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Guidelines for conducting a SIP project terminal review 

 

I. Overview  

These guidelines are intended to help project partners implementing a Specific International 

Programme project as they conduct the terminal review according to the Programme 

expectations and the broader UNEP Evaluation Office requirements. The project 

implementer should assign an individual or institution to complete an objective self-critical 

assessment of the project’s performance as measured by the project’s design, 

implementation and monitoring strategy, achievements and proposed sustainability/exit 

strategies against the six specified evaluation criteria provided by the UNEP evaluation 

policy. The evaluation criteria are: 

1. Relevance (Did the intervention do the needs and challenges identified?) 

2. Coherence (How well did the intervention fit in the country, sector etc.?) 

3. Efficiency (How well were resources used to achieve desired results in a timely 

manner?) 

4. Impact (What difference did the intervention make?) 

5. Sustainability of outcomes (To what extent will the net benefits of the intervention 

continue?) 

6. Effectiveness (Did the intervention achieve its objectives?)  

 

Figure 1. Summary of steps involved in the terminal review exercise. 

 Each project’s outputs will be assessed 
against the applicable evaluation 
criteria. Figure 1 sums up the entire 
process of carrying out a terminal 
review. 
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II. Purpose and objectives of the terminal review process 

Primarily, the terminal review process seeks to better understand the project's achieved 

results, impacts and cumulative efforts towards fulfilling the obligations of the Minamata 

Convention through the project objectives. The review will also assess how the project 

aligns with some of the global sustainable development blueprints, including the United 

Nations Sustainable Development Goals. The terminal review should be treated in all 

respects as a transparent and objective self-critical project completion assessment. 

Therefore, it should be regarded as a lesson learning process that highlights achievements, 

reflecting on what worked and did not quite work well. One of the benefits of every project 

funded by the Specific International Programme is that others can learn not only from its 

successes but also its challenges and failures – there is no penalty in openly discussing 

what did not work well.  In some cases, this will include things that the project implementers 

think the Secretariat should do differently. The review can also be very helpful in informing 

future programmatic needs and opportunities. 

The review supports the assessment of sustainability and the feasibility of project up-

scaling by providing a better understanding of the outputs, outcomes, drivers and their 

assumptions, along with the roles of stakeholders, in sustaining and scaling up higher-level 

results. All the information gathered in the process will be used to generate the main output 

of the exercise, i.e. the terminal review report. The report should be no more than 20 pages 

in length. The review findings should be objective, relate to the overall review objectives 

outlined herein, be easily identifiable, and be clearly stated and supported with sufficient 

evidence. The audience of the terminal review report will be the project implementing Party, 

all project associated stakeholders, the Minamata Convention on Mercury Secretariat, the 

Governing Board of the Specific International Programme, its donors, and UNEP. The 

terminal review report will be posted on the Minamata Convention website. 

Step 1: 
Understand 

and 
communicate 
what you seek 
to achieve in 
the terminal 

review 
process

Step 2: Set a 
benchmark 

for the review

Step 3: 
Focus your 

terminal 
review in 

accordance 
with the set 

criteria

Step 4: Define your 
methods/approach

Step 5: Validate, 
analyse and 

interpret collated 
data and 

information

Step 6: 
Compile and 
validate the 

report
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III. Proposed methodology 

A successful project terminal review goes through at least the six distinct steps presented 

in Figure 1.  

First step: Understand and communicate what you seek to achieve in the terminal review 

process 

At this and all other stages of the review, it is imperative to keep in mind the ultimate 

objectives of the terminal review exercise as described above. Knowing and openly 

communicating the intended use and audience reach helps foster transparency amongst 

all stakeholders involved in the review process from the onset. It is key to a successful 

terminal review. Knowing the report's audience helps in the formation of appropriate review 

questions and the development of benchmarks. 

Second step: Set a benchmark for the review  

It is vital to ensure there is a shared understanding amongst the project stakeholders on 

the project's intended outcome, objective, and/or theory of change. Referral to the project 

documents including but not limited to the logical framework model and the project 

narrative description typically guides the execution of this step. Though the Specific 

International Programme does not require that the applicant undertake a theory of change 

exercise, if a theory of change document was already developed and retained during the 

pre-implementation phase of the project, it is a very useful document against which the 

terminal review can benchmark. The terminal review schedule, data sources, sampling 

methods, and roles and responsibilities of the evaluation team are identified at this stage. 

This stage provides a clear description of how the terminal review will be implemented to 

ensure the credibility of terminal review information. If not already completed and up to 

date, a thorough and objective stakeholder analysis to identify individuals and groups and 

their relative roles in the concluded project design or implementation phases should be 

undertaken at this stage. This will help the project to prioritise and list the stakeholders to 

participate in the terminal review interviews.  

Third step: Focus your terminal review in accordance with the set criteria 

This stage presents the opportunity to streamline the terminal review process. It basically 

narrows the focus, and it is essential to discuss and agree on the rationale for the 

prioritisation process. Given that there are never enough resources or time to answer every 

possible terminal review question, it is critical to work collaboratively with key stakeholders 

to prioritise the terminal review based on a shared understanding of the project’s logical 

framework model guided by the intended uses of the terminal review results, shared report 

outline and general feasibility considerations.  

Fourth step: Define your methods/approach 

Planning for a terminal review is critical to its success hence the need to determine and 

understand the approach to be adopted. Both qualitative and quantitative project data is 

collated and analysed for impact. Triangulation of data is therefore of paramount 

importance and can be achieved using at least any combination of the following 

mechanisms: desk review of primary and secondary data, including data obtained from the 

project baseline and implementation reports and other relevant background literature; 

participatory interviews (Key Informant Interviews and Focus Group Discussions); online, 

mobile or paper-based surveys; and observations of notable changes during field visits. 

The desktop review will include a thorough review of project documents, including logical 
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frameworks, work plans, budgets, progress and expenditure reports. Be sure to highlight to 

the Secretariat any limitations you might encounter in data acquisition and processing. 

Fifth step: Validate, analyse and interpret collated data and information 

At this stage, all collected data should be analysed to allow for the interpretation of results. 

Stakeholder validation is essential as they may provide feedback on any errors of fact, 

highlight the significance of such errors in any conclusions, and provide feedback on the 

proposed recommendations and lessons. 

Sixth step: Compile and validate the report  

Once all the data analysis is concluded, an articulate report, no more than 20 pages in 

length, should be compiled summarising the review objectives and scope; overall project 

performance and key features of performance (strengths and weaknesses) against criteria; 

and summary of the main findings of the exercise, including a synthesis of main 

conclusions, lessons learned and recommendations. In the following section, the 

Secretariat has provided a suggested template for the report. The report will be reviewed by 

the Secretariat iteratively when submitted in draft form for review and comment. The project 

partner will then make follow up revisions to the draft in consultation with other project 

stakeholders before submission of the final terminal review report. 

Congratulations on completing your project and thank you for your attention to this very 

important final step. We look forward to ongoing collaboration with you! 

In the next section you will find a proposed template for your terminal review report. 
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Terminal Review of the Project under the Specific International Programme of the 

Minamata Convention on Mercury 

Project Title and Project Reference Number 

20XX – 20XX 

 

1. PROJECT INFORMATION 

 

1.1. Implementing 

Government and 

Implementing 

Government 

Institution 

 

Implementing 

Government 

 

Implementing 

Government Institution 

 

☐   Mr. 

☐   Ms. 

Project 

Focal 

Point 

 

 

Functional Title  

Section / Department  

Address  

Telephone  

E-mail  

1.2. Project Title 

[As per SSFA or 

PCA] 

 

1.3. Budget USD  

 

Specific Trust Fund (MCP 

Budget) 

Applicant Country Contribution [if any] 

  

1.4. Start Date  

1.5. End Date  

1.6. Review Date  
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2. SUMMARY OF ACHIEVEMENTS AND OVERVIEW OF REPORT  

2.1. Project 

summary 

 

2.2. About this 

Review  

 

Briefly introduce the reviewing team stating whether or not an external consultant 

was engaged and describe the terminal review objectives, the duration of the data 

collection period as guided by the terminal review schedule. 

 

 

3. INTRODUCTION  

 

3.1. Institutional 

context of the 

project  

Outline the Division/Branch/Unit, regions/countries that implemented the 

project. 

 

3.2. Convention 

Articles to which the 

project contributed   

 

 

3.3. Overall project 

outcome  

 

 

3.4. Summary of 

Project Outputs  

Describe the project outputs planned in the logframe vis a vis the project outputs 

achieved. 

 

 

4. REVIEW METHODS 

4.1. Data collection   

 

Describe the review methods and information sources used. These will include 

indicators and means of verification from the logframe, periodic progress and 

expenditure reports of the project, interviews including the number and type of 

respondents, and observations. It will be useful to include: justification for 

methods used (e.g. qualitative, quantitative and/or mixed methods; 

electronic/face-to-face); any selection criteria used to identify respondents, 

sites visited; strategies used to increase stakeholder consultation; details of how 

the data was verified (e.g. triangulation, review by stakeholders, etc.) and data 

analysis method(s) used. 

4.2. Addressing 

Limitations   

 

Describe the strategies employed to address any potential or actual limitations 

in the review process, such as strategies used to include the feedback of 

potentially marginalised groups (e.g. women, indigenous peoples, people with 

disabilities and youths). Describe strategies used to include divergent views 
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while taking care not to violate human rights and ethical considerations (e.g. 

seeking consent to interview and take pictures) during the review process. 

 

 

5. THE PROJECT CONTEXT AND RESULTS MONITORING FRAMEWORK 

5.1. Project Context   

 

Describe the rationale of the project intervention clearly stating the problem(s) 

the project intended to address. 

5.2. Geographic 

coverage  

Country or countries in the case of a regional project. 

5.3. Results 

monitoring 

Framework  

Present the project results monitoring framework (i.e. the results hierarchy as 

presented in the logical framework including the corresponding data 

sources/verification methods).  It may be useful to attach the full project 

logframe including its indicators and means of verification as an annex; if so 

please fill in annex number here. 

5.4. Project 

implementation 

structure and 

stakeholder 

engagement  

Present the implementing institutions and supporting implementing partners 

and they respective roles in ensuring successful project delivery. Define how 

different stakeholder groups were involved in the project and the roles they 

played and the resultant benefits to the project in achieving desired results. 

Comment on the value of collaborations if any. 

5.5. Project change 

management  

Describe any changes made to project plans to adapt to evolving needs, 

including approved budget revisions, if any. 

5.6. Gender 

Strategies  

Describe how the project implemented its gender strategies. 

 
 
6. REVIEW FINDINGS 

6.1. Project design 

quality   

 

Discuss the strength and weakness of the project design in relation to the 

project context (i.e. both a project specific situational analysis and in relation to 

the broader mandates of the Minamata Convention). 

6.2. Relevance   

 

How aligned is the project with the broader environmental/chemical mandates 

within the region/country/sector? How is the intervention aligned with the 

mandates of the Minamata Convention and other global environmental and 

sustainable development blueprints such as the United Nations Sustainable 

Development Goals? 
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6.3. Coherence  

 

How well does the intervention fit in the country, sector etc? How does the 

project complement other ongoing or completed efforts within the 

country/sector? How did the project optimize through synergizing and avoiding 

duplication of effort with such efforts? 

6.4. Efficiency  How well did the project deliver in relation to the available resources? Comment 

on timeliness and cost effectiveness, the delivery process, and the quality of 

results. How well did the project conduct timely tracking of results and progress 

towards project objectives and how well was the quality of data and information 

presented? 

6.5. Effectiveness  Did the intervention achieve its objectives? How well did the project achieve its 

desired outcomes? Assess both the quality and quantity of achievements as 

they apply. Comment on any project revisions and their effect on achieving 

results. 

6.6. Impact  What difference does the intervention make? Discuss the potential and achieved 

long lasting positive benefits of the project. If not already attained, assess the 

likelihood of the intended, positive impacts becoming a reality. Assess the 

likelihood that the intervention may lead, or contribute to, unintended negative 

effects (e.g. effect on livelihood of vulnerable groups). 

6.7. Sustainability of 

outcomes  

To what extent will the net benefits of the intervention continue? Describe the 

socio-political, financial and institutional sustainability achievements. Assess 

the plans for project continuity following project closure through any 

commitments made including legal and policy enforcement. Comment on the 

nature of any relationships and collaborative partnerships that were developed 

through SIP support and how their continuity will be sustained.  

6.8. Factors and 

processes affecting 

project performance 

and cross-cutting 

issues 

Include nature of external context; financial management; monitoring and 

reporting. 

 
 
7. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

7.1. Conclusion  Provide a summary of the review findings in a logical manner from cause to 

effect. Highlight the major strengths and weaknesses of the project with an 

evidence base including how the positive outcomes were achieved, and what 

hindered the achievement of the less successful aspects. This should include if 

any the effect of the COVID-19 pandemic. 

7.2. Lessons Learnt   Provide the positive and negative lessons learnt. 
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7.3. 

Recommendations  

Provide recommendations for addressing any programming challenges, scaling 

up, and ensuring sustainability of achieved results or any other 

recommendations within the context of the Minamata Convention’s capacity 

building and technical assistance support towards implementing the mandates 

of the Convention. 

 


