recommended that the Chief Officer lead
senior Multilateral Fund staff in a brainstorming session once every 18 months to explore what
issues require evaluation attention for the biennial work programme. It is also recommended
that given the limited capacity of the evaluation unit, it should undertake fewer, deeper
evaluations that should typically involve more than one external consultant. Furthermore, the
possibility of joint evaluations with evaluation offices of the implementing agencies, should
be explored. It is also strongly recommended to revive the practice of having Multilateral Fund
Secretariat Staff as part of the evaluation teams as resource persons. Implementing agency
staff should also be encouraged to join teams in a similar capacity as was done in earlier
Multilateral Fund evaluations.

(©) Streamline interaction with Executive Committee: At present, evaluation planning involves
four interactions with the Executive Committee: (i) work programme submission; (ii) terms
of reference submission; (iii) a report on evaluation progress; followed by (iv) submission of
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the final report. It is recommended that this process be streamlined to two steps with (i)
submission of a biennial work programme that provides sufficient information for Executive
Committee approval of the content and number of evaluations, and (ii) the submission of the
final evaluation report.

(d) Introduce briefing sessions with evaluation consultants: As part of the finalization of draft
reports, the SMEO should organize brief, informal face-to-face sessions with the evaluation
consultants, the SMEO and with Multilateral Fund Secretariat staff to discuss draft reports. It
would be optimal if the evaluation calendar is timed to ensure draft reports are available during
the start of the calendar year, when programme staff are not as busy preparing for Executive
Committee meetings. In addition, once the reports are finalized, the consultants should prepare
PowerPoint presentations that they will present in brief on-line meetings, chaired by the
SMEO, for interested implementing agency staff and Executive Committee members prior to
the Executive Committee meetings.

(e) Request evaluation as standing agenda item at key Multilateral Fund meetings with
stakeholders (e.g. IACM and Network Meetings): To ensure visibility of evaluation as a
corporate priority, it is recommended that a half-day session on evaluation is included in the
IACM agenda, at the first meeting of the year. These sessions should be interactive and solicit
ideas on issues that would merit independent assessment, share key highlights of evaluation
results and methods used for data collection ('most-significant-change', 'outcome mapping',
for example) and include NOUs as resources for feedback on topics such as evaluation plans,
topical concerns and data collection strategies and suggestions. The objective is to make
evaluation more recognized, familiar and participatory. It builds on recommendation (a)
above.

Recommendation 5: Reappraise the evaluation framework used at Multilateral Fund: More innovative
evaluation approaches should also be developed to assess the 'softer' activities in programming involving
industry and private sector entities, manufacturers associations etc.

91. Since the start, evaluation topics have focused on assessments of the Multilateral Fund programming
by type/sector such as CFCs, HCFCs and more recently HFCs phase-out, ODS disposal and destruction,
refrigeration projects, methyl bromide, halon banking to name a few. Interviewees suggested there may be
other options for framing evaluations such as a focus on countries that had large programmes as a unit of
analysis, as they often involve several implementing agencies. This would support assessment of gender,
human rights and the SDGs which are newer priorities for the Multilateral Fund and central to the Norms and
Standards of the UNEG.® The SMEO could invite a review group composed of a few of the former Multilateral
Fund evaluation consultants who are technical experts as well as experienced in evaluation, to consider the
options for reframing the evaluation practice. Including consultants who have evaluated similar programmes
for other agencies (e.g. GEF), and representatives from implementing agencies could add value. This exercise
could also be used to update and diversify the evaluation roster of consultants qualified to undertake
Multilateral Fund evaluations.

Suggested timeline and participants: 2026-2028

o  SMEO and evaluation expert review group and representatives of key stakeholders who are users of
Multilateral Fund evaluation reports.

Recommendation 6: Introduce enhanced quality assurance mechanisms for evaluation reports: To
ensure that evaluation reports are technically sound, credible and easily readable it is recommended
that the SMEO consider recruiting a resource person(s) or set up a reference group as required to
support framing of the Terms of Reference and quality assuring the final draft reports. It is also

% United Nations Evaluation Group, UNEG, Norms and Standards for Evaluation (2016), New York - specifically Standard 4.7
Human right-based approach and gender mainstreaming strategy, see annex I of the present document.
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suggested that a member of the Programme Management team could act as internal peer reviewer and
sounding board to provide quality assurance support as a report is being finalized.

92. In larger offices, evaluation reports are customarily peer reviewed by other evaluation officers who
have not been involved in the evaluation. External consultants to provide both technical and assessments of
the clarity of report presentation have also been used, particularly when controversial evaluations are to be
submitted to executive boards. Given that the Multilateral Fund evaluation unit is small, such expert and peer
review support will help assure both the technical and evaluation quality of its reports without entailing costs
for additional staff. This type of quality assurance should not represent an onerous workload and could take
place at a few key points during the evaluation process, namely the preparation of the draft Terms of Reference
and Inception Report stage, and when the final draft is presented by the consultant.

Suggested timeline and participants: 2025 onwards

o  SMEO to use 'community of practice' identified in Recommendation 3 and explore potential for such
support.

Recommendation 7: Supplementing evaluation expertise in the short to medium term - It is suggested
that temporary measures should be explored for the next three years, such as recruiting a Junior
Professional Officer or short-term professional/ consultant expertise with experience in evaluation, to
support current PCR reform.

93. Considering the ongoing PCR reform, the related work on lessons learned, and the preparation of the
evaluation policy suggested in this assessment, the evaluation unit may require a boost in support for the

SMEO, to address the additional work beyond the delivery of evaluations.

Suggested timeline: 2025 onwards
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Annex I

UNITED NATIONS EVALUATION GROUP (UNEG)
SUMMARY OF NORMS AND STANDARDS FOR EVALUATION

Table 1: Norms and Standards for Evaluation

General norms for evaluation

Norm 1: Internationally agreed principles, goals and targets

Norm 2: Utility

Norm 3: Credibility

Norm 4: Independence

Norm 5: Impartiality.

Norm 6: Ethics

Norm 7: Transparency

Norm 8: Human rights and gender equality.

Norm 9: National evaluation capacities

Norm 10: Professionalism

Institutional norms for evaluation at the United Nations System

Norm 11: Enabling environment

Norm 12: Evaluation policy

Norm 13: Responsibility for the evaluation function

Norm 14: Evaluation use and follow-up

Standards for evaluation

Standard 1: Institutional Framework

Standard 1.1: Institutional framework for evaluation

Standard 1.2: Evaluation policy

Standard 1.3: Evaluation plan and reporting.

Standard 1.4: Management response and follow up

Standard 1.5: Disclosure policy.

Standard 2: Management of the Evaluation Function

Standard 2.1: Head of evaluation

Standard 2.2: Evaluation guidelines

Standard 2.3: Responsiveness of the evaluation function

Standard 3: Evaluation competencies

Standard 3.1: Competencies

Standard 3.2: Ethics

Standard 4: Conduct of Evaluations

Standard 4.1: Timeliness and intentionality

Standard 4.2: Evaluability assessment

Standard 4.3: Terms of reference

Standard 4.4: Evaluation scope and objectives

Standard 4.5: Methodology

Standard 4.6: Stakeholder engagement and reference groups

Standard 4.7: Human rights-based approach and gender mainstreaming strategy

Standard 4.8: Selection and composition of evaluation teams

Standard 4.9: Evaluation report and products

Standard 4.10: Recommendations

Standard 4.11: Communication and dissemination

Standard 5: Quality

Standard 5.1: Quality assurance system

Standard 5.2: Quality control of the evaluation design

Standard 5.3 Quality control at the final stage of evaluation

Source: United Nations Evaluation Group (2016), Norms and Standards for Evaluation. New York: UNEG.




UNEG Norms and Standards specifically cited in the assessment report
Norm 4: Independence

- Independence of evaluation is necessary for credibility, influences the ways in which an evaluation is
used and allows evaluators to be impartial and free from undue pressure throughout the evaluation
process. The independence of the evaluation function comprises two key aspects — behavioural
independence and organizational independence. Behavioural independence entails the ability to
evaluate without undue influence by any party. Evaluators must have the full freedom to conduct their
evaluative work impartially, without the risk of negative effects on their career development and must
be able to freely express their assessment. The independence of the evaluation function underpins the
free access to information that evaluators should have on the evaluation subject.

- Organizational independence requires that the central evaluation function is positioned independently
from management functions, carries the responsibility of setting the evaluation agenda and is provided
with adequate resources to conduct its work. Organizational independence also necessitates that
evaluation managers have full discretion to directly submit evaluation reports to the appropriate level
of decision-making and that they should report directly to an organization’s governing body and/or
the executive head. Independence is vested in the Evaluation Head to directly commission, produce,
publish and disseminate duly quality-assured evaluation reports in the public
domain without undue influence by any party.

Norm 12: Evaluation policy

Every organization should establish an explicit evaluation policy. Taking into account the specificities of the
organization’s requirements, the evaluation policy should include a clear explanation of the purpose, concepts,
rules and use of evaluation within the organization; the institutional framework and roles and responsibilities;
measures to safeguard evaluation independence and public accountability; benchmarks for financing the
evaluation function that are commensurate with the size and function of the organization; measures to ensure
the quality and the use of evaluations and post-evaluation follow-up; a framework for decentralized
evaluations, where applicable; and provision for periodic peer review or external assessment. The evaluation
policy should be approved by the governing body and/or the executive head to ensure it has a formally
recognized status at the highest levels of the organization. References to evaluators in the policy should
encompass staff of the evaluation function as well as evaluation consultants.

Norm 14: Evaluation use and follow-up

- Organizations should promote evaluation use and follow-up, using an interactive process that involves
all stakeholders. Evaluation requires an explicit response by the governing authorities and/or
management addressed by its recommendations that clearly states responsibilities and accountabilities.
Management should integrate evaluation results and recommendations into its policies and
programmes.

- The implementation of evaluation recommendations should be systematically followed up. A periodic
report on the status of the implementation of the evaluation recommendations should be presented to
the governing bodies and/or the head of the organization.

Standard 1: Institutional Framework

Standard 1.4 Management response and follow-up

The organization should ensure that appropriate mechanisms are in place to ensure that management
responds to evaluation recommendations. The mechanisms should outline concrete actions to be

undertaken in the management response and in the follow-up to recommendation implementation.
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- The organization’s management is responsible for providing a formal management response to each
evaluation. The management response provides management’s views of the evaluation
recommendations, including whether and why management agrees or disagrees with each
recommendation. The management response should detail specific actions to implement those
recommendations that were agreed to by management. These actions should be concrete, objectively
verifiable, time-bound and clear on the responsibilities for implementation.

- The organization should have an oversight mechanism to ensure that there are management responses
to evaluations, that the actions contained in management responses are adequate to substantially
address agreed recommendations and that the recommendations are appropriately implemented.

- The organization should have a mechanism to oversee the implementation of the actions provided in
management responses, such as follow-up reports or tracking systems. Ensuring follow-up is the
responsibility of the management. Follow-up should be overseen by the governing body or, for those
actions to be undertaken by units within the organization, by management itself.

Standard 4: Conduct of Evaluations
Standard.: 4.1: Timeliness and intentionality

Evaluations should be designed to ensure that they provide timely, valid and reliable information that
will be relevant to the subject being assessed and should clearly identify the underlying intentionality.

- The rationale for conducting an evaluation should be clear from the outset. The evaluation plan, scope
and design should be determined with a view to generating the most relevant, useful and timely
information that will meet the needs of intended users and will be relevant to decision-making
processes.

- Timeliness is thus an important factor in ensuring evaluation utility.

- In the context of limited resources, it is important to carefully plan evaluations in order to ensure
optimum utility and cost-effectiveness.

- Having a clear intention implies knowing whose decisions (and the type of those decisions) the
evaluation intends to influence. This should lead to the identification of relevant evaluation questions,
the appropriate scope of evaluation, the design of stakeholder engagement to promote ownership, the
appropriate formulation of recommendations, an effective dissemination plan and a successful
learning strategy.

Standard 4.7 Human right-based approach and gender mainstreaming strategy

The evaluation design should include considerations of the extent to which the United Nations system’s
commitment to the human-rights based approach and gender mainstreaming strategy was incorporated
in the design of the evaluation subject.

- United Nations organizations, guided by the United Nations Charter, have a responsibility and mission
to assist Member States to meet their obligations towards the realization of the human rights of those
who live within their jurisdiction. Human rights treaties, mechanisms and instruments provide United
Nations organizations with a guiding frame of reference and a legal foundation for ethical and moral
principles; these vehicles should guide evaluation work. Consideration should also be given to gender
equality issues and hard-to-reach and vulnerable groups.

- The evaluation design might also include some process of ethical review of the initial design of the
evaluation subject. More specifically, the evaluation terms of reference should:

» Indicate both duty bearers and rights holders (particularly women and other groups subject to
discrimination) as primary users of the evaluation and specify how they will be involved in the
evaluation process.

» Spell out the relevant human rights and gender equality instruments or policies that will guide
evaluation processes.



YV V VY V

Incorporate an assessment of relevant human rights and gender equality aspects through the
selection of the evaluation criteria and questions.

Specify an evaluation approach and methods of data collection and analysis that are human
rights-based and gender-responsive.

Specify that evaluation data should be disaggregated by social criteria (e.g. sex, ethnicity, age,
disability, geographic location, income or education).

Define the level of expertise needed among the evaluation team on human rights and gender
equality, define responsibilities in this regard and call for a gender-balanced and culturally
diverse team that makes use of national/regional evaluation expertise.
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Annex IIT

ASSESSMENT REVIEW MATRIX (*)

ASSESSMENT QUESTIONS

SUBSTANTIATING EVIDENCE

MEANS OF VERIFICATION & DATA
SOURCES

1. STRATEGIC RELEVANCE

- What has been contribution of the M&E
function and its evaluation and PCR reports
in terms of informing the overall corporate
strategy, operational effectiveness,
accountability and learning from
Multilateral Fund projects?

- To what extent have evaluations undertaken
to date been used as a source of information
in future programming?

- What demand is there for evaluation
products and from where/whom?

- Extent to which internal and external
stakeholders are knowledgeable about
the work of the evaluation function and
find it a valuable input to their work

- Extent to which project templates,
review documents strategic planning
documents, results frameworks,
communication plans and products
see/quote evaluation recommendations
and lessons as a source of information

Semi-structured key informant interviews
o Multilateral Fund staff

o Executive Committee members

o Implementing agency staff

o National partners (NOUs etc)
Survey results

Document review

Evidence from sample of completed
projects from Implementing agencies
which provide overview of project cycle
and identify monitoring and evaluation
plans, practices and outcomes.

2. EFFECTIVENESS

- How familiar are stakeholders involved in
the design, implementation and monitoring
of Multilateral Fund projects, (eg. the
Secretariat, Implementing Agencies and
national partners) with the requirements for
effective evaluation (use of log frames,
Theories of Change, funding of monitoring
and evaluation etc)?

(a) Do the templates used for design and

monitoring contain the necessary results-based

structure, information, funding and workplan
for the conduct of credible evaluation?

(b) What are the interlinkages between

monitoring activities undertaken by the

- Extent to which relevant project
templates and documents highlight
evaluation requirements

- Extent to which minutes of programme
review processes in implementing
agencies and Multilateral Fund
demonstrate consideration of M&E
requirements and protocols.

Records of discussions on evaluation

findings, recommendations and learnings

with implementing agency staff and

Multilateral Fund staff, as well as Executive

Committee. Are Management Responses

Interviews with Implementing agencies and
Multilateral Fund staff
Document review

Interviews with Multilateral Fund staff,
Implementing agency Staff. Interviews and
document/website reviews Review of
Implementing agency evaluations of
Multilateral Fund projects where available.

Informal brainstorming of preliminary findings
within Multilateral Fund, Informal Advisory
Group and then with Implementing Agencies.




ASSESSMENT QUESTIONS

SUBSTANTIATING EVIDENCE

MEANS OF VERIFICATION & DATA
SOURCES

Programme Management function and the

activities of the M&E function?

(c) Are there examples of lessons that have been

learned through M& E activities being fed into

new phases of programming?

- To what extent have issues identified in
evaluations been discussed internally at the
corporate level, with the Executive
Committee and with implementing
agencies?

- Has there been any sharing of lessons
learned among implementing agencies and
concerned  national  partners and
implementers involved in Multilateral Fund
work?

- How accessible are monitoring and
evaluation reports produced at Multilateral
Fund?

- In what ways have the products of
evaluations been disseminated and shared
among relevant stakeholders?

- Are evaluations a core component of the
Communications Strategy of Multilateral
Fund?

- In what ways does UNEP, UNIDO, UNDP
and the World Bank support the
dissemination of key findings and
recommendations of Multilateral Fund
Evaluations?

- What criteria should be adopted to develop
an Evaluation Function that is fit-for-
purpose in Multilateral Fund? What key

prepared for Multilateral Fund Evaluations

to ensure uptake of recommendations?

- Extent to which evaluation reports and
learnings are reflected on Multilateral

Fund website, Communication bulletins.

- Assessment of evaluation report
dissemination practices and briefings
provided by the evaluation unit.

Ultimate goal of this reflection will be to
outline an Evaluation Policy that meets
Multilateral Fund needs for accountability and
learning.




ASSESSMENT QUESTIONS

SUBSTANTIATING EVIDENCE

MEANS OF VERIFICATION & DATA
SOURCES

principles and organizational arrangements
should be set in place to ensure the
involvement of the evaluation function
during the design, implementation,
monitoring and evaluation of Multilateral
Fund projects - ie. how best should
monitoring evaluation be considered at
each point in the project cycle?

Does Multilateral Fund have the capacity to
undertake a comprehensive evaluation
programme or are there other options to
build on work done in the implementing
agencies?

3. EVALUATION RESOURCES AND SUSTAINABILITY

Are Multilateral Fund’ss current investment
in M&E sufficient to implement a credible
monitoring and evaluation function?

To what extent has Multilateral Fund ‘s
organizational arrangements and
commitments been adequate to support the
implementation of a credible monitoring and
evaluation function?

How efficient has the M&E function been in
delivering its annual work programme? What
incentives have been/could be adopted to
encourage the development of a culture of
evaluation and implementation of evaluation
recommendations?

What have been the costs and deliverables
of the evaluation unit?

Explore to what extent the guidance
contained in section 6 of ST/AI/2021/3
covering resources is of relevance to
Multilateral Fund

Documents review of budgets

Assess a sample of evaluation reports and
PCR reports produced within the past 5
years using the UNEG quality checklist for
Evaluation Reports as a guide (UNEG/G
(2010)/2

Interviews and survey responses

4. MONITORING, REPORTING & ACCOUNTABILITY OF UNEG REQUIREMENTS!

!'See annex I on UNEG Norms and Standards on Integrating Human Rights and Gender Equality




ASSESSMENT QUESTIONS

SUBSTANTIATING EVIDENCE

MEANS OF VERIFICATION & DATA
SOURCES

To what extent does Multilateral Fund meet
the UNEG gender equality-related norms and
standards and applies the UNEG Guidance
on Integrating Humans Rights and Gender
Equality in all phases of monitoring and
evaluation?

How effectively does Multilateral Fund
monitor, evaluate and report on the
implementation of gender and human rights?
Is relevant information systematically
collected and analysed to feed into
management decisions?

What methods are used to address and
evaluate gender equality and women’s
empowerment in developing the evaluation
work programme and resulting evaluations?

Review Multilateral Fund guidance on
evaluating gender in projects and other
relevant templates

Interviews with Multilateral Fund staff and
implementing agency staff

Review of those Implementing Agency
evaluation reports on Multilateral Fund
projects.

(*) Extracted from the Inception Report for the preparation of the Assessment of the evaluation function of the Multilateral Fund.




Annex IV

STAKEHOLDERS INTERVIEWS AND QUESTIONNAIRES

Stakeholder category # Interviews # Interviewees Responses to follow-
up questionnaire
Executive Committee members 3 3
Article 5 countries
Executive Committee members 3 5 2
Non-Article 5 countries
Multilateral Fund Secretariat 10 12 4
staff including the evaluation
Representatives of bilateral and 5 9 1
implementing agencies
Heads of evaluation offices in 9 13
United Nations and non-United
Nations organizations
Evaluation consultant 1 1
Total 31 43 7




Annex V

SOURCES OF INFORMATION AND REFERENCES

| Source of information

| Title

Multilateral Fund Secretariat (http://www.multilateralfund.org)

1. | UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/4/13/Rev.2 Report of the fourth meeting of the Executive Committee of the interim Multilateral
Fund for the implementation of the Montreal Protocol

2. | UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/5/info.2 Agreement between Multilateral Fund and World Bank

3. | UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/5/info.3 Agreement between Multilateral Fund and UNDP

4. | UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/5/info.4 Agreement between Multilateral Fund and UNEP

5. | UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/5/16 Report of the fifth meeting of the Executive Committee of the interim Multilateral
Fund for the implementation of the Montreal Protocol

6. | UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/8/29 Agreement between Multilateral Fund and UNIDO

7. | UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/17/53 Guidelines on monitoring and evaluation

8. | UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/18/64 Guidelines on project monitoring and evaluation (old)

9. | UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/SCMEF/19/2 | Institutional procedures of monitoring and evaluation in relevant international
financing institutions -report from the consultant

10. | UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/19/63 Design of a monitoring and evaluation system for the Multilateral Fund (draft terms
of reference)

11. | UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/20/58 Proposed monitoring and evaluation system (draft) for the Multilateral Fund
submitted by Universalia, 24 September 1996.

12. | UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/20/72 Report of the twentieth meeting of the Executive Committee of the Multilateral Fund
for the implementation of the Montreal Protocol

13. | UNEP/OzIPro/ExCom/21/30 Proposed monitoring and evaluation system, revised draft", Universalia, p. 10,
January 1997

14. | UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/21/36 Report of the twenty-first meeting of the Executive Committee of the Multilateral
Fund for the implementation of the Montreal Protocol

15. | UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/23/4 Reports of the sub-committee on monitoring, evaluation and finance
Annex II. Revised job description and qualifications for monitoring and evaluation
officer

16. | UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/23/68 Report of the twenty-third meeting of the Executive Committee of the Multilateral
Fund for the implementation of the Montreal Protocol.

17. | UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/25/68/Corr.1 | Report of the twenty-fifth meeting of the Executive Committee of the Multilateral
Fund for the implementation of the Montreal Protocol

18. | UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/26/4 Report of the sixth meeting of the sub-committee on monitoring, evaluation and
finance

19. | UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/26/13 Status of implementation of the monitoring and evaluation work programme

20. | UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/26/70/Corr.1 | Report of the twenty-sixth meeting of the Executive Committee of the Multilateral
Fund for the implementation of the Montreal Protocol

21. | UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/27/12 Draft monitoring and evaluation work programme for 1999

22. | UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/30/5 Final report on the 1999 evaluation of refrigeration projects and draft follow-up
action plan

23. | UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/30/6 Final report on the 1999 evaluation of institutional strengthening projects and draft
follow-up action plan

24. | UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/30/7 Report on the outcome of the workshop on project completion report formats

25. | UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/30/8 Desk study on evaluation of regional networks

26. | UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/30/9 The possibility of a desk study on recovery and recycling projects

27. | UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/31/17 Desk study on compressor projects

28. | UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/31/18 Desk study on recovery and recycling projects

29. | UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/31/20 Report on evaluation of training projects

30. | UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/33/6 Final report on the evaluation of foam projects

31. | UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/33/7 Final report on the evaluation of regional networks




Source of information

Title

32. | UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/34/17 Evaluation of completed compressor projects in China

33. | UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/36/5 Report on the extended desk study on clearing house evaluation

34. | UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/37/6 Report on the desk study on halon projects

35. | UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/38/5 Final report on the evaluation of aerosol projects

36. | UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/39/14 Extended desk study on RMP evaluation

37. | UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/40/8 Final report on the evaluation of the halon sector

38. | UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/40/9 Desk study on the evaluation of the implementation of the CFC-production sector
agreements

39. | UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/41/7 Final report on the evaluation of the implementation of RMPs

40. | UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/42/12 Report on the intermediate evaluation of CFC production sector phase-out
agreements

41. | UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/42/13 Report on the intermediate evaluation of solvent sector phase-out plan in China

42. | UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/43/8 Desk study on methyl bromide projects

43. | UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/43/9 Follow-up to Decision 42/12 (¢) on the intermediate evaluation of CFC production
sector phase-out agreements

44. | UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/44/10 Final evaluation report on halon banking projects for countries with low volumes of
installed capacities

45. | UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/44/12 Desk study on the evaluation of customs officers training and licensing system
projects

46. | UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/45/12 Extended desk study on the evaluation of National Phase-Out Plans

47. | UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/46/7 Final report on the evaluation of methyl bromide projects

48. | UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/46/8 Desk study on non-compliance with the freeze in consumption of CFCs, halons,
methyl bromide and methyl chloroform

49. | UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/48/12 Final report on the intermediate evaluation of RMPs and NPPs in non-LVC countries
focusing on the refrigeration sector

50. | UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/48/15 Desk study on the evaluation of CTC process agent projects and phase-out
agreements

51. | UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/49/8 Desk study on the evaluation of the Compliance Assistance Programme (CAP)

52. | UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/49/15/Rev.1 Evaluation of the implementation of the 2005 business plans

53. | UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/50/9 Final evaluation report on cases of non-compliance (follow-up to decision 46/6)

54. | UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/51/12 Final report on the evaluation of CTC phase-out projects and agreements

55. | UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/51/13 Desk study on the evaluation of management and monitoring of National Phase-Out
Plans 2007

56. | UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/52/8 Extended desk study on incentive programmes for retrofits

57. | UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/52/9 Final report on the evaluation of the CAP programme

58. | UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/54/13 Desk study on the evaluation of institutional strengthening projects

59. | UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/55/8 Desk study on the evaluation of terminal phase-out management plans (TPMPs)

60. | UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/56/8 Final report on the evaluation of institutional strengthening projects

61. | UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/56/64 Report of the fifty- sixth meeting of the Executive Committee

62. | UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/57/13 Report on the existing terms of reference and how the evaluation functions in similar
institutions are organized and implemented

63. | UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/57/69 Report of the fifty- seventh meeting of the Executive Committee

64. | UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/58/7 Terms of reference and workload for the senior monitoring and evaluation officer
(decisions 56/8(e) and 57/12)

65. | UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/58/8 Final report on the evaluation of terminal phase-out management plans

66. | UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/58/9 Desk study on the evaluation of chiller projects

67. | UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/58/53 Report of the fifty-eighth meeting of the Executive Committee

68. | UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/66/13 Compilation of comments and responses received on the desk study on the evaluation
of multi-year agreement projects (decision 65/7)

69. | UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/66/15 Desk study on the evaluation of methyl bromide projects

70. | UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/67/9 Desk study for evaluation of metered-dosed inhalers (MDI) projects

71. | UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/67/9/Add.1 Desk study for evaluation of metered-dosed inhalers (MDI) projects

72. | UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/68/10 Desk study on the evaluation of chiller projects




Source of information

Title

73. | UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/68/10/Add.1 | Desk study on the evaluation of chiller projects

74. | UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/68/11 Evaluation of methyl bromide projects

75. | UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/69/12 Final evaluation report of multi-year agreement projects

76. | UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/71/14 Desk study on the evaluation of the preparatory phase of the phasing out of HCFCS
(decisions 68/9 and 69/12)

77. | UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/71/15 Report on evaluation of projects for the conversion of CFC based metered dose
inhalers (MDI) to non-CFC technologies

78. | UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/72/2 Secretariat activities - internal audit of the fund secretariat

79. | UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/72/9 Report on evaluation of projects for the conversion of CFC based metered dose
inhalers to CFC-free technologies

80. | UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/73/8 Desk study on the evaluation of HCFC phase-out projects in the foam sector

81. | UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/74/9 Final report on the evaluation of HCFC phase-out projects in the foam sector

82. | UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/75/9 Desk study on the evaluation of HCFC phase-out projects in the refrigeration and air-
conditioning manufacturing sector

83. | UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/75/10 Desk study on the evaluation of the pilot demonstration projects on ODS disposal
and destruction

84. | UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/77/9 & Final report on the evaluation of HCFC phase-out projects in the refrigeration and

Corrs.1 and 2 air-conditioning manufacturing sector (and Corrs.1 and 2)

85. | UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/80/9 Final report for the evaluation of the chiller projects with co-funding modalities

86. | UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/80/10 Desk study for the evaluation of the refrigeration servicing sector

87. | UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/81/9 Desk study for the evaluation of gender mainstreaming in the Montreal Protocol
projects and policies

88. | UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/82/11 Final report on the evaluation of the refrigeration servicing sector

89. | UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/82/12 Desk study for the evaluation of HCFC phase-out management plan preparation
activities to assist with the implementation of the Kigali Amendment

90. | UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/82/21 Synthesis report on the pilot ODS disposal projects (decisions 79/18(e))

91. | UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/83/8 Revised desk study for the evaluation of HCFC phase-out management plan
preparation activities to assist with the implementation of the Kigali Amendment

92. | UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/84/11 Final report on the evaluation of the pilot demonstration projects on ODS disposal
and destruction

93. | UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/84/12 Desk study on the evaluation of the sustainability of the Montreal Protocol
achievements

94. | UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/84/14 Progress report on the desk study for the evaluation of the energy efficiency in the
servicing sector

95. | UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/84/73 Draft operational policy on gender mainstreaming for Multilateral Fund -supported
projects (decision 83/68(c))

96. | UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/84/75 Report of the eighty-fourth meeting of the Executive Committee

97. | UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/86/10 Revised desk study on the evaluation of the sustainability of the Montreal Protocol
achievements

98. | UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/86/11 Evaluation of regional networks of national ozone officers (desk study and terms of
reference for the second phase)

99. | UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/86/13 Desk study for the evaluation of the energy efficiency in the servicing sector

100] UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/87/7 Desk study for the evaluation of the energy efficiency in the servicing sector

101] UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/88/2/Add.1 Secretariat activities- Audit of the Multilateral Fund by the office of internal
oversight services (OI0S)

102] UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/88/2/Add.2 Secretariat activities - Assessment of the Multilateral Fund by the multilateral
organisation performance assessment network (MOPAN)

103} UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/88/10 Desk study for the evaluation of the energy efficiency in the servicing sector

104 UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/88/79 Report of the eighty-eighth meeting of the Executive Committee

105{ UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/89/2/Add.1 Secretariat activities-Assessment of the Multilateral Fund by the multilateral
organisation -performance assessment network

106{ UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/89/15 Report of the eighty-eighth meeting of the Executive Committee

107) UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/90/6 Desk study for the evaluation of demonstration projects for low-global warming

potential alternatives to HCFCs
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Source of information

Title

108] UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/90/7 Update on the status of the second phase of the evaluation of regional networks of
national ozone officers

109) UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/90/9 Evaluation of the performance of the implementing agencies against their 2021
business plans

110} UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/90/10 2022 consolidated project completion report

111] UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/91/11 Rev.1 | Draft monitoring and evaluation work programme for the year 2023

112{ UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/92/6 Final report on the evaluation of regional networks of national ozone officers

113} UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/92/7 Desk study for the evaluation of enabling activities for HCFC phase-down

114] UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/92/8 Draft terms of reference for an external assessment of the evaluation function of the
Multilateral Fund

115{ UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/92/51 Operational policy on gender mainstreaming for Multilateral Fund-supported
projects: improved project requirements, including specific outputs and outcomes,
and related key performance indicators for the systematic application of the policy

116{ UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/92/56 Report of the ninety-second meeting of the Executive Committee

117) UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/93/10 Progress update on the external assessment of the evaluation function of the
Multilateral Fund

118 UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/93/11/ Progress update on the review of project completion reports

119] UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/93/13/Rev.1 Monitoring and evaluation work programme for the years 2024-2025

120 UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/94/7 Report on the external assessment of the evaluation function of the Multilateral Fund

(part I)

Multilateral Fund internal and other documents

121] JO MF/2100-98-01-1110 SMEO job description (an old document)- P5

122 JO 137772 SMEQ job description latest one — P5

123] JOMEFS 011 SMEQ’s Programme Management Assistant - G5 (old)

124] JO21-PGM-UNEP-170439 SMEQ’s Programme Management Assistant- G5 (current)

125{ JO 237143 Senior Programme Management Officer-P5 (Generic Senior Project review Post)
Job Description of Senior Programme
Management Office

126] JO 220558 Programme Management Officer- P3

127] Executive Committee Primer - 2024 An introduction to the Executive Committee of the Multilateral Fund for the

Implementation of the Montreal Protocol- Section related to Evaluation is in page 19

128] Multilateral Fund-Communication Multilateral Fund- communication tool on the achievements of the Montreal Protocol
Tool - May 2023

129{ Chapter =~ XI: = Monitoring  and | Policies, procedures, guidelines and criteria (as of December 2023)

Evaluation - December 2023

Other United Nations documents and links

130{ OIOS - Office of Internal Oversight Audit of the United Nations Environment Programme Secretariat for the Multilateral
Services-Internal Audit Division Fund for the Implementation of the Montreal Protocol
Report 2014/020
April 2014
Assignment No. AA2013-220-03
131} OIOS — Office of Internal Oversight Audit of the United Nations Environment Programme Secretariat for the Multilateral
Services Fund for the Implementation of the Montreal Protocol
Internal Audit Division
Report 2021/049
October 2021
Assignment No. AA2021-220-01
132} OIOS - Office of Internal Oversight | United Nations Evaluation
Services Dashboard 2020-2021
18 May 2023
Assignment No: IED-23-006
133{ OIOS - Office of Internal Oversight OIOS-IED Manual- March 2023

Services Inspection and Evaluation
Division March 2023




Source of information

Title

134] Ozone Secretariat Covering Note by the Executive Committee on the Report on the report on the
United Nations Environment | Evaluation of Customs Officers Training and Licensing System Projects to the 25th
Programme Meeting of the Open-Ended Working Group
UNEP/OzL.Pro.WG.1/25/6

135 United Nations Development The revised UNDP evaluation policy - July 2019
Programme
July 2019

136] United Nations Environment UNEP Evaluation policy - revised- October 2022
Programme
Evaluation Office
October 2022

137] United Nations Environment Lessons Learned from Evaluation-A platform of sharing knowledge -January 2007
Programme
January 2007

138] United Nations Evaluation Group UNEG-Norms and Standards for Evaluation

UNEG_G _2010_2_Quality Checklist for Evaluation_Reports
Good Practice Guidelines for Follow up to Evaluations.pdf

139} United Nations Environment The ICAQ evaluation policy - 2021
Programme International Civil
Aviation Organization

140] United Nations Industrial UNIDO Evaluation Policy DGB-2021-11
Development Organization
UNIDO Secretariat
September 2021

141{ United Nations General Assembly Strengthening the role of evaluation and the application of evaluation findings on
A/78/70-21 March 2023 programme design, delivery and policy directives-OI1O0S
Report on the activities of the Office
of Internal Oversight Services

142] Joint Inspection Unit of the United Third report on evaluation in the United Nations system: Integration and use - 1985
Nations System - JIU/REP/85/11 Joint Inspection Unit of the United Nations System | (unjiu.org)

Geneva, October 1985

143} United Nations Secretariat Administrative instruction - Evaluation in the United Nations Secretariat

ST/A1/2021/3 — 6 August 2021 ST/A1/2021/3

Other documents and links

144

Adaptation Fund
April 2022-Adaptation Fund Board
through Decision B.38/47.

Evaluation policy of the adaptation fund

145

Global Environment Facility
May 2009
GEF/ME/C.35/Inf.4

The evaluation function of the global environment facility - Final report May 2009

146

Global Environment Facility
GEF/ME/C.56/02/Rev.01
June 2019

The GEF Evaluation Policy - 2019

147

Green Climate Fund
GCF/B.28/05/Rev.01
March 2021

Evaluation Policy for the GCF | Green Climate Fund - 2021

148

MOPAN 2019 Assessments
Published in December 2020

MOPAN 2019 - Multilateral Fund- Report

149

MOPAN 2019 Assessments-Brief
Published in December 2022

MOPAN 2019 - Multilateral Fund- Brief

150

for the
the Montreal
Committee -

Multilateral Fund
implementation  of
Protocol Executive
December 2022

Management response to the Multilateral Organisation Performance Assessment
Network in relation to the 2019 assessment of the Multilateral Fund Management

Evaluation studies samples and web page -search engine




Source of information

Title

151 The World Bank  Operations | The Multilateral Fund for the Implementation of the Montreal Protocol - Addressing
Evaluation Department, OED (32914) | challenges of Globalization: An independent evaluation of the World Bank's
2004 approach to global programs - Case Study

152] Populated excel sheet which included | Populated excel sheet which included the universe of 61 ICRs and ICRRs reports for
the universe of 61 ICRs and ICRRs | Multilateral Fund projects undertaken between 1998 and 2020.
reports for Multilateral Fund projects | The Word Bank Implementation Completion Reports (ICRs) for all Multilateral Fund
undertaken  between 1998  and | projects
2020(internal document)

153] The World Bank Group— Independent | World Bank Evaluation Studies
Evaluation Group IEG
Web page and search engine

154] UNDP evaluation reports samples: e Evaluation of Stage I HCFC Phase-Out Management Plans (HPMPs)

(undp.org)
e Final evaluation: Project on HCFC Phase out (undp.org)
e BRA/12/G76 HCFC Phase Out National Programme (undp.org)

155/ UNDP- Independent Evaluation [IEO | UNDP-AIDA
Web page and search engine

156{ Independent Terminal Evaluation Evaluation report on phase out of CFC consumption in the manufacture of aerosol
Phase-out of CFC consumption in the | metered dose inhalers (MDIs) in the Russian Federation (2018).pdf
manufacture of Aerosol Metered Dose
Inhalers (MDIs) in the Russian
Federation
UNIDO Project ID.: 100352
GEF Project ID.: 4387

157] Independent thematic review Evaluation report on UNIDO ozone depleting substances projects under the Montreal
UNIDO ozone depleting substances Protocol (2016).pdf
projects under the Multilateral Fund
with emphasis on countries in the
European and in the Latin American
and Caribbean regions — UNIDO
office for independent evaluation,

ODG/EVQ/IEV/16/R.5, October
2016.

158} UNIDO PROJECT MID-TERM Evaluation Report on phase out of HCFCs and promotion of HFC-free energy
REVIEW REPORT Fiscal Year (FY) | efficient refrigeration and air-conditioning systems through technology transfer in
2013 (1 July 2012 — 30 June 2013) the Russian Federation (2013).pdf
Phase out of HCFCs and Promotion
of HFC-free Energy Efficient
Refrigeration and Air-Conditioning
Systems through Technology Transfer
in the Russian Federation
GEF ID 3541 - UNIDO
GF/RUS/11/001

159] UNIDO EVALUATION GROUP Evaluation report to extract lessons learned from UNIDO Montreal Protocol projects
Independent Review (2010) .PDF
MONTREAL PROTOCOL
PROJECTS Review to extract lessons
learned from UNIDO Montreal
Protocol projects
OSL/EVA/R.20 July 2010

160] UNIDO- Evaluation and internal | UNIDO-EIO
oversight






