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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The “Development of Area C in the West Bank Project” (the Project) is part of the overall agreement 
between the Palestinian National Authority (PNA) and the European Union (EU), which was signed on 
March, 19th 2013. The Project’s main focus has been to support the targeted communities in 
constructing small scale infrastructure and social infrastructure projects in order to improve their 
access to basic infrastructure. This in turn would contribute to improving the social and economic 
conditions of Palestinian communities in Area “C”. 

The purpose of this evaluation has been to assess the results obtained from and impact of the Project, 
and to provide the key stakeholders including EU, MDLF, MoLG, and the target LGUs with information 
needed to learn from the implemented Project, strengthening its accountability of it, and to make 
decisions about future improvements and project(s). The evaluation focused on assessing the Project’s 
relevance, effectiveness, impact on the target group, efficiency and sustainability. It followed an 
interactive participatory approach offering ample opportunity for feedback from Project stakeholders, 
enabling them to undertake consultative/transparent and more active role in the process. The 
overarching principle has been to ensure active involvement of the affected and most significant 
stakeholders in an iterative process of clarification and consensus building, which is essential in 
advancing sense of ownership and commitment to the evaluation and its results. A basket of 
participatory tools has been used, including reviewing of secondary sources, semi-structured 
interviewing, focus group discussions, brain storming, direct observation, contextual inquiry, 
categorization-classification-and-reflection, process documentation, critical incident analysis, bench-
marking, and comparative analyses, in addition to results-chain analysis. 

The Project design depicted in the Logical Framework is consistent with the identified development 
problem and illustrates reasonable causality and logical linkages between its various components and 
levels. It could benefit, however, from some improvements to render it more efficient as a 
management tool, and to ensure that issues like capacity and institutional building or sustainability are 
properly structured and more proactively pursued. At the same time, their contribution towards 
achieving the desired objectives should be more vividly monitored and assessed. 

The MDLF adopted a simple, internally consistent operational strategy to achieve the declared 
objectives of the Project. A Local Technical Consultant (LTC) is contracted to design the selected sub-
projects and to prepare their respective bidding documents. The implementation of the infrastructure 
sub-projects is done by local contractors who are contracted by the LGUs. The LTC assists the LGUs in 
selecting the contractor and in supervising the works. 

The Project is completely in line with national priorities and in harmony with MDLF’s strategic 
directions and approach. Also, the way it is structured and the approach it followed have been very 
responsive to the target communities’ needs and aspirations. Likewise, the Project and its intended 
results are in direct correspondence to and consistent with the EU’s declared position, aims, and 
approach. In whole, the Project is relevant and will remain relevant in the foreseen future. 

No clear cut criteria was used for selecting sub-projects. Basically, the sub-project should meet two 
conditions: (i) it should prioritized in the action plan associated with the proposed outline plans, and 
(ii) it should be within the borders of a statuary plan that is formally approved by the Israeli authorities 
or is considered as tacitly approved if no major objection has been raised within 18 months following 
the submission of the plan by the Village Councils to the Israeli Civil Administration (ICA). 
Acknowledging the insufficiency of the criteria used, a modified selection process has been proposed 
that will be used in coming phases.  
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Evidently, the envisaged results are to a major extent achieved. It could be clearly deduced that the 
Management was keen on providing the necessary financial and technical support to the targeted 
LGUs. This was widely commended by the persons interviewed. 

It is observed that the Project has been carried out more or less as an engineering/construction 
project. From a construction management perspective, this approach is considered effective enough 
to deliver the expected outputs. This is specially valid taking into consideration the short time frame of 
the Project on one hand and the limited number of technical staff at MDLF who reportedly are over 

tasked. Following such a top-down – construction management  approach, has left little space for 
participatory processes to take place, especially during the preparation of the engineering designs and 
the bidding documents by the LTC. In the construction phase, however more, dialogue/consultation 
between the LGUs and the LTC has been reported.  

Even the provided ‘on-the-job training’ to the LGUs has been a top-down intervention and was limited 
to what was needed to enable the LGUs to manage and supervise the implementation of the sub-
projects according to MDLF’s policies and procedure. Nonetheless, there was undoubtedly an 
apparent learning among the LGUs, especially in understanding MDLF’s requirements, standards, and 
procedures. 

In its essence, the Project is developmental one, where bringing the construction of the physical 
infrastructure to completion is a necessary first step towards achieving its objectives. It could have 
been more effective if the construction activities were augmented by other accompanying socially 
and/or environmentally related training/interventions that enhances community ownership of the 
sub-project, supports its smooth implementation, and ensures that the constructed infrastructure 
would lead to attaining the desired results. 

Generally, the engineering/architectural designs and construction works of the new classrooms and 
KGs are of good quality. However, the designer needs to give more attention to the needs of the 
facility end users and perhaps engage them more during the design phase. 

Moreover, evidence shows that a wide range of activities were implemented in order to publicize the 
Project and its achievements. Yet, it is not easy to assess the effectiveness of these actions. 
Nevertheless, one can ascertain that the Project attracted much attention and interest, especially 
within governmental and developmental circles locally, in European countries, and among the donor 
community. Still more could be done. At the local level, the aim of these events would be to enhance 
the sense of ownership and involvement within the community towards the sub-project under 
implementation. On the Government level, the visibility activities could be utilized to showcase the 
work done as well as to encourage other governmental agencies to be more involved in Area “C”. 
Internationally, the focus of the visibility activities would be two folds. The first would be to advocate 
for more donor involvement and funding of similar projects in Area “C”. The second is to utilize the 
Project to sensitize the international community about the living conditions of the Palestinians who 
are living in Area “C” and the challenges they face. 

The size of the Project budget is too small to make much of an impact on the targeted communities. 
Similarly, sub-projects are not large enough to achieve community-wide coverage, particularly when 
building social infrastructure or small scale basic infrastructure. Moreover, it is too early to realize the 
full impact of the Project, since construction works in almost all of the sub-projects were completed 
recently, and some of the social infrastructure projects are not in use yet. Still, one can register some 
effects that the various sub-projects have made. Community members on the whole are very happy 
and proud of the constructed sub-project in their village. Obviously, each sub-projects has its own 
effect. For example, the rehabilitated main road of Um Al Lahim, provided environmentally safer and 
healthier access for all inhabitants. The road is also becoming a place for bicycle riding for children and 
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a walking and entertainment trail for the community. Expanding and rehabilitating the water network 
in Dab’a village has similar positive effects. In addition to increasing the geographical coverage of 
water supply and serving more people, the implemented sub-projects contributed to reducing water 
leakages and illegal connections. Increasing the number of household connections would necessarily 
increase revenues collected by the Municipality. In addition, the expanding of the network has 
encouraged new constructions in the area. 

Management of the Project has been based on accumulated learning and experience of MDLF, which 
are consolidated in several internal manuals. The Project did not have its own administration, rather it 
was integrated within the administrative structure of the MDLF. Daily supervision functions of project 
implementation were done by the Technical Department. In principal, monitoring mechanisms 
followed MDLF’s Results Based Manual. The basics in conventional physical and financial input and 
output monitoring were well implemented. Input management and monitoring was done quite 
efficiently following the principles, policies, and procedures set out in MDLF’s Financial Manual.  

Further, abundant evidence indicate that MDLF demonstrated high level of “cost-consciousness” in 
optimizing the use of available resources. Procurement procedures followed the standard policies and 
procedures stipulated in MDLF’s Procurement Manual. Consistently, it sought to obtain the needed 
services at the least cost for the required quality. 

Results monitoring was mainly confined to output level. Such basic monitoring was no doubt useful for 
Management to keep track of specific activities and expenditures. Other Project related information 
has been also documented. They were certainly useful to conclude this evaluation. Staff could quickly 
retrieve the relevant files and adequately explain Project status. Their documentation appeared to be 
satisfactory. Yet, they could benefit from more structured filing and categorization in order to render 
the information more accessible for analysis and learning. Nevertheless, the ability of the Project 
Management and staff to retrieve and provide such information speaks well of the value and 
implementation of the monitoring system. 

According to the Project, sustainability would be ensured once the concerned LGU demonstrates that 
it is able to operate and maintain the infrastructure sub-project. The most crucial component in this 
respect is for the LGUs to have (or be able to make available) enough financial resources to operate 
and maintain the infrastructure sub-project. Equally important is that the local institution (whether it 
is a municipality, village council, or joint service council) ‘owns’ the sub-project and is ready and 
capable to take the responsibility for its operation and maintenance. Except for the KG’s, the existing 
‘owners’ of the sub-projects are entities that possess institutional capabilities and sufficiently 
competent human resources to operate and maintain them. However, it would be more challenging 
when it comes to the kindergarten sub-projects. Most likely, the LGUs have the institutional capacities 
to do the maintenance works (or maybe outsourcing the job). However, operating a KGs by the LGU 
itself requires human resources with specific capacities that would unlikely be available in the LGU. A 
more sustainable option would be to sub let the KG to somebody who has the technical and 
management knowledge and skills to operate it. A third option is to ask the Ministry of Education and 
Higher Education (MOEHE) to take over the KG.  

At the same time, it is essential that the implemented infrastructure sub-project continues to produce 
or provide a service, which is of an acceptable quality and is needed by the community. As these 
projects were originally selected and prioritized by the communities themselves, it would be highly 
probable that they would continue to be in demand. 

Finally, it is needless to mention that experiences and lessons learned during the Project 
implementation would have positive impact in forming efficient and effective project management 
policies in MDLF tailored to the needs and mode of operation in Area “C”. 
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I. INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND 

The “Development of Area C in the West Bank Project” (the Project) is part of the overall agreement 
between the Palestinian National Authority (PNA) and the European Union (EU), which was signed on 
March, 19th 2013. The agreement, aiming to develop the so-called Area “C”, designated the Municipal 
Development and Lending Fund (MDLF) as the implementing agency for the infrastructure 
component. 

The declared overall objective of the Project is to improve the social and economic conditions of 
Palestinian communities in Area “C”, which is critical for maintaining Palestinian presence in Area “C” 
and for the development of the Palestinian economy. 

The specific objective of the Project is to improve access to basic infrastructure in Area “C” through 
supporting the communities there with basic services including “community development projects, 
small scale infrastructure and social infrastructure sub-projects”, particularly targeting the 
marginalized communities in Area “C” who are urgently in need to get the basic services including: 
“access to roads, access to water networks, new playgrounds, additional class rooms, multi-purposes 
services centers and kindergartens”.   

To achieve the above objectives, fourteen (14) basic and social infrastructure sub-projects were 
implemented. The project has targeted nine localities as follows: 

- Dab’ah and Ras Tiereh and Izbit Al-Tabeb in Qalqilia Governorate; 

- Imniezel and Twaina in Hebron Governorate; 

- Ras Alwad in Bethlehem Governorate; 

- Abdallah Alyounes and Ta’anak in Jenin Governorate; 

- Um Allahem in Jerusalem Governorate. 

MDLF commissioned an individual consultant to conduct the evaluation of the Project and to verify its 
immediate and long term results. According to the TOR (see Annex I), the overall objective is to assess 
to what extent the Project objectives and accomplishments have been relevant, efficient, effective 
and sustainable, and to provide the key stakeholders including (EU, MDLF, Ministry of Local 
Government – MoLG, and the target Local Government Units - LGUs) with information needed to learn 
from the implemented Project, strengthening its accountability of it, and to make decisions about 
future improvements and project(s).  

Using a results-based evaluation approach with focus on impact and sustainability, the scope of the 
evaluation included assessing the achieved results of the Project, while assessing consistency of its 
design, its relevance to the national policy agenda and priorities and to the needs and priorities of the 
beneficiary communities; the efficiency in developing and implementing the Project activities in order 
to reach the planned results (outputs and outcomes); the effectiveness in achieving the purpose of the 
Project; and the sustainability and functionality of the sub-projects implemented. According to the 
TOR, the evaluation should more specifically focus on the following: 

• To assess the achievements of intended outcomes and outputs. 
• To assess the relevance of the project to the national policy agenda and priorities, relevance 

with the requirements of the beneficiaries,….etc. 
• To assess the efficiency and effectiveness of the project in achieving its expected results. This 

will entail analysis of delivery of actual outcomes, outputs against the expected targets. 
• To assess the implemented infrastructure sub-projects in terms of (functionality, usability and 

utilization, unintended results if any). 
• To assess the operation and maintenance arrangements, monitoring and evaluation and the 

sustainability of the implemented sub-projects. 
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• To identify the problems/challenges faced by stakeholders in fulfilling their respective roles in 
the implementation of the sub-projects, particularly “LGUs, contractors, MDLF, Local Technical 
Consultant (LTC), beneficiaries……etc”. 

• Based on the findings and observations made in the field, the consultant is requested to 
recommend ways and lessons learnt for future improvements. 

It is expected that the results of this evaluation will provide MDLF and its partners with the tools for 
self-improvement and will give its partners, both local and international, a better understanding about 
the impact of the Project. The participatory process that has been pursued through the evaluation 
created an analytical self-learning atmosphere within the MDLF and between MDLF and its partners.  

II. METHODOLOGY 

The evaluation followed an interactive participatory approach offering ample opportunity for feedback 
from various stakeholders, enabling them to undertake consultative/transparent and more active role 
in the process. This approach helped to re-familiarize them with the Project, to promote dialogue and 
mutual understanding among them, and, not the least to tap on their views and insights. The 
overarching principle has been to ensure active involvement of MDLF management, together with the 
most significant stakeholders, in an iterative process of clarification and consensus building, which has 
been essential in advancing their sense of ownership and commitment to the evaluation and its 
results. In this respect, efforts were made to consult, listen to, and involve all concerned stakeholders. 
The emphasis was to establish a sound information base on which findings, conclusions, and 
recommendations can be collectively identified.  

‘Snowball technique’, which systematically focuses on generating constructive collaboration among 
the various stakeholders, was pursued all through the review process. In such, the evaluator took a 
stance that places him inside the local social system; that is, he worked collaboratively with the key 
stakeholders in carrying out the steps required to evaluate the Project rather than an ‘outsider expert 
stance’. The information gathering was designed in a way that set in motion a process of collective 
reflection and deduction, since information that grows out of the various interactions becomes more 
meaningful when put at the service of building consensus around the conclusions and 
recommendations reached. 

At the outset, and in order to acquire necessary contextual background, review of the following basic 
documents related to the Project has been done: 

- Grant proposal and agreement documents (signed between MDLF and the EU). 

- MDLF Operation Manual which was customized for the small LGUs throughout the 
implementation. 

- MDLF Monitoring and Evaluation RBM Manual 

- Grants Implementation Agreements signed between MDLF and the target LGUs. 

- Progress and Completion reports of the sub-project. 

- Project Master File. 

- Outline plans of the selected areas. 

Based on these documents, a simple ex-post results-chain model based on Theory of Change of the 
Project has been constructed to give an overall picture of the Project, its design and intent. The model 
represented in the Figure 1 below connects inputs, outputs and expected outcomes in order to be 
able to assess the causality and logical linkages between various Project components and result levels. 
It has been used to guide the evaluation and communicate its results. 
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Figure 1: Project Results-Chain Model 

 

 
Further, the review of documents has been a valuable starting place for gaining knowledge and insight 
into the Project. Initial review of available documents was primarily used for generating hypotheses 
and identifying critical areas of interest that need to be further investigated during data collection 
activities. Key evaluation questions were then identified and associated data collection methods 
defined (see Annex III). These were further informed and supplemented by primary data collection 
during field visits. However, compared to primary data, secondary information is imperfect reflections 
of reality, and, hence, needs to be augmented with information gathered through interviewing and 
holding meetings with stakeholders and key informants accompanied with brainstorming and 
information assessments. The goal of these interviews/meetings was to elicit stakeholders’ 
perceptions, needs, attitudes, expectations, and to have in-depth discussions about the Project and its 
accomplishments. Fifteen semi-structured interviews and five focus group discussions were held, 
through which a total of 38 persons were consulted. The list of key stakeholders/informants that were 
consulted has been continuously updated and modified to ensure inclusion of as many stakeholders as 
needed. Persons consulted included MDLF management and staff, representatives of relevant 
stakeholders including LGUs staff, relevant EU staff, Local LTC, beneficiaries, ….etc). List of persons 
consulted is found in Annex II.  

The interviews and focus group discussions were partially structured using a flexible interview guide 
with a set of preset questions for each category of stakeholders (see Annex IV). This kind of guide 
ensured that the interviews remains focused on the issue at hand, while allowing enough conversation 
so that participants can introduce and discuss topics that are relevant to them. Other tools, such as 
contextual inquiry, process documentation, and critical incident analysis, were incorporated in the 
meetings. Reports of the meetings have been carefully analyzed and targeted to produce the needed 
information to conclude the evaluation. In focus group discussions, participants were encouraged to 
share and discuss their knowledge, perceptions, and experiences in the Project. The participants were 
invited to share and discuss among themselves the different issues in a form that key issues tend to 
build on one another and concentrate on a particular segment rather than getting randomly 
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Figure 2: Continued Data Gathering and 
On-The-Spot Analysis 

 
 

dispersed. They were called upon to collectively try to identify key issues that require attention in the 
evaluation. In such, individuals came together and expressed diverse views on the topic: useful not 
only to find the range of views, but also for the participants to learn from each other, and to 
collectively generate their conclusions and recommendations.  

Information gathering to be efficient, the principal of ‘optimal ignorance and appropriate imprecision’ 
will be followed, where special attention has been given to gather just enough information that is 
needed to deduce the necessary conclusions and recommendations. Further, and since most of the 
data are of qualitative nature, ‘triangulation technique’ was used to ensure that information is valid 
and reliable. At least three sources were consulted or three evaluation techniques/tools used to 
investigate the same topic/issue. To this end, a basket of 
participatory tools has been used, including further reviewing 
of secondary sources, semi-structured interviewing, focus 
group discussions, brain storming, direct observation, 
contextual inquiry, categorization-classification-and-reflection, 
process documentation, critical incident analysis, bench-
marking, and comparative analyses, in addition to results-chain 
analysis.  

Following the ‘snowball technique’, information gathered was 
constantly reviewed, and its findings were on-the-spot analyzed 
in order to determine in which direction to proceed to produce 
the needed information to conclude the evaluation. As 
knowledge built up, the focus of the evaluation was narrowed. 
Schematically, this process of continued data gathering and on-
the-spot analysis is presented in Figure 2. 

In addition, and in a meeting held with the MDLF management, seven sub-projects out of a total of 
fourteen implemented sub-projects have been selected as a representative sample to be investigated 
– where the sample was selected in a way to ensure adequate coverage in respect to geographical 
location, sub-project types, and project size. During the field work however, the additional social 
infrastructure sub-projects were also visited/investigated due to their proximity to other selected 
sample sub-projects. As a result, twelve out of a total of fourteen implemented sub-projects were 
visited. This would necessarily give a fairly good picture of the Project and its achievements. Due to 
difficulty in crossing to Abdallah Al-Younis, the multipurpose center sub-project could not be visited. 
Alternatively, a meeting with the vice mayor of the Abdallah Al-Younis Village Council was held in Jenin 
city. 

Table 1 below shows the proposed sub-projects, the selected sample sub-projects to be investigated, 
and the visited sub-projects.  

  



8 

 

Evaluation Report  
“Development of Area C in the West Bank Project” 

Municipal Development and Lending Fund (MDLF) 

Table 1:  Sub-Projects  
 

Proposed Sub -projects Location Sample Sub-projects 
Visited/Investigated 

Sub-projects 

I. Social Infrastructure 

1. Construction of kinder-garden T'innik   
2. Construction of kinder-garden Ras Al-Wad   
3. Construction of kinder-garden Imnaizel   
4. Construction of kinder-garden Ras Tira   
5. Construction of public play ground Ras Tira   
6. Development of Existing Clinic Imnaizel   
7. Construction of additional floor for Twaneh basic school Twaneh   
8. Construction and finishing of multipurpose center Abdallah Al-Younis   
9. External works for the multipurpose center Um Al-Lahim   

10. Finishing of public hall Ezbit Al-Tabeeb   

II. Basic Infrastructure 

11. Rehabilitation of internal roads Twaneh   
12. Rehabilitation of internal roads Um Al-Lahim   
13. Rehabilitation of internal roads Ezbit Al-Tabeeb   

14. Expansion of Water Network Dab'a   
15. Supply of transformer (postponed for second phase1) Dab'a --- --- 

 
The evaluation was carried out along the following steps: 

1. Desk review: examination of the documents relevant to Project and to the scope of the 
evaluation  

2. Holding a participatory briefing meeting with the Project management to examine evaluation 
hypothesis, agree on time tables, and evaluation plan.   

3. Developing the evaluation tools including evaluation matrix adjusting evaluation questions 
and plan according to results of briefing meeting 

4. Field visits and interviews to collect data through visiting the implemented sub-projects and 
holding semi-structured interviews and focus groups discussions with relevant stakeholders.  

5. Information analysis 
6. Drafting of the report 

Once the draft evaluation report was completed, a meeting with MDLF’s management was held in 
order to present the results and to validate main findings and recommendations. Comments and 
feedback received were incorporated in the final evaluation report.  
 
 
  

                                                           
1 After visiting the site, it was discovered that in order to install the transformer, additional cabling would be 
required increasing the original estimated cost almost nine folds. As no adequate budget was available, the sub-
project was postponed for the second phase of the Project. 
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III. MAIN FINDINGS 

A. Consistency of Project Design 

The assessment of the project design consistency is based on the provisions of the Project Document 
(Proposal).  

1. Internal Consistency 

As per the logical framework developed by the project’s designers, (Annex V), the “Development of 
Area “C” in the West Bank” Project is composed of layered components including overall objective, 
specific objectives, expected results, activities and inputs (i.e., budget). The Project’s overall objective 
is to create “improved social and economic conditions of Palestinian communities in Area C which is 
critical for the future viability of the Palestinian Economy”. A more specific objective has been 
defined, namely, to have “improved access to basic infrastructure in area C, including schools, 
kindergartens, roads, public buildings, water networks, and play grounds”. 

To achieve the above-mentioned objectives, series of planned activities had been envisaged. A set of 
quantifiable, measurable indicators were identified to attune the desirable results. At the same time, 
indications of potential impact on the target population were also presented. These provide the basis 
for assessing the internal and external coherency of the Project design. 

The Project’s Logical Framework depicts a straightforward design. Internally, it illustrates reasonable 
causality and logical linkages between its various components and levels, i.e., Goal, Objectives, 
Outputs, Activities, and Inputs levels. The original agreement between MDLF and EU was amended 
three times: two allowing for no cost extensions of the implementation period (from originally 12 
months to 20 then to 25 months), and the third  allowed for reallocation budget line items. In spite of 
these, the Project retained its internal structure and consistency, except for a minor change at the 
output level by dropping one subproject (namely, the supply and installation of electrical transformer 
in Dab’a village). 

Two significant gaps were however noted in Project outputs: human capital development, and 
institutional capacity building (including knowledge management). The Project Document stipulates 
that technical assistance in the form of on-the-job training would be provided to the targeted LGUs by 
MDLF technical staff and/or by the LTC. The training would include issues like: 

- implementation supervision; 
- technical and fiduciary aspects concerning the procurement, financial, social and 

environment safeguards -including provision of mitigation measures- procedures; 
- assessment of operation and maintenance plan for the sub-projects; and, 
- identification of any relationship, timing and synergy between the proposed sub-projects and 

a possible infrastructure micro-project in the same locality. 

However, and despite the fact that provision of skill building or technical training was to be provided 
all through the implementation period of the sub-projects, it was not mentioned neither on the 
activity level nor on the output and outcome levels in the Logical Framework of the Project, hence 
could not be systematically monitored. Had it been included, the implementer would have had to 
design the project accordingly. Technical capacity building would have been more proactive and more 
structured and would cease then to be an ‘ad hoc activity’.  

Similarly, institutional capacity building should be a ‘support output’ for all the activities undertaken. 
Specific and targeted capacity building could be provided to LGUs so that they can become more 
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effective “partners” of MDLF and the local community. Capacity building at the community level is 
fundamental for building/rebuilding the sense of identity. It is rather complex and time consuming but 
pays off in the longer-term. 

2. External Consistency 

The Project was set out to address multi-faceted development problem exemplified by the following: 

1. Marginalization and economic vulnerability of the Area “C”: Basic public infrastructure and 
utilities are lacking or extremely underdeveloped. Poverty and unemployment rates are 
among the highest in the West Bank. Many are moving into more developed areas, mainly in 
area “A”. 

2. Lack of sovereignty – No Palestinian administrative or political jurisdiction over Area “C”: Area 
“C” lacks the institutional assets and operational structures and capacities that are found in 
Areas “A” and “B”, although some modest local government structures with limited health, 
education, and social services do exist in larger communities. 

3. Full control by Israel: Israeli authorities restrict access to Area “C”, hinder effective and 
efficient provision of services to citizens, and obstruct meaningful development and 
investment initiatives. 

In its design, the Project adequately addressed these interrelated problem areas. Even though the 
Project explicitly addressed the lack of basic public infrastructure and utilities (i.e., first problem), 
namely, by providing financial and technical assistance to the selected LGUs to implement a set of 
subprojects that focus on improving the provision of basic public services in the target communities, 
interventions and approaches tackling the other two problem areas were implicitly incorporated. For 
instance, parallel to implementing the various infrastructure projects, the Project sought to establish 
some basic operational capacities and procedures within the partner LGUs. Equally, the Project sets a 
model for Palestinian public institutions to direct their development investments and services to Area 
“C”, despite the many obstacles and restrictions imposed by the occupation authorities. 

3. Consistency of the Overall Strategy  

The MDLF adopted a simple internally consistent strategy to achieve the declared objectives of the 
Project. After the Grant Implementation Agreement (GIA) between MDLF and the LGUs is signed, a 
Local Technical Consultant (LTC) is contracted to design the selected sub-projects and to prepare their 
respective bidding documents including the Environmental and Social Management Plan (ESMP). With 
the assistance of the LTC, the LGUs then contract local contractors/suppliers to implement the 
infrastructure sub-projects. Also, the LTC assisted the LGUs in supervising implementation. It is 
conceived that supporting the communities in constructing small scale infrastructure and social 
infrastructure projects would improve access to basic infrastructure. This in turn would contribute to 
improving the social and economic conditions of Palestinian communities in Area “C”, which is critical 
for maintaining Palestinian presence there. 

B. The Relevance of the Project 

1. Relevance to Palestinian context and national priorities  

The “Development of Area C in the West Bank” Project’s overall objective, i.e., “improved social and 
economic conditions of Palestinian communities in Area C which is critical for the future viability of the 
Palestinian Economy” is in full congruence with the national priorities and objectives that were 
articulated in several public documents and plans, including the Palestinian National Development 
Plan (PNDP) 2014-2016, the National Strategic Framework for Development Policies and 
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Interventions in Area “C” (2014-16), and the Local Government Sector Strategy of 2014-2016, among 
others. The PNDP for example, considered Area “C” to be a strategic resource of the State of Palestine 
and its citizens, the development of which has been given special attention. Mobilizing domestic and 
international efforts and resources for its development, restoring economic activity, providing 
essential utilities infrastructure and consolidating developmental and geographical linkages with the 
rest of Palestinian territory occupied in 1967 were considered among PNDP’s priority policies.  

The Government of Palestine has further reiterated its position to development in Area “C” in the 
National Strategic Framework for Development Policies and Interventions in Area “C” (2014-16). It 
considers improving the social and economic conditions of Palestinian communities in Area C is critical 
for maintaining Palestinian presence in Area “C” and for the development of the Palestinian economy. 
Furthermore, the Government stated in its 2014 report to the AHLC, that “the political and policy 
premise of the Framework hinges upon the fact that Area “C” is central for the realization of an 
independent State of Palestine and that the challenges and obstacles imposed by the Israeli 
occupation must be confronted [….] in order to enable economic development, social justice, and a 
decent life for Palestinians in their homeland.”2 

Likewise, the Local Government Sector Strategy of 2014-2016 prioritized development of LGUs in Area 
“C”. As part of its sector policies, the Strategy promoted “expanding the territorial scope of LGUs, 
particularly in Area “C”, by adding new vital areas to current master plans developing master plans for 
all residential communities in Area “C”, enhancing infrastructure networks, ensuring geographical and 
service contiguity with the rest of the Palestinian territory, and improving public service delivery in 
these communities”.  

2. Relevance to the work and priorities of the MDLF  

To assess the relevance to the work and priorities of the MDLF, the Project needs to be analyzed 
against the thinking, approaches and modes of operation that have prevailed in MDLF during the life 
time of the Project. The Project has been initiated and implemented within the framework of MDLF’s 
Mid-Term Strategic Plan 2013-20163. In its mission statement, MDLF defines its role as a “semi-
governmental institution that works on translating local government policies approved by the 
Palestinian government into programs and projects that contribute to the empowerment of the local 
government units through managing funds (grants and loans)”4. Further, and according to MDLF, “its 
main objective is to encourage the flow of financial resources from the Palestinian Authority and 
various donors to the Palestinian local government units LGUs and other local public entities to 
improve the delivery of local infrastructure and municipal services, to promote economic development, 
and improve municipal efficiency and accountability”5. By implementing the various basic and social 
infrastructure sub-projects in the nine localities, the Project is well anchored in MDLF’s mission and 
approach. This is more vivid when examining the Project and its components against the strategic 
framework and approach of MDLF. The declared objectives of MDLF’s Strategic Plan 2013-2016, more 
specifically the strategic objectives mentioned under Theme 1: Empower Palestinian Local Government 
Unit, which are as follows: 

SO. 1: Local government units have institutional systems in line with the policies of local 
government sector and the principles of good governance. 
SO. 2: Local government units are capable to enhance the local economic development and 
participate with the private sector PPP. 
SO.3: Improved infrastructure and services provided by the local government units. 

                                                           
2Source: State of Palestine. Rebuilding Hope. Report to the AHLC. 2014 
3 Outline of the strategic plan is found in http://www.mdlf.org.ps/Details.aspx?LangID=en&PageID=623&mid=2  
4 http://www.mdlf.org.ps/Details.aspx?LangID=en&PageID=615 
5 http://www.mdlf.org.ps/Details.aspx?LangID=en&PageID=115 

http://www.mdlf.org.ps/Details.aspx?LangID=en&PageID=623&mid=2
http://www.mdlf.org.ps/Details.aspx?LangID=en&PageID=615
http://www.mdlf.org.ps/Details.aspx?LangID=en&PageID=115
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SO.4: Local government units are capable to generate additional financing and rationalize 
expenditures and increase revenues. 
SO.5: Local government units are capable to implement innovative initiatives. 

Obviously, the intended results of the Project and the pursued approach are in full harmony with 
these strategic objectives. The various Project’s components and its envisaged results, namely 
constructing small scale basic infrastructure and community infrastructure projects, and hence, 
improving accessibility to these services, are clearly in direct correspondence to the stated objectives, 
particularly to the third objective.  

3. Relevance to the target communities 

Not only the Project is in line with national priorities and in harmony with MDLF’s mission, objectives 
and approach, but it is also fully responsive to the target communities’ needs and aspirations. The 
focus of the Project is the marginalized localities in Area “C”, where Israel retains near exclusive 
control and strictly limiting Palestinian construction and development. According to the United 
Nations Office of Humanitarian Affairs in occupied Palestinian territory (OCHA), less than 1% of Area 
“C” is eligible for Palestinian development6. Infrastructure development and rehabilitation activities 
are greatly constrained through a set of complex and tedious approval measures and procedures, 
depriving the Palestinian population from accessing much needed services. Through assisting the LGUs 
to implement the various infrastructure sub-projects, the Project tries to enhance accessibility to basic 
infrastructure services within the selected localities and by that contribute to offsetting the situation 
and to improving the living conditions of the population. 

Moreover, the implemented sub-projects correspond to the needs of the targeted communities. 
These were identified and prioritized in a participatory manner by the community with the assistance 
of the International Peace and Cooperation Center (IPCC), and were approved by MoLG. It has been 
reported that in order to ensure the Project’s responsiveness and suitability to the needs of the 
targeted communities, the priority list of selected sub-projects were further confirmed by field visits 
by MDLF and MoLG, and also by the Office of the European Union Representative (EUREP). 

4. Relevance to the work of EU in Palestine 

The work of the European Union (EU) in Palestine is well anchored in its long-standing commitment to 
establishing an independent and sovereign State of Palestine, living side by side with Israel in peace 
and security. The rationale for EU interventions in Area “C” was prescribed in an internal report 
drafted by EU heads of mission, titled "Area C and Palestinian State Building" (endorsed in mid 2011). 
The report proposed to shift the general approach from a purely humanitarian response to longer-
term and development oriented activities. The report further suggested that implementation of the 
following measures would improve the situation in Area “C”7:  

A. Encourage Israel to change its policy and planning system for Area “C” and engage the 

Palestinian communities in access and development 

B. Reduce land and population vulnerability and facilitate better coordination of basic needs 

deliveries in Area “C” 

C. Promote economic development in Area “C” 

D. Increase visibility and accountability for the delivery of aid in Area “C”. 

                                                           
6 “Humanitarian Factsheet on Area “C” of the West Bank”, OCHA, July 2011, Data updated through December 
2011. 
7 EU Heads of Mission report on Area “C” and Palestinian State Building, July 2011, pp. 12-13. 
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Less than a year later, the EU's Foreign Affairs Council stated that “Social and economic developments 
in Area “C” are of critical importance for the viability of a future Palestinian state, as Area “C” is its 
main land reserve”8. 

It is within this background that the content of the Financing Agreement ENPI/2012/023-776 “Land 
Development and Access to Basic Infrastructure in Area C” was formulated. This agreement, which 
was signed between the European Union and the Palestinian National Authority in March 2013, came 
as a natural subsequent action to the efforts that took place by the EU and the PNA to support 
Palestinian communities in Area “C” in the development of statutory outline plans. The agreement 
aimed to “supporting the Palestinian presence and to promote social and economical development in 
Area C, in view of the EU supported two-States solution”. The specific objectives of the agreement 
were stated as follows: 

 Enhance planning support to Palestinian communities in Area C; 

 Develop strategic planning capacity of the Ministry of Local Governance; 

 Provision of access to basic services; 

 Mitigate the risk of forced displacements of people living in seam zones; 

 Protection of Palestinian land, property and livelihood; 

 Support Palestinian presence in Area C and ensure continuity of land. 

The agreement comprised the following three components: 
Component 1: Planning Support scheme 
Component 2: Implementation of Basic Infrastructure 
Component 3: Land Reclamation and Rehabilitation Program 

In particular, the expected results of the second component were two folds: (i) Provision of improved 
access to basic services, and (ii) Support Palestinian presence in Area “C”. These would be achieved 
through implementing small-scale infrastructure projects. This has been translated into this 
“Development of Area “C” in the West Bank Project”. Evidently then, being formulated within the 
agreement framework, the Project and its intended results are in direct correspondence to and 
consistent with the EU’s declared position, aims, and approach. 

C. Project Effectiveness 

To assess the effectiveness of the Project, one needs to establish the extent to which the planned 
benefits have been delivered and received. Thus, two issues need to be examined. The first is to 
demarcate MDLF’s (or simply, the Management’s) strive in achieving the purpose of the Project. The 
second is to assess the impact of the Project on the target communities, i.e., to determine how far the 
population in the selected localities benefited from Project activities and outputs. 

1. Management Effectiveness 

Evidently, results at the output level were to a major extent achieved and are well documented in the 
Project’s internal and annual reports. The status of sub-projects that were visited is presented in Table 
2 below.   

                                                           
8 Foreign Affairs Council (FAC) conclusions of 14 May 2012. 
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Table 2:  Status of the visited Sub-Projects  
 

Sub-Projects Location Status/Observations 

1. Construction of kinder-garden T'innik Construction completed, awaiting provision of 
furniture. 

2. Construction of kinder-garden Ras Al-Wad Construction completed, awaiting provision of 
furniture; temporarily children from the old KG 
are allowed to use the playground; not yet 
connected to electrical grid. 

3. Construction of kinder-garden Ras Tira Construction completed; some used furniture 
provided by LGU; operational; access road is 
not paved, could be difficult for children in 
rainy season. 

4. Construction of kinder-garden  Imnaizel Construction completed awaiting provision of 
furniture; access road is unpaved and 
extremely unsafe to children; water tank on the 
roof is lacking 

5. Construction of additional floor for 
Twaneh basic school 

Twaneh Construction completed; operational.  

6. Development of Existing Clinic Imnaizel Equipment supplied; equipment that require 
electricity are not operational, since clinic is not 
connected yet to electrical grid. 

7. Construction and finishing of 
multipurpose center 

Abdallah Al-Younis Construction completed; awaiting provision of 
furniture; access road needs paving.  

8. Construction of public play ground Ras Tira Completed and in use. 

9. Expansion of Water Network Dab'a Completed and in use. 

10. Rehabilitation of internal roads Twaneh Completed and in use. 

11. Rehabilitation of internal roads Um Al-Lahim Completed and in use. 

12. External works for the 
multipurpose center  

Um Al-Lahim Completed (hand rails and rain shelter 
installed) 

 

Going through the Table, one can notice that construction works in all visited/investigated sub-
projects are completed. Roads and water network sub-projects, as well as the play ground in Ras Tira 
village, the additional floor in Twaneh basic school, and the external works at the multipurpose center 
in Um Al-Lahim are in use. Except for the kindergarten in Ras Tira, the construction works in the other 
three KGs were completed after the school year 2016-17 has started. As a result, the opening of these 
KGs is postponed until the start of the next school year in autumn of 2017. Additionally, the 
kindergarten in Ras Al-Wad need to be connected to the electrical grid to render it ready for 
operations next Fall. Even though, its playground is being used by the children from the adjacent old 
KG. Similarly, the Clinic in Imnaizel needs to be connected to the electrical grid to make full use of the 
equipment supplied. The JSC engineer mentioned that they are working on resolving the issue. 
Furthermore, providing furniture for the KGs and the multi-purpose was not included in the GIAs with 

the respective LGUs. Reportedly, Provisions this will be included in the next phase of the Project. 
Temporarily, the Ras Tira Village Council provided old furniture to be used until new furniture would 
be available. Similarly acted the Village Council of Abdallah Al-Younis, which had furnished one room 
in the multi-purpose center with a table and some chairs for the use of the Council.  

Based on field visits and the interviews made with the various stakeholders, as well from reviewing 
Project related documents and reports, it could be clearly deduced that the Management was keen on 
providing the necessary financial and technical support to the targeted LGUs. This was widely 
commended by the persons interviewed. In the main, they were satisfied with the way the sub-
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projects were managed and implemented. Obviously the Management made every effort to make the 
Project a success. Nevertheless, the following comments are worth noting:  

a. Sub-project selection 

There has been no clear cut criteria for selecting sub-projects. Basically, they had to meet the 
following conditions: 

(i) The sub-project should be among the prioritized projects listed in the action plans associated 

with the proposed outline plans that were developed by the IPCC. 

(ii) The sub-project should be within the borders of a statuary plan that is formally approved by 

the Israeli authorities or is considered as tacitly approved if no major objection has been 

raised within 18 months following the submission of the plan by the Village Councils to the 

Israeli Civil Administration (ICA)9. 

(iii) The sub-project is validated by MoLG and MDLF, as well by the EU 

These conditions, especially the second one, are fairly conservative. Apparently, they are set in order 
to avoid demolition of the infrastructure by the Israeli authorities under the pretext of ‘illegal 
construction’. However, such conditions would preclude many localities that are in dire need from 
receiving assistance.  

Acknowledging the insufficiency of the criteria used, a modified selection process has been proposed 
that will be used in coming phases (see Appendix V). While retaining the basic criteria described 
above, the selection process is suggested to be performed in three stages. Firstly, eligible localities are 
identified and clustered in three geographic areas: Northern West Bank, Middle West Bank, and 
Southern West Bank. Funding is then allocated to each cluster area based on the relative number of 
localities and population number in each. Secondly, target LGUs are selected based on their strategic 
importance, population, vulnerability, distance to nearest city/town, and severity of the impact of the 
Separation Wall. In the third stage, prioritized sub-projects are selected for financing. Selection is done 
based on the sub-project’s readiness for implementation, its impact on gender, youth, and children, its 
environmental impact, and its cost effectiveness. Finally, the prioritized list of sub-projects will be 
submitted to the Project steering committee for approval. 

b. Mode of operations 

It is observed that the Project has been carried out more or less as an engineering/construction 
project. As was mentioned earlier, the MDLF contracted a Local Technical Consultant (First Option) to 
prepare the engineering designs and bidding documents of the sub-projects, as well as to assist the 
LGUs in the tendering process and in supervising construction works carried out by local contractors. 
From a construction management perspective, this approach is considered effective enough to deliver 
the expected outputs, i.e., completed infrastructure sub-projects. This is specially valid taking into 
consideration the short time frame of the Project on one hand and the limited number of technical 
staff at MDLF who reportedly are over tasked, supervising the implementation of several other 
programs simultaneously.  

Following such a top-down – construction management  approach, has left little space for 
participatory processes to take place. For example, all LGU representatives that were interviewed 
expressed their discontent with the lack of consultations during the preparation of the engineering 

                                                           
9 This approach for implementing infrastructure projects in localities in Area “C” engaged in the planning process 
has been agreed upon between the ICA the EU and PNA. It was also included in the in the Financing Agreement 
2012/023-776 Land Development and Access to Basic Infrastructure in Area C signed between EU and the PNA. 
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designs and the bidding documents by the LTC. Their perceptions and preferences concerning the 
envisaged infrastructure were not even solicited by the designer. They even had not enough time to 
review them before announcing the tender. During the construction phase, however more 
dialogue/consultation between the LGUs and the LTC has been reported. 

Even when providing on-the-job training to the LGUs by the MDLF or the LTC, it has been a top-down 
intervention and limited to what was needed to enable the LGUs to manage and supervise the 
implementation of the sub-projects according to MDLF’s policies and procedure, and not necessarily 
corresponding to the needs of the respective LGUs. It has been reported as well, that the delivered 
training has been rather ad hoc and not focusing on the actual needs of the LGU. For relatively weak 
LGUs, MDLF’s requirement seemed to be cumbersome and sophisticated, rendering the training in 
some cases to be superficial or ritualistic, where in certain occasions, the LTC ended up performing the 
tasks himself/herself, such as drafting an official letter, on behalf of the LGU. Nonetheless, there was 
undoubtedly an apparent learning among the LGUs, especially in understanding MDLF’s requirements, 
standards, and procedures. A more structured technical assistance package10 that is competency-
based and tailored to the existing capacities and needs of the targeted LGUs, as well as the 
requirements of the MDLF would have been more effective.  

c. Social and environmental aspects 

Dealing with the social and environmental issues in the Project were limited to assessing potential 
impacts of the sub-projects and suggesting mitigation measures. This would be understandable if the 
Project is perceived as just to deliver a certain number of infrastructure sub-projects, which is true 
when one looks at the Project’s short–term results (i.e., end of Project status as depicted by the 
Project results-chain model outlined in Figure 1 above). Yet, the basic assumption in the Project’s 
design is that having the needed physical infrastructure is a means to improve accessibility to services. 
Eventually, this would lead to achieving the envisaged long-term results (or Impact), namely, to have 
improved social and economic conditions of Palestinian communities in Area “C”, which is critical for 
maintaining their presence there. Accordingly, the Project is developmental in its essence, where 

bringing the construction of the physical infrastructure to completion  which has been the main focus 

of the Project  is a necessary first step towards achieving its objectives. Still, ensuring how this 
infrastructure would be utilized in order to provide the specific service to the population is as 
important. Thus, the Project could have been more effective if the construction activities were 
augmented by other accompanying socially and/or environmentally related training/interventions that 
enhances community ownership of the sub-project, supports its smooth implementation, and ensures 
that the constructed infrastructure would lead to attaining the desired results. Such interventions 
could be general in nature or sub-project specific. Examples of general type of interventions could 
include enhancing community participation, civic engagement, community mobilization, 
participatory/democratic management, and conflict resolution, among others. Examples of sub-
project specific interventions include organizing a street cleaning campaign in conjunction with 
internal road construction /rehabilitation; training/campaign in early child health care linked to clinic 
upgrade/construction; or hygiene and safe water use campaign/training linked to a water project. 

Despite the strong merits associated with implementing infrastructure development projects that 
include soft (capacity building, and social/environmental) components, there is an intrinsic challenge 
linked to them. Designing and implementing ‘infrastructure-development’ projects are more time 
consuming than ‘pure-construction’ projects. Thus, it is important to strike the right balance between 

                                                           
10 The technical assistance package might entail more structured on-the-job training, peer learning, participatory 
classroom based training, internships, etc. Depending on availability of resources and time, it could be more 
ambitious and might also include instituting certain processes and structures, and/or provision of some basic 
office equipment, if needed.  
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administrative management requirements to carry out the construction component versus engaging 
in a development dialogue/support with the LGUs. Moreover, ‘infrastructure-development’ projects 
would require certain community development expertise that is rarely found in professional 
engineering firms, which is seemingly the case with the LTC (First Option). An alternative would be to 
acquire this ‘soft support’ through linking with other project(s) in MDLF or through partnering with an 
entity that provides such services. 

d. Architectural designs and construction of the KGs and school classrooms: 

Generally, the designs and construction works of new classrooms and KGs are of good quality. 
Interviewees especially commended the quality assurance measures that were taken (like testing of 
concrete or road base-coarse material and asphalting) in order to ensure quality of works. Based on 
the field visits and the interviews made with the various stakeholders, the following observations 
related to the architectural designs can be made: 

 According to KG teachers, the size of the KG rooms could have been bigger to allow more space 
for indoor playing or for having “playing corners”, such as grocery corner, doctor’s corner, etc. 

 The roof and walls of the KGs and school classrooms are not properly insulated rendering the 
rooms to be cold in winter, and extremely warm in the summer. This should be taken into 
consideration in future designs. 

 No rain shelters/sun shades are installed to protect the children while playing outside the KG 
building. 

 The dimensions and specifications of washbasins and toilets installed in KGs are for adults and 
not suitable for children use.  

 The designs were confined to the KGs’ premises. No provisions were made outside the premises 
to improve the access roads and entrances to the KGs to make them more suitable for the small 
children while entering or leaving the premises. Similarly, no provisions were made for 
landscaping or furniture provision. Promises were made that the furniture will be provided in a 
subsequent Project. 

 No inside or outside water drinking taps installed for the children use in the KGs 
 

e. Project Visibility 

Evidence shows that a wide range of activities were implemented in order to publicize the Project and 
its achievements. Examples of these are holding sub-projects’ inauguration ceremonies in which high 
level local and EU public figures participated; designing and distributing printed promotional 
materials; organizing various events; receiving and organizing site visits for EU delegations; installing 
special signs in each site of the sub-projects; etc. News, press releases and articles about the the 
Project and its activities were have been widely covered in local newspapers, radio and TV, as well as 
on MDLF’s web site and facebook page. 

It is not easy to assess the effectiveness of the various visibility actions. But one can ascertain that the 
Project attracted much attention and interest, especially within the local and European governmental 
and developmental circles and among the donor community. Still more could be done on the local and 
international levels. More community level events could be organized around the implemented sub-
projects, similar to the “Fun Day” that was organized at Ras Al Wad village near Bethlehem. The aim of 
these events would be to enhance the sense of ownership and involvement within the community 
towards the sub-project under implementation. On the Government level, the visibility activities could 
be utilized to showcase the work done as well as to encourage other governmental agencies to be 
more involved in Area “C”. Internationally, the focus of the visibility activities would be two folds. The 
first would be to advocate for more donor involvement and funding of similar projects in Area “C”. The 
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second is to utilize the Project to sensitize the international community about the living conditions of 
the Palestinians who are living in Area “C” and the challenges they face. 

2. Project’s Impact on the Targeted Communities  

The size of the Project budget is too small to make much of an impact on the targeted communities. 
Similarly, sub-projects are not large enough to achieve community-wide coverage, particularly when 
building social infrastructure or small scale basic infrastructure. Moreover, it is too early to realize the 
full impact of the Project, since construction works in almost all of the sub-projects were completed 
recently, and some of the social infrastructure projects are not in use yet. Still, it would be valid to 
register some effects that the various sub-projects made on the community so far, which would 
contribute to improving the social and economic conditions of the Palestinian communities in Area “C” 
in the long run.  

It is remarkable what influence can small scale infrastructure have in such poor and marginalized 
communities. Community members on the whole were very happy and proud of the constructed sub-
project in their village. Obviously, each sub-project has its own effect. For example, the rehabilitated 
main road of Um Al Lahim, which passes through the village and connects it with the neighboring 
communities, provides environmentally safer and healthier access for all inhabitants, especially 
students who walk the road daily going back and forth to their schools in the neighboring villages. It 
has been reported that the road is also becoming a place for the children to ride their bicycles. Due to 
the surrounding nice natural scenery, the side walk is being used as a walking trail and entertainment 
attraction for the population, even attracting people from nearby villages, as well.  

Expanding and rehabilitating the water network in 
Dab’a village has similar positive effects. In addition 
to increasing the geographical coverage of water 
supply and serving more people, the implemented 
sub-projects contributed to reducing water 
leakages and illegal connections. Increasing the 
number of household connections would 
necessarily increase revenues collected by the 
Municipality. In addition, the expanding of the 
network has encouraged new constructions in the 
area. According to Hableh Municipal Engineer, 
around five new buildings have been constructed 
since the work on the sub-project started. 

Generally, the Project has been ‘gender neutral’, 
i.e., it impacted both men and women equally. Yet, 
certain sub-projects like the KGs and the water 
network have more differential affects on women. 
The Municipal Engineer also maintains that women 
and children have benefitted the most from the 
sub-project, as safe water of adequate quantities 
are becoming more accessible to them.  

On the other hand, not only did the Project 
contribute to improving access to services in the targeted communities, it also, and to a certain extent, 
enhanced the capacities of the staff and members of the partner LGUs. During the interviews the 
majority spoke enthusiastically about the skills they acquired through their involvement in supervising 
construction works, as well as becoming more engaged and active in their communities. 

“ 
The new kindergarten is better equipped and 
safer than the old one. I do not worry 
anymore about whether my child is in the 
streets playing or not. He is always anxious 
to go to the new KG to play. ..... Since my 
child started to go to the KG, I have more 
time for myself.    Even my husband, who 
previously had no interest in what his child 
was doing during the day, has changed. 
Now, the first thing he does after coming 
back from work is to ask our child to explain 
to him what he has learnt that day in the KG. 
This has brought the two of them closer. 
Now they spend more time together! 

” 

            - Mother of a child enrolled in the new KG  
                      in Ras Tira village 
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On a higher level, the Project has been successful in legitimizing the work in those areas as 
developmental instead of only humanitarian work. This might encourage bolder interventions by other 
governmental agencies in Area “C”. In time, the cumulative efforts would assumingly lead to improved 
social and economic conditions of the Palestinian communities in Area “C”. 

D. Efficiency 

Management of the Project has been based on accumulated learning and experience of MDLF, which 
are consolidated in several internal manuals. The Project did not have its own administration, rather it 
was integrated within the administrative structure of the MDLF. Daily supervision functions of project 
implementation were done by the Technical Department. In principal, monitoring mechanisms 
followed MDLF’s Results Based Manual.  

The basics in conventional physical and financial input and output monitoring were well implemented. 
Input management and monitoring was done quite efficiently following the principles, policies, and 
procedures set out in MDLF’s Financial Manual. These focused on physical and especially financial 
inputs. Other ‘in-kind’ and indirect inputs contributed by partner LGUs, however, were neither 
documented nor monitored. Project related financial information was well documented.  

Further, abundant evidence indicate that MDLF demonstrated high level of “cost-consciousness” in 
optimizing the use of available resources. Procurement procedures followed the standard policies and 
procedures stipulated in MDLF’s Procurement Manual. Consistently, it sought to obtain the needed 
services at the least cost for the required quality. Even so, it has been observed that construction costs 
in Area “C” are around 10% higher than in Areas “A” or “B”. This is mainly due to the remoteness of 
the targeted localities and the difficulty in bringing material and equipment to the sites. 

Activity monitoring was done through regular field visits. The MDLF relied mainly on the LTC to do the 
monitoring, who used to visit the sites once a week and as needed . Daily supervision of works was 
normally done by the LGU. MDLF technical staff performed their field visits regularly and as needed. 
According to many interviewees, the supervision provided by both the LTC and MDLF needs to be 
strengthened. This has been reiterated in an interview with EU, who even expressed the interest to 
finance a full time person in the second phase of the Project, who will be fully dedicated to coordinate 
the work of the Project in MDLF. The LTC also recommended to have more field staff among the LTC 
team in the next phase. 

Results monitoring was mainly confined to output level. Such basic monitoring was no doubt useful for 
Management to keep track of specific activities and expenditures. Other Project related information 
has been also documented. They were certainly useful to conclude this evaluation. Staff could quickly 
retrieve the relevant files and adequately explain Project status. Their documentation appeared to be 
satisfactory. Yet, they could benefit from more structured filing and categorization in order to render 
the information more accessible for analysis and learning. Nevertheless, the ability of the Project 
Management and staff to retrieve and provide such information speaks well of the value and 
implementation of the monitoring system. On the Other hand, the available information related to 
results at the outcome and impact levels suggests a rudimentary ability to collect, document and 
present such information for planning and management purposes. 

It has been reported that good working relationship between the MDLF and its partner the EU 
prevailed. Reports related to progress and/or financial aspects of the Project were orderly submitted 
upon request to the EU for monitoring purposes. In addition, EU made regular field visits to monitor 
the progress of the Project. Suggestions and feedback received were well taken by the Management 
and acted upon appropriately.  
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Reviewing Project documents and interviewing various stakeholders reveal that the Project 
Management was consistently keen on achieving targets in a timely manner. Yet, it retained certain 
flexibility in response to emerging circumstances. Lessons learnt were duly incorporated during 
implementation of different activities, and work plans were accordingly adjusted. Due to delays and 
obstacles encountered, the original time frame was extended twice form 12 months to 20 and then 25 
months. Major obstacles and challenges encountered have been well documented and discussed with 
the various stakeholders, especially, MoLG and EU. 

For example, it took some time until an agreement is reached between MDLF, MoLG, and EU 
concerning the right of way of roads and their alignment according the Master Plans. The general low 
capacity of the LGUs and particularly in following procurement procedures, preparation of bidding 
documents and procurement plans, posed another challenge. Upon the advice given by the EU 
technical representative, customized procurement procedures were developed so that the LGUs can 
easily follow and implement. 

In another incident, and after discovering some discrepancies between the originally estimated costs 
of the sub-projects and the actual estimates based the bidding processes, agreement has been 
reached between MDLF and the EU to revise the budget (Amendment II of the Agreement). This is 
another demonstration of the Management’s, as well as, its partner’s openness to learn and their 
responsiveness to arising needs, modifying line of action in order to achieve results more efficiently 
and effectively. 

Furthermore, there has been some misunderstanding between MDLF and the EU concerning VAT 
exemption. Most of the sub-project tenders were awarded including VAT. However, and according the 
agreement between EU and the PNA, all EU funded projects are VAT exempted. In view of that, the 
collected VAT was considered to be an ineligible cost for the Project. The issue was discussed with the 
Ministry of Finance and Planning (MOFP) and an agreement has been reached lately, according to 
which the MOFP shall reimburse the collected amounts to MDLF. 

E. Sustainability 

The Project’s logic in dealing with the issue of sustainability is rather simple and straight forward. 
According to the Project Document, sustainability would be ensured once the concerned LGU 
demonstrates that it is able to operate and maintain the infrastructure sub-project. The LGUs are 
required to submit an operations and maintenance plan with all the supporting documents, including 
the maintenance budgets, staffing….etc.  

It is evident that the most crucial component in this respect is for the LGUs to have (or be able to 
make available) enough financial resources to operate and maintain the infrastructure sub-project. 
Some of the sub-projects, like the water network, KG, or a community hall, can be utilized in order to 
generate some revenues that would cover the O&M costs. In contrast, road maintenance would 
require the LGU to make certain resources available either from their own budget or from external 
sources. If sufficient resources are not available, maintenance work would not be done properly, and 
in time the road condition would deteriorate. 

Equally important is that the local institution (whether it is a municipality, village council, or joint 
service council) ‘owns’ the sub-project and is ready and capable to take the responsibility for its 
operation and maintenance. Except for the KG’s, the existing ‘owners’ of the sub-projects are entities 
that possess institutional capabilities and sufficiently competent human resources to operate and 
maintain them. The rehabilitated/extended water network in Dab’a, for example, will be operated and 
maintained by Hableh Municipality, which has the qualified human resources and the institutional 
setup to do that. In the case of roads, only maintenance would be needed. As such, the capacity that 
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would be needed is not more than procuring this service. Most probably, those who were involved in 
the implementation of the sub-project have acquired basic knowledge and skills to do procurement on 
their own. However, it would be more challenging when it comes to the kindergarten sub-projects. 
Most likely, the LGUs have the institutional capacities to do the maintenance works (or maybe 
outsourcing the job). However, operating a KGs by the LGU itself requires human resources with 
specific capacities that would unlikely be available in the LGU. A more sustainable option would be to 
sub let the KG to somebody who has the technical and management knowledge and skills to operate 
it. A third option is to ask the Ministry of Education and Higher Education (MOEHE) to take over the 
KG.  

At the same time, it is essential that the implemented infrastructure sub-project continues to produce 
or provide a service, which is of an acceptable quality and is needed by the community. Linked to this 
is the extent to which the sense of ownership within the community toward the sub-project prevails. 
As these projects were originally selected and prioritized by the communities themselves, it would be 
highly probable that they would continue to be in demand. 

On the MDLF level, the success of the Project, and its manifested concern and responsiveness to the 
community needs and aspirations in Area “C”, would necessarily add to the already established 
credibility of MDLF and its reputation in the community. Through the Project, MDLF would be able to 
enhance its visibility and exposure to a wider audience, locally and internationally. 

Nationally, the MDLF has also established itself as a lead Palestinian agency that mobilizes and 
channels donor assistance to support the communities in Area “C”. By that it has laid the bases for 
increasing the accountability of the PNA for Area “C”.  

Finally, it is needless to mention that experiences and lessons learned during the Project 
implementation would have positive impact in forming efficient and effective project management 
policies in MDLF tailored to the needs and mode of operation in Area “C”. 

IV. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS  

1. It is the first time that the MDLF receives direct funding from the EU. Equally, it is the first time 
that both, the MDLF and the EU, implement infrastructure projects in Area “C”. As such, 
implementing the Project has been a learning process for both. In view of that, the Project could 
be rightfully looked upon as being a ‘pilot’ that could be built upon its learnings for future 
collaboration between the two.  
 

2. The Project design depicted in the Logical Framework is consistent with the identified 
development problems and illustrates reasonable causality and logical linkages between its 
various components and levels. It could benefit, however, from some improvements to render it 
more efficient as a management tool, and to ensure that issues like capacity and institutional 
building or sustainability are properly structured and more proactively pursued. At the same time, 
their contribution towards achieving the desired objectives should be more vividly monitored and 
assessed. 
 

3. The Project’s main focus has been to improve access of communities in Area “C” to basic 
infrastructure. Through that their social and economic conditions would be enhanced and their 
presence in Area “C” would be strengthened. As such, the Project is completely in line with 
national priorities and in harmony with MDLF’s strategic directions and approach. Also, the way it 
is structured and the approach it followed have been very responsive to the target communities’ 
needs and aspirations. Likewise, the Project and its intended results are in direct correspondence 
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to and consistent with the EU’s declared position, aims, and approach. In whole, the Project is 
relevant and will remain relevant in the foreseen future. 
 

4. Only external financial inputs have been documented and monitored. The ‘in-kind’ contributions 
of partner LGUs need to be accounted for and valuated (if possible), in order to have a more 
complete picture of the total resource framework that was invested in service of the Project to 
achieve the results. 
 

5. The Project has been carried out more or less as an engineering/construction project focusing and 
constructing a certain number of infrastructure sub-projects. Following such a top-down 
construction management approach has left little space for participatory processes to take place. 
The Project could have been more effective if the construction activities were augmented by other 
accompanying socially and/or environmentally related training/interventions. It is important, in 
this case to strike the right balance between administrative management requirements to carry 
out the construction component versus engaging in a development dialogue/support with the 
LGUs. 
 

6. Generally, the engineering/architectural designs and construction works of the new classrooms 
and KGs are of good quality. However, the designer needs to give more attention to the needs of 
the facility end users and engage them during the design phase. 
 

7. MDLF exhibited a good level of effectiveness in coordinating and implementing the various 
components of the Project. However, it is too early to prescribe the long term effects the Project 
may have on the social and economic conditions of the Palestinian communities in Area “C”. Still, 
there is already some evidence indicating positive effects of the Project activities on the targeted 
communities. 
 

8. Management of the Project has been based on accumulated learning and experience of MDLF, 
which are consolidated in several internal manuals. For instance, all contractual arrangements 
with the LGUs are managed through a standard Grant Implementation Agreement delineating all 
partner management and reporting responsibilities. Project funding is disbursed according to 
MDLF’s procurement and financial management policies, regulations and procedures set in the 
respective manuals, reflecting MDLF’s commitment to rigor and transparency. 
 

9. Although the partner LGUs were required to address the issue of sustainability, it was not 
adequately emphasized nor pursued during implementation. MDLF should ensure that the 
targeted LGUs have the sufficient resources (financial and human resources) and the adequate 
institutional capacity to operate and maintain the constructed sub-project.  
 

10. The Development of Area C in the West Bank Project has been rather too project-oriented and 

seemingly detached from other activities of MDLF. This could be justifiable if it is seen as a ‘pilot’. 

But, from a policy perspective, and in order to strengthen the synergy between MDLF’s different 

interventions, it is advisable to have a more programmatic approach towards development work 

in Area “C”, where horizontal and vertical linkages between such projects and other relevant 

activities are strengthened.  
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1. Background on the project: 

This project is part of the overall agreement between the Palestinian National Authority (PNA) 
and the European Union (EU), which was signed on March, 19th  2013. The agreement, aims to 
develop the so-called Area C, designated the Municipal Development and Lending Fund (MDLF) as 
the implementing agency for the infrastructure component. 

A new approach for implementing projects in Area C has been used by the EU. The first step of the 
new approach is to engage Palestinian communities in Area in the development of urban planning 
by identifying their private, social and public build-up areas for the next 20 years. The statutory 
outline plans are then submitted to the PA and to the Israeli Civil Administration (ICA) and 
complemented with detailed planning packages for transport, water and wastewater networks.  

The overall objective of the project is to improve the social and economic conditions of 
Palestinian communities in Area C which is critical for maintaining Palestinian presence in Area C 
and for the development of the Palestinian economy. 

The specific objective of the project is to improve access to basic infrastructure in Area C through 
supporting the communities there with basic services including “Community development 
projects, small scale infrastructure & social infrastructure sub-projects”. Particularly, the project 
will target the marginalized communities in Area C who are urgently in need to get the basic 
services including: “access to roads, access to water networks, new playgrounds, additional class 
rooms, multi-purposes services centers and kindergartens”.   

Fourteen (14) social infrastructure sub-projects were implemented in a total of (EUR 1.7M). The 
implemented sub-projects were all related to the urgent needs of those marginalized 
communities and were prioritized in the action plans developed by the communities with the 
support of the specialized NGO and approved by Ministry of Local Government (MoLG). The 
project has targeted nine localities as follows: 

- Dab’ah and Ras Tiereh and Izbit Al-Tabeb in Qalqilia Governorate; 

- Imniezel and Twaina in Hebron Governorate; 

- Ras Alwad in Bethlehem Governorate; 

- Abdallah Alyounes and Ta’anak in Jenin Governorate; 

- Um Allahem in Jerusalem Governorate; 

The Municipal Development and Lending Fund “MDLF” has received a grant from the European 
Union “EU” towards the cost of “Development of area C / West Bank“. 

The Municipal Development and Lending Fund (MDLF) as an implementation agency for the 
project intends to use part of the grant for consulting services to hire a Local Technical 
Consultancy Firm (LTC) to provide the needed technical assistance for the design and supervision 
of the infrastructure projects that will be implemented in nine localities in area C in the West 
Bank.  

- Dab'a & Ras Tira and Ezbit Al-Tabeeb in Qalqilia Governorate 

- Imnaizel, Twaneh in Hebron Governorate 

- Ras Al-Wad in Bethlehem Governorate 

- Abdallah Al-Younis and T'innik in Jenin Governorate. 

- Um Al-Lahim in Jerusalem Governorate. 
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The projects are almost completed and MDLF -as the delegated implementation agency- intends 
to use part of the (EU) Fund to contract an individual consultant to conduct the evaluation of the 
project.  

3. Objective of the Assignment: 

The objective of the assignment is to assess to what extent the project objectives and 
accomplishments has been relevant, efficient, effective and sustainable, and based on the 
findings, the consultant is requested to recommend to the key stakeholders including (EU, MDLF, 
MOLG and the target LGUs) lessons learnt for future improvements. 

4.  Scope of the Assignment: 

To meet the objective of the assignment, the scope of work includes the following: 
Mainly, the evaluator is requested to do the following:  

• To assess the achievements of intended outcomes and outputs. 
• To assess the relevance of the project to the national policy agenda and priorities, relevance 

with the requirements of the beneficiaries,….etc. 
• To assess the efficiency and effectiveness of the project in achieving its expected results. This 

will entail analysis of delivery of actual outcomes, outputs against the expected targets. 
• To assess the implemented infrastructure sub-projects in terms of (functionality, usability and 

utilization, unintended results if any). 
• To assess the operation and maintenance arrangements, monitoring and evaluation and the 

sustainability of the implemented sub-projects. 
• To Identify the problems/challenges faced by each stakeholder in fulfilling their roles in the 

implementation of the sub-projects, particularly “LGUs, contractor, MDLF, LTCs, 
Beneficiaries……etc”. 

• Based on the findings and observations made in the field, the consultant is requested to 
recommend ways and lessons learnt for future improvements. 

 
The evaluation is expected to assess achievements, challenges and opportunities of the project through an in 
depth evaluation of results achieved. The evaluation analysis should be based on Theory of Change of the 
projects by outlining the results chain to be integrated with the project’s logical framework. 

 

5.  Evaluation Methods: 

The evaluation will be conducted by applying the following methodologies: 
 
 Desk Review: before the commencement of the study, the Consultant should be familiar with 

the project context, objectives, the role and responsibilities of different actors, contractual 
compliance matters in which sub-projects are selected and implemented. For this, the 
following are the major documents to be reviewed by the consultant. 

- Grant agreement documents (signed between MDLF and the EU). 

- MDLF operation Manual which was customized for the small LGUs throughout the 
implementation. 

- Grants Implementation Agreements signed between MDLF and the target LGUs. 

- Progress and Completion reports of the sub-project 

- Based on the review, the consultant should prepare observation checklists,   
questionnaires and other data gathering formats to solicit the required information. 
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Moreover, to facilitate the assessment, the consultant is required to propose an 
appropriate methodology and work plan for conducting the evaluation.   

 
 Field Visits and Interviews: During the evaluation, the consultant shall conduct interviews 

with the relevant stakeholders, including “LGUs staff (West Bank), MDLF staff, Contractors, 
Beneficiaries, ….etc)”, to get their feedback and to verify the gathered information as well.  
 
The evaluation will cover a sample of the implemented sub-projects– (to be agreed and 
decided), where the sample should be stratified to cover (geographical areas, projects eligible 
sectors11, projects size). The consultant could not substitute the sample of sub-projects 
without adequate justification and prior approval from MDLF.  

 
6.   Qualifications: 

The consultant should have the following skills and qualifications: 

 At least 10 years working experience in the community development projects 

 Minimum 5 years experience in evaluation studies and researches of demand driven 
community infrastructure sub-projects. 

 Minimum 5 years experience in evaluation methods including (qualitative and/or quantitative 
methods)  

 Previous experience in the local government sector 

 Demonstrated ability to approach complex problems and successfully implement similar 
projects.  

 Excellent communication and writing skills and critical thinking. 
 

7.  Reporting and Deliverables: 

The consultant is required to submit the  reports in the following four stages: 
(i) Inception Report: The consultant is required to submit an inception report, (10) ten days 
after signing the contract. The report should include: 

-  preliminary findings based on the desk study/review 
- a strategy to carry out the evaluation, including the suggested field survey formats, 

questionnaires; analytical methods and reporting formats; 
- A work plan with the list of selected sub-projects and field visits schedule. 

 (iii) Draft Evaluation Report: The consultant is required to submit a draft report, four weeks after 
the commencement date. The report should include a description of the findings in areas of (i) 
performances of the sub-projects (ii) effectiveness of processes/procedures and guidelines; (iii) 
key issues ,lessons learnt and recommendations to MDLF for future improvements,  (iv) the 
compliance with guidelines, procedures and specifications, and (v) specific measures to be taken 
to improve overall operational efficiency/effectiveness. 

(iv) Final Evaluation Report: The consultant is required to submit a final report, (7) seven days 
after receiving the comments/suggestions from MDLF on the draft report. 

8. Time Frame and Level of Effort:  

                                                           
11 The eligible sectors for MDP-W1 infrastructure sub-projects are as follow: roads, water, wastewater, electricity, 

public facilities, and solid  waste. 
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All deliverables of this assignment should be completed within a period of 2 months from the 
commencement of the assignment. The expected level of effort for the assignment is 25 working 
days. The consultant shall bear all cost associated with logistics, communication, and travel. 

 
   Deliverables Breakdown and Schedule 

 
9. Contract Type and payments schedule   

This contract is a lump-sum contract. Payments will be arranged according to the following:  

 20% of the contract value upon the submission of the inception report acceptable to the 
client. 

 50% of the contract value upon the submission of the draft report acceptable to the client. 

 30% of the contract value upon the submission of the final report acceptable to the client. 

The Municipal Development and Lending Fund (MDLF) invite Qualified Consultants to express 
their interest for the assignment. Interested Individuals must provide information indicating that 
they are qualified to perform the requested service.   

10. Project Administration: 

The Municipal Development and Lending Fund (MDLF) will be responsible for the coordination of 
activities with the consultant, receiving and approving invoices for payments and for acceptance 
of the deliverables. 
The contact person for this project is Eng. Nizar Samhan, Manager of Strategic Planning 
Department/M&E Specialist. His address is: 

 
Address is: 
Main Office: Al-Amal Bldg. 
Mecca Street,. Al-balou'  Road, 
Al-Bireh, Palestine 
Tel: 02- 2426610 ext. 131 , Fax: 02-2426617 
E-mail: nsamhan@mdlf.org.ps  

 
  

ID Deliverable Name Expected Date 

1.  Inception report 7 (seven) days after the commencement date. 

2.  Draft Evaluation Report 5 (five) week after the commencement date. 

3.  Final Evaluation Report 
7 (seven) days after receiving the comments on the draft 
report 
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ANNEX II: LIST OF PERSONS CONSULTED 

1. Mr. Ahmad Mara’bi, University Student, Ras Tira Village 
2. Mr. Ammar Al Khatib, Program Manager, EUREP – Jerusalem 
3. Mr. Ashraf Qrei, Supervisor Engineer, MDLF 

4. Ms. Bara’ah Mar’bi, Mother of child at Ras Tira Kindergarten 
5. Mr. Barakat Bani Jaber, Area Engineer, MDLF 
6. Mr. Eyad Othman, Financial Controller, MDLF 

7. Ms. Ghadeer Mara’bi, Headmaster of Ras Tira Kindergarten 
8. Mr. Hani Dyab, Mayor of Um Al-Lahim Village Council  
9. Ms. Heba Bader, Area Engineer, MDLF 
10. Mr. Hisham Ja’wan, North West Bank Area Engineer, First Option (LTC) 
11. Mr. Hussein Qara’in, Team Leader, First Option (LTC) 
12. Mr. Jihad Al-Nawaj’ah, Deputy Mayor, Reef Yatta Joint Service Council 
13. Mr. Jihad Rabay’ah, Director of Surveying and Information Department, MoLG 
14. Ms. Lama Qasrawi, Area Engineer, MDLF 
15. Ms. Khalid Darawshi, Area Engineer, MDLF 
16. Mr. Maher Ali, Post Office Manager, Za’tara 
17. Mr. Marwan Durzi, Head of Area “C” National Coordination Office, Office of the Prime 

Minister 
18. Mr. Marwan Mahanyah, Reef Yatta Joint Service Council Engineer 
19. Mr. Mohammad Al-Dhuwayeb, Municipal Engineer, Za’tara Municipality 
20. Mr. Mohammed Ramahi, Manager - Finance and Administration Department, MDLF 
21. Mr. Murad Ahmad, Deputy Mayor of Ras Tira & Ras Attiyeh Village Council 
22. Mr. Naim Al-Nobani, Manager - Technical Department, MDLF 

23. Mr. Nayef Mara’bi, Ras Tira Kindergarten Underwriter 

24. Mr. Nazih Abdel Qader Kabaha, Deputy Mayor of Abdallah Al-Younis Village Council 
25. Ms. Niveen Nuseibeh, Urban planning Officer, MDLF 
26. Mr. Nizar Rashed, Field supervisor, MDLF 
27. Mr. Nizar Samhan, Manager - Strategic Planning Department, MDLF 
28. Mr. Rabah Mara’bi, Accountant of Ras Tira & Ras Attiyeh Village Council 
29. Mr. Samir Al-Hallis, Director of Reef Yatta Joint Service Council 
30. Mr. Samer Mara’bi, Worker, Ras Tira Village 

31. Ms. Shahinaz Mar’bi, Mother of child at Ras Tira Kindergarten 
32. Ms. Sonia Qatanani, Municipal Engineer, Hableh Municipality 
33. Ms. Sujoud Mara’bi, Teacher at Ras Tira Kindergarten 
34. Mr. Suleiman Hrezat, Member, Imnaizel Village Council 
35. Ms. Susana Fernandez, Program Manager, EUREP – Jerusalem 

36. Mr. Talal Aref, Mayor of T'innik Village Council 
37. Dr. Tawfiq H. Albudairi, General Director, MDLF 

38. Ms. Wa’d Mar’bi, Mother of child at Ras Tira Kindergarten 
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ANNEX III: KEY EVALUATION QUESTIONS AND ASSOCIATED DATA COLLECTION METHODS 

The following evaluation matrix presents key evaluation questions, source of data, and data collection methods: 

Evaluation Area of Focus Evaluation Question Source of Data Data Collection Method 

I. Consistency of Project Design 1. Assess the causality and logical linkages between the 
different levels of the Project, identifying the overall design 
strengths and weaknesses. 

- Project documentation 
- MDLF Project manager/ 

coordinators 

- Review of secondary sources 
- Semi-structured interviews (SSIs) 

2. Assess the suitability of the overall strategy selected to 
achieve the anticipated results and impact. 

- Project documentation 
- MDLF Project manager/ 

coordinators 

- Review of secondary sources 
- Semi-structured interviews (SSIs) 

3. Assess to what extent potential risks were identified and 
incorporated in the Project design and implementation. 

- Project documentation 
- MDLF Project manager/ 

coordinators 
- Contractors 

- Review of secondary sources 
- Semi-structured interviews (SSIs) 

4. What is the appropriateness of the Project design in relation 
to the identification of the real problems and needs? 

- Project documentation 
- MDLF Project manager/ 

coordinators 
- LGUs 
- Community members 

(men & women) 

- Review of secondary sources 
- Semi-structured interviews (SSIs) 
- Focus group discussions 

II. Project Results 1. Assess the extent to which the Project goals, objectives and 
outputs have been achieved. 

- Project documentation 
- MDLF Project manager 
- Community members 

(men & women) 

- Review of secondary sources 
- Semi-structured interviews (SSIs) 
- Direct observation 
- Focus group discussions 

2. Identify positive and negative unintended consequences that 
resulted from the implementation of the Project. 

- Project documentation 
- MDLF Project manager/ 

coordinators 
- Community members 

(men & women) 

- Review of secondary sources 
- Semi-structured interviews (SSIs) 
- Direct observation 
- Focus group discussions 

3. Assess the extent the implemented sub-projects contributed 
to improving the social and economic conditions of the 
targeted Palestinian communities, especially to the 
marginalized groups. 

- Project documentation 
- MDLF Project manager/ 

coordinators 
- Community members 

(men & women) 

- Review of secondary sources 
- Semi-structured interviews (SSIs) 
- Direct observation  
- Focus group discussions 
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Evaluation Area of Focus Evaluation Question Source of Data Data Collection Method 

III. Relevance of the Project 1. To which degree the Project has been relevant to the 
Palestinian context, and how does it fit within the national 
and local priorities in the prevailing socio-economic and 
political conditions.  

- Project and other relevant 
documentation 

- Review of secondary sources 

2. To which degree the Project is relevant to the work and 
priorities of MDLF. 

- Project and other relevant 
MDLF documentation 

- MDLF Project manager/ 
coordinators 

- Review of secondary sources 
- Semi-structured interviews (SSIs) 

3. To which degree the Project is relevant to the work and 
priorities of EU. 

- Relevant EU 
documentation 

- EU project coordinator 

- Review of secondary sources 
- Semi-structured interviews (SSIs) 

4. To which degree were the Project’s activities and 
implementation modalities suitable to the target group’s 
conditions and aspirations? 

- LGUs 
- Community members 

(men & women) 

- Semi-structured interviews (SSIs) 
- Focus group discussions 

5. Assess the implemented infrastructure sub-projects in terms 
of (functionality, usability and utilization, unintended results 
if any). 

- LGUs 
- B Community members 

(men & women) 

- Semi-structured interviews (SSIs) 
- Focus group discussions 
- Direct Observation 

6. Check the extent the activities and services of the Project 
were accessible to the targeted group, and who has 
benefited mostly and why.  

- LGUs 
- Community members 

(men & women) 

- Semi-structured interviews (SSIs) 
- Focus group discussions 
- Direct Observation 

IV. Project Efficiency 1. Was there any evidence on the development of the 
implementation capacity of the management over the life of 
the Project? (quality of management).  

- MDLF Project manager/ 
Coordinators 

- EU Project coordinator 
- LTC 
- Contractors 
- LGUs 

- Semi-structured interviews (SSIs) 

2. Did the Project management succeed in developing cost 
effective mechanisms and/or improve the quality of services 
without increasing the costs?  

- MDLF Project manager/ 
Coordinators 

- MDLF financial manager 
- MDLF procurement 

manager 
- LTC 
- Contractors 
- LGUs 

- Semi-structured interviews (SSIs) 
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Evaluation Area of Focus Evaluation Question Source of Data Data Collection Method 

3. Did the Project make available technical assistance 
sufficiently? What are they and how were they utilized to 
achieve Project’s outputs and results?  

- Project documentation 
- MDLF Project manager/ 

Coordinators 
- LGUs 

- Review of secondary sources 
- Semi-structured interviews (SSIs) 

4. Do the inputs (in money, human resources, and time) justify 
the outputs? 

- MDLF Project manager/ 
Coordinators 

- MDLF financial manager 
- LTC 
- LGUs 

- Semi-structured interviews (SSIs) 

5. To what extent the Project management was flexible and 
responsive to emerging circumstances, and to what extent 
lessons learnt were incorporated during implementation of 
different activities?  

- Project documentation 
- MDLF Project manager/ 

Coordinators 
- LTC 
- Contractors 
- LGUs 

- Review of secondary sources 
- Semi-structured interviews (SSIs) 

6. What are the monitoring mechanisms applied by the 
management? Are they efficient in terms of having the 
indicators suitable to measure the efficiency of the work 
done? 

- Project documentation 
- MDLF Project manager/ 

Coordinators 
- EU Project coordinator 

- Review of secondary sources 
- Semi-structured interviews (SSIs) 

7. Was there a standardized criteria for choosing the 
beneficiaries? Was it applied all the time? Any exceptions 
and why? Any lessons learnt?   

- Project documentation 
- MDLF Project manager/ 

coordinators 
- Community members 

(men & women) 

- Review of secondary sources 
- Semi-structured interviews (SSIs) 
- Focus group discussions 

V. Effectiveness 1. Demarcate MDLF’s strive in achieving the purpose of the 
Project, and how far the targeted communities and their 
organizations benefited from the Project.  

- Project documentation 
- MDLF Project manager/ 

Coordinators 
- LGUs 
- Community members 

(men & women) 

- Review of secondary sources 
- Semi-structured interviews (SSIs) 
- Focus group discussions 

2. Assess whether the planned benefits have been delivered 
and received. 

- Project documentation 
- LGUs 
- Community members 

(men & women) 

- Review of secondary sources 
- Semi-structured interviews (SSIs) 
- Focus group discussions 
- Direct observation 
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3. How unplanned results may have affected the benefits 
received (direct and indirect benefits). 

- Project documentation 
- LGUs 
- Community members 

(men & women) 

- Review of secondary sources 
- Semi-structured interviews (SSIs) 
- Focus group discussions 

4. What was the impact of the individual activities and the 
Project as a whole. What do people do differently as a result 
of the Project 

- Project documentation 
- MDLF Project manager/ 

Coordinators 
- EU project coordinator 
- LGUs 
- Community members 

(men & women) 
- LTC 
- Contractors 

- Review of secondary sources 
- Semi-structured interviews (SSIs) 
- Focus group discussions 
- Direct observation 

5. Assess MDLF’s contribution to the achievement of Project 
outputs and outcomes. 

- Project documentation 
- MDLF Project manager/ 

Coordinators 
- LGUs 
- LTC 
- Contractors 

- Review of secondary sources 
- Semi-structured interviews (SSIs) 
- Focus group discussions 

6. To what extent the target community members and local 
LGUs, have participated in the planning process, 
implementation, and interaction with other 
actors/stakeholders? 

- MDLF Project manager/ 
Coordinators 

- LGUs 
- Community members 

(men & women) 

- Semi-structured interviews (SSIs) 
- Focus group discussions 

7. To what extent are the LGUs and community members 
satisfied with the results achieved? 

- LGUs 
- Community members 

(men & women) 
 

- Semi-structured interviews (SSIs) 
- Focus group discussions 

VI. Sustainability 1. Are there any positive results of the Project that are likely to 
continue after the end of the intervention? 

- LGUs 
- Community members 

(men & women) 

- Semi-structured interviews (SSIs) 
- Focus group discussions 
- Direct Observation 

2. What is the likelihood of sub-projects’ sustainability? That is, 
assess the operation and maintenance arrangements, 
monitoring and evaluation and the sustainability of the 

- LGUs 
- Community members 

(men & women) 

- Semi-structured interviews (SSIs) 
- Focus group discussions 
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implemented sub-projects. 

3. Assess degrees of dependencies/ independencies the Project 
has created or strengthened. 

- LGUs 
- Community members 

(men & women) 

- Semi-structured interviews (SSIs) 
- Focus group discussions 

VII. Gender Considerations 1. What roles have the Project affected for men and women? - LGUs 
- Community members 

(men & women) 

- Semi-structured interviews (SSIs) 
- Focus group discussions 

1. Did the Project have any influence on the empowerment of 
women? 

- LGUs 
- Community members 

(men & women) 

- Semi-structured interviews (SSIs) 
- Focus group discussions 

2. Is there any direct or indirect social change resulting from 
the Project activities? 

- LGUs 
- Community members 

(men & women) 

- Semi-structured interviews (SSIs) 
- Focus group discussions 
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ANNEX IV: DATA COLLECTION GUIDE 

A. Review of Secondary Sources 

Evaluation Area of 
Focus 

Evaluation Question 

I. Consistency of 
Project Design 

1. Assess the causality and logical linkages between the different levels of the Project, 
identifying the overall design strengths and weaknesses. 

2. Assess the suitability of the overall strategy selected to achieve the anticipated results and 
impact. 

3. Assess to what extent potential risks were identified and incorporated in the Project design 
and implementation. 

4. What is the appropriateness of the Project design in relation to the identification of the real 
problems and needs? 

5. Lessons learned. How new Project differs? 

II. Project Results 6. Assess the extent to which the Project goals, objectives and outputs have been achieved. 

7. Identify positive and negative unintended consequences that resulted from the 
implementation of the Project. 

8. Assess the extent the implemented sub-projects contributed to improving the social and 
economic conditions of the targeted Palestinian communities, especially to the marginalized 
groups. 

III. Relevance of the 
Project 

9. To which degree the Project has been relevant to the Palestinian context, and how does it fit 
within the national and local priorities in the prevailing socio-economic and political 
conditions.  

10. To which degree the Project is relevant to the work and priorities of MDLF. 

11. To which degree the Project is relevant to the work and priorities of EU. 

IV. Project Efficiency 12. Did the Project make available technical assistance sufficiently? What are they and how 
were they utilized to achieve Project’s outputs and results?  

13. To what extent the Project management was flexible and responsive to emerging 
circumstances, and to what extent lessons learnt were incorporated during implementation 
of different activities?  

14. What are the monitoring mechanisms applied by the management? Are they efficient in 
terms of having the indicators suitable to measure the efficiency of the work done? 

15. Was there a standardized criteria for choosing the beneficiaries? Was it applied all the time? 
Any exceptions and why? Any lessons learnt?   

V. Effectiveness 16. Demarcate MDLF’s strive in achieving the purpose of the Project, and how far the targeted 
communities and their organizations benefited from the Project.  

17. Assess whether the planned benefits have been delivered and received. 

18. How unplanned results may have affected the benefits received (direct and indirect 
benefits). 

19. What was the impact of the individual activities and the Project as a whole. What do people 
do differently as a result of the Project 

20. Assess MDLF’s contribution to the achievement of Project outputs and outcomes. 

VI. Sustainability 21. What is the likelihood of sub-projects’ sustainability? That is, assess the operation and 
maintenance arrangements, monitoring and evaluation and the sustainability of the 
implemented sub-projects. 
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B. Direct Observation 

Evaluation Area of 
Focus 

Evaluation Question 

I. Project Results 1. Assess the extent to which the Project goals, objectives and outputs have been achieved. 

2. Identify positive and negative unintended consequences that resulted from the 
implementation of the Project. 

3. Assess the extent the implemented sub-projects contributed to improving the social and 
economic conditions of the targeted Palestinian communities, especially to the marginalized 
groups. 

II. Relevance of the 
Project 

4. To which degree the Project has been relevant to the Palestinian context, and how does it fit 
within the national and local priorities in the prevailing socio-economic and political 
conditions.  

5. Assess the implemented infrastructure sub-projects in terms of (functionality, usability and 
utilization, unintended results if any). 

6. Check the extent the activities and services of the Project were accessible to the targeted 
group, and who has benefited mostly and why.  

III. Effectiveness 7. Demarcate MDLF’s strive in achieving the purpose of the Project, and how far the targeted 
communities and their organizations benefited from the Project.  

8. Assess whether the planned benefits have been delivered and received. 

9. How unplanned results may have affected the benefits received (direct and indirect 
benefits). 

10. What was the impact of the individual activities and the Project as a whole. What do people 
do differently as a result of the Project 

11. To what extent are the LGUs and community members satisfied with the results achieved? 

IV. Sustainability 12. Are there any positive results of the Project that are likely to continue after the end of the 
intervention? 

13. What is the likelihood of sub-projects’ sustainability? That is, assess the operation and 
maintenance arrangements, monitoring and evaluation and the sustainability of the 
implemented sub-projects. 

V. Gender 
Considerations 

14. What roles have the Project affected for men and women? 

15. Did the Project have any influence on the empowerment of women? 

16. Is there any direct or indirect social change resulting from the Project activities? 

 

 

C. MDLF Project manager/coordinators 

Evaluation Area of 
Focus 

Evaluation Question 

I. Consistency of 
Project Design 

1. Assess the causality and logical linkages between the different levels of the Project, 
identifying the overall design strengths and weaknesses. 

2. Assess the suitability of the overall strategy selected to achieve the anticipated results and 
impact. 

3. Assess to what extent potential risks were identified and incorporated in the Project design 
and implementation. 

4. What is the appropriateness of the Project design in relation to the identification of the real 
problems and needs? 

5. Lessons learned. How new Project differs? 
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Evaluation Area of 
Focus 

Evaluation Question 

II. Project Results 6. Assess the extent to which the Project goals, objectives and outputs have been achieved. 

7. Identify positive and negative unintended consequences that resulted from the 
implementation of the Project. 

8. Assess the extent the implemented sub-projects contributed to improving the social and 
economic conditions of the targeted Palestinian communities, especially to the marginalized 
groups. 

III. Project Relevance 9. To which degree the Project is relevant to the work and priorities of MDLF. 

IV. Project Efficiency 10. Was there any evidence on the development of the implementation capacity of the 
management over the life of the Project? (quality of management).  

11. Did the Project management succeed in developing cost effective mechanisms and/or 
improve the quality of services without increasing the costs?  

12. Did the Project make available technical assistance sufficiently? What are they and how 
were they utilized to achieve Project’s outputs and results?  

13. Do the inputs (in money, human resources, and time) justify the outputs? 

14. To what extent the Project management was flexible and responsive to emerging 
circumstances, and to what extent lessons learnt were incorporated during implementation 
of different activities?  

15. What are the monitoring mechanisms applied by the management? Are they efficient in 
terms of having the indicators suitable to measure the efficiency of the work done? 

16. Was there a standardized criteria for choosing the beneficiaries? Was it applied all the time? 
Any exceptions and why? Any lessons learnt?   

V. Effectiveness 17. Demarcate MDLF’s strive in achieving the purpose of the Project, and how far the targeted 
communities and their organizations benefited from the Project.  

18. What was the impact of the individual activities and the Project as a whole. What do people 
do differently as a result of the Project 

19. Assess MDLF’s contribution to the achievement of Project outputs and outcomes. 

20. To what extent the target community members and local LGUs, have participated in the 
planning process, implementation, and interaction with other actors/stakeholders? 

VI. Sustainability 21. What is the likelihood of sub-projects’ sustainability? That is, assess the operation and 
maintenance arrangements, monitoring and evaluation and the sustainability of the 
implemented sub-projects. 

 

D. EU Representative Office 

Evaluation Area of 
Focus 

Evaluation Question 

I. Consistency of 
Project Design 

1. Role of EU 

2. Assess the causality and logical linkages between the different levels of the Project, 
identifying the overall design strengths and weaknesses. 

3. Assess the suitability of the overall strategy selected to achieve the anticipated results and 
impact. 

4. Assess to what extent potential risks were identified and incorporated in the Project design 
and implementation. 

5. What is the appropriateness of the Project design in relation to the identification of the real 
problems and needs? 

II. Project Results 6. Assess the extent to which the Project goals, objectives and outputs have been achieved. 

7. Identify positive and negative unintended consequences that resulted from the 
implementation of the Project. Lessons learned for future project 
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Evaluation Area of 
Focus 

Evaluation Question 

III. Relevance of the 
Project 

8. To which degree the Project is relevant to the work and priorities of EU. 

IV. Project Efficiency 9. Was there any evidence on the development of the implementation capacity of the 
management over the life of the Project? (quality of management).  

10. To what extent the Project management was flexible and responsive to emerging 
circumstances, and to what extent lessons learnt were incorporated during implementation 
of different activities?  

11. What are the monitoring mechanisms applied by the management? Are they efficient in 
terms of having the indicators suitable to measure the efficiency of the work done? 

12. Was there a standardized criteria for choosing the beneficiaries? Was it applied all the time? 
Any exceptions and why? Any lessons learnt?   

V. Sustainability 13. Are there any positive results of the Project that are likely to continue after the end of the 
intervention? 

14. Assess degrees of dependencies/ independencies the Project has created or strengthened. 

VI. Gender 
Considerations 

15. What roles have the Project affected for men and women? 

16. Did the Project have any influence on the empowerment of women? 

17. Is there any direct or indirect social change resulting from the Project activities? 

 

E. MoLG 

Evaluation Area of 
Focus 

Evaluation Question 

I. Consistency of 
Project Design 

1. Role of MoLG in the Project 

2. What is the appropriateness of the Project design in relation to the identification of the real 
problems and needs? 

II. Project Results 3. Assess the extent to which the Project goals, objectives and outputs have been achieved. 

4. Identify positive and negative unintended consequences that resulted from the 
implementation of the Project. 

III. Relevance of the 
Project 

5. To which degree the Project has been relevant to the Palestinian context, and how does it fit 
within the national and local priorities in the prevailing socio-economic and political 
conditions.  

6. To which degree the Project is relevant to the work and priorities of MDLF. 

7. Check the extent the activities and services of the Project were accessible to the targeted 
group, and who has benefited mostly and why.  

IV. Project Efficiency 8. Was there any evidence on the development of the implementation capacity of the 
management over the life of the Project? (quality of management).  

9. Did the Project management succeed in developing cost effective mechanisms and/or 
improve the quality of services without increasing the costs?  

10. Did the Project make available technical assistance sufficiently? What are they and how 
were they utilized to achieve Project’s outputs and results?  

11. Do the inputs (in money, human resources, and time) justify the outputs? 

12. To what extent the Project management was flexible and responsive to emerging 
circumstances, and to what extent lessons learnt were incorporated during implementation 
of different activities?  

13. What are the monitoring mechanisms applied by the management? Are they efficient in 
terms of having the indicators suitable to measure the efficiency of the work done? 

14. Was there a standardized criteria for choosing the beneficiaries? Was it applied all the time? 
Any exceptions and why? Any lessons learnt?   



40 

 

Evaluation Report  
“Development of Area C in the West Bank Project” 

Municipal Development and Lending Fund (MDLF) 

Evaluation Area of 
Focus 

Evaluation Question 

V. Effectiveness 15. Demarcate MDLF’s strive in achieving the purpose of the Project, and how far the targeted 
communities and their organizations benefited from the Project.  

16. Assess whether the planned benefits have been delivered and received. 

17. How unplanned results may have affected the benefits received (direct and indirect 
benefits). 

18. What was the impact of the individual activities and the Project as a whole. What do people 
do differently as a result of the Project 

19. Assess MDLF’s contribution to the achievement of Project outputs and outcomes. 

20. To what extent the target community members and local LGUs, have participated in the 
planning process, implementation, and interaction with other actors/stakeholders? 

21. To what extent are the LGUs and community members satisfied with the results achieved? 

VI. Sustainability 22. Are there any positive results of the Project that are likely to continue after the end of the 
intervention? 

23. What is the likelihood of sub-projects’ sustainability? That is, assess the operation and 
maintenance arrangements, monitoring and evaluation and the sustainability of the 
implemented sub-projects. 

24. Assess degrees of dependencies/ independencies the Project has created or strengthened. 

 

F. LGUs 

Evaluation Area of 
Focus 

Evaluation Question 

I. Consistency of 
Project Design 

1. What is the appropriateness of the Project design in relation to the identification of the real 
problems and needs? 

II. Project Results 2. Assess the extent to which the Project goals, objectives and outputs have been achieved. 

3. Identify positive and negative unintended consequences that resulted from the 
implementation of the Project. 

4. Assess the extent the implemented sub-projects contributed to improving the social and 
economic conditions of the targeted Palestinian communities, especially to the marginalized 
groups. 

III. Relevance of the 
Project 

5. To which degree the Project has been relevant to the Palestinian context, and how does it fit 
within the national and local priorities in the prevailing socio-economic and political 
conditions.  

6. To which degree were the Project’s activities and implementation modalities suitable to the 
target group’s conditions and aspirations? 

7. Assess the implemented infrastructure sub-projects in terms of (functionality, usability and 
utilization, unintended results if any). 

8. Check the extent the activities and services of the Project were accessible to the targeted 
group, and who has benefited mostly and why.  

IV. Project Efficiency 9. Was there any evidence on the development of the implementation capacity of the 
management over the life of the Project? (quality of management).  

10. Did the Project management succeed in developing cost effective mechanisms and/or 
improve the quality of services without increasing the costs?  

11. Did the Project make available technical assistance sufficiently? What are they and how 
were they utilized to achieve Project’s outputs and results?  

12. Do the inputs (in money, human resources, and time) justify the outputs? 

13. To what extent the Project management was flexible and responsive to emerging 
circumstances, and to what extent lessons learnt were incorporated during implementation 
of different activities?  

14. What are the monitoring mechanisms applied by the management? Are they efficient in 
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Evaluation Area of 
Focus 

Evaluation Question 

terms of having the indicators suitable to measure the efficiency of the work done? 

15. Was there a standardized criteria for choosing the beneficiaries? Was it applied all the time? 
Any exceptions and why? Any lessons learnt?   

V. Effectiveness 16. Demarcate MDLF’s strive in achieving the purpose of the Project, and how far the targeted 
communities and their organizations benefited from the Project.  

17. Assess whether the planned benefits have been delivered and received. 

18. How unplanned results may have affected the benefits received (direct and indirect 
benefits). 

19. What was the impact of the individual activities and the Project as a whole. What do people 
do differently as a result of the Project 

20. Assess MDLF’s contribution to the achievement of Project outputs and outcomes. 

21. To what extent the target community members and local LGUs have participated in the 
planning process, implementation, and interaction with other actors/stakeholders? 

22. To what extent are the LGUs and community members satisfied with the results achieved? 

VI. Sustainability 23. Are there any positive results of the Project that are likely to continue after the end of the 
intervention? 

24. What is the likelihood of sub-projects’ sustainability? That is, assess the operation and 
maintenance arrangements, monitoring and evaluation and the sustainability of the 
implemented sub-projects. 

25. Assess degrees of dependencies/ independencies the Project has created or strengthened. 

VII. Gender 
Considerations 

26. What roles have the Project affected for men and women? 

27. Did the Project have any influence on the empowerment of women? 

28. Is there any direct or indirect social change resulting from the Project activities? 

 

G. Community Members 

Evaluation Area of 
Focus 

Evaluation Question 

I. Consistency of 
Project Design 

1. What is the appropriateness of the Project design in relation to the identification of the real 
problems and needs? 

II. Project Results 2. Assess the extent to which the Project goals, objectives and outputs have been achieved. 

3. Identify positive and negative unintended consequences that resulted from the 
implementation of the Project. 

4. Assess the extent the implemented sub-projects contributed to improving the social and 
economic conditions of the targeted Palestinian communities, especially to the marginalized 
groups. 

III. Relevance of the 
Project 

5. To which degree were the Project’s activities and implementation modalities suitable to the 
target group’s conditions and aspirations? 

6. Assess the implemented infrastructure sub-projects in terms of (functionality, usability and 
utilization, unintended results if any). 

7. Check the extent the activities and services of the Project were accessible to the targeted 
group, and who has benefited mostly and why.  

IV. Project Efficiency 8. Was there a standardized criteria for choosing the beneficiaries? Was it applied all the 
time? Any exceptions and why? Any lessons learnt?   

V. Effectiveness 9. Demarcate MDLF’s strive in achieving the purpose of the Project, and how far the targeted 
communities and their organizations benefited from the Project.  

10. Assess whether the planned benefits have been delivered and received. 
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Evaluation Area of 
Focus 

Evaluation Question 

11. How unplanned results may have affected the benefits received (direct and indirect 
benefits). 

12. What was the impact of the individual activities and the Project as a whole. What do people 
do differently as a result of the Project 

13. To what extent the target community members and local LGUs, have participated in the 
planning process, implementation, and interaction with other actors/stakeholders? 

14. To what extent are the LGUs and community members satisfied with the results achieved? 

VI. Sustainability 15. Are there any positive results of the Project that are likely to continue after the end of the 
intervention? 

16. What is the likelihood of sub-projects’ sustainability? That is, assess the operation and 
maintenance arrangements, monitoring and evaluation and the sustainability of the 
implemented sub-projects. 

17. Assess degrees of dependencies/ independencies the Project has created or strengthened. 

VII. Gender 
Considerations 

18. What roles have the Project affected for men and women? 

19. Did the Project have any influence on the empowerment of women? 

20. Is there any direct or indirect social change resulting from the Project activities? 

 

H. Local Technical Consultant 

Evaluation Area of 
Focus 

Evaluation Question 

I. Consistency of 
Project Design 

1. Assess the suitability of the overall strategy selected to achieve the anticipated results and 
impact. 

2. Assess to what extent potential risks were identified and incorporated in the Project design 
and implementation. 

II. Project Results 3. Assess the extent to which the Project goals, objectives and outputs have been achieved. 

4. Identify positive and negative unintended consequences that resulted from the 
implementation of the Project. 

III. Relevance of the 
Project 

5. To which degree were the Project’s activities and implementation modalities suitable to the 
target group’s conditions and aspirations? 

6. Assess the implemented infrastructure sub-projects in terms of (functionality, usability and 
utilization, unintended results if any). 

7. Check the extent the activities and services of the Project were accessible to the targeted 
group, and who has benefited mostly and why.  

IV. Project Efficiency 8. Was there any evidence on the development of the implementation capacity of the 
management over the life of the Project? (quality of management).  

9. Did the Project management succeed in developing cost effective mechanisms and/or 
improve the quality of services without increasing the costs?  

10. Did the Project make available technical assistance sufficiently? What are they and how 
were they utilized to achieve Project’s outputs and results?  

11. Do the inputs (in money, human resources, and time) justify the outputs? 

12. To what extent the Project management was flexible and responsive to emerging 
circumstances, and to what extent lessons learnt were incorporated during implementation 
of different activities?  

13. What are the monitoring mechanisms applied by the management? Are they efficient in 
terms of having the indicators suitable to measure the efficiency of the work done? 

V. Effectiveness 14. Assess whether the planned benefits have been delivered and received. 

15. How unplanned results may have affected the benefits received (direct and indirect 
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Evaluation Area of 
Focus 

Evaluation Question 

benefits). 

16. What was the impact of the individual activities and the Project as a whole. What do people 
do differently as a result of the Project 

17. Assess MDLF’s contribution to the achievement of Project outputs and outcomes. 

18. To what extent the target community members and local LGUs, have participated in the 
planning process, implementation, and interaction with other actors/stakeholders? 

VI. Sustainability 19. Are there any positive results of the Project that are likely to continue after the end of the 
intervention? 

20. What is the likelihood of sub-projects’ sustainability? That is, assess the operation and 
maintenance arrangements, monitoring and evaluation and the sustainability of the 
implemented sub-projects. 

 

I. Area “C” National Coordination Office - Office of the Prime Minister 

Evaluation Area of 
Focus 

Evaluation Question 

I. Consistency of 
Project Design 

1. Assess the suitability of the overall strategy selected to achieve the anticipated results and 
impact. Compare with other relevant projects 

2. What is the appropriateness of the Project design in relation to the identification of the real 
problems and needs? 

3. Potential risks & how other projects dealt with them. 

II. Relevance of the 
Project 

4. To which degree the Project has been relevant to the Palestinian context, and how does it fit 
within the national and local priorities in the prevailing socio-economic and political 
conditions.  

5. To which degree were the Project’s activities and implementation modalities suitable to the 
target group’s conditions and aspirations? 

III. Project Efficiency 6. What are the monitoring mechanisms applied by the management? Are they efficient in 
terms of having the indicators suitable to measure the efficiency of the work done? 
Relations with National Committee. 

IV. Sustainability 7. Are there any positive results of the Project that are likely to continue after the end of the 
intervention? 
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ANNEX V: LOGICAL FRAMEWORK 

 Intervention Logic Objectively Verifiable Indicators of Achievements 
Sources and Means of 

Verification 
Assumptions 

Overall Objectives O1: Improved social and economic conditions 
of Palestinian communities in Area C which is 
critical for the future viability of the 
Palestinian Economy 

Socio-Economic macro indicators  PCBS Reports 
 Related Sector Reports 
 Media Reports 

 

Specific Objective SO: Improved Access to Basic Infrastructure 
in Area C including: 
-Schools 
-Kindergartens 
-Roads 
-Public Buildings 
-Water Networks 
-Play Grounds 
 

Indicators 1: Number of direct Beneficiaries 
(inhabitants, students, kids…, etc).  
target : 3,221 

 Local technical 
consultant report 

 Evaluation Report 
 LGU’s Reports 

 No demolition orders 
from Israeli 
Authorities. 

 No destruction of 
infrastructure by 
settlers 

Indicator 2: % of Households connected to the 
constructed/expanded water networks.  
target: to be determined 

Indicator 3: % of Households connected to 
rehabilitated or newly constructed  roads 
target: to be determined 

Expected Results R1: New public facilities implemented in Area 
C including: (schools, kindergartens, 
playgrounds,  
Multi purpose  buildings) 
 
 
 
 
 

1.1: indicator R1: # of schools and kindergartens 
constructed/rehabilitated 
(targets: one schools, 4 kindergartens) 

 Local technical 
consultant report 

 Evaluation report 
 LGUs reports 

 No demolition orders 
from Israeli 
Authorities. 

 No destruction of 
infrastructure by 
settlers 

1.2: indicator R1: Sq. meters of schools, class 
rooms and kindergartens 
constructed/rehabilitated 
(target: 280 sq.m schools, 510 sq.m 
kindergartens) 

1.3: indicator R1: Sq. meters of playgrounds 
constructed/rehabilitated  
(target: 1000 sq.m playgrounds) 

R2: New basic infrastructure implemented in 
Area C including: (roads, water networks, 
electricity) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

2.1: indicator R2: # of transformers installed and 
operated 
target: one transformer 

2.2: indicator R2: # of roads 
constructed/rehabilitated 
target: 3 roads 

2.3: indicator R2: # of water networks 
constructed/expanded 
target : one water network 

2.4: indicator R2: Km of roads 
constructed/rehabilitated 
target: 3.5 Km roads 
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 Intervention Logic Objectively Verifiable Indicators of Achievements 
Sources and Means of 

Verification 
Assumptions 

2.5: indicator R2: Km of water networks 
constructed/expanded 
target: 0.5 km water network 

Activities A1: Preparatory Activities  
A1.1: signing GIA with LGUs 
A1.2: detailed planning 

indicator A1.1: # of GIAs signed between MDLF 
and LGUs 
Target: 8 GIA 

 MDLF internal reports 
regarding the 
implementation status 
e.g.  (Monitoring & 
Evaluation Reports). 

 Well organized Work 
Plan. 

 Highly qualified 
Consultants and 
Contractors to 
implement projects 
on the ground. 

 Stable political and 
security situation. 

 Free access to 
Palestinian 
communities in area 
C. 

Indicator A1.2:Detailed implementation plans 
were prepared 
Target: 4 plans (procurement, disbursement, 
M&E, visibility)  

 
A2: Preparation for the implementation (Sub-
projects Design) 
 

Indicator A2:# of contracts signed regarding the 
design, supervision for the implementation of basic 
infrastructure sub- projects. 
Target: one contract 

Indicator A2:# of design documents for sub-
projects including completed (bidding documents, 
BOQs, ESMP) ready for tendering 
Target: 15 design documents 

Indicator A2:% of disbursement 
Target: 100% 

 
A3: Sub-projects Implementation 

Indicator A3: # of Contracts signed for Contractors 
to implement basic infrastructure sub-projects. 
Target: 15 contracts 

Indicator A3:% of disbursement 
Target: 100% 

 
A4: Audit and Evaluation 

 

Indicator A4: satisfactory audit report was 
prepared. 
Target: satisfactory audit report in place 

Indicator A4: satisfactory evaluation report was 
prepared 
Target: satisfactory evaluation report in place 
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ANNEX VI: SELECTION CRITERIA FOR TARGET COMMUNITIES IN AREA “C” 

 
 Background: 

In the West Bank, Area C represents more than 60 percent of the land including the 
economically strategic area of the Jordan Valley. It is the only major contiguous area of 
territory in the West Bank and is home to more than 250 Palestinian communities. Most of 
Area C in the West Bank is still inaccessible to large-scale Palestinian investment and 
economic enterprise. Given its economic importance, the expanded development of Area C 
by Palestinians, as foreseen by the interim Oslo Accords, is critical for the future viability of 
the Palestinian economy. 
The Israeli Civil Administration prohibits Palestinian construction in vast areas of Area C, citing 
various rationales, such as defining these areas as state land, survey land, firing zones, nature 
reserves and natural parks, or by incorporating lands into the jurisdiction of settlements and 
regional councils.  
Given the Civil Administration's policy, the prospects for receiving a building permit outside 
the scope of the statutory outline plans are very slim. Therefore, most Palestinians feel it is 
futile to apply and do not even submit an application. The Civil Administration refuses to 
grant building permits even for public buildings, such as schools and medical clinics and to 
infrastructure such as roads. 
The Palestinian National Authority (PA) wants to counteract the pressure from these actions 
on Palestinian people living in Area C to leave and find a livelihood in other sectors, 
elsewhere. With the assistance from the international community and particularly the EU, the 
PA aims to support the recovery and continued existence of different activities in the West 
Bank through financial support to eligible localities.  
A new approach for implementing projects in Area C has been used by the EU. The first step 
of the new approach is to engage Palestinian communities in Area C in the development of 
urban planning by identifying their private, social and public build-up areas for the next 20 
years. The statutory outline plans are then submitted to the PA and to the Israeli Civil 
Administration (ICA) and complemented with detailed planning packages for transport, water 
and wastewater networks.  
Upon the EU and the PA agreement regarding the implementation of infrastructure projects 
in Area C, it was agreed that the implementation may start once a statutory outline plan has 
been formally approved by the Israeli authorities or is considered as tacitly approved if no 
major objection has been raised within 18 months following the submission of the plan by the 
Village Councils to the ICA.   
The statutory outline plans and the action plans has to be prepared taking into consideration 
the demographic and socioeconomic needs including the priorities for such development per 
each sector. Accordingly, a set of sub projects will be identified by the local communities to 
be implemented within the boundaries of the statutory outline plans.  
 
 Implementation of Sub-project in area C through MDLF 

Since late 2014, MDLF has started the implementation of 23 sub-projects (14 sub-projects are 
funded by the EU, and 9 sub-projects are funded by the SDC) and targeting 17 localities in 
area C using the criteria of 18 months which was agreed upon with the PA regarding the 
implementation of Area C. The target localities were selected by the MOLG without having a 
competitive criteria for selection. The selected projects were visited by MDLF staff in 
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collaboration with the MOLG where the council’s members as well as the local communities 
there have emphasized on the importance and vitality of those projects to their localities.  
It is worth mentioning that, there are 108 plans have been prepared, and only three out of 
them were approved by the ICA. However, the other plans are either progressing (66 plans) 
where the plans are easily passing ICA procedures and subject to technical discussion , (6 
plans) are rejected where the plans have legal constraints and cannot pass the ICA 
procedures, and (33 plans) are still in the process of data collection and preparation. 
 

 Proposed Selection criteria for the coming phases 

The PA with the support from the International Communityhas great interest to move 
forward in the projects implementation in Area C, and given that the main criteria of 18 
month might not be enough for the coming phases; a new criteria is proposed as per the 
following: 
 

I. Localities Selection Criteria 

1- LocalitiesEligibility criteria (first screening) 

- The outline plan has to be either approved or (tacitly approved if no major objection has 

been raised within 18 months following the submission of the plan by the Village Council 

to the ICA).    

- An action plan including the development priorities has to be prepared in consultation 

with the local community. 

 
2- Identifying the No. of Eligible Localities Per Geographical Area 

- The long list of eligible localities will be clustered geographically (Northern West Bank, 

Middle West Bank, Southern West Bank). 

- The % of eligible LGUs per each cluster will be then identified. 

 
3- Fund Allocation Per Geographical Area 

The allocated budget of area C will be distributed per cluster based on the following criteria. 
Sub-criteria Weight 

% of eligible Localities per each cluster  50 % 

% Population relative weight per each cluster 50 % 

Then the fund per each cluster will be calculated as follows: 

(
% 𝐨𝐟 𝐞𝐥𝐢𝐠𝐢𝐛𝐥𝐞 𝐋𝐨𝐜𝐚𝐥𝐢𝐭𝐢𝐞𝐬 𝐩𝐞𝐫 𝐞𝐚𝐜𝐡 𝐜𝐥𝐮𝐬𝐭𝐞𝐫 + %𝐏𝐨𝐩𝐮𝐥𝐚𝐭𝐢𝐨𝐧 𝐫𝐞𝐥𝐚𝐭𝐢𝐯𝐞 𝐰𝐞𝐢𝐠𝐡𝐭 𝐩𝐞𝐫 𝐞𝐚𝐜𝐡 𝐜𝐥𝐮𝐬𝐭𝐞𝐫

𝟐
)

∗ 𝑨𝒗𝒂𝒊𝒍𝒂𝒃𝒍𝒆 𝑭𝒖𝒏𝒅 

4- Primary Competitive Criteriafor LGUs selection Per Geographical Area 

A competitive criteria will consider the following sub-criteria with a total score of 100 points, 
and the results will be prioritized in an ascending manner per each geographical area.  
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Sub-Criteria 
Source of 

Verification 

Max. 

Score 
How to calculate the scoring Per LGU ? 

strategic issue/projects 

related to Area C in 

compliance with Ministerial 

Committee for area C 

development with a scoring  

Ministerial 

Committee 

Decision 

20 points 20 points will be given to the LGUs with 

high interest from the ministerial 

committee, which could be considered as 

strategic issue, or if there is a joint project 

that could serve neighborhood localities. 

(this has to be done in a transparent 

manner) 

No. of Population for each 

LGU within each cluster 

PCBS + Action 

Plans (needs 

assessment) 

20 points Higher population will have total score (20) 

and the scoring for the remaining localities 

will be calculated proportionally. 

Vulnerability for LGUs within 

each cluster 

OCHA 

vulnerability 

assessment 

30 points High vulnerable locality will have total score 

(30) and the scoring for the remaining 

localities will be calculated proportionally. 

Distance from the main 

city/town where the LGU is 

served with the services) 

MOLG-Planning 

Department 

15 points Farthest locality from the main city in the 

Governorate will have total score (15) and 

the scoring for the remaining localities will 

be calculated proportionally. 

Separation wall, direct 

adverse impact on the 

community within each 

cluster 

MOLG/Planning 

Department + 

Secondary 

Resources 

15 points (Yes/No) 

- The localities that are subject to direct 

adverse impact by the separation wall 

will have a total score (15).  

- The localities that are not subject to 

direct adverse impact by the separation 

wall will have a zero score. 

 

Once the Steering committee approves the above mentioned criteria and sub-
criteria, a set of LGUs will be nominated to implement sub-projects in within 
each geographical area. This will be done in fully coordination between MDLF 
and MOLG (planning Department).  

 

 

Special Notes regarding the selection criteria for LGUs: 

- The database for the statutory outline plans submitted to the ICA has to be updated regularly, 

and a cut of date has to be used as a reference to identify the nominated localities. 

- If the above mentioned primary competitive criteria concluded localities that already received 

fund during the last two years; a suggestion will be recommended by the MOLG/MDLF  and 

then subject to approval by the steering committee. 
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Sub-projects Selection Criteria 

A technical committee from MDLF and MOLG (planning and projects departments) will revisit 
the action plans of the selected communities and start preparing the projects list and do such 
verification on the ground, taking into consideration the following: 

1- Eligibility of Sub-projects 

- The projects have to be prioritized by the local communities. 

- The projects have to be fully located in Area C (within the statutary outline plans). 

 

2- Secondary Competitive sub-criteria for sub-projects selection 
The following sub-criteria will be applied for the projects outlined in the action plans per LGU 
and then prioritized in an ascending manner to be considered for financing 

Sub-criteria 
Source of 

Verification 
Max. Score 

How to calculate the scoring 

Per sub-project? 

Readiness of the projects sites to 

start up the implementation 

including: 

- Approvals from the line 

ministries 

- Compliance with social and 

environmental safeguards 

- Commitment from the LGU to 

do the maintenance of the 

project as needed. 

 

MDLF & MOLG 

sites visits 

10 points (yes / No) 

Max: 10 points 

Min: Zero 

The sub-projects will be 
scored from zero to 10 as 
follows: 

- Approvals from the line 

ministries (5 points) 

- Compliance with social 

and environmental 

safeguards (3 points) 

- Commitment from the 

LGU to do the 

maintenance of the 

project as needed (2 

points) 

 

Serving gender, youth, children Technical 

documentation 

review by 

MDLF & MOLG 

10 points High : 10 points (for the 
projects that obviously serve 
Gender/ Youth…) 

Intermediate: 5 points for the 
projects where the Gender 
Sensitivity is not obvious. 

Low: the project has negative 
impact on Gender/youth 
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Positive impact on the 

environment 

Technical 

documentation 

review by 

MDLF & MOLG 

10 points High : 10 points for the 
projects that obviously have a 
positive impact on the 
environment. 

Intermediate: 5 points for the 
projects where the  positive 
impact on the environment is 
not obvious. 

Low: the project has negative 
impact on environment 

Feasibility of the projects (cost 

efficiency) 

MDLF & MOLG 10 points The cost per beneficiary will 
be calculated for the sub-
projects. 

The sub-project with the 
lowest      (cost per 
Beneficiary) will have total 
score (10) and the other sub-
projects will be scored 
proportionally. 

 

Finally, the sub-projects list per LGU will be submitted to the steering committee for approval, 
and MDLF will prepare a full proposal for the project accordingly; taking into consideration 
the allocated fund per each geographical area. 

 

 

Special Notes regarding the selection criteria for sub-projects: 

- If the above mentioned secondary criteria concluded the same scoring results for sub-projects, a 

suggestionwill be recommended by the MOLG/MDLFbased on the preference from the LGU, and 

will be subject to approval from the Steering Committee. 


