ANNEX 1: TERMS OF REFERENCE

EVALUATION OF THE

IUCN WORLD HERITAGE PROGRAMME

TERMS OF REFERENCE

1. CONTEXT OF THE EVALUATION

The World Heritage Programme coordinates IUCN’s work on the UNESCO World Heritage
Convention. IUCN role under the Convention is threefold:

1. IUCN evaluates all natural and 'mixed' sites nominated for World Heritage Status,
and contributes to evaluations of certain cultural landscapes.

2. IUCN monitors the state of conservation of existing World Heritage Sites.

3. IUCN contributes to capacity building, training and related initiatives, particularly at
regional and field levels.

The IUCN World Heritage Programme also implements initiatives to enhance the role of the
World Heritage Convention in protecting the planet’s biodiversity and promotes effective use
of its mechanisms to strengthen the conservation and management of natural World Heritage
sites.

The recent Independent Evaluation of the Implementation of The Global Strategy for the
World Heritage List and of the Partnerships for Conservation Initiative (Pact)® questioned the
viability of continuing the Global Strategy and the compatibility of current evolutions of the
List with the objectives of the World Heritage Convention.

The Strategic Action Plan for the implementation of the World Heritage Convention 2012-
2022 adopted in November 2011 explicitly intends to draw on the recommendation of this
Independent Evaluation. The role of the IUCN World Heritage Programme in the
development of the Implementation Plan for the strategy, through the provision of technical
support and access to expert networks, will be central to supporting the implementation of the
Strategic Plan.

In this context and given the fact that the last Programme evaluation was conducted in 2005,
it is timely to assess how the IUCN World Heritage Programme’s work in fact contributes to
Heritage conservation and to IUCN’s Global Programme overall.

The Director of the IUCN’s World Heritage Programme is therefore commissioning a
programme evaluation to inform future planning and implementation.

2. AUDIENCES FOR THE EVALUATION

The primary audience for the evaluation includes the Director and staff of the World Heritage
Programme. In particular, recommendations are expected to feed in the design of the IUCN

1 2011. Final report of the Audit of the Global Strategy and the PACT initiative.



World Heritage Component Programme for 2013-2016. IUCN senior management (primarily
Programme Directors) and the World Commission of Protected Areas could also have a
significant interest in the outcome of this evaluation. Evaluation findings will also be shared
and discussed with the current main partners and donors of the programme: UNESCO, the
MAVA Foundation and the Swiss Federal Office for the Environment.

PURPOSE AND SPECIFIC OBJECTIVES OF THE REVIEW

The purpose of the Evaluation of the IUCN World Heritage Programme is to assess recent
Programme results and impacts in relation to the Programme objectives and the wider IUCN
mission. The evaluation will also examine key strategic questions to assess the performance
and the capacity of the Programme (the organisational unit and its delivery mechanisms) and
identify areas for improvement.

The specific objectives of the evaluation are the following:

1. To assess the relevance of the Programme

The following questions will be looked into:

- Are the Programme objectives? consistent with the World Heritage Convention Objectives?

- Are the Programme objectives consistent with the IJUCN mission, its value proposition and
Programme?

- Is the niche filled by the World Heritage Programme relevant from the perspective of fund
providers, partners and beneficiaries?
2. To assess the performance of the Programme

The following questions will be looked into:

- What is/are the intervention logic(s) underlying the World Heritage Programme? What
assumptions are made and what hypotheses are being tested?

- What were the most significant results achieved by the Programme over the last 5 years?
- What have been the main impacts of the Programme over the last 5 years?

- Is the programme delivering results in a cost-effective manner compared to other
conservation approaches promoted by IUCN?

- Are results delivered sustainable?
- Are the types of interventions undertaken maximizing the programme results/impacts?

- What are the main internal or external factors affecting the performance of the
Programme?

2 JUCN World Heritage Programme’s objectives are identified in the quadrennial programmes of the
IUCN Programme on Protected Areas/World Heritage Programme for the 2005-2008 and the 2009-
2012 periods.



3. To assess the organisational capacity of the Programme

In particular the following questions will be looked into:

- Does the Programme benefit from adequate strategic leadership?
- Do the Programme governance and operating structures facilitates performance?

- Does the Programme have sufficient and skilled human resources to successfully
implement its programme?

- Does the Programme have sufficient and well managed financial resources to
successfully implement its programme?

- What is the Programme current capacity in terms of mobilising the union (working
with and delivering through other IUCN programmes, regions, members and
commissions)?

- What is the Programme current capacity to deliver conservation, livelihood and
development results as foreseen in the 2013-2016 programme?

- In the current context, what are the reputational risks incurred by IJUCN? What are the
opportunities?

4, To Make recommendations for enhancing the programme performance

METHODOLOGY

The IUCN Evaluation Policy® sets out IUCN’s institutional commitment to evaluation, and
the criteria and standards for the evaluation and evaluation of its projects, programmes,
organizational units. IUCN’s evaluation standards and criteria are based on the widely
accepted OECD DAC Evaluation criteria of relevance, effectiveness, efficiency, impact and
sustainability.

The Evaluation will be carried out by the IUCN Planning, Monitoring and Evaluation Unit. It
will be undertaken from an utilisation-focused perspective with the intent to facilitate
judgement, decision making and action by the World Heritage Programme constituents
(World Heritage Programme unit, WCPA, Regional focal points, panel members, etc) and
their partners as well as by IUCN senior management.

4.1  Documentation Identification and Preliminary Review

The Evaluation will begin with a preliminary review of documentation identified in
partnership with the World Heritage Programme Staff. Initially, the evaluators will briefly
look at documents, websites and other sources relevant to the mandate. A literature review on
World Heritage contribution to conservation will also be initiated at this stage.

4.2 Development of an Inception Note

The inception note developed by the evaluator will contain the following:

¥ IJUCN Evaluation Policy, approved by the IUCN Council in 2001.
http://www.iucn.org/themes/eval/index.htm
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A mapping of the Project intervention logic
A refined methodology and a draft evaluation matrix

The evaluator will developed a more detailed methodology and a draft evaluation matrix
designed to guide the data gathering and analysis process. The matrix will detail the issues to
be addressed and sub-questions to be covered, as well as performance indicators, sources of
information and information-gathering methods for each issue.

A list of stakeholders to be consulted and draft questionnaires

The evaluator will identify a list of stakeholders to be consulted in the context of the review.
This will include the following stakeholder groups i) World Heritage Programme staff, ii)
IUCN HQ Senior Management, iii) relevant [JUCN staff in the regions, iv) IUCN members, v)
IUCN commissions, vi) Programme donors, vii) Programme partners, vii) others preeminent
organisations working on World Heritage issues. Draft interview protocols for these
stakeholder groups will be included in the inception note.

A detailed work plan

The reviewers will propose a detailed work plan building on the draft work plan proposed in
section 6 below.

4.3 Data Collection

Data collection methods will include literature and documentation review, face-to-face
interviews in Gland, telephone interviews with various stakeholders, and questionnaires
circulated by email, when relevant.

4.4  Data Analysis and Reporting

At the data analysis stage, the evaluator will analyze all of the data collected. To the extent
possible, data triangulation will be achieved by analyzing information from multiple sources.
A draft report adhering to the evaluation terms of reference and highlighting the principal
findings of the review will be presented and submitted to a stakeholders’ review process
before a final report is submitted.

All data collection tools are to be included as an Annex to the final report. The link between
evaluation questions, data collection, analysis, findings and conclusions must be clearly made
and set out in a transparent manner in the presentation of the review findings.

45 Travel Required

Interviews will be conducted by phone as relevant. If resources are available one of the
evaluators will be attending the next session of the World Heritage Committee for a short
period.

4.6 Management of the Evaluation

This will be an ITUCN internal evaluation managed and conducted by the IUCN Planning,
Monitoring and Evaluation Unit.

REPORTING OF THE EVALUATION RESULTS

The evaluation findings and recommendations will be presented by the evaluation team to the
World Heritage Programme.



An Action Plan will be developed with the World Heritage Programme for improvements in

2013-2016 period.

WORK PLAN

The evaluation will take place between May and August 2012.

A more detailed time schedule will be developed with the evaluation team, including an
agreed timeframe for the following steps in the evaluation.

Milestone

Indicative Completion Date

Start date

April 152012

Further develop Terms of Reference and
draft evaluation matrix

April 30

Undertake evaluation

May -June 2012

Preliminary findings presented to the
World Heritage Programme

End of July 2012

Final report

End of August 2012

Action Plan developed

Fall 2012




ANNEX 2: PROTOCOLS

Protocol for IUCN staff

1. Please describe your working relationship with the World Heritage Programme

2. Relevance

Please indicate the extent to which you agree with the following statements:

Strongly Agree Neither Disagree | Strongly Don't
agree agree nor disagree know
disagree
2.1 The work of the IUCN
World Heritage Programme is O O O O O O
highly relevant to the World
Heritage Convention
2.2 The work of the IUCN
World Heritage Programme is O O O O O O
highly relevant to the IUCN
Programme and Mission
2.3 World Heritage is a highly
relevant tool for biodiversity O O O O O O

conservation

2.5 Comments on the above (please reference the question):

2.6 How could the IUCN World Heritage Programme become more relevant to (1) the World Heritage
Convention, and (2) to biodiversity conservation?

Effectiveness

3. Effectiveness

Strongly Agree Neither Disagree | Strongly Don't
agree agree nor disagree know
disagree

3.1 The IUCN World Heritage

Programme is highly effective O O O O O O

in its role of evaluating

nominations for natural and

mixed sites

3.2 The IUCN World Heritage

Programme is highly effective O O O O O O

in its role of monitoring the

state of conservation of

existing WH sites

3.3 The IUCN World Heritage

Programme is highly effective O O O O O O

in its role of providing capacity
building

3.4 Comments on the above (please reference the question)




IUCN World Heritage Knowledge Products (i.e. Publications)

Strongly
agree

Agree

Neither
agree nor
disagree

Disagree

Strongly
disagree

Don’t
know

3.5 The IUCN World Heritage
Programme’s guidelines on
nominations, Outstanding
Universal Value and WH
management and planning are
very useful knowledge
products

O

3.6 The IUCN World Heritage
Programme’s thematic and
tentative list studies are very
useful knowledge products?

3.7 Overall, the IUCN World
Heritage Programme has
produced highly useful studies
and guidelines

3.8 Can you give any examples of how these knowledge products have been used? To what effect?

3.9 Can you identify any gaps in the knowledge products provided by the IUCN World Heritage

Programme?

Influence over the World Heritage Process

Strongly
agree

Agree

Neither
agree nor
disagree

Disagree

Strongly
disagree

Don’t
know

3.10 The IUCN World Heritage
Programme has been highly
effective in influencing the
decisions on WH nominations

O

O

O

3.11 The IUCN World Heritage
Programme has been highly
effective in efforts to improve
management of existing WH
sites

3.12 The IUCN World Heritage
Programme has been highly
effective in influencing the
policies and procedures of the
WH Convention

3.13 The IUCN World Heritage
Programme has been highly
effective in identifying potential
gaps in World Heritage
properties worldwide

3.15 Overall, IUCN has
performed well within its role
as the advisory body to the
World Heritage Convention




3.16 Comments (please reference the question)

Efficiency and Cost-effectiveness

4.3 What value do you see in the volunteer contributions of the World Commission on Protected Areas and
the Species Survival Commission?

Note: we cover more aspects of efficiency through the organizational aspects section (next)
5. Organizational aspects
Please note that individual protocols exist for:

e World Heritage Programme Staff

e The Director General, Deputy Director General/Managing Director, Global Director Biodiversity
Conservation Group and the Director, Global Programme on Protected Areas

e Chair, Vice Chair (World Heritage) for WCPA, Chair, SSC
¢ Regional World Heritage Focal Points
And should be used during the same interview as this protocol
6. Impact
6.1 In what ways do you see that World Heritage sites are beneficial for biodiversity conservation?

6.2 Do you see World Heritage as a “flagship” example of protected areas? What does this mean for
protected areas work more generally?

6.3 What would be the implication for the World Heritage Convention of IUCN not working on World
Heritage?

7. Looking forward

7.1 How do you see the World Heritage Convention evolving in the next ten years? What role do you see
for IUCN?

7.2 What would you like to see the IUCN World Heritage Programme do more of? Less of?

7.3 What are the main opportunities for the IUCN World Heritage Programme?



Protocol for external stakeholders

1. Please describe your working relationship with the World Heritage Programme

2. Relevance

Please indicate the extent to which you agree with the following statements:

Strongly Agree Neither Disagree | Strongly Don't
agree agree nor disagree know
disagree
2.1 The work of the IUCN
World Heritage Programme is O O O O O O
highly relevant to the World
Heritage Convention
2.2 The work of the IUCN
World Heritage Programme is O O O O O O
highly relevant to the IUCN
Programme and Mission
2.3 World Heritage is a highly
relevant tool for biodiversity O O O O O O

conservation

2.5 Comments on the above (please reference the question):

2.6 How could the IUCN World Heritage Programme become more relevant to (1) the World Heritage
Convention, and (2) to biodiversity conservation?

Effectiveness

3. Effectiveness

Strongly Agree Neither Disagree | Strongly Don't
agree agree nor disagree know
disagree

3.1 The IUCN World Heritage

Programme is highly effective O O O O O O

in its role of evaluating

nominations for natural and

mixed sites

3.2 The IUCN World Heritage

Programme is highly effective O O O O O O

in its role of monitoring the

state of conservation of

existing WH sites

3.3 The IUCN World Heritage

Programme is highly effective O O O O O O

in its role of providing capacity
building

3.4 Comments on the above (please reference the question)

IUCN World Heritage Knowledge Products (i.e. Publications)




Strongly
agree

Agree

Neither
agree nor
disagree

Disagree

Strongly
disagree

Don’t
know

3.5 The IUCN World Heritage
Programme’s guidelines on
nominations, Outstanding
Universal Value and WH
management and planning are
very useful knowledge
products

O

3.6 The IUCN World Heritage
Programme’s thematic and
tentative list studies are very
useful knowledge products?

3.7 Overall, the IUCN World
Heritage Programme has
produced highly useful studies
and guidelines

3.8 Can you give any examples of how these knowledge products have been used? To what effect?

3.9 Can you identify any gaps in the knowledge products provided by the IUCN World Heritage

Programme?

Influence over the World Heritage Process (external)

Strongly
agree

Agree

Neither
agree nor
disagree

Disagree

Strongly
disagree

Don’t
know

3.10 The IUCN World Heritage
Programme has been highly
effective in influencing the
decisions on WH nominations

O

O

O

3.11 The IUCN World Heritage
Programme has been highly
effective in efforts to improve
management of existing WH
sites

3.12 The IUCN World Heritage
Programme has been highly
effective in influencing the
policies and procedures of the
WH Convention

3.13 The IUCN World Heritage
Programme has been highly
effective in identifying potential
gaps in World Heritage
properties worldwide

3.14 Overall, IUCN has
performed well within its role
as the advisory body to the
World Heritage Convention
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3.16 Comments (please reference the question)

4. Efficiency and Cost-effectiveness

Strongly Agree Neither Disagree Strongly Don't
agree agree nor disagree know
disagree
4.1 The IUCN World Heritage
Programme is good value for O O O O O O
money

4.2 Comments

4.3 What value do you see in the volunteer contributions of the World Commission on Protected Areas and
the Species Survival Commission?

4.4 Do you see any strengths or weaknesses you would like to highlight in terms of how IUCN has
organized its work on World Heritage?

6. Impact
6.1 In what ways do you see that World Heritage sites are beneficial for biodiversity conservation?

6.2 Do you see World Heritage as a “flagship” example of protected areas? What does this mean for
protected areas work more generally?

6.3 What would be the implication for the World Heritage Convention of IUCN not working on World
Heritage?

Impact and the World Heritage Convention (outside stakeholders)

6.4 Can you give examples of how the World Heritage Programme has effectively helped fill gaps in the
coverage of World Heritage properties worldwide?

6.5 Can you give examples of how the World Heritage Programme has effectively helped with issues
related to local communities, indigenous peoples and World Heritage?( Is there a difference with [JUCN'’s
work on Protected Areas?)

6.6 Can you give examples of how the World Heritage Programme has effectively helped improve
management and sustainability of World Heritage properties?( Is there a difference with [IUCN’s work on
Protected Areas?)

7. Looking forward

7.1 How do you see the World Heritage Convention evolving in the next ten years? What role do you see
for IUCN?

7.2 What would you like to see the [IUCN World Heritage Programme do more of? Less of?

7.3 What are the main opportunities for the IUCN World Heritage Programme?

11




ANNEX 3 : SURVEY

World Heritage Programme survey 26.04.2013 (English)

This survey should take around 15 minutes. Your answers are anonymous. If you have any questions, please contact us at evaluation@iucn.org

1. Please indicate the extent to which you agree with the following statements:

Meither agree nor . .
Strongly agree Agree . Disagree Strongly disagree Don't know
disagree

The work of the IUCN O O O O O O
World Heritage

Programme is highly

relevant to the World

Heritage Convention

The waork of the IUCN O O O O O O

‘World Heritage
Programme is highly
relevant to the IUCN
Programme and Mission

World Heritage is a highly O O O O O O

relevant tool for

biodiversity conservation

2. How could the IUCN World Heritage Programme become more relevant to the World
Heritage Convention?

3. How could the IUCN World Heritage Programme become more relevant to
biodiversity conservation?

Page 1



World Heritage Programme survey 26.04.2013 (English)

4. Please indicate the extent to which you agree with the following statements:

Meither agree nor ) .
Strongly agree Agree ] Disagree Strongly disagree Don't know
disagree

The IUCN World Heritage o O o o O O
Programme is highly

effective in its role of

evaluating nominations for

natural and mixed sites

The IUCN World Heritage O O O O O O

Programme is highly
effective in its role of
monitoring the state of
conservation of existing
WH sites

The IUCN World Heritage O O O O O O

Programme is highly
effective in its role of
providing capacity
building

5. Please indicate the extent to which you agree with the following statements:

Neither agree nor . .
Strongly agree Agree . Disagree Strongly disagree Don't know
disagree

The IUCN World Heritage O O O O O O
Programme's guidelines

on nominations,

Qutstanding Universal

Value and World Heritage

management and

planning are very useful

knowledge products

The IUCN World Heritage O o o o O O

Programme's thematic and
tentative list studies are
wvery useful knowledge
products

Ovwerall, the IUCN World o O O O O O

Heritage Programme has
produced highly useful
studies and guidelines

6. Can you identify any gaps in the knowledge products provided by the JUCN World
Heritage Programme?

Page 2
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World Heritage Programme survey 26.04.2013 (English)

7. Please indicate the extent to which you agree with the following statements:

Meither agree nor ) .
Strongly agree Agree ] Disagree Strongly disagree Don't know
disagree

The IUCN World Heritage o O o o O O
Programme has been

highly effective in

influencing the decisions

on World Heritage

nominations

The IUCN World Heritage O O O O O O

Programme has been
highly effective in efforts to
improve management of
existing World Heritage
sites

The IUCN Werld Heritage O o O O O O

Programme has been
highly effective in
influencing the policies
and procedures of the
World Heritage Convention

The IUCN World Heritage O O O O O O

Programme has been
highly effective in
identifying potential gaps
in World Heritage
properties worldwide

Overall, IUCN has O O O O O O

performed well within its
role as the advisory body
to the World Heritage
Convention

8. Please indicate the extent to which you agree with the following statement:

Neither agree nor . .
Strongly agree Agree . Disagree Strongly disagree Don't know
disagree

The IUCN World Heritage O O O O O O
Programme is good value

for money

9. Please indicate the extent to which you agree with the following statement:

Meither agree nor ) .
Strangly agree Agree ) Disagree Strongly disagree Dan't know
disagree

The World Heritage O O O O O O
Programme has effectively

helped tackle issues

related to local

communities, indigenous

peoples and World

Heritage

Page 3
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World Heritage Programme survey 26.04.2013 (English)

10. How do you see the World Heritage Convention evolving in the next ten years?
What role do you see for IUCN?

11. What stakeholder group do(es) you/your organisation belong to? (you can tick more
than one box)

|:| Donor {ie your organisation provides funds to the IUCN Waorld Heritage Programme)
|:| IUCN Commission

|:| IUCN member

I:l IUCN National Committee

|:| IUCH staff

D IUCN World Heritage Panel

|:| World Heritage Centre (UNESCO)
D World Heritage Committee

|:| ICOMOS or ICCROM

|:| World Heritage site evaluator

|:| World Heritage Convention State Party

D Other

12. Please identify the region in which you principally work:
O Africa

O Central and South America

O Morth America and the Caribbean

O South and East Asia
O West Asia
O QOceania

O Eastern Europe, Morth and Central Asia

O Western Europe

Thank you for your time and your valuable contribution!
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