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[bookmark: _Toc222166756]EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
[bookmark: _Toc222166757]Background 
The Adaptation Fund (AF)-funded Ger Community Resilience Project (GCRP) is being implemented by UN-Habitat as the Implementing Entity (IE), with World Vision International Mongolia and Development Solutions NGO serving as Executing Entities (EE) since 2023 in Mongolia. The GCRP’s goal is to enhance the resilience of communities across the eight target khoroos -15, 16, 18, and 20 of Sukhbaatar district and 26, 5, 4, and 27 of Songinokhairkhan district, Ulaanbaatar - by addressing both climate-related hazards and underlying structural vulnerabilities. The project’s primary target group comprises vulnerable households in the intervention areas. The project is designed to achieve four (4) main outcomes, including (i) Mongolia’s climate change - Nationally Determined Contribution (NDC) and National Adaptation Plan (NAP), urban and sub-national policies and plans reflect urban adaptation considerations and future financing needs, ii) Mongolia has the capacity in place to plan for, design, manage, and finance its future urban adaptation needs, iii) Physical assets developed in response to climate change impacts – specifically, flood-adaptation measures, and iv) National and local governments and communities have the knowledge necessary to manage their own adaptation planning and actions, now and in the future.
[bookmark: _Toc222166758]Evaluation Purpose
This midterm evaluation of the Ger Community Resilience Project was mandated under the agreement between the Adaptation Fund Board (AFB) and UN-Habitat. The evaluation was undertaken in accordance with the UN-Habitat Evaluation Policy (2024). Conducted at the midpoint of the project’s lifecycle, the evaluation serves both accountability and learning functions. It provided an independent assessment of progress during the first two years of implementation (August 2023–August 2025) and identified opportunities to strengthen performance for the remaining period. The main purpose of this evaluation was to determine whether the GCRP is on track to achieve its planned objectives, expected accomplishments (outcomes), and outputs, and to assess the effectiveness of implementation arrangements, resource allocation, and coordination mechanisms. This evaluation was undertaken by an external evaluation consultant commissioned by the Independent Evaluation Office of UN-Habitat. 
[bookmark: _Toc222166759]Evaluation Design, Methods, and Limitations
For the evaluation, an extensive desk review was carried out on project-related documents, a total of 30 project beneficiary communities (members of primary groups and community development councils) were surveyed through a short questionnaire survey, and one focus group discussion with members of the ger communities, and fifteen (15) key informants were interviewed. 
The evaluation adopted a utilization-focused and participatory evaluation approach following the Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD)’s Development Assistance Committee (DAC) criteria (relevance, coherence, effectiveness, efficiency, sustainability, and impact). Complementing this, the CIPP model (Context, Input, Process, Product) provided a holistic lens to assess the project’s design relevance, implementation quality, coordination, and the value of results achieved to date.
[bookmark: _Toc222166760]Evaluation Findings and Conclusion
Relevance and coherence
The midterm evaluation finds that the GCRP is highly relevant and coherent in relation to Mongolia’s urban climate risk context and the specific vulnerabilities of Ger areas in Ulaanbaatar. The project demonstrates a strong understanding of the environmental, social, and institutional drivers of flood risk, particularly those associated with bursting groundwater springs and melting permafrost in the target khoroos of Songinokhairkhan and Sukhbaatar districts. The geographical targeting and hazard focus are appropriate and well justified.
The project design responds to these risks through an integrated approach that combines policy integration, institutional strengthening, community engagement, and physical infrastructure investments. The Results Framework provides a broadly coherent representation of the intended causal logic across four interlinked outcomes. The balance between “hard” infrastructure measures and “soft” interventions—such as capacity building, community organization, and knowledge generation—reflects a sound understanding of the multidimensional nature of urban flood vulnerability in Ger areas.
Effectiveness 
Overall effectiveness at midterm is assessed as good, with differentiated performance across outcomes.
Under Outcome 1, the project has demonstrated strong effectiveness at the national policy level. The integration of urban adaptation considerations into Mongolia’s NDC 3.0 and National Adaptation Plan represents a substantive institutional achievement and a clear shift from earlier policy frameworks, where urban and Ger area vulnerabilities were only marginally addressed. This result indicates effective engagement with national adaptation planning processes and contributes to strengthening the enabling environment for urban climate resilience. The durability of this outcome will depend on continued efforts to translate national policy commitments into sub-national planning and financing mechanisms during the remaining project period.
Outcome 2 shows moderate-to-strong effectiveness, with particularly strong results at the community level and emerging capacity gains at national and sub-national institutional levels. The project has successfully engaged and mobilized high-risk households to establish and operationalize Primary Groups (PGs) and Community Development Councils (CDCs) across all eight target khoroos, creating effective platforms for awareness raising, participatory planning, and collective community engagement. Triangulated evidence from surveys, key informant interviews, and focus group discussions indicates strong early effectiveness in improving flood-risk awareness, preparedness intent, and community coordination. At the same time, evidence of systematic application of newly acquired skills within formal institutional planning and budgeting processes remains limited, suggesting that higher-level capacity gains are still at an early stage of consolidation.
Under Outcome 3, effectiveness is assessed as strong. The project has delivered technically sound flood protection infrastructure in highly vulnerable Ger areas, with completed works in Songinokhairkhan district already generating early risk-reduction benefits, including improved accessibility and safety during flood periods. While infrastructure development in Sukhbaatar district remains pending final approvals, overall progress places the project on a credible trajectory to meet end-of-project targets. The incorporation of flood-resilient and eco-friendly sanitation facilities further strengthens the relevance and effectiveness of physical interventions by addressing health and environmental risks associated with flooding.
Outcome 4 demonstrates moderate effectiveness at midterm. The project has made clear progress in knowledge generation, documentation, and dissemination through communication products, a dedicated project website, and participation in international knowledge exchanges. These efforts contribute directly to Adaptation Fund knowledge indicators. However, evidence remains limited on the systematic integration of learning across outcomes or the translation of knowledge into applied practice and scaled approaches. At this stage, Outcome 4 is functioning more as a supporting and enabling mechanism rather than as a fully realized integrative knowledge system.
Efficiency
Efficiency is assessed as good under challenging external conditions. The project’s multi-tiered management arrangements have enabled coordination across policy engagement, community mobilization, and technically complex infrastructure delivery. Despite significant and unforeseen construction cost escalation, the GCRP demonstrated adaptive management by re-optimizing infrastructure designs, prioritizing core risk-reduction functions, and applying nature-based and locally appropriate solutions. From an evaluative perspective, these measures reflect sound value-for-money principles and effective use of resources to preserve outcome-level integrity under adverse external conditions. While the revised scope implies trade-offs in design complexity, the project’s ability to adapt infrastructure solutions without undermining flood protection functionality is assessed as an efficient and appropriate response at mid-term.
Sustainability 
Sustainability prospects are assessed as generally positive, with several enabling conditions already in place. Formal handover of completed infrastructure assets to khoroo administrations, strong local ownership, and emerging plans for follow-on public investment support the likelihood that physical infrastructure will be maintained beyond the project period. 
One of the GCRP’s strongest contributions to sustainability lies in its systematic engagement with khoroo- and district-level administrations throughout all stages of the project implementation, alongside active participation of Ger communities. Rather than positioning local administrations as peripheral stakeholders, the project intentionally embedded khoroo administrations as a key interface between communities and higher levels of decision-making, enabling trust-building at the grassroots level while facilitating upward coordination with district and city authorities.
Evidence from Songinokhairkhan district indicates that this engagement has transformed into early institutional ownership. Importantly, all four target khoroo administrations expressed willingness to maintain, extend, and enhance these assets through future public investment, signaling sustainability beyond the project’s direct support.
Community structures established under the project are active and increasingly capable of supporting stewardship and collective action. At the same time, residual risks related to subsurface hydrological uncertainty and extreme climate events underscore the importance of continued maintenance, monitoring, and institutionalization.
Conclusions 
The midterm evaluation concludes that the GCRP is performing well and remains on a credible trajectory toward achieving its intended objectives. The project’s integrated approach—combining high-quality physical infrastructure with policy integration, community capacity building, and knowledge generation—has delivered tangible results within a complex urban and climatic context. 
While overall performance at midterm is assessed positively, realizing the project’s full potential will depend on consolidating learning, strengthening cross-outcome coherence, and systematically applying lessons from the first two years of implementation. If the recommended actions are taken during the remaining implementation period, the GCRP is well-positioned to meet its end-of-project targets and deliver durable and replicable contributions to urban climate resilience in Ulaanbaatar. 
Realizing the project’s full potential during the remaining implementation period will depend on consolidating learning, strengthening cross-outcome coherence—particularly through Outcome 4—and systematically applying lessons from the first two years of implementation. 
Recommendations 
Based on the findings, the evaluation emphasizes the importance of the following recommendations: 
1. Integrate NDC 3.0 and NAP urban adaptation commitments into associated planning tools (national, sub-national, or municipal level) by developing policy briefs and supporting the integration activities: Outcome 1 achievements require operationalization at city and district levels to ensure sustained impact on flood risk management in Ger areas 
2. Refine Outcome 2 indicators to explicitly capture observable functionality and institutionalization of community capacity at the khoroo level (e.g., functionality of PGs and CDCs, initiating or updating of Community Action Plans): Current indicators focus primarily on activity delivery and coverage. Incorporating simple indicators of functionality and institutionalization would provide credible evidence of progressing community capacity and strengthen the evaluability of Outcome 2.	Comment by Enkhtsetseg Shagdarsuren: I admit the current indicators weakness. But new indicators application would require donor approval. 	Comment by Purevdulam Jamiyansuren: Noted. While formal revision of indicators may require donor approval, the recommendation is intended to support enhanced measurement of functionality and institutionalization within existing reporting structures where feasible, and to inform future framework design.
3. Strengthen existing capacity-building for PGs and CDCs by incorporating practical skills that support the continuation and resourcing of community-led, climate-resilient activities, complemented by peer learning and field visits. By midterm, PGs and CDCs are functioning effectively and demonstrating collective action capacity. Incorporating practical skills related to sustaining and resourcing climate-resilient community initiatives—such as maintaining green infrastructure, sanitation facilities, and environmental stewardship—would build on existing social capital and support continuity of adaptation actions beyond direct project support, without expanding the project’s scope.
4. Document and disseminate technical lessons learned on adaptive infrastructure design under changing permafrost and flood conditions: Outcome 3 generated valuable technical knowledge applicable to other flood-prone Ger areas and future urban adaptation projects
5. Strengthen cross-outcome learning and documentation mechanisms to improve coherence and adaptive management (Use Outcome 4 to reinforce learning integration and sustainability): While Outcomes 1–3 are progressing well individually, their interconnections are not yet systematically articulated or jointly reflected upon. In the absence of a formal ToC, structured learning platforms involving communities, PGs/CCs, khoroo and municipal authorities, line ministries, and partners would help make explicit how policy integration, capacity building, and infrastructure investments collectively contribute to community resilience.
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[bookmark: _Toc222166762]1.1. Project background
Mongolia is a landlocked lower-middle-income country in North-East Asia, characterized by a harsh continental climate, long winters, and low precipitation. Ulaanbaatar, the capital and home to nearly half of the country’s 3.5 million people as of 2025, according to the National Statistics Office (NSO) of Mongolia, faces multiple environmental and urban development challenges, including severe winter temperatures, climate-induced hazards, air pollution, and infrastructure gaps. Rapid urbanization and unplanned expansion of Ger areas have further strained basic services, exacerbated vulnerability, and limited the city’s capacity to adapt to climate change. Ger-area households are increasingly exposed to three types of flooding—summer rain-induced flooding, spring flooding from snowmelt and thawing permafrost, and winter flooding from bursting springs. In the northern Ger areas, melt-related bursting springs have intensified in recent years, forcing affected households to temporarily or permanently relocate, imposing financial pressures and heightening socio-economic vulnerability. An estimated 12,564 people in the project target areas are at extreme flood risk, with an additional 40,275 at moderate risk, as stated in the Project’s annual report, covering the period November 2023 – June 2025. 
Ulaanbaatar is increasingly vulnerable to the impacts of climate change, with communities in Khoroos 15, 16, 18, and 20 of Sukhbaatar District and Khoroos 26, 5, 4, and 27 of Songinokhairkhan District facing heightened exposure to flooding driven by snowmelt and melting permafrost. These climate-induced risks are further exacerbated by socio-economic pressures, including high levels of poverty, unplanned urban expansion, unemployment, and widespread informality in rural areas. At the same time, local government budgets are constrained, and community capacities to plan, construct, and maintain small-scale climate adaptation infrastructure remain limited, reducing resilience to climate hazards.
In response, the Ger Community Resilience Project (GCRP) was launched in August 2023 for a four-year implementation period, with a total budget of US$ 7,965,882 funding from the Adaptation Fund. The project is implemented by UN-Habitat as the Implementing Entity, with World Vision International Mongolia and Development Solutions NGO serving as Executing Entities, working in close partnership with national authorities, including the Ministry of Environment and Climate Change (MECC)-former Ministry of Environment and Tourism, and Ulaanbaatar City Municipality. Local partners at district and khoroo levels support coordination, mobilization, and on-the-ground implementation. 
The GCRP’s goal is to enhance the resilience of communities across the eight target khoroos: 15, 16, 18, and 20 in Sukhbaatar district, and 26, 5, 4, and 27 in Songinokhairkhan district of Ulaanbaatar. The project’s primary target group is vulnerable households in the intervention areas.
The combined population of the targeted areas is 67,932 residents, of whom approximately 32,343 (47.6%) are female, 24,400 (35.9%) are children under 18, 7,068 are elderly persons aged 60 or older, and 1,615 are persons with disabilities. At project inception, the GCRP’s vulnerability assessment estimated that 40,275 residents were moderately vulnerable to flooding, while 12,564 were extremely vulnerable. These demographic and vulnerability profiles highlight the importance of the project’s interventions and underscore the need for targeted, inclusive climate adaptation measures in the selected khoroos. These areas were selected due to their high climate vulnerability, prevalence of permafrost, and recurrent different types of floods affecting the areas.
The GCRP adds value by demonstrating an integrated approach to urban flood risk management that combines policy integration, infrastructure investments, community mobilization, and institutional coordination. In the context of increasing climate-related risks in Ulaanbaatar’s ger areas, this multi-level design provides a structured pathway for strengthening adaptive capacity across governance levels.
Object of Evaluation 
The GCRP was therefore initiated to address both climate-related hazards and the underlying structural vulnerabilities. Its overall objective is to enhance the resilience of communities across the eight target khoroos of Ulaanbaatar. In this regard, the GCRP is structured around the following four outcomes and outputs. 
Outcome 1. Mongolia’s climate change - Nationally Determined Contribution (NDC) and National Adaptation Plan (NAP), urban and sub-national policies and plans reflect urban adaptation considerations and future financing needs 
· Output 1.1. Adaptation needs were identified in the urban development sector
· Output 1.2. Review of existing adaptation policy and regulations from the urban context, and suggest the required integration of urban adaptation measures
· Output 1.3. Detailed Khoroo and District-level flood/hazard risk, exposure, and vulnerability assessment reports were prepared for the selected Ger areas
· Output 1.4. Integration workshops held to ensure that urban adaptation is prominently featured in Mongolia’s NAP and 2025 NDC update, and climate change adaptation considerations are mainstreamed into future urban-related policies and plans
· Output 1.5. Urban adaptation was mainstreamed into local government policy and planning in the target areas
Outcome 2. Mongolia has the capacity in place to plan for, design, manage, and finance its future urban adaptation needs
· Output 2.1. A capacity-building program implemented at the sub-national level to plan for and manage urban adaptation actions
· Output 2.2. A capacity-building program implemented at the community level to manage and maintain small-scale adaptation infrastructure
· Output 2.3. Capacity built to meet future urban adaptation financing needs and community-based disaster risk reduction and assets protection training 
Outcome 3. Physical assets developed in response to climate change impacts – specifically, flood-adaptation measures
· Output 3.1. Technical studies – EIA, ESSS Scoping, and Engineering and hydrological studies- were required for flood protection in the selected areas
· Output 3.2. Flood protection infrastructure developed in response to climate change-related flood impacts:
· Output 3.3. Trees and bushes were planted by the communities along the flood protection facilities to create additional resilience and broader environmental sustainability
· Output 3.4. Flood-resilient sanitation facilities constructed by the target communities
Outcome 4.  National and local governments and communities have the knowledge necessary to manage their own adaptation planning and actions, now and in the future
· Output 4.1. Knowledge captured from project implementation and disseminated through media, web-stories, and case studies
· Output 4.2. National and local governments and climate change research communities have increased knowledge resources at its disposal
· Output 4.3. Bringing Global Knowledge on best practices to Implementing Partners and communities
Scope:
The geographic coverage of the GCRP includes the target khoroos (areas) shown below in bright green in the accompanying figure. 

	Area 1: Sukhbaatar District
	Khoroo 15, 16, 18, 20

	Area 2: Songinokhairkhan District
	Khoroo 4, 5, 26, 27

















Figure 1. Geographic coverage of the project, highlighted in bright green


3.2 Management modalities
The GCRP was implemented through a multi-tiered management approach that integrates institutional oversight, delegated execution, and community-driven implementation. This structure was designed to ensure effective coordination, clear accountability, and strong engagement of national, municipal, and community-level actors throughout the project lifecycle.
i) Implementing Entity (IE)
The project was executed through a dedicated Project Execution Unit (PEU), established and led by the main Executing Entities (EE) contracted with UN-Habitat. UN-Habitat is responsible for overall project management and coordination, including technical oversight, fiduciary management, results-based monitoring, and compliance with the approved project design and donor requirements within its role as the Implementing Entity (IE). The IE manages project fund flows, supervises the performance of Executing Entities, and provides quality assurance across project components. In addition, IE serves as the Secretariat to the Project Board, supporting strategic oversight, coordination, and reporting in collaboration with national and municipal stakeholders. 
ii) Executing Entity (EE) 
The World Vision International Mongolia (WVIM) was identified as the main Executing Entity (EE) in the original project proposal. The Agreement of Cooperation (AOC) was signed between the WVIM and UN-Habitat on 20 November 2023, and WVIM executed the project until 30 June 2025. During this period, the Project Execution Unit (PEU) established by WVIM ensured that the project was implemented following the objectives and guidelines set forth by UN-Habitat, facilitating effective coordination and leveraging the expertise and resources of both WVIM and UN-Habitat for the successful execution of the project.  Due to internal financial challenges, WVIM requested to withdraw from its role as the main Executing Entity, while committing to complete all activities initiated during its implementation of the project by 30 June 2025.

Following the WVIM request on 9 January 2025 to withdraw from its main EE role for the project, UN-Habitat advertised a Call for Proposal for selection of a main EE, and the Development Solutions NGO was selected from 3 applicants. With the approval of the Adaptation Fund Board (AFB), an Agreement of Cooperation (AOC) between UN-Habitat and Development Solutions NGO (DS) was signed on 26 June 2025. Since then, DS has been serving as the main EE and is responsible for the day-to-day implementation of the project.
iii) Ger Communities as the Main Target Group and Implementation Partners
Ger communities constitute the primary target group of the GCRP and, beyond being direct beneficiaries, also serve as key partners in the execution of community-level infrastructure adaptation works. Community engagement is structured through community mobilization and organization, and the establishment of Primary Groups (PG) and Community Development Councils (CDCs). To date, one CDC formed in Songinokhairkhan district, and 2 CDCs have been formed in Sukhbaatar district to oversee and manage the Primary Groups established from the target khoroo communities under the project.  Primary Groups (PGs), each represent approximately 20 households, established under the operational guidance of the PEU. The formation of CDCs and PGs follows the UN-Habitat People’s Process approach, which emphasizes inclusive participation, consensus-building, and collective decision-making prior to advancing to subsequent stages of project execution. This approach supports community ownership, strengthens local coordination, and enhances the sustainability of project interventions. 
iv) Other Stakeholders
Other stakeholders—including national and municipal government institutions, district and khoroo administrations, and technical service providers—support project implementation through policy guidance, regulatory oversight, technical expertise, and local coordination. Their engagement facilitates alignment with broader urban development and climate adaptation frameworks and supports effective implementation at multiple levels. 
[bookmark: _Toc222166763]1.2. Overview of Evaluation Objectives
To assess and document the GCRP’s up-to-date progress and outcomes, this Midterm Evaluation (MTE) was undertaken in line with the mandate of the Adaptation Fund Board (AFB) and the implementing agency, UN-Habitat, serving both accountability and learning objectives. In this context, the MTE assessed whether the project is on track to achieve its expected accomplishments (outcomes) and whether planned outputs and activities are being delivered as intended to contribute to achieving the project objective within the first two years of implementation. The evaluation also identified key constraints, risks, challenges, and opportunities influencing implementation and early results. It generated evidence-based and actionable recommendations to support adaptive management and improve project performance during the remaining implementation period.
The evaluation was conducted by an external independent evaluator in accordance with UN-Habitat’s Evaluation Policy 2024, Adaptation Fund evaluation policies, and United Nations Evaluation Group (UNEG) norms and standards by ensuring ethical and credible evaluation practice. Intended users of the evaluation include UN-Habitat teams, the Executing Entities (WVIM and Development Solutions), MECC, Ulaanbaatar Municipality, local government partners, community stakeholders, and the project’s donors.
This midterm evaluation report firstly introduces the comprehensive information of the object of the evaluation, describing the GCRP’s purpose, components, implementation arrangement, target population, and scope of the intervention, and evaluation features or evaluation context (evaluand), describing the evaluation’s rationale, purpose, and scope, including its time period, geographic coverage, and target groups as well as use of the evaluation. Secondly, the evaluation scope and objectives are presented by explaining the evaluation scope, criteria, and evaluation questions in response to the evaluation’s accountability and learning purposes, followed by the evaluation approach and methods section outlining the evaluation’s guiding principles, evaluation framework, data collection methods, and analysis to answer the evaluation questions. Fourthly, the evaluation findings and conclusions present factual statements based on the study of collected data, directly responding to the evaluation criteria and questions. The final sections of this report illustrate the lessons learned and evaluation recommendations for the GCRP implementing and executing entities, the Adaptation Fund, and the climate change adaptation community, intended for their use. 
[bookmark: _Toc222166764]2. EVALUATION SCOPE AND OBJECTIVES
This MTE of the Ger Community Resilience Project (GCRP) was mandated under the agreement between the Adaptation Fund Board (AFB) and UN-Habitat. Conducted at the midpoint of the project’s lifecycle, the MTE serves both accountability and learning functions. It provided an independent assessment of progress during the first two years of implementation (August 2023–August 2025) and identified opportunities to strengthen performance for the remaining period.
The main purpose of this evaluation was to determine whether the GCRP is on track to achieve its planned objectives, expected accomplishments (outcomes), and outputs, and to assess the effectiveness of implementation arrangements, resource allocation, and coordination mechanisms. The evaluation findings supported accountability to the donor, implementing partners, and beneficiary communities while generating actionable learning to enhance adaptive management.
· Assess progress and performance against the project’s results framework, including delivery of outputs and the likelihood of achieving outcomes and the overall objective.
· Identify enabling factors and constraints by examining what is working well, what is not working, and why.
· Provide evaluative evidence for mid-course adjustments, offering actionable recommendations to improve implementation efficiency, effectiveness, coordination, community engagement, and sustainability for the remaining implementation period.
· Strengthen learning and reflection among UN-Habitat, World Vision International Mongolia, government partners, and community structures to support improved adaptive project management.
Specific Objectives of the MTE were to 
1. Assess the project’s design and performance in achieving the expected accomplishments and outputs as specified in the project’s results framework and Theory of Change.
2. Evaluate the project’s relevance, coherence, efficiency, effectiveness, and sustainability, particularly in relation to enhancing flood resilience and the broader objective of ensuring the right to an adequate standard of living in urban Ger areas.
3. Assess the appropriateness of the implementation modalities, including partnership mechanisms, resource allocation, and coordination structures.
4. Evaluate the integration of cross-cutting issues such as gender equality, youth engagement, disability inclusion, human rights, and environmental and social safeguards.
5. Derive lessons learned and formulate forward-looking recommendations to strengthen implementation, performance management, and potential for sustainability and scale-up.
[bookmark: _Toc222166765]3. EVALUATION APPROACH AND METHODS
The evaluation adopted a utilization-focused, participatory, and theory-driven evaluation approach, drawing from established international evaluation standards and guided by the Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD)’s Development Assistance Committee (DAC) criteria (relevance, coherence, effectiveness, efficiency, sustainability, and impact).
The Evaluation Matrix (see Annex 3. Additional methodological information) provided a structured framework that guided this evaluation of the GCRP. It outlined how the evaluation systematically addressed key questions across the OECD-DAC evaluation criteria and incorporated analysis of cross-cutting issues and learning dimensions.
The evaluation employed a mixed-methods approach, combining qualitative and quantitative data collection and analysis to ensure comprehensive and reliable findings. The Results Framework was used to assess the project’s causal pathways—from inputs to outcomes—and to determine the extent to which the project is contributing to its intended objectives. Complementing this, the CIPP model (Context, Input, Process, Product) provided a holistic lens to assess the project’s design relevance, implementation quality, coordination, and the value of results achieved to date.

Theory of Change
Although the GCRP project documents did not include a visual representation of the Theory of Change (ToC), the following figure illustrates a reconstructed ToC based on the project’s Results Framework. The reconstructed ToC was developed as an evaluative tool to clarify the project’s implicit logic and guide analysis of causal linkages. It reflects the evaluator’s interpretation of the project design based on available documentation and stakeholder interviews. The ToC served as an analytical framework to guide the evaluation and may be further refined based on additional evidence and stakeholder feedback. 	Comment by Purevdulam Jamiyansuren: This linked to third (3) comment from Gangis Battsooj
Figure 2. Theory of Change for the GCRP
[image: ]
[bookmark: _Toc222166766]3.1. Evaluation approach 
The evaluation approach was structured as follows. 

Desk review: the GCRP’s relevant documents, including the project charter, inception, and progress reports, as well as financial documents submitted to the donor organization, were extensively reviewed during the inception. Plus, other supporting and cross-checking documents, policy, and program documents were also reviewed to ensure the quality dimensions of completeness, internal consistency, and external comparisons. 
Key informant interview (KII): following the eight (8) key evaluation questions developed and approved during the inception phase across the OECD-DAC evaluation criteria, including relevance, effectiveness, efficiency, sustainability, coherence, and design, fifteen (15) KIIs were interviewed from the National Designated Authority (NDA) for the AF in Mongolia, UN-Habitat Mongolia, Executing entities (World Vision International Mongolia, Development Solutions NGO), National and local governments (MECC, Ulaanbaatar City Municipality), District and khoroo-level local governments and private sector/research and technical partners. The KII participants were selected based on the stakeholder engagement analysis conducted during the inception phase and aligned with the approved stakeholder categorization. The selection of KIIs aimed to ensure coverage across these categories, prioritizing stakeholders with direct involvement in project design, implementation, and oversight. The distribution of interviews was therefore guided by relevance and engagement level rather than proportional statistical representation.	Comment by Purevdulam Jamiyansuren: This is linked to the second (2) comment from Gangis Battsooj
Focus group discussions (FGDs): FGD was conducted with primary group members from the Songinokhairkhan district target area using a gender- and social inclusion–responsive approach. The discussions enabled diverse community members to share their views on priority needs, the accessibility and effectiveness of interventions, and inclusive participation in sustaining project outcomes.
Questionnaire survey: A short questionnaire survey was administered among thirty (30) ger communities across the eight (8) target khoroos, including primary group members and Community Development Councils (CDCs). The questionnaire was designed to capture respondents’ perceptions of relevance, effectiveness, community engagement, infrastructure utilization, and adaptive capacity, in alignment with the eight evaluation questions. Respondents were selected using a non-systematic, random sampling approach by ensuring coverage across khoroos and stakeholder categories. The survey was intended to support and triangulate findings in relation to the eight (8) evaluation questions rather than to generate statistically representative results. 	Comment by Purevdulam Jamiyansuren: This is linked to the first (1) comment from Gangis Battsooj
[bookmark: _Toc222166767]3.2. Ethical considerations and methodological limitations
The evaluation aimed to be inclusive, participatory, and transparent, involving key stakeholders, including the donor organization, the implementing partners, national government stakeholders, local partners, and target groups, upon systematic identification and their engagement modalities analysis. It aligned with UNEG Norms and Standards and complied with UN-Habitat and Adaptation Fund evaluation policies to ensure ethical and credible evaluation practice. 
This MTE was conducted at the midpoint of the implementation, covering the first two years from August 2023 to August 2025. The evaluation illustrated the forward-looking review of implementation progress, identification of challenges and emerging good practices, as well as provision of timely course corrections for the implementing entities for the remaining period. So, this evaluation was relatively limited in assessing longer-term impacts and sustainability, which will only be fully observable toward the end of the project cycle.  
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EQ1. To what extent is the project’s design and relevance—including its ToC, expected accomplishments, and outputs—appropriate and responsive to the needs and vulnerabilities of flood-prone Ger area communities?
Problem Analysis and Vulnerability Fit 
The GCRP was designed to respond to the structural drivers of vulnerability affecting flood-prone Ger areas in Ulaanbaatar, Mongolia’s capital city, which is home to more than half of the national population. Ger areas—covering an estimated 350 square kilometers and accommodating over 60 percent of Ulaanbaatar’s residents—are characterized by informal or semi-formal settlements, limited access to basic services, and weak integration into formal urban planning systems. These conditions heighten exposure to climate-induced hazards, particularly flooding, water scarcity, extreme cold, and permafrost degradation.
The project’s design reflects a nuanced understanding of the economic, social, and environmental factors shaping vulnerability in these areas. Rural–urban migration, often driven by climate-related shocks such as severe winter dzuds that result in livestock losses, contributes to rapid and unplanned settlement expansion in high-risk zones. In the absence of adequate drainage, sanitation, and land-use planning, households in these areas face recurrent flood impacts, including damage to housing and infrastructure, health risks linked to poor sanitation during flood events, and increased financial insecurity due to displacement and asset loss. The GCRP appropriately identifies bursting groundwater springs and melting permafrost as key flood drivers in the eight target khoroos of Songinokhairkhan and Sukhbaatar districts, ensuring a strong geographical and hazard-specific focus. 
The project builds on robust evidence base generated under the Adaptation Fund-funded Flood Resilience in Ulaanbaatar Ger Areas (FRUGA) project (2019–2023), implemented by UN-Habitat. FRUGA produced critical evidence and analytical tools, including detailed flood-risk mapping and Ulaanbaatar’s first Flood Simulation Model, which estimated that approximately 24.9 square kilometers of northern Ger areas are currently at flood risk, with projections indicating a further increase of 9.5–21.4 percent between 2030 and 2080. These findings informed the preparation of a Territorial Land Use Plan for Ulaanbaatar. However, the Municipality of Ulaanbaatar's non-adoption of this plan during FRUGA implementation highlighted a key institutional gap: the limited capacity of existing governance mechanisms to translate sound technical evidence into binding policy and planning instruments. The GCRP’s design directly responds to this constraint by prioritizing policy integration and institutional strengthening alongside community-level and infrastructure-based interventions.
Theory of Change and Logical Framework Soundness
While the GCRP does not include a stand-alone Theory of Change in the project document, its Results Framework provides a coherent representation of the project’s intended causal pathways through four interlinked outcomes and associated outputs. The implicit theory underpinning the design is logically structured: strengthened policy and planning frameworks at national and sub-national levels create an enabling environment for urban adaptation; capacity-building interventions enhance the ability of institutions and communities to plan for, manage, and sustain adaptation measures; and targeted physical infrastructure reduces immediate flood risks in highly vulnerable locations. A cross-cutting knowledge and learning component supports feedback, learning, and replication across these domains.
The project’s assumptions are largely reasonable within the Mongolian urban governance context. In particular, the design recognizes that physical flood protection assets alone are insufficient to ensure long-term resilience without complementary investments in institutional capacity and community engagement. The assumption that organized community groups—such as Primary Groups (PGs)—can support monitoring, maintenance, and stewardship of small-scale infrastructure aligns with the realities of Ger area governance, where municipal reach is limited, and community ownership is critical for sustainability. Similarly, the emphasis on knowledge generation and dissemination reflects an appropriate assumption that continuous learning and evidence sharing can influence sub-national planning and future adaptation initiatives over time.
Appropriateness of Expected Accomplishment & Outputs 
The GCRP’s expected accomplishments and outputs under all four outcomes are appropriately aligned with the multidimensional nature of flood vulnerability in Ger areas. The project design intentionally balances “soft” and “hard” adaptation measures, recognizing their complementary roles. Soft measures include a strengthened policy and institutional component—more pronounced than in previous Adaptation Fund interventions in Mongolia—aimed at mainstreaming urban adaptation and resilience considerations into national climate frameworks such as the NDC and the NAP. This focus responds directly to the policy-level gaps identified under FRUGA and enhances the potential for longer-term systemic change.
At the same time, the project includes targeted investments in physical flood protection infrastructure to address immediate and tangible risks faced by households in the most flood-prone locations. These hard measures are complemented by capacity-building activities designed to strengthen the ability of city authorities, khoroo administrations, and communities to manage, operate, and maintain adaptation infrastructure. The deliberate integration of community mobilization mechanisms—through the formation of Primary Groups and Community Development Councils (CDCs) from the outset of implementation—further enhances the relevance of the design by embedding ownership, participation, and sustainability considerations into the project architecture rather than treating them as supplementary activities.
Overall, from a design and relevance perspective, the GCRP is well aligned with the needs and vulnerabilities of flood-prone Ger area communities. Its problem analysis is evidence-based and context-specific; its tacit results framework is coherent and plausible; and its expected accomplishments and outputs are appropriately structured to address institutional, community, and infrastructure-related drivers of vulnerability in an integrated manner.
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EQ2. To what extent have project interventions—capacity building, policy integration, community mobilization, and infrastructure works—strengthened local resilience and institutional capacities at national, municipal, and community levels and improved adaptive capacities?
Outcome 1. Evaluation of Strengthening the policy and regulatory environment at the national and city levels
Under Outcome 1, the GCRP has demonstrated significant effectiveness in strengthening national-level institutional capacity for urban climate adaptation, primarily through its contribution to formal climate policy instruments. During the first two years of implementation, the project supported the successful integration of long-discussed urban adaptation considerations into Mongolia’s NDC 3.0 and National Adaptation Plan (NAP)—a substantive change compared to previous frameworks in which urban areas, and Ger areas in particular, were only subtly referenced.
This policy-level result reflects the project’s effective engagement in national adaptation planning processes. NDC 3.0 now articulates sector-specific adaptation objectives and measures informed by analytical studies and vulnerability assessments supported by the project. Notably, Section 3.2.4 on Natural Disasters prioritizes strengthening national resilience and adaptive capacity by reducing climate-induced risks and vulnerabilities, with concrete targets to enhance the disaster risk reduction regulatory framework and strengthen early warning systems at all levels. From an effectiveness perspective, this indicates that the project has made an initial contribution to strengthening the institutional enabling environment relevant to flood risk management in urban and Ger area contexts.
The project also demonstrated effective adaptive implementation in achieving this outcome. Although the NAP working group had already advanced significantly before the GCRP formally commenced, the project successfully engaged with the ongoing process and provided substantive technical and analytical inputs. Through collaboration with national stakeholders, the GCRP influenced both the framing and content of the adaptation documents, ensuring that urban and Ger area–specific climate vulnerabilities were explicitly recognized.
Overall, at midterm, Outcome 1 has been effectively achieved at the national policy level, strengthening institutional capacity for urban climate adaptation. The extent to which these strengthened frameworks translate into sustained municipal planning, financing, and implementation will depend on continued follow-up during the remaining project period and beyond, but early effectiveness in influencing formal policy content is clearly evident.
Outcome 2: Evaluation of Capacity Building Effectiveness at National, City, and Community Levels
Outcome 2 aims to strengthen adaptive capacity at national, city, and community levels to address climate change impacts in both the short and long term. At midterm, evidence indicates that Outcome 2 demonstrates moderate-to-strong effectiveness, with particularly strong results at the community level and more emerging and uneven capacity gains at national and sub-national levels. The project’s capacity-building strategy—implemented through complementary institutional and community-focused outputs—aligns well with the project’s logical framework, which assumes that sustained urban adaptation requires parallel strengthening of capacities across governance levels. However, the depth, consistency, and institutionalization of these capacity gains vary by level, reflecting differences in intensity of engagement, duration of support, and opportunities for practical application.
Results Framework and Measurement of Effectiveness
A review of the Results Framework indicates that effectiveness under Outcome 2 is assessed primarily through coverage of defined target populations and delivery of structured awareness-raising and training activities, rather than absolute participation numbers alone. From an evaluation perspective, this represents a sound results-based approach for tracking reach and engagement across governance levels. However, the framework places limited emphasis on measuring the depth, retention, and application of acquired capacities, constraining the ability to fully assess behavioral and institutional change at midterm.
Consistent with this framework, interim outcome-level targets—particularly those related to national- and khoroo-level engagement—were achieved by midterm, confirming that implementation under Outcome 2 is progressing largely as planned. These output-level achievements provide a credible basis for contributing to longer-term outcome-level change, though further evidence will be required to confirm sustained capacity application beyond the project’s direct facilitation.
National and Sub-National Capacity Building
At the national and sub-national levels, the GCRP organized six capacity-building sessions and workshops during the first two years of implementation, reaching more than 560 participants, of whom 55 percent were women. These activities targeted government counterparts, municipal staff, and technical stakeholders engaged in climate adaptation and urban resilience.
While participation figures alone do not capture qualitative capacity change, they demonstrate the project’s effectiveness in achieving broad institutional reach and delivering structured, inclusive learning opportunities. At midterm, evidence suggests that these interventions have been effective in raising awareness and strengthening technical understanding related to urban adaptation planning and flood risk management. However, evidence of systematic application of newly acquired skills within formal planning, budgeting, or decision-making processes remains limited, indicating that institutional-level capacity gains are still at an early stage of consolidation.
Community-Level Capacity Building and Institutionalization
Triangulated evidence from the beneficiary survey, key informant interviews (KIIs), and focus group discussions (FGDs) indicates strong early effectiveness of community-level capacity-building interventions under Outcome 2. Survey results from Primary Group (PG) and Community Development Council (CDC) members show that over 90 percent of respondents (n=30) rated the trainings, awareness sessions, and flood-protection–specific workshops as very effective in improving household and community awareness and knowledge of flood risks, with the remaining respondents assessing them as effective. These perception-based findings are reinforced by qualitative evidence from FGDs and KIIs, in which community members and khoroo representatives consistently reported improved understanding of flood risks, clearer roles in preparedness and response, and increased confidence in collective action following the establishment of PGs, CDCs, and the development of Community Action Plans (CAPs). In several khoroos, stakeholders also emphasized practical examples such as organizing preparedness meetings and updating CAPs, suggesting early community-level capacity development changes alongside promising awareness. 	Comment by Purevdulam Jamiyansuren: This is linked to the fourth (4) comment from Gangis Battsooj
While most evidence at midterm reflects improvements in awareness and perceived preparedness, observable institutionalization of these gains will require sustained engagement beyond the current reporting period.
“I enjoy participating in group meetings because we can meet collectively and exchange ideas. I am also very motivated to attend training, as they help me learn many new things. Going forward, it would be valuable if the project could continue to introduce ways we can further improve and strengthen our activities and show us what additional forms of support may be available.”
— Community group member, 26th khoroo, Songinokhairkhan District

At midterm, the GCRP has reached nearly 2,000 community members through more than 50 capacity-building sessions, primary group meetings, and technical consultations focused on disaster risk reduction, environmental protection, and climate-resilient urban development, as reported in the project’s Annual Progress Report. A central element of this approach is the establishment of Primary Groups (PGs), which function as the main interface between communities, khoroo administrations, and the project. To date, 59 PGs have been established across eight target khoroos, supported by iterative facilitation processes that emphasized trust-building, awareness raising, and collective ownership. At this stage, these structures are functioning effectively as mobilization, communication, and participatory planning platforms, although their role in autonomous monitoring, maintenance, and decision-making remains at an early stage. 
Building on the PG structure, the project facilitated the establishment of four Community Development Councils (CDCs) composed of PG leaders and deputy leaders. The CDCs provide an intermediary coordination mechanism that strengthens institutional continuity and accountability at the khoroo level. Their establishment represents a meaningful step toward institutionalizing community-level capacity; however, their longer-term effectiveness will depend on sustained engagement and stronger integration within formal local governance systems.
Taken together, this converging quantitative and qualitative evidence suggests that participatory engagement mechanisms have successfully strengthened flood-risk awareness and preparedness at the community level in the midterm. While these findings primarily reflect improved knowledge, awareness, and early indications of behavioral intent rather than confirmed long-term change, they provide credible evidence that Outcome 2 interventions are functioning as intended and are on a plausible pathway toward sustained community resilience.
Community Action Planning and Collective Preparedness
In line with the project’s core principle of community ownership, the GCRP supported khoroo-level Community Action Planning (CAP) processes led by the target communities themselves. According to the project’s Annual Progress Reports reviewed by the evaluation, a total of 13 CAP sessions were conducted across the target communities, involving 429 participants, including 294 women (approximately 68.5 percent). Through these participatory sessions, communities identified and prioritized key climate- and flood-related challenges—such as children’s playground safety, eco-friendly sanitation, green space expansion, insulation to reduce pollution, and floodwater management—and jointly developed practical solutions, timelines, and responsibility-sharing arrangements.
“We enjoy participating in group meetings because they give us space to exchange ideas and learn together. The group meetings have been especially valuable—we are learning how to collaborate. Going forward, it would be helpful if the project could also guide us on how to further improve and access additional support opportunities. For example, there are social support and livelihood-related programs at the khoroo level that are not easy to access individually, but as a group, we would be very interested in participating if pathways were introduced.”
— Community group member, 4th khoroo, Songinokhairkhan District
From an effectiveness perspective, these CAP processes demonstrate early organizational and decision-making capacity at the community level, as communities moved beyond awareness raising toward collective prioritization, structured planning, and shared responsibility for adaptation actions. While the implementation of CAP priorities and their longer-term outcomes will require continued facilitation and linkage with project investments, the planning processes themselves provide credible evidence of strengthened preparedness and coordination at midterm.
Disaster Risk Reduction and Sustainability of Capacity
A key objective of Outcome 2 is to strengthen community-based disaster risk reduction (DRR) and asset protection, particularly among households exposed to recurrent flooding and climate-related risks. Based on document review of project progress reports, the GCRP implemented 51 capacity-building activities, engaging 716 participants, of whom 69.8 percent were women, on topics including DRR, community mobilization, environmental awareness, and stakeholder coordination.
A particularly effective intervention was the “Be Ready” community-based DRR training, which was designed to equip local facilitators with the knowledge and skills needed to sustain preparedness efforts beyond direct project support. As reported in project documentation, 32 local trainers were prepared across all target khoroos, 80 percent of whom were women, underscoring the important role of women in strengthening household- and community-level resilience.
“Neither my household nor our neighbors had ever attended disaster risk prevention training before. This training opened our eyes. I became a trainer myself and am willing to share this knowledge within the community.”
— Primary group member, 26th khoroo, Songinokhairkhan District
Qualitative evidence from KIIs and FGDs indicates that these trainings addressed a significant gap in prior exposure to disaster preparedness and prevention. Participants consistently reported improved awareness of flood risks, increased confidence in preparedness actions, and a willingness to share knowledge within their communities, suggesting early signs of ownership and the potential for sustained capacity beyond the life of the project.
Outcome 3: Evaluation of Reducing Flood Risks through Physical Infrastructures in Target Areas
Outcome 3 aims to reduce flood risks in target Ger areas through the development of climate-resilient physical infrastructure. The outcome is operationalized through four interrelated outputs: (i) completion of technical and engineering studies required for flood protection; (ii) construction of flood protection infrastructure, including retention walls, drainage systems, and flood protection canals; (iii) community-led planting of trees and bushes along flood protection facilities; and (iv) construction of flood-resilient sanitation facilities by target communities.
Effectiveness and achievements
At midterm, the project demonstrates strong effectiveness in delivering planned physical assets designed to mitigate climate-induced flooding in highly vulnerable Ger areas. Technical and engineering studies—including detailed flood protection designs and a comprehensive permafrost assessment—were completed as planned and directly informed infrastructure setting and design decisions. These studies identified critical climate-related risks, such as permafrost degradation, ground instability, and increased flood exposure, and translated them into practical, location-specific adaptation measures. This evidence confirms that infrastructure investments under Outcome 3 are grounded in sound technical analysis and aligned with local climatic and geophysical conditions.
Construction of flood protection infrastructure has progressed well and, in some cases, ahead of schedule, enhancing the project’s effectiveness by reducing exposure to recurrent flooding risks earlier than anticipated in completed sites. In Songinokhairkhan district, flood protection works have been nearly completed across four target khoroos, including embankments, retention structures, and drainage canals. Beneficiary feedback indicates that these investments have improved accessibility and safety during flood periods, particularly for emergency services, suggesting early risk-reduction benefits at the community level.
“Before the project, our street was inaccessible to emergency services such as ambulances and fire trucks. The GCRP has significantly improved access while creating a greener and more livable environment.”
— Primary group member, 26th khoroo, Songinokhairkhan District
The completed infrastructure is assessed as technically sound based on site observations and review of the Designer’s Supervision Reports issued for each construction package. For example, supervision reports for Songinokhairkhan district (Package 1, May 2025 – WVI; Packages 2–3, September 2025) confirm compliance with approved design documentation and technical specifications. The evaluation did not independently review all these engineering supervision reports but relied on the documentation and verification processes described in project documents.
In contrast, flood protection works in the Sukhbaatar district remain under planning and pending final design approvals, with completion expected during the remaining implementation period. As a result, the effectiveness of Outcome 3 is currently geographically uneven, with tangible risk-reduction benefits concentrated in Songinokhairkhan district at midterm. Nevertheless, all completed works were implemented in accordance with approved designs and technical supervision standards, indicating good construction quality and durability and supporting the likelihood of sustained performance over time.
Qualitative evidence further confirms the institutional relevance and embeddedness of the flood protection interventions. During key informant interviews, the Chief Engineer of the city-owned Department of Geodesy and Hydraulic Engineering confirmed continuous engagement throughout the permafrost study, design review, and construction processes. From the municipal perspective, the completed infrastructure constitutes a timely and effective response to long-standing flood risks in highly vulnerable Ger areas, filling a critical gap in municipal flood risk management capacity within a relatively short timeframe. This institutional ownership strengthens the sustainability prospects of Outcome 3, as assets are more likely to be integrated into longer-term urban flood risk management systems and maintenance regimes.
“From conducting the permafrost study to constructing the retention walls, drainage, and canals in Songinokhairkhan district, the project fully involved us and sought our guidance and confirmation. These physical assets are an incredible achievement in the target areas, where households have faced heartbreaking disasters every year. This intervention truly filled a gap in the city administration’s responsibilities within a very short time.”
— Chief Engineer of the city-owned Department of Geodesy and Hydraulic Engineering 
While it is too early at midterm to quantitatively assess reductions in flood frequency or severity, beneficiary testimony and municipal assessments indicate a clear reduction in exposure to flood-related disruptions in completed areas. These findings suggest that Outcome 3 is on a credible pathway toward achieving its intended risk-reduction objectives, subject to continued implementation in remaining target locations.
Flood-Resilient Sanitation and Complementary Resilience Benefits
Recognizing that flooding in Ger areas exacerbates sanitation-related health risks—particularly where traditional pit latrines are vulnerable to inundation, permafrost damage, and winter failure—the project incorporated flood-resilient and eco-friendly sanitation facilities under Output 3.4. While these interventions do not directly reduce flood hazards, they enhance household-level resilience by mitigating health risks and service disruptions during flood events, thereby complementing structural flood protection measures.
Qualitative evidence suggests that improved sanitation, combined with safer living conditions, has contributed to positive behavioral and environmental changes among beneficiary households, including increased interest in yard greening and small-scale urban agriculture. These changes reflect early but meaningful co-benefits of Outcome 3 interventions and reinforce the value of integrating physical infrastructure with broader resilience-enhancing measures.
“Over the past two years of the GCRP, we have observed clear changes in beneficiaries’ mindsets. As living conditions improved—through safer housing and improved sanitation—households began to aspire to a more comfortable and healthier environment, such as planting trees and vegetables in their yards. These improvements have created positive ripple effects across the community. At this stage, the khoroo administration is keen to support and build on the motivation shown by these households.”
— Khoroo Governor, 4th khoroo, Songino-Khairkhan District
Outcome 3 is measured using the Adaptation Fund Core Indicator on the number of assets produced, developed, improved, or strengthened to respond to climate change impacts, with an end-of-project target of four flood protection facilities and 400 flood-resilient sanitation units. The midterm target of 30 percent achievement has been met, with all planned flood protection assets in Songinokhairkhan district completed and progress underway on flood-resilient sanitation units. This level of achievement places the project on a credible trajectory to meet end-of-project targets, provided that planned construction in remaining target areas proceeds as scheduled.
Outcome 4 – Effectiveness: Strengthening the Knowledge Base for Sustained and Replicable Adaptation
Outcome 4 seeks to ensure that national and local governments, implementing partners, and communities possess the knowledge necessary to plan, manage, and sustain climate adaptation actions beyond the project period. This outcome is operationalized through three interrelated outputs: (i) systematic capture and dissemination of knowledge generated through project implementation; (ii) strengthened knowledge resources available to national and local government institutions and climate research communities; and (iii) transfer and localization of global best practices in climate-resilient urban development to the Mongolian context.
At midterm, evidence indicates that Outcome 4 demonstrates moderate effectiveness, with clear progress in knowledge generation, documentation, and dissemination, while the integrative use of knowledge across outcomes and its contribution to systematic scaling remain at an early stage. The project engaged Royal Presents LLC to develop a comprehensive communications package, resulting in four professionally produced videos documenting project processes, results, and emerging good practices. Together with a dedicated project website serving both the GCRP and its predecessor FRUGA project, these products provide a centralized and accessible platform for sharing project outputs, lessons learned, and technical information with a broad range of stakeholders. These efforts directly contribute to the Adaptation Fund indicator on the generation and dissemination of key findings on effective adaptation practices (AF Indicator 8.2).
Beyond communication products, the GCRP has emphasized fortifying institutional and technical knowledge through targeted knowledge exchange and professional development. The project supported the national and local experts to take part in international conferences, policy dialogues, and study tours focused on urban water management, nature-based solutions for climate adaptation, and permafrost-related climate risks. Qualitative evidence from interviews suggests that these engagements enhanced participants’ technical understanding and awareness of tested global practices, tools, and policy approaches relevant to flood risk management and urban resilience. Prominently, the respondents suggest that this support contributed to early efforts to localize the internationally acknowledged practices and new applications in the Mongolian urban climate adaptation field. 
However, at midterm, evidence remains limited on how these knowledge inputs have been systematically translated into applied practice, institutional learning, or scaled adaptation approaches beyond the immediate project context. While individual learning and awareness gains are evident, mechanisms to consolidate, document, and demonstrate cross-outcome learning or replication pathways are not yet fully articulated. As such, Outcome 4 is currently functioning more as a supporting and enabling mechanism rather than as a fully realized integrative knowledge system.
Overall, Outcome 4 is on a credible pathway toward achieving its intended objectives, particularly in terms of knowledge generation and dissemination. The effectiveness of this outcome during the remaining implementation period will depend on strengthening structured learning processes, clarifying knowledge transfer pathways, and more explicitly linking lessons from policy integration (Outcome 1), capacity building (Outcome 2), and infrastructure investments (Outcome 3) to support sustainability, replication, and longer-term urban resilience in the eight target khoroos of Ulaanbaatar.
EQ3. How effectively are cross-cutting issues (gender equality, disability inclusion, human rights) integrated into project design, delivery, and results? 

The GCRP design explicitly integrated cross-cutting issues, including gender equality, disability inclusion, and human rights, from the outset. The Project document emphasized equal participation of women and men through community planning and consultations across the project implementation cycle, and it specifically aimed to promote women’s involvement in decision-making related to infrastructure design, operation, and maintenance.
This commitment was strongly confirmed during the evaluation through consultations with both the project implementation team and target communities. When the GCRP introduced its flood resilience interventions—addressing risks from snowmelt, bursting springs, and melting permafrost—participation by local women and elders was notably high and remained consistent throughout implementation. 
“The project team listened to local people’s voices very well, asked about our needs from the beginning, and integrated them into the interventions, including both physical assets and capacity-building activities.”
— Primary group member, 26th khoroo, Songinokhairkhan district
 This reflects meaningful community engagement and respect for local rights and priorities.
Gender integration was further institutionalized through the project’s internal monitoring and evaluation system. The Results Framework required gender-disaggregated data and set minimum thresholds for women’s participation at both output and outcome levels. In addition, the M&E system supported participatory field monitoring and surveys that considered gender and youth involvement. A review of quarterly and annual reports submitted to the Project Board and the donor shows that cross-cutting issues were consistently reflected in reporting, indicating systematic integration beyond design and into delivery and results.

The project also applied an inclusive implementation approach by engaging children as knowledge transmitters, encouraging information sharing within households through homework and joint preparation for climate change-related consents and activities. This approach supported broader awareness and participation at the family level.
Overall, the findings indicate that the GCRP has effectively integrated cross-cutting issues across project design, implementation, and results at the midpoint stage, with particular strengths in gender inclusion, participatory engagement, and rights-based approaches.

EQ4. How appropriate and effective were the project’s implementation arrangements, including coordination structures, partnership mechanisms, stakeholder engagement, and management practices?
This evaluation assesses the effectiveness of the GCRP’s implementation arrangements in enabling coordinated action, stakeholder engagement, and the timely delivery of project outputs and outcomes. Overall, the project’s multi-tiered management approach—combining institutional oversight, delegated execution, and community-driven implementation—has functioned effectively and supported progress toward expected results. Analysis of the Results Framework indicates that output- and outcome-level targets remain on track at midterm, suggesting that implementation arrangements have been appropriate for delivering planned results within the expected timeframe.
The project’s stakeholder engagement and partnership mechanisms have played a critical role in strengthening technical quality, community uptake, and institutional capacity. UN-Habitat’s leadership in overall project management demonstrated that the delivery of planned activities and outputs could not be achieved by a single executing unit alone, even with the engagement of external experts. Instead, early and clearly defined collaboration with World Vision International Mongolia (WVIM) and Development Solutions (DS) as an executing entity (EE), beginning at the design stage, proved essential—particularly for community-level implementation in the target khoroos. Also, the EE’s efficient and adaptive management has been critical to the effective delivery of project activities, ensuring the timely construction of physical adaptation assets.
In the Mongolian context, many socio-economic projects focus primarily on partnership development and capacity-building, with limited engagement in physical infrastructure development. In contrast, the GCRP allocated more than seventy (70) percent of its budget to physical adaptation assets, including retention walls, drainage systems, and eco-toilets. This required a higher level of accountable, technically informed, and adaptive implementation management to ensure both construction quality and sustained community engagement. The evaluation finds that these management demands were largely met, as evidenced by the timely progress of infrastructure works and strong community participation.
Notably, while technical studies and mapping for flood mitigation infrastructure were underway, the GCRP—led by the project executing unit’s social mobilizers—successfully engaged households across eight target khoroos to voluntarily organize into Primary Groups (PGs) and Community Development Committees (CDCs). These groups collectively identified priorities, contributed to implementation planning, and acted as informal watchdogs over contractor-led construction works. This integration of social mobilization with technically complex infrastructure delivery reflects adaptive management in practice and has contributed significantly to the project’s effectiveness at midterm. 
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EQ5. How efficiently were project resources, partnerships, and operational modalities utilized to deliver the expected results within the planned timeframe and budget? 

This section assesses the efficiency with which the GCRP utilized financial resources, partnerships, and operational modalities to deliver expected results within the planned timeframe and budget, taking into account the capital-intensive nature of flood protection infrastructure and the evolving external context during implementation.

Efficiency analysis based on budget allocation
The GCRP’s budget allocation reflects a deliberate and efficiency-oriented prioritization of high-cost, high-impact interventions, with approximately 70 percent of the total project budget (USD 5.62 million) allocated to Component 3, which focuses on flood risk reduction through physical infrastructure. Given that recurrent flooding driven by snowmelt, bursting springs, and permafrost degradation represents the primary source of vulnerability in target Ger areas, this allocation is appropriate and consistent with the inherently cost-intensive nature of urban drainage systems, retention walls, and related infrastructure and facilitation works. Concentrating the majority of resources on physical assets enabled the project to directly address the core drivers of risk, rather than dispersing funds across lower-impact activities.
At the same time, the project maintained lean but strategically targeted investments in complementary components. Approximately 8 percent of the total budget was allocated to Components 1 and 2 combined, supporting policy integration and adaptive capacity-building at national, municipal, and community levels. Although modest in financial terms, these components were designed to leverage existing institutional arrangements, technical expertise, and partnerships, thereby maximizing their enabling effect while minimizing incremental costs. Component 4, focused on knowledge capture, dissemination, and learning, accounts for a further 7 percent of the budget, reflecting a cost-efficient approach to strengthening sustainability and replication without diverting resources from core infrastructure investments.

From an efficiency perspective, this budget distribution demonstrates clear alignment between cost structure and delivery modality: unavoidable capital expenditures were prioritized for infrastructure, while softer interventions relied on comparatively low-cost mechanisms such as stakeholder engagement, capacity development, and knowledge sharing.
Operational Efficiency and Implementation Timing
Although the GCRP started in August 2023, substantive project operations—particularly physical infrastructure construction—commenced in late 2024. This delay reflects structural and procedural requirements inherent to urban infrastructure delivery, rather than inefficiencies in project management. As outlined under Output 3.1, the preparatory phase required extensive technical studies, repeated site assessments, and intensive coordination with khoroo-, district-, and city-level authorities. These processes were further compounded by the need to secure multiple layers of formal approvals, arising from new and emerging plans and developments across different sectors, as well as the intersection of infrastructure works with public assets, informal settlements, and environmentally sensitive areas.
In addition, final technical clearance from the Ministry of Construction and Urban Development was required before construction as usual, followed by competitive procurement processes to identify contractors capable of delivering technically sound flood protection infrastructure. While these requirements extended the implementation timeline, they were necessary to ensure technical quality, regulatory compliance, and long-term functionality, and therefore represent procedural costs that support outcome durability rather than inefficiency.
Cost Efficiency under External Price Escalation
During implementation, the project faced significant external cost pressures that directly affected infrastructure delivery efficiency. Construction material prices increased sharply from early 2025 relative to the 2022 cost assumptions used during the proposal development phase. These increases were driven by national policy decisions affecting construction labor wages, as well as substantial market price escalation for key materials such as sand, clay, and concrete, reported to have increased by up to threefold during the construction period (NSO, 2025). These factors were outside the project’s control and posed material risks to cost-efficiency.
At midterm, Outputs 3.2 and 3.3 were therefore implemented under substantial budgetary constraints, requiring active financial management and adaptive decision-making. While the approved project proposal allocated USD 4.91 million for these outputs across two districts, technical studies conducted prior to construction estimated total requirements of USD 8.96 million, reflecting sharp cost escalation rather than scope expansion.
Adaptive Financial Management and Value-for-Money
In response, the project adopted a prudent and efficiency-enhancing re-optimization strategy. Rather than attempting to fully implement high-cost technical designs, the project revised and substituted several cost-intensive elements—including concrete works, iron structures, pedestrian paving, and selected finishing components—with eco-friendly, locally available, and nature-based alternatives. These adjustments were undertaken in consultation with the NDA and relevant municipal authorities, ensuring technical quality, acceptability, and policy alignment while preserving the core flood risk reduction objectives.
From an evaluative perspective, this approach demonstrates sound value-for-money principles, balancing cost containment with outcome-level integrity under adverse external conditions. While the revised scope implies trade-offs in design complexity, the project’s ability to adapt infrastructure solutions without undermining flood protection functionality is assessed as an efficient and appropriate response at mid-term.
[bookmark: _Toc222166773]Sustainability 
EQ6. To what extent are the project’s results-policy integration, community structures (CDCs/PGs), and physical infrastructure likely to be sustained beyond the project period? What areas should be prioritized in the remaining project period to ensure sustainability? 
This section assesses the likelihood that the GCRP’s results—particularly policy integration, community structures (PGs and CDCs), and physical flood protection infrastructure—will be sustained beyond the project period and identifies priority areas for action during the remaining implementation phase.
Khoroo–District Administrative Support and Prospects for Sustaining Physical Infrastructure:
One of the GCRP’s strongest contributions to sustainability lies in its systematic engagement with khoroo- and district-level administrations, alongside Ger communities. Rather than positioning local administrations as peripheral stakeholders, the project intentionally embedded khoroo administrations as a key interface between communities and higher levels of decision-making, enabling trust-building at the grassroots level while facilitating upward coordination with district and city authorities.
In practice, khoroo administrations played an enabling role throughout the project cycle, including facilitating land access, supporting community mobilization, and coordinating communication with households in target areas. This dual role—combining technical facilitation with social mediation—proved critical to both the timely implementation of infrastructure works and their acceptance by communities.
Evidence from Songinokhairkhan district indicates that this engagement has transformed into early institutional ownership. Importantly, all four target khoroo administrations expressed willingness to maintain, extend, and enhance these assets through future public investment, signaling sustainability beyond the project’s direct support.
Key informant interviews further highlighted visible post-construction transformations. In one location, areas previously affected by seasonal flooding and winter permafrost damage have been informally reclaimed by residents and are now used as green recreational spaces. This unintended but positive outcome has attracted the interest of district authorities and reportedly prompted discussions around complementary public investments, such as playgrounds and bicycle paths, subject to budget availability. Local authorities also recognized the potential role of PGs and CDCs in supporting the stewardship and use of these rehabilitated spaces.
From a sustainability perspective, the combination of formal asset handover, demonstrated administrative buy-in, and emerging plans for follow-on public investment provides strong evidence that the physical infrastructure supported by the GCRP is likely to be sustained beyond the project period. To consolidate these gains, priority during the remaining implementation period should be given to formalizing maintenance arrangements, clarifying post-project roles between khoroo administrations and CDCs, and documenting good practices for replication in other flood-prone Ger areas.
Sustainability of Community Engagement and Collective Action
Evidence from document review, field observations, surveys, and focus group discussions indicates that the community engagement approaches initiated under the earlier FRUGA project and reinforced through the GCRP have established a strong foundation for sustaining community structures, particularly PGs and CDCs, beyond the project period. Former FRUGA beneficiaries continue to play an active role in the GCRP, sharing practical experience in community mobilization, CAP development, and collaboration with local administrations.
This continuity demonstrates that community structures created under earlier interventions have not only been sustained but have evolved into peer-learning and mentoring mechanisms that strengthen newer PGs and CDCs. Interviewees consistently noted that observing tangible outcomes achieved by earlier community groups reinforced confidence in collective action and motivated newer groups to pursue longer-term goals beyond immediate project outputs.
A concrete example is the “Eco-78” Primary Group, established during the FRUGA project in Sukhbaatar District. The group’s sustained collective action positioned it to benefit from a national pilot initiative led by the Ministry of Construction and Urban Development, resulting in improved access to water, sanitation, and heating services for member households. Notably, selection was based on the group’s demonstrated history of organized collective action rather than short-term project participation, illustrating how sustained community organization can unlock future public investment.
“Through the project trainings, our community group has grown beyond awareness raising to concrete action. We are now formalizing our group as an NGO and preparing a tree nursery project proposal to mobilize funding and expand our activities to more households. After the tree-planting training, we immediately applied what we learned—planting saplings collectively in our yards and neighborhood, which has been very successful. As our group expanded, we realized that proposal writing and fundraising skills are now essential, and we see clear value in additional training and peer learning visits to strengthen our capacity further.”
— Community group member, 16th khoroo, Sukhbaatar District
Qualitative evidence from FGDs and surveys suggests that awareness of such trajectories has served as a strong motivational factor for newly formed PGs and CDCs. These findings indicate that the GCRP’s emphasis on participatory structures, peer learning, and locally driven planning significantly enhances the likelihood that community-level results will be sustained beyond the project period.
To further reinforce sustainability, the remaining implementation period should prioritize:
(i) formalizing experience-sharing mechanisms between mature and newly formed PGs and CDCs;
(ii) strengthening linkages between community groups and district- and city-level programs; and
(iii) systematically documenting successful community trajectories to inform future urban adaptation programming.
Residual Risks to Sustainability
Despite generally positive sustainability prospects, the evaluation identifies residual risks related to subsurface hydrological uncertainty and extreme natural events. During construction, unforeseen groundwater emergence and newly identified water sources required design and sequencing adjustments. While these challenges were managed effectively, evolving groundwater dynamics may pose longer-term risks to infrastructure performance if not monitored and addressed.
In addition, Ulaanbaatar’s historical experience with major flood events highlights the inherent limitations of predicting extreme natural forces. As climate variability intensifies, future flood magnitudes may exceed historical design assumptions, potentially testing the resilience of existing infrastructure. These risks do not reflect deficiencies in project design or implementation, but underscore the importance of continued monitoring, maintenance, and contingency planning beyond the project period.
Overall, the sustainability prospects for the GCRP’s results are assessed as good. This assessment is supported by strong and growing ownership at the khoroo and district levels, active and functioning community structures (PGs and CDCs), and early indications of follow-on public investment to maintain and build upon the project’s physical infrastructure. Continued attention to institutionalization, maintenance arrangements, and knowledge documentation during the remaining implementation period will be critical to consolidating these gains.
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EQ7. How coherent is the project with national policies, UN strategies, donor priorities, and the activities of other stakeholders working in urban resilience and the Ger area upgrade?
Policy coherence: The GCRP was designed to respond to the needs of flood-prone Ger areas, where vulnerability is driven not only by physical exposure to flooding but also by fragmented urban planning, weak regulatory enforcement, and limited policy attention to informal settlements. These challenges reflect a historically weak integration of urban climate adaptation within national and municipal planning frameworks. In this context, the GCRP’s first objective appropriately targeted gaps in adaptive capacity at national, sub-national, and municipal levels by prioritizing the integration of urban climate adaptation considerations into Mongolia’s core climate and development policy frameworks. During the first two years of implementation, the project contributed to the first-ever explicit inclusion of urban adaptation considerations in Mongolia’s NDC 3.0 and National Adaptation Plan (NAP), marking a significant shift from earlier policy frameworks in which urban—and particularly Ger area—adaptation was largely absent or only implicitly addressed.
Coherence with UN, UN-Habitat, and Adaptation Fund priorities: The GCRP demonstrates strong coherence with UN and UN-Habitat strategic priorities by building on the analytical foundation and lessons generated under the Adaptation Fund–financed Flood Resilience in Ulaanbaatar Ger Areas (FRUGA) project (2019–2023), implemented by UN-Habitat. While FRUGA generated critical evidence and tools such as flood-risk mapping and Ulaanbaatar’s first Flood Simulation Model, it also revealed an institutional gap in translating technical evidence into binding policy and planning instruments. The GCRP coherently responds to this gap by combining policy integration and institutional strengthening with community-based and infrastructure interventions, in line with UN-Habitat’s mandate on inclusive, climate-resilient urban development and contributions to SDGs 11 and 13.
In parallel, the project is well aligned with Adaptation Fund priorities through the explicit incorporation of AF core and thematic indicators in its Results Framework. These include indicators related to reduced vulnerability of direct and indirect beneficiaries, risk and vulnerability assessments (AF 1.1), policy development and adjustment (AF 7.1), increased awareness of climate risks and appropriate responses (AF 3.1), awareness campaigns and trainings (AF 2.1.2), and the production and strengthening of climate-resilient assets, including flood protection infrastructure (AF Core Indicator; AF 4.1.2). This structured alignment reinforces coherence with the Adaptation Fund’s strategic results framework while supporting UN-Habitat’s normative and operational objectives.
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EQ8. What challenges, opportunities, and key lessons have emerged during the first two years of implementation, and what mid-course adjustments are needed to improve efficiency, coordination, community engagement, and the likelihood of achieving the intended outcomes?

The first two years of GCRP implementation revealed a set of institutional, market, and technical challenges that tested the project’s implementation arrangements and emphasized the importance of adaptive management. How these challenges were addressed provides valuable lessons for improving efficiency, coordination, community engagement, and the likelihood of achieving intended outcomes during the remaining implementation period.

Institutional Transition and Continuity of Implementation
One of the most significant implementation challenges during the first two years was the voluntary withdrawal of the original Executing Entity (EE), World Vision International Mongolia (WVIM), and the subsequent transition to a new EE. Despite this institutional disruption, implementation continuity was largely maintained through close coordination between the Development Solutions- new EE, UN-Habitat, and WVIM. During the transition period, the project sustained all planned activities under Components 1-4.
WVIM’s decision to withdraw in late 2024 was driven primarily by increased overhead and operational costs. However, the formal withdrawal and replacement process required multiple procedural steps and was finalized only in June 2025. This transition moderately affected the sequencing of physical infrastructure works under Component 3, as the outgoing EE was unable to formally initiate new activities during the interim period.
Following its appointment, Development Solutions NGO demonstrated strong implementation capacity, rapidly mobilizing and compensating for earlier delays. This experience highlights two key lessons:
(i) institutional transitions pose material risks to implementation timelines, particularly for infrastructure-heavy projects; and
(ii) flexible management arrangements and the availability of capable replacement partners are critical to mitigating such risks and maintaining delivery momentum.
Escalation of Construction Costs and Adaptive Infrastructure Delivery
A second major challenge is related to the rapid escalation in construction and urban development costs. From early 2025 onward, construction material prices increased sharply compared to 2022 proposal-stage estimates, driven by national policy decisions affecting labor wages and significant market price increases for key materials such as sand, clay, and concrete. These external pressures posed substantial challenges to cost-efficiency, particularly given that Component 3 accounts for the majority of the project budget.
In response, the GCRP adopted a phased and modular approach to infrastructure delivery as a mid-course adjustment. Rather than contracting a single, large construction package, the project divided work into smaller and sequential components. This approach allowed priority risk-reduction measures to be initiated more rapidly and enabled visible results within a shorter timeframe.
However, this modality also introduced operational complexity, as not all construction activities could be implemented simultaneously or in an ideal technical sequence. The experience highlights an important lesson: while phased implementation enhances flexibility under constrained conditions, it increases the need for strong technical oversight, close coordination, and adaptive decision-making to ensure coherence and quality across interrelated infrastructure works.
Shift to Community-Led Delivery and Strengthened Ownership
Another significant mid-course adjustment was the deliberate shift toward direct community-led delivery of Outputs 3.3 and 3.4, including embankment greening and strengthening. Initially, these activities were contracted to technical service providers. In practice, this approach proved sub-optimal, encountering challenges related to timeliness, cost escalation, and limited responsiveness to site-specific and social conditions.
By the time these constraints became evident, the project had already established functioning Primary Groups (PGs) and Community Development Councils (CDCs), supported by Community Action Plans that clearly articulated local priorities. From an evaluative perspective, the decision to transfer responsibility for these activities to organized community groups represents a strategic and well-judged application of adaptive management, rather than a reactive adjustment.
Under the revised modality, CDCs assumed a coordinating role, with communities organizing construction through collective task-sharing arrangements. Importantly, CDCs also led the prioritization of beneficiary households, explicitly focusing on families with persons with disabilities, elderly members, and those facing the highest sanitation-related risks. This also strengthened equity, social accountability, and alignment with human-rights principles.
Although this adjustment required additional upfront investment in training, facilitation, and technical supervision, the evaluation finds that it resulted in greater implementation efficiency, stronger ownership, and enhanced sustainability prospects. Community members demonstrated both the capacity and willingness to maintain and monitor the assets—an outcome that contractor-led approaches had not achieved. A key lesson is that, when intentionally empowered, community structures can function as effective delivery agents, not merely beneficiaries.
Technical Uncertainty and Design-Stage Lessons
A further lesson emerged from the discovery of unexpected groundwater and subsurface water sources during construction. While the GCRP successfully adapted its engineering approach, this experience highlights the tendency for subsurface hydrological risks in Ger areas to be underestimated at the design stage. Future urban flood resilience projects would benefit from allocating greater time and contingency resources for geological uncertainty, as such conditions can affect construction timelines, costs, and long-term asset performance.
[bookmark: _Toc222166776]4.2. Cross-cutting evaluative finding 
Evaluative finding #1– Results Framework: Outcome 2 and capacity measurement: 
From the perspective of the external evaluation, review of the Results Framework—particularly in relation to Outcome 2—reveals a partial misalignment between the scope of capacity-building interventions implemented and the indicators used to measure progress and effectiveness.
Outcome 2 aims to strengthen adaptive capacity at national, city, and community levels through three interrelated outputs addressing sub-national planning, community-level management of adaptation infrastructure, and future adaptation financing and disaster risk reduction. However, the associated indicators primarily focus on the delivery of awareness-raising activities, training sessions, and the number of risk-reduction actions introduced at the community level. While these indicators adequately capture activity delivery and outreach, evidence from field observations and interviews indicates that implementation—particularly at the community level—has gone beyond what is explicitly reflected in the Results Framework.
During the first two years of implementation, the GCRP invested substantial effort in establishing and strengthening Primary Groups (PGs) and Community Development Councils (CDCs), facilitating sustained community collaboration, supporting the co-development of Community Action Plans, and enabling community-led initiatives. These organizational and institutional strengthening efforts constitute a core dimension of capacity development under Outcome 2, yet they are captured only indirectly through activity counts and risk-reduction actions.
As a result, key dimensions of capacity strengthening—such as the functionality of PGs and CDCs, the quality of participatory planning processes, and the extent of collective action enabled through these structures—are not explicitly measured. This creates a gap between the project’s implicit theory of change and the indicators used to assess progress, limiting the Results Framework’s ability to fully reflect the depth, quality, and sustainability of community-level capacity outcomes.
Importantly, the formation and strengthening of PGs and CDCs were intentional design elements, explicitly articulated in the project proposal as mechanisms to support community ownership, participation, and resilience. Their limited visibility in the indicator set, therefore, represents a measurement gap, rather than an expansion beyond the approved project scope.
Evaluative finding #2 – Results Framework and gender measurement across outcomes: The evaluation found that women’s participation is consistently monitored and recorded for each output and outcome level. However, it is reported as a parallel measure rather than embedded as a systematic disaggregation within the related outcome and output indicators. 
For instance, the Results Framework reports the number of workshops held and the percentage of women participating as two separate indicators. This approach ensures visibility of participation levels; however, the gender stands alone metric instead of being integrated directly into the main results indicators. This means the project can show how many women participated, but it is less clear whether results were achieved equally for women and men. 
Integrating sex-disaggregated dimensions directly within relevant output and outcome indicators would strengthen internal coherence and make inclusive results easier to interpret.
Evaluative finding #3. Measurement of Knowledge, Intent, and Practice-Level Application (Outcomes 2 and 3) 
The evaluation identified a cross-cutting limitation related to the systematic measurement of changes in knowledge, preparedness intent, and practical application at the community level, particularly under Outcomes 2 and 3.
From the perspective of the external evaluation and based on field observations and interviews conducted during data collection, there is a limited structured assessment of how community knowledge, attitudes toward preparedness, and intent to apply risk reduction practices have evolved from project start to midterm in the eight target khoroos. This is notable given the scale and intensity of training, consultations, and community engagement activities implemented under Outcome 2, which are directly linked to the longer-term use, care, and sustainability of physical infrastructure supported under Outcome 3.
While the project has generated substantial output-level evidence—such as the number of trainings delivered, community meetings held, and participants reached—the absence of a structured baseline limits the project’s ability to assess changes over time in preparedness-related knowledge, collective decision-making, and practical application of learning in a systematic manner.
In this context, a Knowledge, Attitudes, and Practices (KAP) assessment would have provided a useful reference point to assess shifts in community knowledge, preparedness awareness, intent to act, adoption of disaster risk reduction practices, and application of lessons introduced through project-supported activities. The absence of longitudinal KAP data does not negate the qualitative evidence of improved awareness, confidence, and preparedness intent observed through interviews, focus group discussions, and participatory processes. However, it constrains the project’s ability to quantify these changes and to more robustly attribute observed improvements in collective preparedness and asset stewardship to project interventions.
From an evaluative standpoint, the inclusion of a KAP assessment—ideally introduced early and repeated periodically—would have strengthened the Results Framework by complementing activity-based indicators with outcome-level evidence on knowledge acquisition, preparedness intent, and practice-level application. Looking forward, the evaluation finds that introducing a simplified KAP tool during the remaining implementation period could still add value. Even a midline–endline comparison would support adaptive management, systematic learning, and evidence-based decision-making, while remaining consistent with the project’s approved scope and design.
Evaluative finding #4. Seeking Community Structures Beyond Risk Reduction
Field observations, surveys, and interviews indicate that by midterm, the GCRP has successfully established and consolidated Primary Groups (PGs) and Community Development Councils (CDCs) across all eight target khoroos. In Songinokhairkhan district in particular, communities reported that improved flood protection has reduced fear of asset loss associated with flooding and bursting springs, enabling attention to shift beyond immediate risk reduction concerns.
As a result, several PGs and CDCs, to some extent, started exploring broader forms of collective collaboration, including interest in community-based economic activities and livelihood diversification. The evaluation observed a clear distinction between communities previously supported under the FRUGA project—where some PGs and CDCs have progressed into small-scale business or income-generating initiatives—and newer GCRP-supported groups, which remain primarily focused on flood protection and social organization but are increasingly expressing interest in economic opportunities.
I am a small business owner in the 16th khoroo of Sukhbaatar District, running a blacksmith shop that provides products and services such as metal fences and small bridges. Through the earlier FRUGA project, I learned how to work collaboratively through Community Development Councils, and our NGO later constructed an iron bridge in the 26th khoroo of Songinokhairkhan District. As a result, our organization now employs two to three people. Building on this experience, and with support from the current project, we are interested in expanding our business further. While we have strong practical skills, we lack experience in documentation and proposal development, particularly for engaging with international donors and khoroo-level administrations. Strengthening these capacities would help us better connect our work with potential sources of support.
— Small business owner and NGO representative, 16th khoroo, Sukhbaatar district
Importantly, peer learning between FRUGA and GCRP beneficiary communities has been intentionally fostered by the PEU through structured annual experience-sharing workshops, while also deepening through collaborative exchanges with more experienced groups sharing ideas, pathways, and confidence with newer PGs and CDCs. From an evaluative perspective, this pattern suggests that the GCRP beneficiaries are approaching a transition point in their community mobilization trajectory, where continued emphasis solely on social organization may underutilize the strengthened collective capacity that has been established. This insight highlights an emerging transition from foundational mobilization toward more diversified forms of collective engagement, without implying outcomes beyond the project’s approved scope. 
“I only finished high school, but the GCRP trainings and knowledge-sharing sessions inspire me a lot. Many of my neighbors are also eager to attend and learn. After joining the annual knowledge-sharing seminar last year, I am planning to start a small family business—planting trees and bushes in my yard and selling them to people nearby.”
— Primary group member, 18th khoroo, Sukhbaatar district
[bookmark: _Toc222166777]4.3. Overall assessment - Conclusions 
At the midpoint of implementation, the GCRP is broadly on track and has achieved a substantial proportion of its interim targets across the four outcomes and fifteen output indicators set out in the Results Framework. Overall, the midterm evaluation finds that the project is well-positioned to achieve its overarching objective of enhancing the resilience of communities in eight flood-prone khoroos of Ulaanbaatar to risks associated with snowmelt and melting permafrost, if implementation momentum is sustained during the remaining project period. This progress has been realized despite the project operating within a complex urban, institutional, and climatic context and facing significant external constraints, including regulatory, market, and geophysical challenges.
Strategic positioning: relevance, coherence, and design:
From a strategic perspective, the GCRP demonstrates strong alignment between its design, stated objectives, and Mongolia’s evolving climate policy landscape. The project effectively addressed a key institutional gap identified under earlier initiatives, including FRUGA, by strengthening the integration of urban adaptation considerations into national climate frameworks. The first-ever incorporation of explicit urban context into Mongolia’s NDC 3.0 and National Adaptation Plan represents a substantive policy shift, reflecting increased recognition of cities—and Ger areas in particular—as critical arenas of climate vulnerability and adaptation action. This achievement exceeded midterm expectations and confirmed both the relevance of the project’s design and its early effectiveness at the national policy level. At the same time, the sustainability of this result will depend on the extent to which these policy advances are translated into enforceable sub-national planning instruments and aligned financing mechanisms.
Delivery and results: effectiveness, efficiency, and implementation arrangements
In terms of delivery, the project has demonstrated good effectiveness across policy integration, capacity building, community mobilization, and infrastructure interventions. Capacity-building objectives show strong early performance, with interventions delivered at the intended scale and across national, municipal, and community levels. The sequencing of activities—from awareness raising and organizational strengthening to local trainer development—has positioned the project to support longer-term behavior change, institutional learning, and community-level resilience. The integration of social mobilization with technically complex infrastructure delivery reflects adaptive management in practice and has contributed significantly to the project’s effectiveness at midterm.
The project also demonstrated good efficiency under significant external constraints. Delays in construction start-up due to regulatory and approval processes, combined with substantial and unforeseen escalation in construction material and labor costs, posed challenges to cost-efficiency—particularly given the infrastructure-heavy nature of the project. In response, management adopted adaptive measures, including reprioritization of assets and phased, modular construction approaches, which allowed the project to remain within the approved budget while keeping outcome-level targets on track. Overall, the project’s resource use and partnership arrangements can be assessed as Efficient under external constraints. 
Sustainability, institutional ownership, and prospects beyond the project period
Early indications of sustainability are encouraging. In Songinokhairkhan district, all four khoroos not only supported the construction process but formally received and recognized completed flood protection infrastructure as public assets. Importantly, khoroo administrations expressed willingness to extend and enhance these assets through future public investment, signaling emerging institutional ownership beyond the project’s lifespan. From a sustainability perspective, this combination of formal asset handover, administrative buy-in, and interest in follow-on investment suggests that physical infrastructure supported by the GCRP is likely to be sustained, subject to continued maintenance arrangements.
At the community level, the project’s emphasis on strengthening Primary Groups and Community Development Councils, peer learning, and locally driven planning significantly increases the likelihood that community-level results will endure. Community members demonstrated not only the capacity to deliver outputs—such as embankment greening and eco-toilet construction—but also a willingness to collectively maintain and monitor these assets, an outcome that contractor-led approaches had not achieved. The shift toward community-led, equity-informed implementation—prioritizing households with persons with disabilities, elderly members, and those facing higher sanitation risks—represents a well-judged adaptive response that strengthened ownership, inclusion, and sustainability.
In short, the GCRP is performing well at midterm, with strong strategic positioning, effective and adaptive delivery under challenging conditions, and promising foundations for sustainability. While residual risks remain—particularly related to long-term infrastructure performance under extreme climatic events and the translation of national policy gains into local financing and enforcement—the project’s learning-oriented, adaptive management approach positions it well to consolidate results and deepen impact during the remaining implementation period.

Learning and Adaptation 
The first two years of GCRP implementation highlighted institutional, market, and technical challenges that tested implementation arrangements and underscored the importance of adaptive management. In particular, the transition of the Executing Entity—from World Vision International Mongolia to Development Solutions NGO—created a substantial threat to implementation continuity, especially for infrastructure-intensive activities. Flexible management arrangements and close coordination among partners were critical in mitigating these risks and maintaining delivery momentum.
At midterm, Outcome 4 is best understood as an enabling and integrative function within the GCRP rather than a standalone knowledge output. While knowledge generation and dissemination activities are progressing and aligned with the project’s implicit causal logic, learning across policy integration (Outcome 1), capacity building and community mobilization (Outcome 2), and physical infrastructure delivery (Outcome 3) has not yet been consistently consolidated or articulated in a systematic manner. Outcome 4 represents a key opportunity to bring these strands together by making cross-outcome linkages explicit and supporting a more coherent narrative of how the project contributes to urban resilience in flood-prone Ger areas. Strengthening structured learning, documentation, and applied knowledge sharing during the remaining implementation period will be central to reinforcing coherence, supporting replication, and sustaining results beyond project completion.
Cross-Cutting Constraints and Evaluability
The midterm evaluation concludes that while the GCRP is supported by a coherent Results Framework linking objectives, outcomes, outputs, and indicators, certain design and measurement constraints limit the full evaluability of results. Although the project document does not include a formal or visual Theory of Change, the Results Framework provides a reasonable articulation of the project’s intended logic. However, the absence of an explicit Theory of Change constrains the evaluation’s ability to systematically assess causal pathways and contribution mechanisms across outcomes.
A key evaluability constraint relates to Outcome 2, where the scope of capacity-building interventions extends beyond what is explicitly captured by the associated indicators. The project’s substantial investment in establishing and strengthening Primary Groups (PGs) and Community Development Councils (CDCs), supporting participatory planning, and enabling sustained community collaboration represents a core dimension of capacity development. These qualitative and institutional aspects are reflected only indirectly through activity counts and risk-reduction actions, resulting in a measurement gap rather than an expansion beyond the approved project scope.
Across all four outcomes, the Results Framework’s approach to measuring gender inclusion also limits evaluability. Treating women’s participation as a standalone indicator, rather than as a disaggregation across outcome- and output-level indicators, weakens internal coherence and constrains interpretation of inclusive results across policy, capacity building, infrastructure, and knowledge outcomes.
In addition, the absence of a structured baseline for assessing changes in community knowledge, preparedness intent, and practical application—particularly under Outcomes 2 and 3—limits the evaluation’s ability to assess change over time and attribute observed improvements to project interventions. While qualitative evidence suggests increased awareness, preparedness intent, and collective engagement, the lack of longitudinal measurement constrains the strength of causal claims related to community-level practice and asset stewardship.
Finally, the successful establishment of PGs and CDCs across all eight target khoroos has created conditions that extend beyond the project’s original focus on flood risk reduction. Reduced fear of asset loss in areas with completed infrastructure, combined with peer learning between FRUGA and GCRP beneficiary communities, indicates that some groups are approaching a transition point in their collective development. While not an intended project outcome, this evolution has implications for evaluability, as indicators focused primarily on activity delivery may not fully capture emerging forms of collective capacity.
Taken together, these constraints do not undermine the overall assessment of project performance. Rather, they define the boundaries within which findings should be interpreted and underscore the importance of cautious attribution, structured learning, and clarity of causal logic when assessing progress toward sustained urban resilience.
Overall verdict: The midterm evaluation concludes that the GCRP is performing well and remains on a credible trajectory toward achieving its intended objectives. The project is underpinned by sound design, clear geographic and beneficiary targeting, and effective stakeholder engagement at the national, municipal, and community levels. Implementation to date demonstrates the project’s ability to translate design intent into tangible results within a complex urban, institutional, and climatic context.
The GCRP is distinct from many conventional development interventions in its integrated approach, combining climate-resilient physical infrastructure investments in highly vulnerable Ger areas with policy integration, community capacity building, and knowledge generation. This balance between “hard” and “soft” interventions has strengthened immediate flood risk reduction while laying essential foundations for longer-term urban resilience.
While overall performance at midterm is assessed positively, realizing the project’s full potential will depend on consolidating learning, strengthening cross-outcome coherence, and systematically applying lessons from the first two years of implementation. If the recommended actions are taken during the remaining implementation period, the GCRP is well-positioned to meet its end-of-project targets and deliver durable and replicable contributions to urban climate resilience in Ulaanbaatar.
What clearly worked well at midterm 
The evaluation identifies several areas where the GCRP has performed particularly well:
· Policy integration achieved ahead of schedule:
The successful incorporation of explicit urban adaptation considerations into Mongolia’s NDC 3.0 and National Adaptation Plan within the first two years represents a significant institutional achievement and exceeds midterm expectations under Outcome 1.
· Effective community mobilization and ownership mechanisms:
The establishment and functioning of Primary Groups (PGs) and Community Development Committees (CDCs) enabled meaningful community participation in planning, implementation, and oversight, particularly for infrastructure-related activities. Community-led delivery proved more effective and sustainable than contractor-led approaches.
· Adaptive management under external constraints:
The project demonstrated strong adaptive management in responding to institutional transitions, regulatory delays, geological uncertainties, and sharp construction cost escalation. Phased construction, asset prioritization, and community-led adjustments helped maintain progress and protect outcome-level targets.
· Strong local institutional buy-in for infrastructure sustainability:
Formal handover of assets to khoroo administrations and emerging plans for follow-on public investment indicate early institutional ownership and favorable conditions for sustaining physical infrastructure beyond the project period.
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Cross-Cutting Lessons Linking Outcomes 2–4
Lesson 1: Community capacity is a prerequisite for effective and sustainable infrastructure delivery
Experience under the GCRP demonstrates that investments in physical flood protection infrastructure (Outcome 3) are significantly more effective and sustainable when preceded and accompanied by strong community capacity-building (Outcome 2). The establishment of Primary Groups (PGs), Community Development Councils (CDCs), and Community Action Plans (CAPs) enabled communities to engage meaningfully in planning, implementation, and prioritization processes, particularly when the project shifted to community-led delivery of embankment greening and eco-toilet construction. This integration strengthened ownership, improved targeting of vulnerable households, and enhanced post-construction stewardship of assets. The lesson underscores that community structures should be treated not as complementary add-ons, but as core delivery mechanisms in urban adaptation interventions.

Lesson 2: Adaptive management enhances efficiency under institutional and market constraints
The project’s ability to respond to external shocks—such as the Executing Entity transition and rapid escalation of construction costs—highlights the importance of adaptive management for achieving results in complex urban contexts. Phased infrastructure implementation and modular contracting approaches allowed the project to maintain momentum under constrained conditions, while community-led delivery models further improved cost-efficiency and responsiveness. These adjustments were enabled by prior capacity investments (Outcome 2) and supported by ongoing learning and reflection (Outcome 4), illustrating how flexibility, learning, and decentralization can jointly improve efficiency and outcome achievement.

Lesson 3: Knowledge generation alone is insufficient without structured mechanisms for application and integration
While Outcome 4 has successfully generated and disseminated knowledge products and facilitated exposure to global best practices, the GCRP experience shows that knowledge contributes most effectively to resilience when it is actively linked to implementation and decision-making processes under Outcomes 2 and 3. Informal learning and individual exposure enhanced technical understanding, but systematic mechanisms to consolidate, apply, and scale lessons across policy integration, community engagement, and infrastructure delivery remain underdeveloped at midterm. This highlights the need for structured learning platforms and cross-outcome knowledge integration to translate information into sustained adaptive practice.

Lesson 4: Institutional anchoring at the local government level is critical for sustaining integrated adaptation outcomes
The GCRP illustrates that sustainability depends not only on community ownership or technical soundness, but on effective institutional anchoring at khoroo and district levels. Engagement of local administrations as active partners—rather than passive approvers—facilitated alignment between community priorities (Outcome 2), infrastructure investments (Outcome 3), and emerging knowledge and good practices (Outcome 4). Formal asset handover expressed willingness to invest public resources, and interest in scaling successful approaches demonstrates that local institutional buy-in is essential for sustaining and replicating integrated urban adaptation outcomes.
[bookmark: _Toc222166779]6. EVALUATION RECOMMENDATIONS

1. Recommendation for Outcome 1 
	Recommendation
	Justification
	Responsibilities
	Priority
	Timeframe
	Budget implications

	1.1 Integrate NDC 3.0 and NAP urban adaptation commitments into associated planning tools (national, sub-national or municipal level) by developing policy briefs and supporting the integration activities
	Outcome 1 achievements require operationalization at city and district levels to ensure sustained impact on flood risk management in Ger areas
	IE, EE, Municipal and district authorities, Relevant ministries

	High
	Remaining project period
	Minor (technical support and coordination)

	1.2 Reinforce institutional ownership of urban adaptation by organizing formal knowledge-sharing and documentations with lessons with associated line ministries and municipal departments
	Current policy gains are closely linked to project engagement; long-term sustainability depends on ownership by permanent institutions
	IE, EE, National and municipal government counterparts
	Medium
	Remaining project period
	Minor (technical support and coordination)

	1.3 Support initial alignment of urban adaptation policy commitments with indicative financing pathways by mapping potential financial sources and supporting discussions
	Without financing linkages, strengthened policy frameworks risk remaining aspirational and under-implemented
	IE, EE, Relevant ministries, Municipal finance units
	Medium
	Remaining project period
	Minor (technical support and coordination)





2. Recommendation for Outcome 2
	Recommendation
	Justification
	Responsibilities
	Priority
	Timeframe
	Budget implications

	2.1 Refine Outcome 2 indicators to capture observable functionality and institutionalization of community capacity at the khoroo level (e.g. functioning of PGs and CDCs, initiation or updating of Community Action Plans, and documented coordination with khoroo administrations).
	Current indicators focus primarily on activity delivery and coverage. While long-term sustainability cannot be assessed at midterm, incorporating simple indicators of functionality and institutionalization would provide credible evidence of progressing community capacity and strengthen evaluability of Outcome 2.
	IE, EE 
	Medium
	Next reporting cycle
	None

	2.2 Consolidate and formalize the roles of PGs and CDCs as community-level institutions for adaptation planning and asset management
	PGs and CDCs are functioning effectively at midterm, but their sustainability depends on clearer role definition and formal linkage with khoroo administrations
	IE, EE, khoroo administrations, CDCs
	Medium
	Remaining project period
	None

	2.3 Strengthen existing capacity-building for PGs and CDCs by incorporating practical skills that support the continuation and resourcing of community-led, climate-resilient activities, complemented by peer learning and field visits. 
	By midterm, PGs and CDCs are functioning effectively and demonstrating collective action capacity. Incorporating practical skills related to sustaining and resourcing climate-resilient community initiatives—such as maintaining green infrastructure, sanitation facilities, and environmental stewardship—would build on existing social capital and support continuity of adaptation actions beyond direct project support, without expanding the project’s scope. 
	IE, EE, CDCs, khoroo administrations
	High
	Remaining project period
	Minor (training, facilitation, and study visits)

	2.4 Institutionalize experience sharing between mature and newly formed PGs/CCs
	Peer learning has proven effective in strengthening ownership and sustaining community-level results
	IE, EE, CDCs, khoroo administrations
	High
	Remaining project period
	Minor (training, facilitation, and study visits)

	2.5 Introduce a simplified KAP assessment (midline–endline) to track behavioral and practice-level change related to DRR and collective action
	Absence of baseline limits systematic measurement of behavior changes despite strong qualitative evidence
	IE, EE, 
	Medium
	Remaining project period
	Minor



3 Recommendation for Outcome 3
	Recommendation
	Justification
	Responsibilities
	Priority
	Timeframe
	Budget implications

	3.1. Formalize post-construction operation, maintenance, and monitoring arrangements for flood protection infrastructure
	Sustainability of high-value physical assets depends on clear maintenance responsibilities and integration into municipal systems
	IE, EE, City and district administrations, khoroo authorities
	High
	Before project closure
	Minor

	3.2. Institutionalize community participation (PGs/CCs) in routine monitoring and upkeep of flood protection assets
	Community involvement has proven effective during construction and enhances early detection of damage and long-term asset protection
	IE, EE, CDCs, khoroo administrations
	Medium
	Remaining project period
	None

	3.3. Strengthen post-construction monitoring in areas with permafrost degradation and subsurface water risks
	Unforeseen groundwater emergence and permafrost sensitivity present residual risks to infrastructure durability
	IE, EE, Municipal technical departments, EE
	Medium
	Remaining project period and early post-completion
	Minor

	3.4. Document and disseminate technical lessons learned on adaptive infrastructure design under changing permafrost and flood conditions
	Outcome 3 generated valuable technical knowledge applicable to other flood-prone Ger areas and future urban adaptation projects
	IE, EE, Municipal and national technical agencies
	Medium
	By end of project
	None




4. Recommendation for Outcome 4
	Recommendation
	Justification
	Responsibilities
	Priority
	Timeframe
	Budget implications

	4.1 Strengthen cross-outcome learning and documentation mechanism to improve coherence and adaptive management (Use Outcome 4 to reinforce learning integration and sustainability)
	While Outcomes 1–3 are progressing well individually, their interconnections are not yet systematically articulated or jointly reflected upon. In the absence of a formal ToC, structured learning platforms involving communities, PGs/CCs, khoroo and municipal authorities, line ministries, and partners would help make explicit how policy integration, capacity building, and infrastructure investments collectively contribute to community resilience.
	IE, EE, 
	Medium
	Remaining project period
	None

	4.2 Document and package replicable lessons and good practices emerging across policy integration, community mobilization, and infrastructure delivery
	Valuable lessons and good practices have emerged through combined implementation across Outcomes 1–3; however, these remain partially implicit and unevenly documented. Systematic documentation under Outcome 4 would strengthen institutional learning, support replication in other flood-prone Ger areas, and enhance the project’s contribution to national and municipal adaptation programming.
	IE, EE,
	Medium
	By end of project
	None

	4.3 Use place-based dissemination activities (e.g. onsite learning events around completed infrastructure) as applied learning tools within the broader knowledge platform
	Field evidence indicates that experiential, site-based engagement enhances understanding, trust, and ownership of adaptation assets. When embedded within a structured learning framework, such activities can translate policy and technical knowledge into shared, practical learning experiences and broaden public outreach.
	IE, EE, CDCs, khoroo administrations, municipal partners
	Low–Medium
	Remaining project period (seasonal)
	Minor




5. Cross-cutting evaluation recommendation 

	Recommendation
	Justification
	Responsibilities
	Priority
	Timeframe
	Budget implications

	5.1 Embed gender disaggregation across outcome- and output-level indicators in the Results Framework
	The Results Framework currently treats women’s participation as a standalone indicator, limiting the evaluability of gender-responsive results and obscuring how adaptation outcomes are achieved inclusively across outcomes
	IE, EE,
	Medium
	Next reporting cycle
	None (within existing M&E system)

	5.2 Introduce a simplified KAP (Knowledge, Attitudes, and Practices) assessment to complement existing output indicators
	The absence of baseline or longitudinal behavioral data constrains the ability to measure changes in preparedness, collaboration, and adaptive practices under Outcomes 2 and 3
	IE, EE, 
	Medium
	Midline–endline (remaining period)
	Minor





[bookmark: _Toc222166780]7. ANNEXES
[bookmark: _Toc222166781]Annex 1. Terms of Reference 
TERMS OF REFERENCE
For
Mid-term Evaluation for the Ger Community Resilience Project implemented by UN-Habitat 

1.     Background and context
1.1 	Organizational Setting of UN-Habitat

The United Nations Human Settlements Program, UN-Habitat, is the United Nations agency for human settlements. It is mandated by the UN General Assembly to promote socially and environmentally sustainable communities, towns, and cities with the goal of providing adequate shelter for all. By working at all levels and with all relevant stakeholders and partners, UN-Habitat contributes to linking policy development and capacity-building activities with a view to promoting cohesive and mutually reinforcing social, economic, and environmental policies and programs in human settlements in conformity with international practices and covenants.
[bookmark: _Toc6312685][bookmark: _Toc6313156][bookmark: _Toc6324518]1.2	Project Description- Overview 
In June 2023, UN-Habitat signed an agreement with the Adaptation Fund (AF) to implement the Ger Community Resilience Project (GCRP) in the eight most vulnerable khoroos in Sukhbaatar and Songinokharkhan Districts of Ulaanbaatar city.  The GCRP implementation started on 17 August 2023, and the project duration is 4 years with a total budget of US$ 7,965,882. UN-Habitat is implementing the project with other executing entities, including World Vision International Mongolia (WVIM), Development Solutions (DS), and the Ministry of Environment and Tourism (MOET). The Municipality of Ulaanbaatar (MUB) has a support role in the implementation of the project.
The main objective of the GCR project is to enhance the resilience of communities in eight khoroos of Ulaanbaatar to floods caused by snowmelt, bursting springs and melting permafrost. 
This objective will be achieved through four components that seek to achieve the following objectives: 
1. Enhance the policy and regulatory environment at the national and city level to reduce risks and enhance adaptive capacity in the future in terms of the changing climate in urban areas
2. Build capacity at the national, city, and community level to adapt now and in the future  
3. Reduce risks from flooding through physical infrastructure in the target areas
4. Improve and enhance the knowledge base to sustain and replicate the project’s gains. 
To achieve the project’s overall objective, the project is envisaged to work in conjunction with communities, the local and national government, and civil society to adapt to increasing snow melting and melting permafrost, which leads to bursting springs, flooding, and damage to homes and infrastructure. The main component of the project is the provision of physical adaptation infrastructure. The soft measures include a substantial policy component to ensure that urban adaptation and resilience considerations are mainstreamed into future iterations of the NDC and the NAP. There is also a capacity-building component focusing on city and local-level capacities to enhance the ability of local officials to manage adaptation infrastructure.
2.  Purpose, Objectives, and scope of the evaluation
[bookmark: _Hlk7260844][bookmark: _Hlk7260905]The Midterm Evaluation (MTE) for the GCRP is mandated by both the donor and UN-Habitat as per the Agreement between the Adaptation Fund Board (AFB) and UN-Habitat. It serves both accountability and learning objectives.  It is intended to: (i) provide evidence on whether the project is on track towards achieving its planned expected accomplishments (outcomes) and whether the planned outputs and activities being produced to contribute to outcomes and objective; (ii) enhance learning by identifying what is working and not working and why; and to provide evaluative information that can be used to inform mid-course corrective measures that will improve project performance for the remaining period.  Based on the findings of the MTE, actionable process and programmatic recommendations will be given to improve the delivery of the project for the remaining period of the project. The Key audiences of the evaluation are: The project team, AFB, UN-Habitat management, and other key partners of the project.
Specific objectives of the mid-term evaluation are to:
(i) Assess the design and performance of the project in terms of its progress towards achieving planned, expected accomplishments and outputs as specified in the results framework of the project.
(ii) Assess the relevance, efficiency, effectiveness, coherence, and sustainability in building flood resilience in Ger areas of Ulaanbaatar city in terms of planning to protect and ensure the right to an adequate standard of living. 
(iii) Assess the appropriateness of implementation working modalities, adequacy of resources, partnerships, and how they contribute to achieving the planned results of the project; 
Assess how cross-cutting issues such as gender equality, youth and human rights, disability, environment, and social safeguards have been integrated in the project; 
(iv) Identify lessons learned and provide forward-looking strategic, programmatic, and process recommendations for improving performance of the project for the remaining period of the project.  
In terms of the scope, the mid-term evaluation will cover the planning, funding, working arrangements, performance, and reporting on the project for its first two years of implementation (August 2023 – August 2025). The focus will mainly be on processes, assessing achievements of outputs and expected accomplishments (outcomes) so far, identifying and analyzing constraints, challenges, and opportunities, to judge whether the project is on track to achieve its planned results and what needs to be adjusted for the project to succeed.
3. [bookmark: _Toc6312689][bookmark: _Toc6313160][bookmark: _Toc6324523]Evaluation Questions based on the Evaluation Criteria
The evaluation will seek to answer the following overarching evaluation questions:
a) To what extent is the project on track to achieve its planned outputs and expected accomplishments?
b) To what extent have cross-cutting issues of gender equality, human rights, youth, environmental and social safeguards, and youth consideration been integrated into the project design and implementation? 
c) What are the critical gaps with respect to the delivery of the project?
d) What are the lessons learned and recommendations for adjustments and improvement?
The proposed evaluation questions will be supplemented with sub-questions along the evaluation criteria of relevance, effectiveness, efficiency, coherence, and sustainability, as well as design. The Evaluation Consultant to refine the questions and develop an evaluation matrix that will guide the evaluation, is expected to refine the questions and develop an evaluation matrix that will guide the evaluation. 
Design 
· Is the project results framework clearly showing the building blocks (inputs, activities, outputs, outcomes, and objectives), with indicators of achievement to measure progress, and realistic baselines and targets, to enable measuring of the project’s performance?
· Is the monitoring system for this project adequate? To what extent are monitoring and reporting on the implementation of the project timely and meaningful? 
Relevance
· To what extent is the project relevant to the requirements/needs of the beneficiaries (national and local governments)?
· To what extent is the implementation strategy responsive to donor and UN-Habitat strategies and in line with the New Urban Agenda, SDG11 and other related SDGs?
·  To what extent is UN-Habitat’s comparative advantage in this area of work compared with other UN entities and key partners? To what extent were the identification of key stakeholders and target groups (including gender analysis and analysis of vulnerable groups) and of institutional capacity issues relevant?
Effectiveness 
· To what extent is the project on track towards achieving its target results at the output and expected accomplishment level?  
· To what extent are implementation modalities, approaches, and strategies appropriate to achieve the planned results?
· To what extent are products and services being produced by the project meeting the standards specified in the project document and contributing to achieving the desired results of the project?
·  To what extent has local capacity been strengthened so far through this programme?
· To what extent is the project proving to be successful in terms of ownership in relation to the local context and the needs of beneficiaries? 
Efficiency 
· Is the project team and UN-Habitat management demonstrating the capacity to implement the project?
· To what extent is the project being implemented efficiently in terms of delivering the expected results according to quality standards, in a timely manner according to budget and ensuring value for money?
· What types of products and services were provided to beneficiaries through this project? 
· To what extent is monitoring and reporting on the project transparent and satisfied key stakeholders? 
Sustainability
· To what extent is capacity being developed in order to ensure the sustainability of the efforts and benefits?
· To what extent is the project engaging the participation of beneficiaries in implementation, monitoring, and reporting?
· To what extent is the project fostering innovative partnerships with local institutions and authorities and other development partners?
Coherence/complementarity
· To what extent is the project coherent and implemented in synergy with other projects of UN-Habitat funded by the Adaptation Fund?
· Was the project coherent or complementary with partners’ policies and with other donors’ interventions?
· How has the project used the lessons learned and recommendations from other evaluations relating to enhancing climate change resilience?
Cross-cutting issues
· To what extent are cross-cutting issues of gender equality, human rights, youth, disability, environmental, and social safeguards being considered and are being integrated into the project design and implementation? 
· Are there any outstanding examples of how these cross-cutting issues are being successfully applied in the project?
4. Stakeholder engagement 
It is expected that the evaluation will be participatory, involving key stakeholders. Stakeholders will be kept informed of the evaluation processes, including design, information collection, evaluation reporting, and results dissemination to create a positive attitude for the evaluation and enhance its utilization. Key stakeholders will be involved either directly through interviews or focus group discussions. UN-Habitat will facilitate the evaluator's engagement with the main stakeholders. 
[bookmark: _Toc6324525]5. Evaluation Approach and Methods
5.1	Approach
The evaluation should employ a mix of approaches and methods.  A results-based approach (Theory of Change Approach) should be applied to this evaluation, to demonstrate how the project is supposed to achieve its objectives by describing the causal logic of inputs, activities, expected accomplishments, and conditions and assumptions needed for the causal changes to take place. Also, the Context Input Process Product (CIPP) approach should be used to assess project implementation structures, procedures, collaboration, coordination, partnerships, and targeted beneficiary needs. In addition, the evaluation should be inclusive, participatory, and consultative with partners and stakeholders.  It should be conducted in a transparent way in line with the Norms and Standards of evaluations in the UN system and comply with UN-Habitat and Adaptation Fund’s Evaluation Policies.
5.2. [bookmark: _Toc6324526]Evaluation Methods
A variety of methods will be used to collect information. They will include, but not be limited to:
· Review of relevant documents in pursuit of specific data points or facts, including project documents, project log frame, key deliverables, meeting minutes, UN-Habitat work programmes, progress reports, etc.
· Key informant Interviews and consultation.  An interview protocol to cover key evaluation questions will be developed.
· A survey will be conducted if it is necessary, given the time constraints for this evaluation.  

The evaluation consultant will describe expected data analysis and instruments to be used in the evaluation inception report. A presentation of the evaluation findings should follow the standard formats of the Adaptation Fund’s Evaluation reports.
[bookmark: _Toc6324528]
6. Evaluation, Management, and Responsibilities
Impartiality is an important principle of evaluation because it ensures credibility of the evaluation and avoids a conflict of interest. For this purpose, officers responsible for the design and implementation of the project should not manage the evaluation process.  The Independent Evaluation Unit will manage the evaluation process,  ensuring that the evaluation is conducted by a suitable evaluator,   providing technical support and advice on methodology, explaining evaluation standards and ensuring they are respected,  ensuring contractual requirements are met,  approving all deliverables (TOR, Inception Reports; draft and final evaluation reports), sharing the evaluation results, supporting use and follow-up of the implementation of the evaluation recommendations. 
The project team will be responsible for supporting the evaluation processes by providing information and documentation required, as well as providing logistics and contacts of stakeholders to engage in the evaluation process.
The Evaluation Reference Group (ERG) will be established as a consultative arrangement and will have representatives of the Independent Evaluation Unit, the project team, and representatives of the projects to oversee the evaluation process and maximize the relevance, credibility, quality, uptake, and use of the evaluation.   The ERG members will participate in meetings of the reference group, provide inputs and quality assurance on the key evaluation products: TOR, Inception report, and draft evaluation report, and participate in the validation meeting of the final evaluation report.
7. Expected Deliverables and Payment Schedule
The consultant must prepare a final report tailored to the requirements of the Adaptation Fund.
a. Inception report (not more than 15 pages). The consultant is expected to review relevant information, including TOR, and develop an inception report detailing how the evaluation is to be conducted, what is to be delivered, and when. The inception report should include evaluation context, evaluation purpose, objectives, and scope; evaluation tailored questions; approach and methodology; evaluation work plan and deliverables. Once approved, it will become the key management document for the evaluation process, guiding the evaluation delivery in accordance with UN-Habitat’s expectations.
b. Draft evaluation report. The draft evaluation report should follow the Adaptation Fund’s standard format for evaluation reports (the format will be provided). 
c. Final evaluation report. The report should not exceed 50 pages each, including the executive summary but excluding annexes. The report should be technically easy to comprehend for non-evaluation specialists.
d. Presentation of findings to stakeholders. As part of the midterm evaluation process, the consultant will be required to present initial key evaluation findings to relevant stakeholders. 

8. [bookmark: _Toc6324529]Provisional work schedule 
The mid-term evaluation is expected to be completed within 30 working days, but spread over 2 months to cater for review time. The exact start date will be the date of the contract signing. The work schedule for the assignment is summarized in the table below.  
  
	Work schedule
	Number of working days billed
	Anticipated Dates

	Milestone 1: Meeting with UN-Habitat team to discuss the work plan 
	1
	TBD

	Milestone 2: Submit/discuss the inception report, including tentative table of contents of the evaluation report (deliverable 1)
	4
	TBD

	Milestone 3: Review the project document and contract and evaluate project outputs (planning documents/reports)
	5
	TBD

	Milestone 4: Organize interviews, consultations, and discussions with key relevant stakeholders and civil society organizations aiming to evaluate the capacities built and future needs
	10
	TBD

	Milestone 5: Draft project evaluation report and submit for comments (deliverable 2) 
	6
	TBD

	Milestone 6: Produce the final project evaluation report including final comments and feedback (deliverable 3) 
	4
	TBD

	Total
	30
	


[bookmark: _Toc6324531]
9. Resources and Payment
The evaluation consultant will be paid a professional evaluation fee based on the level of expertise and experience, and it will be based on the delivery of three outputs as follows: deliverables by UN-Habitat.
	Installments
	Expected Outputs
	Payment

	1st Payment
	Upon submission of the inception plan, including work plan and stakeholder analysis and approval by UN-Habitat
	30%

	2nd Payment
	Draft evaluation Report
	40%

	3rd or Final Payment
	Upon submission of the final evaluation report and all deliverables (documents and reports) and approval by UN-Habitat
	30%



10. Application procedure
The evaluation will be conducted by an external evaluation consultant (national).  He/she is responsible for planning and conducting the evaluation. Qualified and interested candidates are requested to submit the following documentation: 
· Expression of Interest Letter 
· CV showing educational background and experience, with a list of publications and a brief description of relevant assignments
· List of similar assignments conducted in the past, related publications, and further supporting documents such as evaluation reports;
· 2 reference letters related to the assignment and contact details of referees; 
· Technical proposal: a brief outline of how the proposed MTE can be conducted; 

11. Required Qualifications for the Evaluation Consultant
The consultant should have:
Education
· Advanced academic degree in political sciences, public administration, communication, information technology, sociology, development study or another relevant field.
Experience
· Experience in project evaluations, preferably in climate adaptation and urban development.
· Familiarity with UN-Habitat and Adaptation Fund reporting standards will be an advantage.
· Proven experience in conducting research independently, including desk reviews and consultations with government officials; experience in drafting comprehensive reports and communicating research results;
· Previous experience across aspects of project cycle management: project planning/design, implementation, evaluations/reviews; 
· Experience with participatory evaluation, and/or evaluation of capacity building projects is an asset;
· Experience with multi-stakeholder projects and working in close partnership with UN and other international organizations, government institutions (central and local) and donor agencies.

12. Criteria for Selection of the Best Offer
The Combined Scoring method will be used for the selection of a consultant as per the below table.

	Criteria
	Max. Point

	
	

	Criteria 1: Education
	20

	Advanced degree in relevant fields (e.g., political sciences, public administration, communication, information technology, sociology, development study or another relevant field)
	20

	Criteria 2: Professional experience
	50

	Proven experience in project evaluations, preferably in climate adaptation and urban development
	20

	Familiarity with UN-Habitat and Adaptation Fund reporting standards will be an advantage
	5

	Proven experience of conducting research independently, including desk reviews and consultations with government officials; experience of drafting comprehensive reports and communicating research results
	10

	Previous experience across aspects of project cycle management: project planning / design, implementation, evaluations / reviews
	5

	Experience with participatory evaluation, and/or evaluation of capacity building projects is an asset;
	5

	Experience with multi-stakeholder projects and working in close partnership with international organizations, government institutions (central and local) and donor agencies
	5

	Criteria 3: Proposed approach or methodology
	30

	Total Score
	100




[bookmark: _Toc222166782]Annex 2. List of stakeholders consulted 

Key Informant Interview Participants

	#
	Stakeholder Level
	Organizations
	Name 
	Position

	1
	Multilateral Implementing Entity
	UN-Habitat Country Office
	Ms. Enkhtsetseg.Sh
	National Project Manager

	2
	
	
	Ms. Udval.O
	Finance Officer

	3
	National Government (MoECC, Ulaanbaatar City Municipality)

	Ministry of Environment and Climate Change
	Mr. Batjargal.Z
	Special Envoy, Climate
Change, Focal Point for
Adaptation Fund

	4
	
	Urban Development and City Standards Department of Ulaanbaatar Municipality
	Mr. Tsolmon.B

	PB Secretary, Specialist in charge of Hydro-Engineering Facilities

	5
	
	Department of Geodesy and Hydraulic Engineering (city owned)
	Mr. Batsaikhan.S

	Chief Engineer

	6
	Local Government (District & Khoroo Governors and staff)

	Songino-khairkhan District Governor’s Office
	Mr. Bat-Erdene
	Head of district governer’s office

	7
	
	Sukhbaatar District Governor’s Office
	Mr. Chinzorig
	General Manger

	8
	
	4th Khoroo Office, Songinokhairkhan District
	Mr. Dashtsegel.L
	Governor of 4th Khoroo

	9
	
	5th Khoroo Office, Songinokhairkhan District
	Mr. Batbayar.E
	Governor of 5th Khoroo

	10
	
	26h Khoroo Office, Songinokhairkhan District
	Mr. Batbayar.B
	Governor of 26th Khoroo

	11
	
	27th Khoroo Office, Songinokhairkhan District
	Ms. Enkhdolgor.Ya
	Governor of 27th Khoroo

	12
	Executing Entities & Project Executing Unit (PEU)
	World Vision International Mongolia INGO (Executing Entity, Aug 2023 – June 2025)
	Ms. Nomin-Erdene.N 

	Project Manager

	13
	
	Climate Change and Development Academy
	Mr. Dagvadorj.D
	

	14
	
	Development Solutions NGO (PEU)
	Mr. Tugsbayar.L 

	Project Manager

	15
	
	Development Solutions NGO (PEU)
	Mr. Gangis.B
	Monitoring & Evaluation Officer

	16
	
	Development Solutions NGO (PEU)
	Ms. Tsogzolmaa.Ts
	Social Mobiliser

	17
	
	Development Solutions NGO (PEU)
	Ms. Zolzaya.N
	Social Mobiliser

	18
	
	Development Solutions NGO (PEU)
	Ms. Munkhuu.D
	Social Mobiliser

	19
	
	Development Solutions NGO (PEU)
	Mr. NaranbatN
	Field Engineer

	20
	Private sector / research organizations / technical partners

	Department, Institute of Geography and Geo-Ecology

	Ms. Saruulzaya.A

	Director of Permafrost Research

	21
	
	Usny Erchim LLC, 

	Mr. Lkhamnorjin.G

	Manager




Survey & Key Informant Interview Participants 

	#
	Beneficiaries
	Residency
	Name
	Membership

	1
	Songinokhairkhan district
	27th Khoroo
	Ms. Tsengelmaa
	

	2
	Songinokhairkhan district
	4th Khoroo
	Ms. Doljinsuren
	

	3
	Songinokhairkhan district
	26th Khoroo
	Mr. Altanshagai
	

	4
	Songinokhairkhan district
	5th Khoroo
	Ms. Chimedlkham
	

	5
	Songinokhairkhan district
	4th Khoroo
	Ms. Sunjidmaa
	

	6
	Songinokhairkhan district
	24th Khoroo
	Mr. Bukhbold
	

	7
	Songinokhairkhan district
	26th Khoroo
	Ms. Oyunchimeg
	‘Bagaaraa Chadamjii’ group

	8
	Songinokhairkhan district
	26th Khoroo
	Ms. Sarangoo
	‘Bagaaraa Chadamjii’ group

	9
	Songinokhairkhan district
	26th Khoroo
	Ms. Naranchimeg
	‘Bagaaraa Chadamjii’ group

	10
	Songinokhairkhan district
	26th Khoroo
	Ms. Tsetsegmaa
	Orshikh’ group

	11
	Songinokhairkhan district
	26th Khoroo
	Ms. Khorolmaa
	‘Orshikh’ group

	12
	Songinokhairkhan district
	26th Khoroo
	Mr. Tserenbat
	‘Orshikh’ group

	13
	Songinokhairkhan district
	5th Khoroo
	Ms. Delgertsetseg
	

	14
	Songinokhairkhan district
	27th Khoroo
	Ms. Enkhzaya
	

	15
	Songinokhairkhan district
	27th Khoroo
	Mr. Dashdolgor
	

	16
	Sukhbaatar district
	40th Khoroo
	Ms. Tuya
	Tsegeen Khairkhan Community NGO

	17
	Sukhbaatar district
	16th Khoroo
	Ms. Oyuntsetseg
	‘Eco 78’ group

	18
	Sukhbaatar district
	16th Khoroo
	Mr. Davkharbayar
	‘Eco 78’ group

	19
	Sukhbaatar district
	16th Khoroo
	Ms. Soyoltsetseg
	‘Eco 78’ group

	20
	Sukhbaatar district
	18th Khoroo
	Ms. Altan
	‘Ekh Bulag’ group

	21
	Sukhbaatar district
	18th Khoroo
	Ms. Tsetseg
	‘Bujin’ group 

	22
	Sukhbaatar district
	20th Khoroo
	Ms. Tuul
	Delgerekh bulag

	23
	Sukhbaatar district
	20th Khoroo
	Ms. Delgertsetseg
	Delgerekh bulag

	24
	Sukhbaatar district
	18th Khoroo
	Ms. Sonomaa
	Gunj-18 

	25
	Sukhbaatar district
	18th Khoroo
	Ms. Munkhzul
	Temuulel-49

	26
	Sukhbaatar district
	16th Khoroo
	Mr. Bulgan
	Oichid Devjih NGO

	27
	Sukhbaatar district
	16th Khoroo
	Ms. Gantsetseg
	

	28
	Sukhbaatar district
	16th Khoroo
	Ms. Badamkhorloo
	

	29
	Sukhbaatar district
	18th Khoroo
	Ms. Bolortsetseg
	

	30
	Sukhbaatar district
	20th Khoroo
	Ms. Ariunaa
	




Focus Group Discussion participants

	#
	Name
	Membership
	

	1
	Ms. Bayartsetseg.Kh
	Member of Primary group
	Songinokhairkhan district 26th Khoroo

	2
	Mr. Nyamsuren.M
	Member of Community Development Council
	Songinokhairkhan district 26th Khoroo

	3
	Ms. Altanzul.Ts
	Member of Primary group
	Songinokhairkhan district 26th Khoroo

	4
	Mr. Altanshagai.Ts
	Member of Community Development Council
	Songinokhairkhan district 26th Khoroo

	5
	Mr. Tumenbayar.T
	Member of Primary group
	Songinokhairkhan district 26th Khoroo

	6
	Ms. Byambakhuu.Sh
	Member of Primary group
	Songinokhairkhan district 26th Khoroo



[bookmark: _Toc222166783]Annex 3. Additional methodological information
This MTE adopted a utilization-focused, participatory, and theory-driven evaluation approach, drawing from established international evaluation standards and guided by the Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD)’s Development Assistance Committee (DAC) criteria (relevance, coherence, effectiveness, efficiency, sustainability, and impact).
The Evaluation Matrix below provides a structured framework that guides this evaluation of the GCRP. It outlines how the evaluation systematically addressed key questions across the OECD-DAC evaluation criteria, including relevance, effectiveness, efficiency, sustainability, coherence, and design. The matrix also incorporates analysis of cross-cutting issues and learning dimensions. 
Each row of the matrix above links evaluation questions to specific indicators or areas of inquiry, appropriate data sources, and methods of data collection, ensuring alignment between the evaluation design and its practical implementation. This matrix will serve as a foundational tool throughout the evaluation process, from data collection to analysis, and ultimately in forming evidence-based conclusions, lessons learned, and actionable recommendations.
Table 1. Evaluation Matrix with questions and analytical framework 
	Evaluation 
criteria
	Evaluative questions
	Areas of inquiries (ToC/CIPP linkage)
	Suggested data collection methods

	Design & Relevance
	EQ1. To what extent is the project’s design—including its ToC, expected accomplishments, and outputs—appropriate and responsive to the needs and vulnerabilities of flood-prone Ger area communities?

	· ToC: Input → Output → Outcome linkages 
CIPP: Context & Process
	Document review: Project proposal, ToC, vulnerability assessment 
Key Informant Interviews (KIIs): Implementing partners, government and local partners, donor, leaders of CDCs
Focus Group Discussions (FGDs) and survey: CDC and PG members, Project’s knowledge-sharing workshop

	Effectiveness
	EQ2. To what extent have project interventions—capacity building, policy integration, community mobilization, and infrastructure works—strengthened local resilience and institutional capacities at national, municipal, and community levels and improved adaptive capacities?
EQ3. How effectively are cross-cutting issues (gender equality, disability inclusion, human rights) integrated into project design, delivery, and results?
EQ4. How appropriate and effective were the project’s implementation arrangements, including coordination structures, partnership mechanisms, stakeholder engagement, and management practices?
	· Progress toward PMP indicators (ToC linkage)
· Changes in local beneficiaries and stakeholder perception (Process – CIPP)
· Attribute toward trainings, ownership, institutional/beneficiary level knowledge (Product/Outcome – CIPP & ToC)
	Document review: Progress reports, training records, infrastructure reports 
KIIs: Implementing partners, government and local partners, leaders of CDCs
FGDs and survey: CDC and PG members
Field observations and project’s knowledge-sharing workshop

	Efficiency
	EQ5. How efficiently were project resources, partnerships, and operational modalities utilized to deliver the expected results within the planned timeframe and budget?
	· CIPP: Input & Process
	Financial reports 
KIIs: Implementing partners, government and local partners

	Sustainability
	EQ6. To what extent are the project’s results—policy integration, community structures (CDCs/PGs), and physical infrastructure—likely to be sustained beyond the project period? What areas should be prioritized in the remaining project period to ensure sustainability?
	· Policy initiation and integration, plans (Product / Impact CIPP & ToC)
· Institutional capacity, knowledge use, community ownership (Product – CIPP)
	KIIs: Implementing partners, government and local partners, leaders of CDCs
FGDs and survey: CDC and PG members
Field observation of infrastructure and CDC/PG functionality 

	Coherence
	EQ7. How coherent is the project with national policies, UN strategies, donor priorities, and the activities of other stakeholders working on urban resilience and Ger area upgrading?
	· Degree of synergy and collaboration with similar projects and activities (Context & Process - CIPP)
· Degree in complementarity (Process – CIPP)
	Document review: Policy documents, strategic plans, project reports 
KIIs: Implementing partners, government and local partners


	Learning & Adaptation
	EQ8. What key lessons, bottlenecks, and opportunities have emerged during the first two years of implementation, and what mid-course adjustments are needed to improve efficiency, coordination, community engagement, and the likelihood of achieving the intended outcomes?
	· Documented challenges, solutions and reflections (ToC Learning Loop)
· Feasible and actionable recommendations (Product – CIPP)
	KIIs: Implementing partners, government and local partners, leaders of CDCs
FGDs and survey: CDC and PG members




Stakeholder engagement
The evaluation aimed to be inclusive, participatory, and transparent, involving key stakeholders, including the donor organization - Adaptation Fund, the implementing partners – UN-Habitat Mongolia, World Vision International Mongolia (Executing Entity for the project’s period of August 2023 to June 2025), Development Solutions NGO (Executing Entity from July 2025 onward), and Climate Change on Nature and Society NGO, Executing Entity (Aug 2023) contributed to the evaluation through technical consultations, progress reporting, and reflection on implementation experience. Ministry of Environment and Climate Change (MECC), Urban Development and City Standards Department of Ulaanbaatar Municipality, and Geodesy and Water Construction Agency (GWCA) represented the national government stakeholders by participating as key informants, providing insights into policy alignment, institutional capacity-building, and the integration of urban climate adaptation into regulatory frameworks. Also, the district and khoroo-level governors, and research, consulting, and construction service providers 

[bookmark: _Toc216615276][bookmark: _Toc222166784]Annex 4. List of documents consulted
· Terms of Reference of the evaluation
Project documents
· Ger Community Resilience Project (GCRP) document 
· GCRP Interim Report, November 2023 – June 2025 from UN-Habitat
· GCRP Inception Report from UN-Habitat
· GCRP PPR1&2 from UN-Habitat 
· Agreement of Cooperation between UN-Habitat and World Vision International Mongolia (WVIM)
· GCRP Quarterly Report, August 2023 – March 2024 from WVIM
· Financial Report of WVIM as of June 2025 from WVIM
· Project Narrative Report of WVIM, 20 November 2023 – 30 April 2025
· Auditor’s Report of the GCRP for the Financial Statement from November 2023 to June 30, 2025
· Detailed Narrative Report of Development Solutions NGO, reporting period from July 2025 to September 2025
· Citizens’ Success Stories and Best Practices: Improving Community Environments and Livelihoods through the People’s Process Approach
General reference documents 
· Mongolia’s Sustainable Development Vision 2030
· Nationally Determined Contribution (NDC3.0) of Mongolia 
· National Adaptation Plan (NAP) to Climate Change, Mongolia 
Adaptation Fund information
· General information available on https://www.adaptation-fund.org 
· https://legalinfo.mn/mn/detail?lawId=17140516767721 
· https://downloads.1212.mn/9kOZXW_4H-8nPoE8Q8_YWEgcBYu3Rk4pm--U7APT.pdf  
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