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 Abstract 

The purpose of the evaluation was to assess the relevance, effectiveness, efficiency, 

sustainability, and impact of the “Think Nature!” project in Bosnia and Herzegovina 

(BiH), funded by the Swedish International Development Agency (Sida) and 

implemented by the BiH Centre for Civil Society Promotion. 

 

The evaluation concluded that:  

 

1) The intervention logic of the project is sound, though there is unevenness of 

performance across the five components of the project.  

2) The project’s insistence on grantees engaging in advocacy work is convincing and 

much needed.  

3) The CSR component, although having underperformed in the current project, is 

important and logically inscribes itself into the overall project logic.  

4) The project is filling a valuable niche in the environmental sector in that it has 

focused on middle and low-tier civil society actors, and which are often falling 

outside of the funding scheme of traditional and bigger donors.  

5) The project’s cross-cutting objectives are well identified, but not sufficiently well 

translated into project outputs and activities.  

6) There is currently an unfavourable balance between project activities—in 

particular the school and media as well as the smaller grants—and the reporting 

requirements are onerous and rigid.  

7) The project’s M&E system is not strong on reporting on outcomes, and it does not 

clearly reflect the wealth of learning it can generate.  

 

 

Based on these conclusions, the evaluation provided recommendations for a potential 

future project phase. 
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 Preface 

The Embassy of Sweden in Sarajevo commissioned this evaluation of the "Think 

Nature!" project in Bosnia and Herzegovina (BiH), funded by the Swedish International 

Development Agency (Sida), and implemented by the BiH Centre for Civil Society 

Promotion. The evaluation was undertaken between December 2021 and May 2022, 

with a country visit to BiH conducted in March 2022. 

  

NIRAS collaborated with PEMconsult for this evaluation. The independent evaluation 

team consisted of:  

 

• Eric Buhl-Nielsen (Team Leader)  

• Vera Devine (Senior Evaluator) 

• Ivan Naletilic (Evaluator) 

• Emelie Pellby (NIRAS Project Manager) 

 

Quality Assurance was conducted by Niels Dabelstein. NIRAS Project Manager was 

responsible for ensuring compliance with NIRAS’s Quality Assurance system.  

NIRAS and the team would like to thank stakeholders at the Embassy of Sweden and 

BiH Centre for Civil Society Promotion who have contributed to the evaluation with 

their time and support.  

The findings and recommendations of the report are the responsibility of NIRAS and 

the evaluation team, and should not be taken as expressions of the Embassy’s or the 

partner’s policies or opinions. 
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 Executive Summary 

This report presents the findings of an external evaluation of the project “Think 

Nature!”, funded by the Swedish International Development Agency (Sida) through 

the Embassy of Sweden in Bosnia and Herzegovina (BiH), and implemented by the 

BiH Centre for Civil Society Promotion (referred to hereafter as CPCD, as it is known 

in BiH after its full title Centar za Promociju Civilnog Društva in the local languages). 

“Think Nature!” has a financial envelope of 15.9 million SEK for a period of 36 

months; the project started in September 2019 and is ending in October 2022.  

The project has two linked objectives: it aims at: a) increasing the capacity and thus, 

influence of civil society in the environmental sector and, by doing so, at b) 

contributing to better protection of the environment and enhanced resilience to 

environmental impact and climate change in BiH. These overall objectives are rooted 

in an acknowledgement that changes in the environmental sector must be supported, 

BiH-wide, by citizens (through grassroots-level initiatives and organisations, media 

and others) who demand reforms from the governments on a subject that concerns 

everyone. The project, thus, supports improvement in the environmental sector, as well 

as strengthening democracy in BiH.  

“Think Nature!” has five focus areas (with an immediate objective assigned to each): 

1) support to environmental advocacy work that involves citizens; governments; and 

the private sector; 2) BiH-wide vertical and horizontal networking and thereby 

strengthening environmental activists and civil society groups through the 

establishment of, and support to, nine Eco Hubs. ; 3) support to environmental 

awareness raising among young citizens through the establishment of 38 Eco Schools 

throughout BiH; 4) support to ecology/environmental youth initiatives; and 5) to 

increase the awareness of citizens through support to BiH media in highlighting and 

covering environmental issues. Gender; human rights; ethnic reconciliation; and EU 

approximation are stated cross-cutting objectives.  

The evaluation has an explicit emphasis on learning: in many ways, “Think Nature!” 

has been a pilot project and there is—in addition to compliance with accountability 

requirements that each evaluation addresses—a wish to receive external validation and 

advice on how a potential second phase of this project could improve the achievement 

of the stated objectives.  

The evaluation was conducted by a team of three evaluators from PEMconsult/NIRAS 

Sweden. The evaluation followed a multi-pronged data collection and analysis 

methodology: after in-depth desk study of the considerable amount of documentation 

the project has generated, the team conducted extensive field work in BiH, covering 

seven out of nine Eco Hubs; visiting eight out of 38 schools; and consulting overall 

more than 150 stakeholders (either through individual interviews or as part of focus 

group discussions and participant observation) involved in various aspects of the 

project implementation or in a position to comment on the project. An online survey of 

project stakeholders yielded 135 responses. The survey was sent to a total of 130 project 
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stakeholders who further distributed it among their colleagues, which made it 

challenging to come up with a precise response rate. The team also conducted several 

rounds of interviews with the implementation team from CPCD since the start of the 

evaluation. Findings were triangulated from across these data sources.  

The evaluation did not encounter significant limitations, as the team was able to address 

the major issue identified during the inception phase—the predominance of 

quantitative over qualitative/analytical data as set out in the project’s monitoring and 

evaluation framework—through substantive field work.  

The evaluation team’s findings and conclusions, per the organisation for Economic 

Cooperation and Development/Development Assistance Committee (OECD/DAC) 

evaluation criteria and in answer to the evaluation questions set out in the Terms of 

Reference (ToR) and refined and agreed in the inception report, are as follows: 

Relevance  

“Think Nature!” is a highly relevant project. Its objectives are in line with BiH national 

strategic and policy frameworks, and these are guided by the EU’s environmental 

acquis. The project is also fully aligned with consecutive Swedish Reform Cooperation 

Strategies for the Western Balkans, specifically with those concerning human rights, 

democracy, the rule of law and gender equality and environmentally and climate-

resilient sustainable development and sustainable use of natural resources.  

The problems underpinning the “Think Nature!” project rationale have been well 

identified and translated into a solid Theory of Change (ToC) and project design—even 

though the written documentation, including key project documents and data collected 

in the monitoring, evaluation, and learning system, seems not always to be a fair 

reflection of the project logic. More than is typically the case in evaluations, 

stakeholders were able to recognise the project’s intervention logic, and particularly 

highlighted two of the five objectives as being specifically valuable to pursue in the 

BiH context: the development of lower and medium-tier citizens’ initiatives and 

organisations and the networking of actors across the country; as well as the need for 

multi-stakeholder dialogue between citizens, governments, and private sector 

stakeholders through advocacy.  

Effectiveness  

The evaluation identified results across all the project’s components, even though 

performance is uneven—something that is to be expected in a pilot project, and which 

lends itself to course corrections and reflections on factors facilitating or hindering 

results.  

With regards to the advocacy objective, the project has facilitated several successful 

campaigns. For example, one of the most recent advocacy successes is the declaration, 

by the municipal council of Maglaj, of two areas, Mokra Megara and Matinski Vis, to 

become natural parks/protected nature areas.  

However, advocacy is also an area where lessons have been learnt for the project. Given 

its prominence in the intervention logic of “Think Nature!”, it is clear that advocacy as 

one of the key objectives is facing numerous challenges—these are well recognised by 

the implementation team. Not all of these challenges can easily be addressed, as they 

hinge on deeper underlying issues specific to BiH. Not all grantees that had agreed to 
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engagement in advocacy campaigns eventually did so—some (perhaps conveniently) 

cited the Covid-19 pandemic as a reason for the lack of engagement with authorities; 

others outrightly stated that they “do not do advocacy”, while, at the same time, 

displaying a lack of understanding of the nature of advocacy. Overall, the greatest 

hindrance to advocacy work appears to be a prevailing breakdown in trust in 

government accompanied by the absence of expectations of anything that government 

could possibly deliver – whether well advocated or not. This perception is fed by a 

widespread belief in corruption at all tiers of government, and which makes cooperation 

with government difficult and undesired. The political context at the local and entity 

levels also are a factor for organisations’ hesitance in engaging with government: in 

many cases, there is a desire for good relations with the authorities rather than a 

confrontational course, in particular in smaller locations, as well as in Republika 

Srpska, where the political climate appears to be more oppressive than in other parts of 

the country. CPCD recognises these challenges and is reflecting internally on how to 

approach advocacy activities—which should remain a priority in a future project.  

The project has established nine Eco Hubs throughout BiH. The aim of the Eco Hubs 

was to create a network of ecological organisations across the country, but also for 

these hubs to operate as resource and reference centres for organisations in the specific 

locations they operate in, and for Eco Hubs to become the heart of community activities 

around ecological issues. The Eco Hubs are the result of an open call for proposals, and 

each of them operates in its own distinctive way. The evaluation team has identified 

numerous examples of successful networking between the Eco Hubs across BiH. For 

example, the Eco Hub Mrkonjić Grad successfully advised its peers in Maglaj on the 

legal and policy steps to be taken to apply for environmental protection status for 

specific locations. The Eco Hub Sarajevo is advising peers across the network on legal 

environmental standards, in particular regarding small hydroelectric power plants. The 

evaluators were also able to identify examples of where the Eco Hubs had become 

community centres buzzing with activities—including such that go beyond ecological 

and environmental issues, for example Mrkonjić Grad, Maglaj, and Blagaj. 

However, the concept has not worked everywhere, and several Eco Hubs have 

underperformed, for example the Eco Hubs in Široki Brijeg, Banja Luka, Mostar or 

Laktaši. The organisations selected might be strong organisations in their own right. 

But they were not always the best ones to perform the role that Eco Hubs are expected 

to play. The effectiveness of some aspects of the Eco Hubs was affected by the Covid-

19 pandemic, as well as a certain lack of clarity of expectations, in particular with 

regard to their role vis-à-vis the Eco Schools.   

The project engaged 38 schools in its network of Eco Schools. While the evaluators 

mostly saw schools humming with ecological awareness raising activities, often going 

beyond the school premises and reaching out into the wider communities, the 

effectiveness of this component is not fully convincing. “Think Nature!” is not the first 

project supporting ecological education in schools, and with one exception, all the 

schools visited had already been Eco Schools in all but name prior to their engagement 

with the project. Schools valued the certification, as well as the additional resources, 

they received through “Think Nature!”. However, it was less clear what substantial 

shift had been achieved through the involvement in the project. Also, it was noticeable 

that most of the schools involved in this component were from the primary education 

tier, with only few examples of secondary schools. Where the project had included a 



E X E C U T I V E  S U M M A R Y  

 

8 

 

hitherto non-Eco School (Mostar Secondary School on Hospitality), the results were 

disappointing.  

The project supported coverage of environmental topics by independent media 

outlets. The evaluators found that the project had funded a wide spectrum of journalism 

across BiH, including initiatives at the interface between journalism and citizen 

activism (such as Radio Sarajevo; InfoARS Banja Luka), as well as initiatives that 

sought to attract a new generation of journalists to environmental issues (InfoARS). 

Each grant was able to demonstrate results within its specific context (e.g., viewer 

numbers; re-posting of content leading to the environmental issue becoming a 

governmental priority.). However, this component suffered from its short-term, 

fragmented character, where the financial envelope of the grants and the timeframe for 

implementation were too small. This meant that they were not able to go beyond 

demonstrating what could be possible with a more medium to longer-term engagement.  

In terms of the overarching objectives of the project, “Think Nature!” has built the 

capacities of civil society organisations, in particular at the lower and middle tier. 

With its focus on nascent and emerging organisations, the project fills a very important 

niche in BiH as it supports players that would not, typically, be eligible for major 

donors’ funding. Organisations report increased skills and knowledge in grant 

administration, including the financial aspects of grants, which sets them up to join 

larger donor projects as consortium partners (for example in the Eco Hub Maglaj and 

Mrkonjić Grad). They also highlighted the value of skills development on advocacy 

and other aspects the project offered education on. Capacity building has also taken 

place at a peer-to-peer level, through the Eco Hub network, and where organisations 

offered advice to one another on their specific areas of expertise.  

Regarding EU approximation, one of the cross-cutting aspects of the project, the 

evaluators found that this had been a consistent starting point for advocacy initiatives, 

which were by and large anchored in EU accession requirements, and thus, were able 

to leverage cooperation from governments to cooperate. The project documents 

highlight the importance of human rights. However, the evaluators have not found 

much direct evidence of how the project had engaged with this aspect. Opportunities 

were missed such as insisting, through project activities, on the human right to a clean 

and safe environment or activities that highlight the human rights implications in the 

production of new, notionally “green”, technologies. In its operations, many of the 

project activities display a human-rights based approach through the inclusion of duty-

bearers and rights-holders across the project’s -components, even though this might be 

an intuitive rather than a deliberate approach. Gender, another cross-cutting objective 

of the project, is possibly one of the weakest aspects, with a frustratingly low 

understanding across all stakeholder groups on what gender mainstreaming entails for 

their activities.  

The project aimed at contributing to inter-ethnic reconciliation, based on the 

assumption that environmental issues transcend ethnic division lines. The evaluators 

have identified several results on this objective. For example, one of the primary 

schools in Banja Luka participating in the Eco School scheme was keen to deepen their 

contacts with one of the schools in Sarajevo that they felt an affinity with. In one of the 

media projects, the journalists covered cross-entity environmental concerns, 

interviewing citizens from both Republika Srpska and the Federation. The Eco Hub 
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Maglaj has organised a successful Green Summer School for university students 

around a prospective natural conservation area involving youth from both entities.  

Efficiency  

CPCD is a suitable implementing organisation for this project. While not, yet an 

organisation with strong ecological/environmental credentials, CPCD has a clearly 

recognised profile, experience, and reputation as an on-granting organisation with a 

mission statement and vision to support the development of civil society in BiH—thus 

making it well placed to work on capacity development of civil society actors even if 

this is in a field that CPCD has not had much previous experience. Stakeholders have 

highlighted the professionalism and reliability of CPCD and conceded that despite the 

lack of an environmental profile, CPCD is implementing activities that none of the 

more recognised environmental organisations would likely be able to implement. In 

their discussions, the evaluation team found CPCD to be highly self-reflective and self-

critical in its thinking about the project and its place in the context of BiH, including a 

dense donor landscape—as with other aspects of this project, this thinking is not, yet, 

given full credit in the project documentation. 

The evaluation finds that the project is diligently managed, with accountability and 

transparency very high on CPCD’s agenda: the organisation wants to lead by example 

and understands the importance, for the credibility of civil society in BiH, of being 

responsible and accountable grant recipients. However, this ambition currently is in 

tension with some of the core objectives of the project. Reporting and accountability 

requirements to grantees are so resource-intensive that several stakeholders have stated 

that they would not apply again for grants. In other words, rather than encouraging 

smaller civil society organisations, the project’s rigid reporting framework has, in 

several instances, stifled activism. There is also a tension between the reporting and 

planning requirements for grantees and the “activist” nature of their work and which, 

by definition, cannot always be planned ahead. Another aspect is the number of 

activities that CPCD is expecting grant holders to conduct, and which do not always 

appear to consider the nature and effort required for each.  

CPCD is implementing this project—which, in fact, could rather be described as a 

programme with five specific projects—with limited human resources. It does so with 

enthusiasm and a strong awareness of its supporting role to organisations. Stakeholders 

throughout have confirmed that CPCD has been consistently highly responsive and 

professional, with very short turnover times for queries, allowing organisations to 

implement activities smoothly and without delays.  

At the same time, CPCD staff themselves seem overwhelmed by the rigidity of the 

reporting and which, in the evaluators’ assessment, prevents the organisation from 

learning, and from developing its own credentials as an organisation with ecological 

expertise: there simply does not appear to be the time.  

Sustainability  

The prospects of financial sustainability for a number of organisations have 

increased. For all organisations that have participated in the current Eco Hub scheme 

(even if they do not remain Eco Hubs in a future project), it is likely that some of the 

skills imparted through the capacity building component will be sustained with the 

individuals trained for the benefit of the organisations they work in (even if they move 
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on). Activities implemented as part of the project have increased the visibility and 

reputation of the organisations, and there have been several examples that successfully 

link the increase in organisational capacity and visibility to additional funding 

opportunities through becoming implementing partners in bigger donor-funded 

projects (for example Eco Hub Maglaj).  

Where Eco Hubs have performed well, their having become a reference and resource 

point for others in their respective geographic areas has good prospects for 

sustainability. This is the case in Blagaj, Maglaj and Mrkonjić Grad. Some ideas and 

pilot activities were worthwhile being tried, but the results are unlikely to be sustained. 

Eco Hubs have worked in different ways, suited to the identity and organisational 

culture, which varies between organisations. The Eco Hub Banja Luka tested a so-

called “Eco Agent” scheme, which sought to identify promising individuals within the 

communities that might, with capacity building and an injection of very modest 

funding, be able to stimulate future activities in their locations. However, the 

anticipated potential might not have materialised in practice.  

The prospects of sustainability of successful advocacy campaigns are good—but 

require continued efforts. There have been several successes of project-funded 

advocacy campaigns, in particular in relation to the creation of designated nature 

protection areas at local levels. These are notable important initial successes, which 

need to be continuously supported in a next phase to be moved to the level of entity 

and national legislation.  

The pilot initiatives around Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) yielded 

insufficient results to be sustainable as an area of intervention accepted and taken 

forward by Eco Hubs in relevant locations. The evaluation found that the inclusion of 

a CSR component made very good sense within the overall logic of the project, and 

which emphasises advocacy and multi-stakeholder dialogue which, in this sector, must 

include businesses (state-owned and private), as well as governments at all levels. So, 

while the underpinning rationale of including business is sound, a future project might 

need to approach this in a different way in order to gain traction and lead to sustainable 

results.  

The prospects for sustainability could be increased for the Eco Schools by making a 

more considered effort to hand the certification process over to the institutions and 

structures in charge of education. This needs to be vigorously pursued in a next phase 

of the project. There will always be interest of schools in this type of project—not least, 

as has been discussed above, because despite its relatively modest size, the project 

injects resources into environments that are chronically underfunded. But CPCD needs 

to acknowledge that it cannot be the role of international donors to run this scheme ad 

infinitum. Those schools that had already been Eco Schools prior to the project are 

likely to sustain this as a priority – in the case of one of the secondary schools that was 

“new” to the scheme, it is unlikely that the school will continue activities.  

With regard to the sustainability of the behavioural changes and habits instilled in 

young people through the Eco School scheme (recycling, cleaning up of parks and other 

public spaces etc.), this is difficult to assess, even though there is a long history, in BiH, 

of donors supporting similar initiatives. There are extraneous factors that need to be 

addressed in order to facilitate sustainability of these habits—here, first and foremost, 
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systemic solutions need to be found and financed by the state, for example, to dispose 

of and manage waste.  

With regard to the media component, the somewhat ad hoc, short-term character of the 

initiatives supported complicate the assessment around sustainability. There is also 

some evidence that the educational activities conducted by InfoARS with journalism 

students has sparked interest in this topic beyond the duration of the grant—but this is 

not systematically monitored. Should this be the case, it would point the way to a 

potential approach for a future phase of the project, i.e., to pilot more systematic work 

with universities around coverage of environmental themes—though it would seem that 

this is such a vast area that it is unlikely to be comprehensively covered in a CPCD 

project.  

Given the scarcity of tangible results, the evaluators have no basis on which to judge 

the sustainability of the youth component. The evaluation has not been able to 

corroborate results from this component, which, in the evaluators’ view, lacked a 

systematic approach leading to qualitative results the prospects of sustainability for 

which could not be assessed.  

Impact 

Overall, it is too early to draw definite conclusions on the possible impact of the 

project. Third-party stakeholders have confirmed that the assumptions underpinning 

the project’s Theory of Change are sound. However, all conceded that the impact that 

the project is aiming for is unlikely to be achieved in one project cycle and depends on 

numerous extraneous factors. It should also be mentioned that other donors have sought 

to work in similar ways to some components of the project (advocacy; multi-

stakeholder dialogue; coalition building) over many years and are struggling to 

understand the relative slowness of results.  

There is prospect of impact in those Eco Hubs that are led by individuals who have 

made a conscious decision about their belonging to the place, and a decision against 

emigration. These are individuals that have explicitly decided to make something of 

their lives where they are, and they do so with a stealthy determination. The project 

should take pride in their empowering and supporting these stakeholders.  

There is some risk of increased cynicism and further disillusionment among young 

people who graduate from Eco Schools – and who find that grown-ups in their 

communities and across the country do not walk the talk. In this sense, the need for 

systemic solutions for pressing problems such as waste management is urgent, and 

cannot solely hinge on this new generation, nor a handful of activists.  

There were unintended impacts from the work of some of the organisations in their 

municipalities. In particular the Eco Hub Mrkonjić Grad has, through this and other 

projects, become a centre for the local rural community going far beyond 

environmental and ecological issues and concerns. The existence of the organisation 

and the visibility they have achieved in their communities in particular through actions 

from the “Think Nature!” project has contributed to a steady trickle of returns to what 

has been a deserted location, and where locals are using opportunities for self-

employment around the local visitor centre. 
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CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

1) The intervention logic of the project is sound, though there is unevenness 

of performance across the five components of the project.  

• Consider abandoning the self-standing module on Youth or provide more 

strategic direction to it, with a clearer focus on qualitative results and how to 

achieve them. 

• Develop a sustainable exit strategy for the Eco School component, potentially 

with other organisations and donors who have been involved in similar 

projects in the past, and which should aim at institutionalising the scheme 

within domestic educational systems. 

• Consider how, in a future phase, the project can attract schools that are not 

already Eco Schools, including schools at secondary level; this might require 

a considerably different set up and a different resource commitment. 

• Understand better what the impetus is for schools to apply and encourage 

schools to reach out more to their communities, especially to local 

governments responsible for their functioning. 

• Consider medium to long-term approaches to media activities, for example 

through a more institutionalised approach to building journalistic capacities 

(including approaches piloted by one of the pilot initiatives in the current 

project) and through increasing the financial envelope for media grants.  

2) The project’s insistence on grantees engaging in advocacy work is 

convincing and much needed. 

• Consider different ways (other than open calls for proposals) to identify 

organisations that could potentially serve as Eco Hubs; this could be through 

invitations for direct proposals or restricted calls. CPCD should explore its 

existing network for potential grantees, in particular in geographical areas 

currently underserved by the project, as well as explore/assess their 

willingness and capacity to advocate.  

• Consider how to further strengthen the advocacy capacity of well performing 

Eco Hubs – this could include capacity building on dialogue facilitation, 

conflict resolution, and mediation skills, as well as skills development on 

public speaking and presentation, among other. 

• Oblige advocacy initiatives to develop thoughtful and concrete yet flexible 

advocacy plans with clearly set objectives, activities and indicators to measure 

achievements. Encourage and give preference to qualitative and learning and 

utilisation-focused indicators over quantitative indicators. 

• Better vet and consider what organisations in the CPCD-supported network 

stand for and whether ideologically, CPCD is aligned with their values. If in 

doubt, call on the advice of peer organisations who might be able to add 

perspective and knowledge that CPCD might not, yet, have.  

3) The CSR component, although having underperformed in the current 

project, is important and logically inscribes itself into the overall project 

logic.  

• Clearer carve out the CSR component and oblige Eco Hubs and other grantees 

to embrace these activities more convincingly in better-quality activities. 
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4) The project is filling a valuable niche in the environmental sector in that it 

has focused on middle and low-tier civil society actors, and which are often 

falling outside of the funding scheme of traditional and bigger donors.  

• Continue to focus on empowering medium and smaller-sized actors, even 

where there is a risk that not all of these will perform.  

5) The project’s cross-cutting objectives are well identified, but not 

sufficiently well translated into project outputs and activities.  

• Identify capacity-building measures—initially at the level of CPCD and later 

for grantees-to better understand and integrate gender and human rights into 

project activities; this should include a greater acknowledgement of the 

potential human rights implications of new technologies, as well as linking 

project activities in a more conscious way with the SDG agenda. This can be 

done by calling on specific expertise from Sweden which is leading on gender 

expertise. There are also partners within BiH who would appear to be able to 

advise—for example, the H. Boell Foundation has a track record of work on 

environment and human rights and gender that could be useful to consult. 

• Strengthen the quality of the demands and expectations on grantees to think 

about gender and to include meaningful activities into their projects and that 

display an improved level of understanding of what issues are at stake. 

 

6) There is currently an unfavourable balance between project activities—in 

particular the school and media as well as the smaller grants—and the 

reporting requirements are onerous and rigid.  

• Review, together with Sida/the Embassy of Sweden, the current regime of 

reporting with view to bringing it to a more achievable level which emphasises 

qualitative, analytical, lessons-learned oriented reporting over quantitative 

reporting. 

• Consider different reporting requirements in accordance and a fair relation to 

the size of the grant provided, i.e., fewer requirements for those with a smaller 

financial envelope vs more stringent reporting for those with a greater amount. 

 

7) The project’s M&E system is not strong on reporting on outcomes, and it 

does not clearly reflect the wealth of learning it can generate.  

• Review how CPCD is learning from the project, including in order to establish 

CPCD as an organisation that is associated with expertise on “green” issues. 

• Emphasise qualitative reporting over quantitative reporting. 

• See how the burden of reporting can be eased so that staff can spend more 

time with organisations they are supporting and better understand their needs 

and how to address them. 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

14 

 

 1 Introduction 

1.1  THE EVALUATED INTERVENTION 

 

The main objective of the Think Nature! project is to increase influence of civil society 

on environment protection, and by that, to contribute to better protection of the 

environment and enhanced resilience to environmental impact and climate change in 

Bosnia and Herzegovina (BiH), and to strengthen implementation of the requirements 

resulting from BiH’s EU integration ambitions and those following BiH’s adherence to 

international agreements on the environment, climate, and energy. The project is a 

response to a generally low environmental awareness in BiH, and where the 

implementation of existing legal and strategic frameworks is slow. Specifically, the 

project aims to respond to low levels of citizen and youth participation in environmental 

issues; a lack of corporate responsibility; and inadequate media coverage of 

environmental issues—factors which, if improved, could achieve the project’s overall 

objective.  

An analysis of the status of the civil society in the environmental sector in BiH, 

conducted by the Regional Environmental Center (REC) in 2018, found that despite 

progress in the strengthening of civil society organisations’ (CSO) capacities, there 

remains an urgent need to improve the ability of CSOs to influence decision making. 

The 2018 EU Progress Report (as well as the reports for subsequent years) clearly 

recognised that public participation in decision-making processes remains to be 

improved in BiH. 

The project aims to build the capacities of environmental CSOs to advocate for policy 

change through participation in the decision-making and acting as partners in dialogue 

with the government; and through the implementation of projects.  

Overall objectives:  

• To contribute to better protection of the environment and enhanced resilience 

to environmental impact and climate change in BiH.  

• To strengthen the implementation of the requirements resulting from the EU 

integration agenda and international agreements that BiH is party to on the 

environment, climate and energy. 

Project objective: 

To increase the influence of civil society on the protection of the environment in BiH. 

 

Think Nature! has five focus areas: Advocacy; setting up of Eco Hubs; Eco Schools; 

working with Youth; and working with Media on the coverage of environmental issues. 

Each area has its own intermediate objective (IO) as stated below: 

IO1: To increase the environmental responsibility of government bodies, companies 

and citizens through advocacy campaigns. 

https://ec.europa.eu/neighbourhood-enlargement/system/files/2019-05/20180417-bosnia-and-herzegovina-report.pdf
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IO2: To increase the involvement of local actors in addressing environmental issues 

through establishing infrastructure/network of nine Eco Hubs.  

IO3: To encourage young people to engage in their environment and actively protect 

it through development of 36 Eco Schools.  

IO4: To raise awareness and activism of young people in the area of protection of the 

environment. 

IO5: To improve the quantity and quality of environmental coverage in the BiH media. 

 

1.2  PORTFOLIO ANALYSIS 

 

This section outlines a summary of the project’s portfolio. A more detailed analysis is 

presented in Annex 6.  

The total project budget stands at 15.9 million SEK, of which 69% accounts for project 

implementation activities, with the remaining amount covering various management 

costs: the hiring of project staff, equipment, office and travel expense etc. The most 

funded are advocacy initiatives (40%), followed by Eco Hubs (28%), Eco-Schools 

(16%), Campaigns (13%), Other (2%), and grants provided to individual journalists 

(1%) (figure 1).  

 

Of the total budget set for project activities, 62% account for grants. The grants with 

the highest financial envelope are, in decreasing order, Eco Hub grants and Network 

Advocacy grants, followed by Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) initiatives, 

Media grants, and Ad hoc grants (figure 2).   

 
Figure 1                                                                 Figure 2 

  

1.3  THE EVALUATION PURPOSE –  OBJECTIVES 
AND SCOPE 

The purpose of the evaluation is to provide an impartial review of the “Think Nature!” 

project, using the OECD/DAC evaluation criteria of relevance, effectiveness, 

efficiency, sustainability, and impact. The findings, conclusions, lessons learned, and 

recommendations generated by the evaluation shall be used by the Embassy of 

Sweden/Sida; the Centre for Civil Society Promotion (CPCD); and other relevant 

https://www.oecd.org/dac/evaluation/revised-evaluation-criteria-dec-2019.pdf
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stakeholders and they shall inform the remaining project implementation and inform 

future programming.  

The specific objectives of this evaluation were to: 

• assess the relevance of identified challenges, gaps, and opportunities in 

environmental awareness and public participation in decision-making on 

environmental issues within the project; 

• assess the relevance and sustainability of strategic goals; thematic objectives; and 

feasible actions; and formulate recommendations on how the management team can 

improve and adjust implementation; 

• assess the impact and sustainability of the intervention and formulate 

recommendations as an input to upcoming discussions concerning the preparation 

of a new phase of the intervention; 

• assess the impact of awareness-raising activities for the public, educational and the 

business sector on environmental issues in BiH; 

• assess the coverage of major population groups, their involvement in project 

activities, and the level of their public engagement; 

• assess the coordination level of different stakeholders within the project. 

 

The evaluation covered the period from the project start in September 2019 to the end 

of 2021. 

1.4  METHODOLOGY 
The Terms of Reference (ToR) outline seven questions, which were slightly adjusted 

and clustered during the inception phase. These are shown in Table 1.1 below:  

 

Table 1.1 Evaluation questions 
Criteria Evaluation question 

Relevance 1) Is the intervention doing the right thing 

Effectiveness 2) Is the intervention achieving its objectives? 

Efficiency 3) Is the project well managed? 

Impact 4) What difference does the intervention make? 

Sustainability 5) Will the benefits last? 

 

The evaluation team used a combination of mostly qualitative, but also quantitative 

data collection tools. The following five approaches were adopted and combined: 

 

• Analysis of the theory of change and development of the evaluation questions, 

• Inventory and portfolio analysis, 

• Sampling of interventions, 

• Data collection methods – In-depth Desk review (meta evaluation), In-country 

visits; Interviews/ Site observations, Survey (135 responses), 

• Data Validation, Triangulation and Synthesis. 

 

See Annex 3 for a complete list of people consulted and Annex 5 for more details on 

the methodology. 
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 2 Findings 

2.1  RELEVANCE 

 

The evaluation finds that “Think Nature!” is a highly relevant project. It is well 

aligned to BiH state-level and entity-level environmental strategies and policies, 

themselves a reflection of EU approximation requirements and processes (i1.2). 

While the relationship between the project activities and these overarching policies and 

strategies could, initially, appear to be somewhat distant, in the reality of project 

implementation, the links are very important, as they offer to civil society organisations 

(CSOs) and activists a legitimising entry point for advocacy work with the authorities. 

Stakeholders consulted during the evaluation (duty-bearers and rights-holders) have 

highlighted the importance of this anchorage in legislation, strategies, and policies as a 

key pre-condition for their cooperation in the project. Against the background of 

shrinking space for civil society and the political pressure activists and civil servants 

are exposed to, this reference to existing normative frameworks is crucial.1 Relevant 

frameworks the project relates to are the 2015 Stabilisation and Association Agreement 

(SAA) between BiH and the European Union (EU), and which require successive 

transposition of the EU environmental acquis into national legislation. The 2018 BiH 

Third Environmental Performance Review of the United Nations’ Economic 

Commission for Europe (UNECE)2 makes explicit reference to the EU acquis, and 

 
 

 

 
1 See, for example, Freedom House’s 2021 assessment of BiH on the parameter of “associational and 

organisational rights” finds that NGOs are “sometimes exposed to government pressure and interference, with 

more difficult conditions in the RS, where there have been reports of prolonged tax investigations of NGOs by 

the RS government”. This assessment is echoed by the most recent, 2021, EU Progress Report on BiH and in 

numerous other sources.  

2 2018 BiH Third Environmental Performance Review of the United Nations Economic Commission for Europe  

EQ 1 Relevance  Indicators  

Is the intervention doing the 

right thing? 

1.1. There was/is prior and ongoing analysis that 

informed the identification of the target group and 

priorities of the project, and this influenced the 

project design. 

1.2. The intervention objectives and design responded to 

beneficiaries’; country and partner needs; policies; 

and priorities.  

1.3. The  intervention objectives and design continued to 

respond to needs and priorities if/when 

circumstances changed. 

https://freedomhouse.org/country/bosnia-and-herzegovina/freedom-world/2021
https://ec.europa.eu/neighbourhood-enlargement/bosnia-and-herzegovina-report-2021_en
https://unece.org/DAM/env/epr/epr_studies/Leaflet/Booklet_3rdEPRBosnia_and_Herzegovina.pdf
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many of the project’s activities respond to recommendations in the Review.3 The 

project also leans on environmental protection strategies and legislation in both entities 

valid at the time of the project design and now.  

The project fits closely with several of the objectives of the “2014-2020 Results 

Strategy for Sweden’s Reform Cooperation with Eastern Europe, the Western 

Balkans, and Turkey,”4 specifically under Objective 2, “strengthened democracy, 

greater respect for human rights and a more fully developed state under the rule of law”, 

and where the project addresses the sub-objectives of contributing to “a more pluralistic 

civil society”; “improved conditions for democratic accountability”; “focusing on and 

“increased trust and reconciliation between parties” as well as gender equality. The 

project also addresses Objective 3 of the Strategy, “a better environment, reduced 

climate impact and enhanced resilience to environmental impact and climate change” 

and works specifically to address sub-objectives “partner countries increase 

compliance with EU regulations and international agreements on the environment, 

climate and energy” and “enhanced environmental responsibility among the general 

public, the business sector and civil society.” Several outputs in the project also address 

the sub-objective of “more sustainable public services in areas such as water and 

sewage, waste management, energy efficiency and renewable energy.” The project’s 

objectives continue to be relevant for the achievement of two of the three objectives of 

the current, “2021-2027 Strategy for Sweden’s Reform Cooperation with the Western 

Balkans and Turkey”.5  

The project has two overall objectives that are linked: it aims at a) increasing the 

capacity and thus, eventually the influence of civil society in the environmental sector 

and by doing so, it b) contributes to better protection of the environment and enhanced 

resilience to environmental impact and climate change in BiH. These overall objectives 

are rooted in the logic (or Theory of Change), that reforms and improvements in the 

environmental sector must be supported, BiH-wide, by citizens (through grassroots-

level initiatives and organisations, media etc.) who demand changes from the 

governments on a subject that concerns everyone. The project, thus, supports 

improvements in the environmental sector, and aims to strengthen democracy in BiH.  

 
 

 

 
3 For example, the review recommends the promotion of corporate social responsibility programmes; the 

enhancement and stimulation of waste reuse and recycling; the closure of open dumpsites and the remediation of 

their territory, and the involvement of NGOs in environmental policy making – all these are areas that the project’s 

activities address.  

4 2014-2020 Results Strategy for Sweden’s Reform Cooperation with Eastern Europe, the Western Balkans, and 

Turkey. Available at: results-strategy-for-swedens-reform-cooperation-with-eastern-europe-the-western-balkans-

and-turkey-2014-2020 (regeringen.se) 

5 2021-2027 Strategy for Sweden’s Reform Cooperation with the Western Balkans and Turkey. Available at 

strategy-reform-cooperation-western-balkans-and-turkey-2021-27.pdf (government.se) 

https://www.regeringen.se/49b72b/contentassets/12a89180bafb43e3823b6c6f18b6d86a/results-strategy-for-swedens-reform-cooperation-with-eastern-europe-the-western-balkans-and-turkey-2014-2020
https://www.regeringen.se/49b72b/contentassets/12a89180bafb43e3823b6c6f18b6d86a/results-strategy-for-swedens-reform-cooperation-with-eastern-europe-the-western-balkans-and-turkey-2014-2020
https://government.se/4a81c2/globalassets/regeringen/dokument/strategy-reform-cooperation-western-balkans-and-turkey-2021-27.pdf
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With regard to capacity building of civil society, the objectives underpinning the 

“Think Nature!” project rationale are highly relevant. More so than in similar 

evaluations, stakeholders consulted during the evaluation were able to recall and reflect 

on the project design overall, i.e., the intervention logic and Theory of Change (ToC) 

of what is a highly complex project (one could more fairly say it is a programme with 

five components or projects) is clear not only to individuals and organisations 

participating in the project, but also 

to experts outside of the project. 

These stakeholders have validated 

the project’s objectives and 

approach as relevant for the context 

of BiH. As many as 65% of the 

evaluation survey respondents find 

that the project has to a large extent 

responded to the needs of the BiH 

environmental sector (figure 3).  

 

The project acknowledges the existence 

of “big” players among civil society in the 

environmental sector in BiH (often 

concentrated in urban centres), and has, 

correctly, identified the need to diversify 

this landscape by creating greater 

geographical coverage across BiH and by 

strengthening nascent, grassroots-level 

initiatives, and lower to medium-tier 

organisations in the sector through the 

building of project management 

capacities, but also through networking of 

these players across the country through 

the concept of Eco Hubs and with the 

more established organisations. 

Stakeholders particularly highlighted the 

fact that the project has engaged with 

domestic organisations (as opposed to the 

“usual suspects” linked more visibly to 

international donors), thus increasing, in 

their eyes, the legitimacy of the project’s 

efforts. Figure 4 indicates the majority of survey respondents found the project has been 

a response to their needs and priorities. 

 

Stakeholders specifically confirmed the relevance of the project’s emphasis on 

advocacy. While results eventually varied (see discussion in the section on 

Effectiveness), experts and stakeholders, particularly from the governmental sector, 

validated this project direction and highlighted the current lack of multi-stakeholder 

discussion and dialogue platforms around environmental issues (and beyond). The 

reasons for this are manifold and complex, and not least rooted in the post-war history 

and set-up of BiH: trust and expectations in government is low, and governments at all 

levels are perceived as corrupt and hijacked by ethnic politics. Many civil society actors 
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feel that there is no point in engaging with governments in the first place, and neither 

is there a culture of finding compromise through discussions and acknowledging the 

legitimacy of other stakeholders’ interests and points of view (“In BiH, we have this 

‘all or nothing’ attitude – it really isn’t helpful to find solutions, and we need to change 

this attitude.”- Stakeholder statement). At the same time, some government and 

business sector representatives deplore the lack of opportunities (and capacities) to 

engage in discussions around existing and prospective policies and legislation. While 

the situation and opportunities vary from context to context, the project has correctly 

identified the need for dialogue, as well as the potential for this approach, and which is 

in line with Sweden’s human rights-based approach to development.  

The project’s emphasis, through its two components on youth (Eco Schools and 

Youth), is well identified, too. It hinges on the belief that environmental awareness and 

responsible habits can and should be instilled from an early age. It also works on the 

assumption that through activism of young people at the local level, this will increase 

a sense of connection and responsibility for environmental issues in their communities 

and can lead to medium and long-term change. This is a sound assumption, although 

in the context of BiH, numerous extraneous factors are at play that are beyond the scope 

of the project to address, or influence. Specifically, there is a dominant narrative of 

emigration among young people who have lost confidence in any future prospects in 

BiH.6 This, in turn, leads to a sense of detachment, stifling potential activism. Even 

where the evaluation found youth activism, the discussion around “should I stay or 

should I go” was present: in these cases, stakeholders specifically rooted their activism 

in a deliberate, considered, and rationalised choice of “I will not leave. This is my 

country, this is where I see my future, and this is why I am doing this work.”  

The project has a component on 

media. In principle, this component 

is well identified, too, and is based 

on the democratic paradigm of the 

media as having a watchdog 

function, holding government to 

account. It also acknowledges the 

lack of resources of many media 

outlets to engage in investigative 

reporting, including on environmental 

issues, and (though not scientifically 

ascertainable) an increased citizen 

interest in the state of the environment. The question here is whether the problem has 

been adequately translated into the project design. The survey results indicate that 

probably more could have been done. Just under one-third of respondents answered 

 
 

 

 
6 See a 2020 Study for the Western Balkans Democracy Initiative carried out by the Westminster Foundation for 

Democracy and the Institute for Development and Innovation, “Troškovi emigracije mladih iz Bosne i 

Hercegоvine” (in Bosnian) which cites an unemployment rate of 64% among young people, and a desire to 

emigrate of 55% of people in this population group. The study also finds that young people feel that their economic 

prospects are hampered by the entrenched corruption surround employment opportunities, and where jobs are 

given based on connections, not on merit.  

https://green-council.org/publik/Troskovi_emigracije_mladih_iz_BiH.pdf
https://green-council.org/publik/Troskovi_emigracije_mladih_iz_BiH.pdf
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that the project, for them, was not compliant to their needs and priorities at all (figure 

5). (See also discussion on Effectiveness) 

In terms of its meta-objectives, the evaluation finds that they are well defined, 

even though not evenly elaborated in the project design and implementation (see 

also Effectiveness discussion) and often remaining declarative and not well 

understood by stakeholders. The project notionally puts an emphasis on human 

rights, and as highlighted above, its working mechanisms reflect a human rights-based 

approach – even though this might not be reflected on as such by the implementing 

team. There is ample scope to better elaborate the relevance of the project for human 

rights, and which could become a further entry point for advocacy initiatives. There is 

an absence, currently, in the project activities on any awareness about the potential 

human rights implications (and, for that matter, the environmental impact) caused by 

the demand in new technologies, including IPads, or solar technology etc. We found a 

dominant narrative, in particular in schools, about saving paper by using computer 

technology (and where the use of child labour and human rights abuses has now been 

well documented), but no awareness about the need to link this up to other SDG issues. 

With regard to ethnic reconciliation, the premise of the project (adopted by other 

donors in their projects, too) is that environmental issues transcend ethnic divisions. 

This premise is sound, but lessons can be learned from how it upholds during 

implementation (see Effectiveness section). The project declares an emphasis on 

gender equality, but both in design and implementation, it was difficult to ascertain 

what this specifically meant (only the Eco Hub in Mrkonjić Grad was able to make a 

meaningful connection on women’s participation and economic outcomes). 

Environmental factors affect men and women differently in terms of their economic 

and health outcomes, but the evaluators found that the project design and 

implementation insufficiently carved out this nexus.  

2.2  EFFECTIVENESS  

 

EQ 2 Effectiveness Indicators 

Q2 Is the 

intervention 

achieving its 

objectives? 

2.1 Qualitative evidence that actions under each of the 5 

Intermediate Objectives achieved results beyond the 

activity/output level. 

2.2 Qualitative evidence that the cumulative results across the 5 

Intermediate Objectives contribute to the overall stated objective. 

2.3 Evidence of meaningful incorporation of gender aspects into 

project activities, including evidence that ongoing analysis and 

learning is informing project activities.  

2.4 Evidence of meaningful incorporation of human rights aspects 

into project activities, including evidence that ongoing analysis 

and learning is informing project activities.  

2.5 Evidence of the project making a contribution to ethnic 

reconciliation.  
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The project has met or exceeded most of its quantitative targets at output level as 

set out in its results framework, measured by the last reporting period.7 In 

accordance with its outcome indicators, the project established nine Eco Hubs, 

covering 43 BiH municipalities and involving more than 4,500 citizens in their 

activities altogether. Thirty-eight schools have, under this project, entered the eco-

certification mechanism. In two rounds of calls for proposals, the project awarded 11 

network advocacy, 10 Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR), and 10 media grants 

targeting 25 government institutions and 22 companies. According to the CPCD 

reporting, there has been, by and large, equal participation of men and women in 75% 

of network advocacy activities, although the organisations that led the activities are 

mainly managed by men. To raise awareness and activism of young people, the project, 

among other, conducted a youth campaign and organised summer schools and youth 

competitions. According to CPCD, more than 25,000 young people follow project 

activities via social networks and the project website. The project has included more 

than 50 journalists in its network, of which 18 have gone through an Eco Winter School 

organised by the project. Several thousand students and more than a hundred teachers 

from 38 primary and secondary schools are actively involved in eco-activities in their 

schools supported and promoted by this project. The exact numbers have not been made 

available by the project yet.  

Results per project component 

The project has achieved results beyond the activity/output level, but success 

varies within and across the five project components. Considering the 

pilot/experimental nature of the project and its comprehensiveness—five components; 

a considerably variety of organisations; diverse aspirations; a very high number of 

initiatives and activities—it is not surprising that the results between and within the 

components have been uneven. 

It is worthwhile stressing that this project occupies a niche in BiH, in that it works 

with nascent and emerging actors and stakeholders, and that a certain awareness of the 

risk that the pilot activities might fail is built into the project design and is an extremely 

useful characteristic in and of itself. The “niche” character is present in other ways, too: 

organisations that have received grants through this project confirmed that it provides 

them with the resources to do things that they would otherwise not be able to do. As 

one organisation put it: “We always have 95% of the funds we need to do our work. It 

is never enough to do the smaller things, but which really provide a lot of visibility and 

that show other, smaller organisations that we can respond to their needs in a flexible 

way. In this sense, the project is invaluable to us.” 

Below, we have listed selected results for each project component.  

Eco Hubs 

The organisations acting as Eco Hubs have built/increased their capacities in 

several dimensions and networked with each other. To build and increase the 

capacities of civil society in BiH through networking, education, training, workshops 

 
 

 

 
7 August 2021 
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and overall, their participation is at the core of “Think Nature!” project. Before the 

project started, CPCD assessed the human, administrative and organisational capacities 

of those organisations that were to become Eco Hubs, and suggested areas for 

improvement. Following the CPCD assessment and related recommendations, the Eco 

Hubs have improved their competencies in various instances. For example, the Eco 

Hubs Zenica and Mrkonjić Grad developed and improved their internal financial rules 

and procedures and developed a rulebook on work, treasury operations, and 

procurement procedures.  

CPCD organised highly appreciated targeted education and training events for all 

Eco Hubs. The objective of these events was to enhance the Eco Hubs’ capacities in 

strategic planning, advocacy, and community outreach. The events were identified 

based on a needs analysis. A project survey, as well as stakeholder interviews 

conducted during the evaluation found that stakeholders had obtained knowledge and 

skills that they had had no previous exposure to and which they feel are highly relevant 

to their future work. 

One of the most direct capacity-building effects has been in how to participate in 

and manage processes for similar initiatives. Quoting some of the interviewees:  

“The project has been an exceptional opportunity for our young staff to learn; to 

develop leadership, management and organisational skills.”    

“Just by participating in the project, we have increased our administration and 

management capacities.” 

“This project has strengthened our capacities in managing larger projects, as it is the 

first grant of this size implemented by our organisation.” 

“This project builds/increases capacities of its stakeholders. We have increased ours, 

too. We have learned a lot from the collaboration with CPCD.” 

Several Eco Hubs stated that as a result, they are better set up to become consortium 

partners for larger donor-funded projects. For example, the Eco Hub Maglaj has 

recently become an implementing 

partner in a larger, GIZ-led project 

about to commence and which 

includes nature protection and 

sustainable tourism in the 

geographical area covered by this Eco 

Hub.8 

An independent survey carried out by 

this evaluation further confirmed that 

the project has, in principle, 

accomplished one of its main 

 
 

 

 
8 Arguably, this was a result not only of the organisational and administrative capacity building activities, but of 

the considerably visibility the organisation leading the Eco Hub was able to generate in their geographical area 

as part of the grant.  
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objectives. Namely, all of the 14 survey respondents from Eco Hubs answered that the 

project has, to a large extent, built and increased capacities in their organisations (figure 

6).  

Results have also been achieved on the project’s objective of creating a network 

of eco- organisations across BiH. Eco Hubs consulted for this evaluation provided 

numerous examples of contacts and coordination with each other. For example, the Eco 

Hub Mrkonjić Grad successfully advised their peers in Maglaj and Blagaj on the 

procedures, policies and legal requirements to apply for certification for designated 

protected nature areas in the Kanton; similar advice was provided to a local 

organisation in Kneževo/Skender Vakuf (not an Eco Hub itself) to protect the source 

of the river Cvrcka. The Eco Hub Sarajevo provided legal expertise and advice to other 

Eco Hubs on the legislation governing small hydroelectric power plants. There have 

been several examples of cooperation between the Eco Hubs Maglaj and Zenica, not 

just with one another, but also with other environmental and ecological organisations 

in that geographical area.  

Eco Hubs have engaged in various activities that contributed to increased 

awareness of citizens and institutions. Almost all Eco Hubs have pursued an array of 

similar activities, including cleaning illegal dumping sites; planting; school workshops 

and other educational activities; web campaigns etc. Activities were often covered by 

local media, and have, to varying degrees, contributed to or increased awareness of 

citizens, students, youth, local institutions and others. In some cases, activities have 

significantly contributed to raised awareness, exceeding expectations, while in other 

areas, awareness already existed, probably mainly among those already interested and 

engaged in the environment. Examples include the Eco Hubs Blagaj, Laktaši, Maglaj, 

Mrkonjić Grad, Široki Brijeg, and Zenica. Some have been more visible and with 

broader outreach than others. For example, the Eco Hub Blagaj attracted wide attention 

with a short video of illegal dumping sites just about a hundred metres from the river 

of Bregava in the Stolac Municipality, for which local utility companies were 

responsible. The case attracted national media and was presented in one of the most 

popular daily shows in BiH by Senad Hadžifejzović, a well-known BiH journalist.9  

Some Eco Hubs worked on other topics than those included in the proposal for 

which funding had been granted. For example, the Eco Hub Mostar engaged in a 

project promoting permaculture. Their micro-gardening/permaculture web campaign 

“I plant – do you?” has, to date, attracted more than 10.000 people to a Facebook group 

where the members, mainly urban citizens from all over BiH and even beyond, 

exchange knowledge; good micro-gardening practices; and seedlings by post or 

delivered to public transport hubs and there collected by interested participants. The 

micro-gardening/permaculture campaign is a genuine pilot activity as it had not been 

part of the Eco Hub’s grant proposal and was a response to the Covid-19 pandemic, 

and where adjustments to the initial project design were needed. This pilot activity 

considerably exceeded expectations—possibly because the isolation caused by various 

waves of lockdowns and social distancing measures resulted in an enthusiastic uptake 

 
 

 

 
9 The video can be seen here: https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Z2by36VC514 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Z2by36VC514
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of gardening activities--although it also somehow eclipsed the initial purpose of the 

grant and eventually served as a perhaps convenient excuse for the Eco Hub to not 

focus on initially agreed results.  

There have been examples of successful advocacy in some Eco Hubs. In Mrkonjić 

Grad, the Eco Hub is involving local government and citizens in the identification of 

sustainable solutions to address illegal dumping sites. In Maglaj, the Eco Hub has, 

through a multi-pronged advocacy campaign involving stakeholders at various levels, 

been successful in the local municipality’s declaring the sites of Mokra Megara and 

Matinski Vis to become nature parks and areas of protected nature—a first success in 

recognising these areas at the national level, and in line with EU accession 

requirements.  

 

Despite having improved their abilities at various levels, most Eco Hubs seem not 

to have adequate capacities or willingness to push for systemic solutions through 

meaningful dialogue with local governments. Despite this being part of the proposal 

based on which the project granted funding, most of the Eco Hubs have not engaged in 

direct advocacy, nor have they connected to local or regional governments to discuss 

the root causes, and possibly identify and advocate, for systemic solutions for the issue 

of illegal dumping sites or other prominent environmental concerns. Several Eco Hubs 

consulted during the evaluation cited Covid-19 restrictions as a factor preventing 

engagement with local authorities and stakeholders. However, the same organisations 

also conceded that advocacy was not part of who they were as organisations, raising 

the question as to why they set advocacy objectives in the grant applications in the first 

place. The evaluation found examples that left open whether organisations had a good 

understanding what “advocacy” means in the first place (“Our organisation doesn’t do 

advocacy just like that. We work on concrete stuff, not on theoretical concepts like 

advocacy.” – Statement by one of the Eco Hubs’ management staff).   

 

Some hubs had high expectations at the start of their grants, but abandoned them 

along the way, i.e., their high-level objectives set out in project proposals were not 

followed by activities that would have led to the achievements of these objectives. 

Examples include the Eco Hubs Široki Brijeg and Mostar which, respectively, aspired 

to “achieve a high-level protection of the environment in the West Herzegovina Canton 

(4 municipalities) through cross-sectoral cooperation” and “contribute to the 

preservation and regeneration of the environment in Herzegovina”, but eventually 

conducted no advocacy work to initiate the necessary processes for this to take place. 

Here, as probably in other cases, the Eco Hub’s unwillingness to cooperate with local 

governments and likely the lack of capacity to push for systemic solutions, were among 

the factors that influenced the lack of results. In the words of Eco Hub Mostar: “We do 

not do advocacy, have never done it, and will not do it. It is not our ‘cup of tea’.”   

 

Willingness and capacity to recognise environmental problems, analyse root 

causes and discuss solutions in open multi-stakeholder dialogue fora have also 

been influenced by the unfavourable socio-political environment in which many 

of the Eco Hubs operate. For example, one member of the Eco Hub Široki Brijeg 

noted: “We work in small communities where many intertwined (often personal) 

interests and structures are at play at all levels. It is very difficult to act ‘against’”. 

Yet, they have established and maintained relationships built on trust and respect with 
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municipal and cantonal governments under this and other projects of a similar kind. To 

quote one of government interlocutors - “We respect and support their (Eco Hub Široki 

Brijeg) work and often collaborate and provide our support, including financial 

support”, and the Eco Hub – “We collaborate with local authorities and they often co-

finance our activities”. Questions remain, for this and other initiatives, as to how, if 

feasible, to take advantage of such good relationships to promote and achieve systemic 

solutions to pressing environmental concerns. The evaluation has found other, less 

overt, examples of the difficulties facing Eco Hubs at the local level. In the RS, the 

operating environment for CSOs is in general more restrictive than in the FBiH, and it 

is difficult for organisations to navigate even what would appear to be completely non-

political issues. There is an ethnic component here, too, and which is a factor in Eco 

Hubs being more cautious in the way in which they navigate environments where their 

staff might not be in the majority.  

 

Although limited, there is evidence of initiatives of Eco Hubs having influenced 

new policies. The Eco Hub Sarajevo organised campaigns mainly advocating against 

the construction of small hydroelectric power plants. As part of this Eco Hub’s 

initiative, a temporary prohibition (moratorium) of the construction of small 

hydroelectric power plants was signed by East Sarajevo and adopted by the 

Municipality Assembly. Likewise, the East Sarajevo Municipality removed small 

hydroelectric power plants from its spatial plan, and the Eco Hub's activism stopped 

the construction of two hydroelectric power plants on the Kasindol river. Despite these 

achievements, other project stakeholders have raised concerns regarding the activism 

of the Aarhus Center (which acts as the Sarajevo Eco Hub) around hydroelectric power 

plants, which might have affected their own and the credibility of their results. These 

pointed to their narrow and exclusive approach to tackling the issues of hydroelectric 

power plants in BiH, which is not based on the required expertise, and which 

stakeholders lament is based on ideology, and an unwillingness to enter into 

constructive multi-stakeholder dialogue. Quoting some of the interviewees:  

"One cannot be strictly against; we need hydro-energy in BiH, and not all small 

hydroelectric power plants are harmful to the environment."  

”They (Aarhus Center) are in this sense an ideological organisation that is too critical 

and too little constructive, which undermines their and the credibility of their results.” 

“They (Aarhus Center) are not capacitated to participate in high-level debates on this 

issue. Neither are they able to pursue a holistic and multi-stakeholder approach to it.” 

The Eco Hub Mrkonjić Grad signed a Memorandum of Understanding (MoU) 

declaring the source of the river Sana as a protected area. The MoU has been signed by 

municipalities Mrkonjić Grad and Ribnik and relevant public institutions: Forests of 

Srpska; the Republic Institute for the Protection of Cultural, Historical and Natural 

Heritage and the association Center for Environment.  

Advocacy (Network advocacy and CSR grantees) 

Notable results have been achieved by network advocacy grantees, especially in 

campaigns having aimed at increasing nature protection areas. Advocacy make up 

the most funded project activities, accounting for 40% of the total activity budget, 

combining network advocacy and CSR grants. Results emerged in the category of 
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nature protection. Examples include 1) the initiative to declare the Cvrcka river canyon 

in Kneževo a protected area that was well-planned , operationalised and accepted and 

joined by the Municipality of Kneževo. Relevant Ministries from Republika Srpska 

approved the initiative. The project has taken some necessary steps, from consulting 

the opinions of relevant parties and obtaining their consent to researching biodiversity, 

working in line with the amendments to the 2025 Spatial Plan of the Republika Srpska, 

which aims at declaring the Cvrcka Canyon a nature reserve. The official proclamation 

procedure is expected to take place soon; 2) a successful campaign to protect the Peć-

Mlini area in Grude Municipality. These initiatives have successfully promoted the 

areas to raise awareness among targeted groups, cleaned and marked them, some 

conducting important research, and linked up with relevant authorities. Yet, it is a time 

and resource-demanding effort to declare the areas protected, implying that alternative 

and creative financing models other than CSO granting schemes, which come at the 

cost of smaller projects with a short duration, are needed. 

Other initiatives have, to varying degrees, brought about or contributed to 1) 

increased capacities of civil society through education and training; 2) raised 

awareness at various instances through research, studies, campaigns, workshops, 

round tables, and media coverage; and 3) established or improved collaboration 

with local governments and, in some cases, private sector. These worked in areas 

related to river protection, illegal dumping, air pollution, food waste, Strategic 

Environmental Assessment (SEA)/Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) 

procedures, energy efficiency and more. One example is the successful campaign to 

raise awareness of the effects of air pollution in the city of Tuzla and neighbouring 

municipalities, which not only increased the awareness but interest of local 

communities to participate in broader discussions on possible solutions. Before 

launching the campaign, the network advocacy grantees conducted studies on the 

impact of low air quality on human health, focusing on the growth and development of 

children and youth, thus pursuing evidence-based advocacy, which increased the 

credibility of the initiative and organisation. This was followed by rounds of 

presentations of results to citizens of local municipalities in parallel with a continuous 

media campaign and meetings and round table discussions with local authorities and 

companies, who only declaratively supported the project. Another successful campaign 

was held in the Municipality of Jablanica, where the local assembly developed and 

adopted an environmental management plan, incorporating the opinions of network 

CSOs. Notable results were achieved in the SEA/EIA initiative, run by a well-

established national civil society organisation. They organised training, education, and 

analyses of the BiH legal and institutional framework for SEA/EIA, to increase the 

capacities of other CSOs in monitoring the SEA/EIA processed and adoption of EU 

environmental acquis. The initiative brought together 11 civil society organisations to 

form a national green alliance. In collaboration with the relevant entity and state 

authorities, they developed a position paper with recommendations for amendments 

and laws required to transpose the EU SEA/EIA directives into BiH legislation. The 

paper will be used in their future advocacy initiatives.  

Despite these achievements, most advocacy initiatives (including CSR initiatives) 

supported by the project did not identify precise policy advocacy outcomes at the outset 

of their projects. The closest to advocacy linked to specific legal changes were the 23% 

of all advocacy grantees that wanted to increase protected areas in their Cantons.  
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It is less clear how effectively the CSR initiatives enhance the environmental 

responsibility of the private sector. None of the CSR initiatives supported by the 

project in two rounds for proposals had identified precise policy advocacy outcomes at 

the outset of their projects. The initiatives closest to advocacy linked to specific legal 

changes or with the potential to enhance the environmental responsibility of the private 

sector were those that pursued multi-stakeholder approaches. These aimed to bring 

together civil society; the private sector; local government; the expert community and 

others to discuss issues and identify possible solutions. One such examples comes from 

the Municipality Maglaj, where the relationship between polluting companies and 

citizens is hostile, and there is a need for alleviating antagonism and building trust. The 

initiative, led by the Center for Ecology and Sustainable Development (COOR), aimed 

at introducing the CSR as a concept to companies, thereby promoting systemic 

solutions and setting an example of a tripartite dialogue process for all involved, 

including the Eco Hub Maglaj, so that they can continue working in this field in the 

future. The hope was also to set up a model for the collaboration between Maglaj 

Municipality, companies, and civil society that can be scaled up and implemented in 

other places.  

In other cases, changes were to be achieved through campaigns, studies, workshops 

etc., to produce evidence and increase awareness among target groups. These worked 

in areas of air pollution; food waste; river protection; and landfills. Even when an 

initiative produced valuable evidence, it was not used for evidence-based policy 

advocacy to improve or enforce legislation. Such an example was the study on the 

technical consistency of testing the exhaust gases of vehicles in inspection stations in 

the Canton of Sarajevo, conducted by Regional Education and Information Center 

(REIC). Despite the existing legislation, which requires all motor vehicle inspection 

stations to do a car eco-test, the study revealed that “many drivers use various tricks to 

pass the technical inspection, even though they do not have catalytic converters in 

cars”. Yet, the findings were not utilised for evidence-based dialogue as REIC, in their 

words: “is not an advocacy but a research organisation.” They had hoped that the 

findings, in addition to media and social networks, would be brought to the attention 

of the authorities by advocacy organisations, such as the Aarhus Center, but did not 

have a roadmap in place to ensure that this would happen. 

Eco Schools  

Thirty-eight schools across BiH, 28 of which are primary schools, have entered an 

eco-certification mechanism developed by CPCD. Schools have prepared annual 

action plans, approved by CPCD, which outline their goals per engagement areas; 

activities to achieve goals; and indicators to measure achievements. Schools have 

worked in various areas from waste to water to biodiversity to energy. They have, to 

varying degrees, reached out to their communities; other schools; civil society 

organisations; media; governments. Yet, the most apparent benefit for schools that have 

participated in the project has been the opportunity to purchase new and replace old 

school necessities. This has highlighted the lack of public funds available for them. As 

one of the engaged consultants for schools noted in her review: “It is evident that 

schools lack funds. They use the opportunity to purchase what they need in schools, 

often not considering how to justify/relate such needs to the areas and goals of their 

action plans.” 
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Schools have tidied up their yards, replaced dilapidated and obtained new 

equipment. All schools that the evaluation team visited have purchased various 

equipment. These included maintenance tools such as lawnmowers, grass trimmers and 

various other landscaping tools. The project has allowed schools to install new or 

replace old outdoor benches; waste bins; and waste separation containers. In many 

cases, schools have used the available funds for gardening, buying mainly fruits and 

ornamental seedlings. A school in Blagaj has, for example, engaged a local company 

to plant new grass in the school's yard, which involved all stages of work from 

preparing the site and soil to constructing a watering system. At least one school used 

the funds to build an outdoor eco classroom; there are similar examples from the 

participating school in Prnjavor. Some schools have replaced their windows and 

window shades, taps, and toilet cisterns and purchased LED light bulbs and various 

electronic devices. 

In one case, a participating school has used their activities under the project to 

leverage eco-friendly infrastructure investments by the municipality. The Primary 

School Branko Čopić in Prnjavor reported that their already well-established ecological 

activities further increased their eco-credentials in the municipality. This, in turn, 

allowed them to increase their pressure on the municipal authorities to equip the school 

with a pellet-based heating system. The staff in charge of the Eco School scheme 

reported that she did, under no circumstances, want to use the project’s money for what 

she considered an obligation by the authorities to supply.  

There have been numerous examples of schools’ activities reaching out to the local 

communities. For example, the participating schools in Sarajevo, Banja Luka, Prnjavor 

and elsewhere reported that one of the main benefits from being an Eco School meant 

that they had strengthened their ties with the communities within the catchment areas, 

through clean-up activities, and recycling actions etc.  

Whilst the schools reported on increased awareness of their students and staff 

resulting from their participation in the “Think Nature!” project, it is less clear 

how much this is due to the project, given that most participating schools pursue 

eco-activities with or without such projects. Most, if not all, schools that have entered 

the eco-certification mechanism, have environmental topics incorporated in their 

curricula, also having ecology as an extracurricular activity in the form of an eco-

section that students can choose to attend. The topic is more prominent at primary 

school level, which is probably the reason why most of the participating schools are 

from that tier of education—the evaluation team has been missing a discussion on this 

aspect, in particular as one of the project’s external consultants highlighted the need to 

focus attention on including more secondary schools.  

The success of the schools’ eco activities appear to be driven by the dedication of 

senior school management. Schools’ dedication to, and performance in, ecology vary 

and are uneven, understandably, as many factors influence the extent to which schools 

and students embrace the importance of the environment in their curricula, substance 

and practice-wise. In the schools visited by the evaluation, a clear facilitating factor 

was the dedication, often over many years, by successive school management (school 

directors etc.) and which motivated (and expected from) staff that ecological and 

environmental issues are mainstreamed across all areas of learning and school life. By 

participating in the project, schools have undoubtedly intensified their work in this 
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field, and have reported on raised awareness not only of their students, but staff too. To 

quote some of the survey respondents:  

“We have raised awareness to a higher level; our students better understand the 

significance of environment. We have also enhanced environment-related 

communication among all our staff.”  

“By participating in the project, students and staff have improved their understanding 

of recycling, water and energy efficiency.” 

“The most important result in our school has been increased awareness among all 

stakeholders of the education process.” 

“We have significantly improved the environmental performance in our school in all 

segments, starting from working with students to implementing environmental topics 

in teaching and extracurricular activities.” 

Most schools had even before this project started to promote themselves as eco-

oriented schools, which only continued under the label of the “Think Nature!” 

project. Such examples include (but are likely not limited to visited schools), Primary 

school Hasan Kaimija in Sarajevo; Primary school Široki Brijeg; Primary school 

Blagaj, and Primary school Rakitno; the two participating primary schools in Banja 

Luka; and the Primary school in Prnjavor. All these schools had, before this project, 

been very active working with their students and putting the environment higher up on 

their agendas. For example, the Hasan Kaimija and schools in Široki Brijeg and Blagaj 

have a history of responsible waste storage/separation in their schools, which only 

continued with this project. Moreover, some of them had signed agreements with local 

companies that collect the sorted waste and take care of further distribution and 

processing. When the project had included a hitherto non-Eco School, such as the 

Mostar Secondary School on Hospitality, the performance was disappointing. The 

amount of garbage10 in and around the schoolyard witnessed by the evaluator indicates 

low school performance in this field in various aspects, from teaching to maintaining 

their yard. The school management did not think that environment should be high on 

their or anyone’s agenda given “the socio-economic situation in Mostar and BiH and 

brain-drain.” To quote them again: “We have to know our priorities; we hope the 

environment will come to be a priority after we have solved existential problems.” It 

also remained unclear when and how the school will use various garden tools obtained 

through this project. It is, therefore, less clear to which extent this project contributed 

to increased awareness of the schools that performed well and those that did not. It also 

remains vague what other benefits the schools have obtained by participating in the 

project, except the ones already mentioned.  

An important outcome of the Eco Schools component has been the renewed 

recognition of environment as an element in school activities that needs to be 

institutionalised. Probably the most important result of this component is the 

recognition of the certification mechanism in some higher instances, though it is not 

clear to which extent this has been the case across the relevant authorities. For example, 

 
 

 

 
10 Pictures can be seen in Annex 5 
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Eco Schools, as such, found a place in the FBiH Development Strategy. Most of the 

stakeholders consulted by the evaluation team applauded the approach, some 

expressing their hopes for the mechanism to be anchored within a relevant BiH 

institution and Eco Schools as such to be institutionalised. One of the interviewees 

noted: “The most natural step would be involving the relevant authorities and 

anchoring the mechanism to a local organisation. But for this to happen, thorough 

planning and consultations of all concerned parties are required”. Another 

added: “Eco Schools are a good idea, but we (authorities) have not been sufficiently 

involved. We felt ignored. This needs to change.” 

Networking events were highly appreciated by participating staff. There have been 

numerous examples when school staff highlighted the possibility to network in the 

framework of this project, and there has been interest in, as well as anecdotal examples 

of, continued contacts between peers from different schools, including between 

entities.   

Educational material produced by the project and provided to schools was highly 

appreciated, too. Stakeholders in schools mainly unprompted highlighted the 

educational manuals produced specifically for schools as particularly useful and used. 

Educators in particular mentioned the suggestions for short modules that can be 

incorporated into lessons, as well as the inspirational character of the materials.  

The role of the Eco Hubs in the Eco School scheme was not entirely clear. Eco 

Hubs stated that they had been assigned a role in the Eco School scheme, but felt it was 

insufficiently specified in particular against the background of the self-standing school 

component. However, some Eco Hubs naturally reached out to schools (even though 

with varying success), including Blagaj, Široki Brijeg, and Mrkonjić Grad. There were 

some examples of joint activities between Eco Hubs and schools that the evaluators 

identified during the data collection in BiH. These were mainly cleaning activities and 

planting and other landscaping activities in schoolyards.  

Eco Media 

Supported media have delivered on expectations. The project supported coverage of 

environmental topics by 10 independent media outlets, and a wide spectrum of 

journalism across BiH, including initiatives at the interface between journalism and 

citizen activism (such as Radio Sarajevo; InfoARS Banja Luka), as well as initiatives 

that sought to attract a new generation of journalists to environmental issues 

(InfoARS). The project also encouraged citizen journalism by involving 20 citizens 

and providing them with education and training and held online education sessions for 

more than a hundred students. Citizens' journalism events were well received; positive 

feedback came through an ex-post survey, confirming that these events met the goals 

and expectations.  

The main goal of the media component was to increase the quantity and quality 

of environmental topics in the BiH media scene, which, undoubtedly, has come 

out as a result of these initiatives, yet it has been challenging to come up with precise 

estimates as to how effectively that has raised awareness of the BiH public. However, 

according to the project’s report, the main results of the media component reported by 

the project indicate that some awareness occurred. These are as follows: approximately 

2 million people were reached by various multimedia content published; articles, 
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stories, videos, blogs etc.; the project web page registered close to 100,000 visits; the 

project has more than 9,000 followers on social networks; and more than 200 news 

items were published on the project website. More than 200 articles about the project 

were published by media outlets by the time of writing this report.  

At the grant level, the achieved results were in accordance with expectations or 

beyond. For example, Radio Sarajevo researched and published the recycling and 

waste storage policies, procedures and practices in six BiH institutions and compared 

them to those of practices of students in a Secondary school in Sarajevo. The findings 

were published in the form of various multimedia content and reached a wider audience 

through web articles and social networks. Two media grantees in Banja Luka reported 

the uptake of their media content on entity-level and national news outlets. And a piece 

of investigative journalism was reported having caused a policy initiative by the 

municipal government of Banja Luka (although it is, as yet, pending action).  

As a whole, this component might have benefited from a longer-term strategic 

approach. While each grant was able to demonstrate results within its specific context 

(e.g viewer numbers; re-posting of content leading to the environmental issue 

becoming a governmental priority), this component might have suffered from its short-

term, fragmented character. The financial envelope (some grants were around 6,000 

KM: just under 32,000 SEK) of the grants and the timeframe for implementation (often 

only a few months) were too small to provide an idea of potential results with a more 

medium to longer-term engagement. Moreover, given the low interest in the 

environment of the BiH public, as well as the public and private sector, any effective 

effort would require a strategic and systematic approach. As one interviewee pointed 

out: “Media do not address environmental issues thoroughly and systematically as they 

lack expertise, time and resources; we need a holistic approach to eco journalism”. 

Youth  

The project might have contributed to raising awareness among the BiH youth, 

but there is no evidence of increased activism resulting from the youth component 

set of activities. Under this component, the project has conducted many different 

activities to raise awareness and activism of young BiH citizens. These include various 

outdoor promotions; media promotion; youth competition; youth summer camps; 

online education events; promotion of environmental topics on social networks by 

collaborations with local influencers; youth-oriented blogs etc. 

 

The main results reported by the project are as follows: the project has reached more 

than 150,000 young people through its activities; more than 12,000 were people 

reached through the project’s Instagram activities; more than 90,000 views on 

YouTube videos produced by the project; 60 young people attended the youth summer 

camp.  

 

While these numbers indicate that the project might have had some effect on youth 

awareness, it remains unclear if any activism has resulted from it. The evaluation was 

unable to find specific results that can be confidently assigned to this set of activities. 

 

Although the project has contributed to its cross-cutting objectives of gender 

equality, human rights, ethnic reconciliation and EU approximation, activities 

and results vary. Concerning EU approximation, the majority of advocacy initiatives 
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dealt with the areas of EU environmental acquis, such as nature protection, air and 

water quality, waste management, chemicals, as well as EU environmental acquis 

horizontal legislation. Several advocacy projects have EU accession requirements 

anchored in their initiatives as starting points to leverage cooperation from 

governments. Examples are nature protection advocacy projects and the REC initiative 

on SEA/EIA EU directives. Other advocacy initiatives, with intention or not, also 

covered the EU acquis areas, which, to varying degrees, have been dealt with by other 

project components too. That is, most Eco Hubs have in their activities addressed waste 

management concerns, though not systematically. On the other hand, the media, 

reported, inter alia, on air pollution and water-related issues—areas that are part of the 

EU acquis.  

The project documents highlight the importance of human rights. However, the 

evaluators have not found much direct evidence that this is an aspect that is much 

explored, for example, through project activities insisting on the human right to a clean 

and safe environment. Only an advocacy initiative in Tuzla seems to have approached 

air pollution issues through a human rights lens. The lack of awareness of how green 

technologies might give rise to violation of human right has been highlighted above as 

an area that is not well understood. In its operations, many of the project activities 

display a human-rights based approach through the inclusion of duty-bearers and 

rights-holders across the project’s components, although this might not be a conscious 

or reflected decision.  

Gender, another cross-cutting objective of the project, is possibly one of the weakest 

aspects, with a frustratingly low understanding across all stakeholder groups on what 

gender mainstreaming entails for their activities. The evaluators have found only one 

example of gender mainstreaming in project activities that goes beyond the mere 

collection of gender-disaggregated data on the number of men and women that 

participated in project activities to comply with project requirements. Project 

stakeholders have demonstrated a consistently weak understanding of how gender 

equality might relate to the environment and sustainable development, and even where 

the evaluators took time to delineate what it is that one is looking for, the quality of 

answers was frustratingly low. There was also a level of irritation when being asked 

about it, which is displayed by their answers to the survey questionnaire:  

“I do not understand what environmental protection has to do with gender equality; 

why impose it where it is not needed?” 

“I do not think that projects of this kind, in any way, affect gender equality; 

environmental awareness is not directly related to gender. Boys and girls, women and 

men, according to their preferences, equally participated in the project.” 

“We have mainstreamed gender in our activities to the extent it is relevant for projects 

of this kind.” 

“I believe there is no need to waste energy on gender equality because we have to deal 

with serious environmental problems. Besides, gender equality is one of the basic 

principles of our organisation.” 

Based on the assumption that environmental issues transcend ethnic division lines, the 

project aimed to contribute to inter-ethnic reconciliation. One could argue that a 

project of this kind, size and geographic span contributes to inter-ethnic reconciliation 
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by default and that the actual effects are difficult to measure. The evaluators have 

identified inter-ethnic collaboration whereby Eco Hubs and advocacy grantees 

exchange experiences and practices and organise joint actions. For example, a Bosniak-

led Eco Hub, Blagaj, organised cleaning activities with a Croat-led CSO from 

Herzegovina. All Eco Hubs, which involve people of different ethnic and religious 

backgrounds, have been in contact with each other, consulting each other experiences 

and opinions, learning from each other etc. The campaign “I plant – do you?” brings 

together more than 10,000 people of all ethnic groups in a Facebook group where they 

exchange permaculture and micro-gardening practices.  

Perhaps the least had been done there, where the effects could have been high - in 

schools. There is no evidence of the interaction of students of different ethnicities 

organised by schools – a reflection, perhaps, of the fact that only few schools in BiH 

are now ethnically diverse. However, as mentioned above, school staff expressed 

interest in networking across entities—not because of a desire to work with another 

ethnic group, but because staff felt affinities with certain schools in terms of their 

understanding, approach, ideas etc. In this sense, this type of networking should be 

encouraged, although given the political context in BiH, it is unlikely in particular for 

schools in Republika Srpska to be able to pursue this in a meaningful way.  

On the other side, in a rather isolated case, an advocacy initiative run by a network of 

CSOs with different ethnicities had to stop due to the hate speech (public denial of the 

Srebrenica genocide) of a CSO member from a Serb-led CSO, which then withdrew 

from the project. It is to the credit of the project that a Code of Ethics had been in place 

that provided a normative framework to manage this issue.  

Whilst the project implementation has been, for the most part, regarded as 

successful, the project’s reporting format is less conducive to capturing results 

and lessons. CPCD, the implementer, developed a detailed and sound implementation 

methodology for each of the five project components; established decision-making and 

accountability mechanisms; and assigned specific roles and responsibilities to the 

project management team. Sequencing and timelines of activities were proposed and 

adopted with clear lines of responsibility for each component. The management 

approach factored in lessons and best practices from the long-track project 

implementation record of CPCD. Given the complexity and participative nature of the 

project, characterised by the involvement of many organisations across the country, the 

management approach proved effective and was highly appreciated by most of the 

involved stakeholders, who praised CPCD for their professionalism, responsiveness, 

availability and communication with project stakeholders. In the words of some of the 

interviewees:  

“We had a great collaboration with CPCD. They are fast, professional and super 

helpful.” 

“CPCD is always there - I call them all the time. We exchange emails but talk on the 

phone also. They have recognised the importance of our work and allow us to be 

flexible”. 

“Collaboration with CPCD was good. No objection to it.”  
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Besides, two-thirds of the survey 

respondents answered that the project 

implementation has to a large extent, 

been effective (figure 7). 

However, the current reporting format, 

both on the project and stakeholder level, 

is mainly activity-based and does not 

adequately capture all results, above all 

the results achieved beyond the 

activity/output level. Likewise, it misses 

seizing valuable lessons and analytical insights that could feed into the remaining 

project period, as well as broader debates on the status of the environmental sector in 

BiH. 

CPCD developed project management tools that helped organisations to navigate 

conflicts among their respective networks. A Code of Ethics formed part of the grant 

agreement with individual organisation. It was successfully called on in one case where 

a grantee encountered a clash of values with one of its network partners (see above). 

While CPCD did not directly intervene in the resolution of the conflict, it stood fully 

behind the grantee, which, in turn, has also introduced a Code of Ethics for its 

cooperation with other organisations.  

2.3  EFFICIENCY 
 

 

CPCD is a relevant implementing organisation for this project. While not, yet an 

organisation with strong ecological/environmental credentials, CPCD has a clearly 

recognised profile, experience and reputation as an on-granting organisation with a 

mission statement and vision to support the development of civil society in BiH—thus 

making it well placed to work on capacity development of civil society actors in this 

field. Stakeholders have highlighted the professionalism and reliability of CPCD and 

conceded that despite the lack of an environmental profile, CPCD is implementing 

activities that none of the more recognised environmental organisations would likely 

be able–or even wish—to implement.  

EQ 3 – Efficiency  Indicators 

Was the project well 

managed? 

3.1. The project has an appropriate M&E system in place that 

collects quantitative and qualitative data in a timely manner 

to track progress towards achievement of the specific 

project objective and overall objective. 

3.2. The project has systems in place to ensure transparency, 

accountability, and best value-for-money for the 

community/stakeholders, including in the on-granting 

process.  

3.3. The interventions of different actors have been mutually 

reinforcing. 

3.4. The project was well aligned and linked to other relevant 

projects and initiatives within civil society and environment. 

3.5. Lessons learned from what works well and less well have 

been used to improve and adjust intervention 

implementation. 
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 “I have to say I was very sceptical about CPCD implementing this project as I didn’t 

recognise them as one of the ‘green’ organisations. But I must admit they surprised me 

– they really exceeded my expectations and I think they have done really well. The NGO 

landscape is difficult to navigate in BiH, and they are really tackling issues that other 

organisations are too cynical to go for. I am impressed.” (Quote from a stakeholder 

interview – stakeholder from an international expert organisation) 

The evaluation team has found CPCD to be highly self-reflective and self-critical in its 

thinking about the project and its place in the context of BiH, including a dense donor 

landscape—as with other aspects of this project, this thinking is not, yet, given full 

credit in the project documentation.  

The project provided education, training, and other support that increased the 

efficiency of grant-holding organisations. The efficiency of any project component 

is challenging to establish without a thorough cost-benefit analysis. But to increase it, 

the project set aside resources for necessary education and training of each cohort of 

grantees to speed up the implementation and increase the efficiency of their activities. 

The project provided education and training in the financial and administrative 

management of grants, networking and community outreach, media promotion, and 

advocacy, thereby preventing severe implementation challenges and increasing the 

overall efficiency of project 

components. All these events, 

including individual consultations, 

often, in addition, mentioned by 

survey respondents, were well 

received and regarded as successful 

and have, as the survey results indicate 

(figure 8), evenly contributed to 

increased capacities.  

However, most of the grantees have 

not worked closely with government 

and existing institutions for 

widening and sustaining their results. As stated in the effectiveness section above, 

only a limited number of, for instance, Eco Hubs and advocacy grantees closely 

interacted with governments to support the creation/improvements of specific policies 

and regulations.  

Education and training rounds were held for schools. The project hired consultants 

to develop and implement a detailed school eco-certificate methodology, a mechanism 

for obtaining and renewing eco-certificates, and a manual for school staff, which was 

well received and regarded as practical (see above under effectiveness). The main 

certifications steps include: the assessment of the school environment based on the 

analysis of questionnaires completed by students, school management, teaching and 

other staff; the development and subsequent implementation of school action plans; 

granting schools with eco certificates upon successful implementation of their action 

plans complying with the prescribed methodology and strict implementation 

procedures.  

While it can be argued that the school component in a way has been efficient (or 

“cheap” as one interviewed stakeholder mentioned), given the lower costs in relation 
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to the number of students that have taken part in eco-activities, likely increasing their 

eco-awareness, it is less clear what a broader perspective of this component is, i.e., 

what the project intends to do to capitalise on, widen and sustain the achievements so 

far.  

The schedule of activities and outputs required under the grant agreements has 

been extremely intense and might not have fully taken into consideration the 

nature and specific requirements of the sector. Stakeholders have consistently 

lamented the insistence on what was perceived as an unreasonably large number of 

activities, with the main point of criticism raised that CPCD did not fully understand 

what the volume of work was for each. One could argue that applicants had the choice 

to not apply for the funding. However, given the relative scarcity of resources in 

particular for activities that can broadly be shaped by the organisations themselves, it 

is understandable why organisations did apply—probably knowing that it would be 

challenging for them to produce all outputs. While the quantitative indicators that 

grantees were expected to meet was high, in other ways, in fairness to CPCD, they did 

not, for some of the activities, expect grantees to start and to complete them in the life 

cycle of the project. For example, while each grantee had a number of advocacy 

activities to conduct, it is clear to CPCD that any advocacy campaign takes a long time 

to be brought to success. In this sense, it might be that CPCD could have better 

communicated what is “behind” the quantitative indicators, and why they are necessary 

(i.e., for accountability reasons).  

The existing M&E system appears to have been less conducive for adequate and 

timely reflection on achieved results and lessons learnt. The project’s M&E system, 

built on quantitative indicators for each project component to measure progress at the 

activity/output level, provides detailed data on activities through quarterly narrative 

reports of grant holders and semi-annual and annual reporting by CPCD. It does not, 

however, generate sufficient information on outcome level results – the project’s 

intermediate objectives – nor constraints and opportunities for reaching them. The 

evaluation finds that the reported results are not a satisfying reflection of the actual 

situation, which is more positive for the project than the reports suggest. That is a weak 

point of the project, emerging from the rigid, activity-based reporting and 

accountability requirements linked to the quantitative results model and conflating 

activities with results and, vice versa, by the project stakeholders. The project had 

deliberately left out qualitative indicators for measuring progress to “minimise the 

burden of data collection and reporting”. Yet, the effect has been quite the opposite 

(see the following finding). All of this indicates that the rigid reporting tools and the 

absence of qualitative indicators for measuring progress possibly, prevent the project 

from identifying and documenting some successful and less successful processes and 

practices on time to apply necessary adjustments and modifications. It also prevents 

CPCD from learning and developing its credentials as an organisation with ecological 

expertise. 

Some of these weaknesses and gaps were mitigated by frequent and efficient 

communication. For example, CPCD, in their regular interaction with schools, 

recognised procurement challenges and reacted swiftly by hiring additional staff to 

increase efficiency in following procurements standards and procedures.  
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The project has been managed in a highly transparent and accountable manner, 

which led to efficiency but created reporting burden for stakeholders. The 

evaluation finds that the project is diligently managed, with accountability and 

transparency very high on CPCD’s 

agenda; the organisation wants to lead 

by example and understands the 

importance, for the credibility of civil 

society in BiH, of being responsible 

and accountable grant recipients. A 

total of 70% of survey respondents 

answered that the project’s reporting 

system, to a large extent, ensures 

transparency and accountability of 

individuals and organisations that 

participate in the project (figure 9). 

However, the CPCD ambition currently is in tension with some of the core objectives 

of the project: reporting and accountability requirements to grantees are so resource 

intensive that several stakeholders have stated that they would not apply again for 

grants. In other words, rather than encouraging smaller civil society organisations the 

project’s rigid reporting framework has in several instances stifled activism. As one 

interviewee noted: “The project’s bureaucracy and administration killed us. We lost 

focus on results”. Another added: “Reporting requirements were unnecessary 

complicated – we will not apply again”.  

While it is not surprising that donors are likely to bring a more bureaucratic approach, 

with complex reporting and accountability procedures, this project, in the opinion of 

many consulted stakeholders, has been more demanding than any other they have taken 

part in. It looks as if it, being more activity and output-oriented project, narrowed space 

for stimulation of longer-term learning and development of civil society organisations.  

The reporting requirement have been especially burdensome for schools and 

media who, given the nature of their work, and the relatively modest size of the grants 

they received, do not have time for preparing, in their view, too detailed and 

complicated reports: many stakeholders from these groups pointed out the considerable 

disbalance between the level of reporting required and the received support/amount 

granted. They believe they were obliged to provide too much for too little. Several 

stakeholders were adamant that, in hindsight, they would not have applied for funding 

had they known the amount of work required on reporting. In essence, this means that 

rather than stimulating activism, the project has been stifling it – surely, an unintended 

result. Quoting some of them:  

“For us, reporting was too time- consuming. Our time was devalued; we would not bid 

for a CPCD grant again.” 

“Reporting was the most demanding part - so unfit and burdensome for the media 

throughout the entire implementation. Our results least came to the fore.” 

The potential for synergies has not been exploited; there is room for more 

complementarity between initiatives within and across project components. The 

evaluation has found some evidence of complementary activities within and across the 
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five components. Positive examples were seen in Tuzla where two advocacy initiatives 

addressed the most prominent environment/ health concern - air pollution, one working 

with schools/ students and the other one trying to influence decision-making processes 

of governments and polluting companies, which was exacerbated by media and social 

network campaigns. Similarly, the Eco Hub Maglaj, in addition to the hub’s nature 

protection objectives, worked on a nature protection initiative funded through an 

advocacy grant scheme and a CSR initiative run in Maglaj by an organisation located 

in Sarajevo. All the project activities supported in Maglaj, in a way, complemented 

each other and had a critical mass potential.  

Overall, the supported organisations worked with often too diverged and non-

complementary objectives, followed by less mutually reinforcing activities. Across the 

country, nine eco hubs, 38 schools, 20 advocacy initiatives, 10 media grantees and 

others addressed urgent and less urgent environmental concerns. The concerns ranged 

across issues of waste (illegal dumping, recycling) and water management, air 

pollution, SEA/EIA, nature protection overall, including of river and lakes, food waste, 

energy efficiency etc., through campaigns, studies, research, education, training, 

cleaning, and less so through policy advocacy.  

Eco Hubs have, for the most part, been addressing illegal garbage sites without 

attempting, in collaboration with their peers from other organisations and media, to 

start a debate on sustainable solutions. There are examples of disconnected initiatives 

conducted in the same geographic units. An advocacy initiative in Mostar runs a 

campaign about the local landfill, whilst the eco hub Mostar mainly promotes good 

permaculture practices. The Eco Hub Sarajevo has dealt with small hydroelectric power 

plants, while the other supported initiatives in Sarajevo mainly worked on air pollution. 

The Eco Hub Blagaj spreads awareness about illegal garbage sites while a local 

advocacy initiative worked on declaring a well-maintained and seemingly protected 

river source a protected area.  

Concerns were stressed by some consulted stakeholders that the project is perhaps 

aiming too widely in attempting to improve the country’s state of the environment and 

that, by doing so, it losses the bigger picture. That addressing at the same time too many 

things with too many organisations working on their agendas, without prioritising the 

areas and topics to deal with, narrows the space for synergy and threatens desired long-

lasting impact and tangible improvements in the state of the country’s environment.   

2.4  SUSTAINABILITY 

 

The discussion around project sustainability is complicated by a number of 

factors. First and foremost, the M&E framework assessed in other sections of the 

report, focuses on quantitative indicators. The connection between numbers of 

participants, or activities on the one hand, and sustainability on the other hand, is not 

EQ 5 – Sustainability Indicators 

Will the benefits last? 

4.1. Evidence that results are going to be sustained, or likely to 

be sustained if certain factors are in place. 

4.2. Evidence that project activities and implementation took 

account of the need for sustainability of results after the 

project ends and identified and addressed barriers to 

sustainability. 
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easily made. This is a key observation that relates to the project intervention logic, and 

one that the evaluation team discussed with CPCD at various stages in the evaluation 

process. Assuming that one of the objectives of any development cooperation should 

be sustainability of results, the currently almost exclusively quantitative indicators will 

need to be supported by a qualitative narrative explaining how target numbers create a 

critical mass that will lead to sustainability of results. For example, the current project 

includes 38 schools in its Eco Schools programme, 28 of which are primary schools. 

According to one source,11 there are around 2000 primary schools in BiH, and around 

300 secondary schools. The project, thus, includes roughly 1.4% of all primary schools 

in the Eco Schools scheme, and even if the resources were to allow to double the 

number of participating schools, it would still represent only a fraction of this tier of 

the education system. This discussion could be had for almost all quantitative indicators 

of the project, and where, in the project documentation, a clear rationale for “why this 

number, and not another” is missing. In other words, with some exceptions, a 

convincing strategy for how to ensure sustainability of results is missing and should be 

clearer considered and spelled out in a second phase of the project.  

With regard to the Eco Hubs, these are led by organisations that have existed before 

the project and which have been designated to fulfil this function as part of the “Think 

Nature!” project. As has been discussed in the effectiveness section above, 

performance has varied, and any next phase of the project should whittle out those 

organisations that might not have lived up to expectations; or that do not align with the 

key premises of the project, with its emphasis on advocacy and multistakeholder 

dialogue. The impetus, provided through the project, on networking of organisations 

across BiH is likely to be sustainable, and the project, through its dedicated networking 

activities, has laid the ground for this. Most of the organisations fulfilling the role of 

Eco Hub are likely to exist even if, in a future project, the Eco Hub function as 

envisioned by the project12 is taken away from them, given that “Think Nature!” is not 

the only source of funding for any of them. Where Eco Hubs have performed well, their 

having become a reference and resource point for others in their respective geographic 

areas has good prospects for sustainability. We see this to be the case in Blagaj, Maglaj 

and Mrkonjić Grad.  

The prospects of financial sustainability for a number of organisations have 

increased. For all organisations that have participated in the current Eco Hub scheme 

(even if they do not remain Eco Hubs in a future project), it is likely that some of the 

skills imparted through the capacity building component will be sustained either with 

the individuals trained for the benefit of the organisations they work in (even if they 

move on). And there have been several examples that successfully link the increase in 

organisational capacity built by the project to additional funding opportunities, even 

though these seem to be mainly external—something that is unlikely to change in the 

foreseeable future. Some organisations pursue—albeit on some occasions by chance 

rather than intention—activities at the interface of ecology and sustainable tourism, 

 
 

 

 
11 This figure is quoted in Educational Country Files. School System Bosnia and Herzegovina.  

12 The Aarhus Centre is already a reference hub of sorts, given its established profile of an environmental legal 

advice centre.  

http://www.edufile.info/?view=school_systems&topic=topic_general_infos&country=13
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which opens up some funding opportunities. These are, however, coincidental, and not 

the prime objective of organisations.  

The prospects of sustainability of successful advocacy campaigns are good—but 

require continued efforts. As shown above, there have been several successes of 

project-funded advocacy campaigns, in particular in relation to the creation of 

designated nature protection areas at local levels. These are notable important initial 

successes, which need to be continuously supported in a next phase to be moved to the 

level of entity and national legislation.  

Some ideas and pilot activities were worthwhile being tested, but the results are 

unlikely to be sustained. Eco Hubs have worked in different ways, suited to the 

identity and organisational culture, which varies between organisations. The Eco Hub 

Banja Luka tested a so-called “Eco Agent” scheme, which sought to identify promising 

individuals within the communities that might, with capacity building and an injection 

of very modest funding, be able to stimulate future activities in their locations. While 

a worthwhile pilot effort, its anticipated potential might not have materialised in 

practice. One of the Eco Agents visited (Derventa) reported that in his community, 

interest for any type of citizen activity was almost non-existent. Incidentally, no traces 

could be found of the pilot activity funded by the Eco Hub through the project—not a 

single signpost for a walking track that had been installed could be found and most 

likely they fell victim to vandalism.  

The pilot initiatives around CSR yielded insufficient results to be sustainable as 

an area of intervention accepted and taken forward by Eco Hubs in relevant 

locations. The evaluation found that the inclusion of a CSR component made sense 

within the overall logic of the project, and which emphasises advocacy and multi-

stakeholder dialogue which, in this sector, must include businesses (state-owned and 

private), as well as governments at all levels. Looking at the overall project results, this 

activity strand does not appear to have sufficient traction. Some of the advocacy 

initiatives (for example in Mrkonjić Grad) have involved local business. In other areas, 

Eco Hubs have been more reluctant even though in their respective locations, 

businesses have been significant factors for environmental pollution and thus, are 

obvious stakeholders to be included (for example in Maglaj). In yet other instances, the 

reluctance to engage in dialogue (as opposed to being “against” per se) has meant that 

no dialogue with businesses was sought in the first place. In other words, while the 

underpinning rationale of including business is sound, as confirmed by third party 

stakeholders to the evaluators, a future project might need to approach this in a different 

way in order to gain traction and lead to sustainable results.  

The prospects for sustainability could be increased for the Eco Schools by making 

a more considered effort to hand the certification process over to the institutions 

and structures in charge of education. This needs to be vigorously pursued in a next 

phase of the project. There will always be interest of schools in this type of project—

not least, as has been discussed above, because even the relatively modest in size, the 

project injects resources into environments that are chronically underfunded—but 

CPCD needs to acknowledge that it cannot be the role of international donors to run 

this scheme ad infinitum. Those schools that had already been Eco Schools prior to the 

project are likely to sustain this as a priority – in the case of one of the secondary 

schools that were “new” to the scheme, it is unlikely that the school will continue 

activities.  
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With regard to the sustainability of the behavioural changes and habits instilled 

in young people through the Eco School scheme (recycling, cleaning up of parks and 

other public spaces etc.), this is difficult to assess, even though there is a long history, 

in BiH, of donors supporting similar initiatives. In all likelihood, many factors are at 

play here, including those that have been discussed in the relevance section of this 

report, and which are extraneous to the project: where people have lost a sense of 

connection and belonging to their communities and spaces, they stop caring about it. 

The amount of garbage strewn around almost every part of BiH might be an indicator 

of the extent to which people feel disconnected from their environment. Even if young 

people have been brought up to be aware of the need to protect their environment, it 

might be a Sisyphos’ task to maintain these habits when no one else seems to care. 

There are other factors, too, of course, that need to be addressed (and are being 

addressed, including through the project) in order to facilitate sustainability—here, first 

and foremost, systemic solutions need to be found and financed by the state to dispose 

of and manage garbage.  

With regard to the media component, the somewhat ad hoc, short-term character 

of the initiatives supported complicate the assessment around sustainability. As 

seen above, the media component identified an array of interesting grantee 

organisations, each reporting good results within the framework of the grant. The 

rigidity and demands of the reporting have been particularly felt by these grantees, and 

they do not feel that they should monitor the sustainability of their results beyond the 

project. There is anecdotal evidence that reporting funded through the project has led 

to policy initiatives, for example in Banja Luka where the grant recipient reports that, 

via uptake by national media, the article has caused policy action within the mayor’s 

office, though the outcome of this is uncertain. There is also some evidence that the 

educational activities conducted by InfoARS with journalism students has sparked 

interest in this topic beyond the duration of the grant—but this is not systematically 

monitored. Should this be the case, it would point the way to a potential approach for 

a future phase of the project, i.e., to pilot more systematic work with universities around 

coverage of environmental themes—though it would seem that this is such a vast area 

that it is unlikely to be comprehensively covered in a CPCD project.  

Given the scarcity of tangible results, the evaluators have no basis on which to 

judge the sustainability of the youth component. As discussed above in the 

Effectiveness section, it has not been possible to corroborate results from this 

component. In the evaluators’ view, it lacked a systematic approach and the qualitative 

results, and their sustainability could not be assessed.  

2.5  IMPACT 

EQ 4 Impact  Indicators 

What difference 

does the 

intervention 

make? 

5.1. Evidence confirming the assumptions of the Theory of Change (i.e., 

that the chain of activities, intermediate and long-term outputs is 

sound).  

5.1. Evidence of medium- and long-term results of the project, or 

prospects of such results against project objectives, per stakeholder 

group. 
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Overall, it is too early to draw conclusions on the possible impact of the project. 

Third-party stakeholders have confirmed that the assumptions underpinning the 

project’s Theory of Change are sound. As highlighted in the Relevance section, these 

stakeholders were able to independently explain and (positively) assess the intervention 

logic. However, all conceded that the impact that the project is aiming for is unlikely 

to be achieved in one project cycle and depends on numerous extraneous factors. It 

should also be mentioned that other donors have sought to work in similar ways to 

some components of the project (advocacy; multi-stakeholder dialogue; coalition 

building) over many years and are struggling to understand the relative slowness of 

results. As discussed elsewhere in this report, there are numerous factors in the political 

economy that have a bearing on the potential impact of the project. These include: BiH 

as an environment with a quarter of a century of a highly hands-on international 

presence, and which has, to some extent, removed a sense of responsibility, and agency, 

of citizens; politics at all levels are dominated by ethnicity, and by corrupt networks of 

influence along ethnic lines; the inability of the state to deliver and offer attractive 

prospects for a good quality of life, in particular affecting young people and resulting 

in an expressed outbound migration of citizens etc. Another aspect exacerbating these 

factors is the lack of a tradition of democratic dialogue which has prevented results.  

There is little tradition of seeking compromise and there is, in many instances, no desire 

to even begin dialogue with stakeholders that are considered to be corrupt and who 

hold their positions not based on merit.  

There is prospect of impact in some Eco Hubs that are led by individuals who have 

made a conscious decision about their belonging to the place, and a decision 

against emigration. These are individuals that have consciously decided to make 

something of their lives where they are, and they do so with a stealthy determination. 

The project should take pride in their empowering and supporting these stakeholders.  

There is some risk of increased cynicism and further disillusionment among young 

people who graduate from Eco Schools – and find that grown-ups in their 

communities and across the country do not walk the talk. In this sense, the need for 

systemic solutions for pressing problems such as garbage management is urgent, and 

cannot solely hinge on this new generation, nor a handful of activists.  

There were unintended impacts from the work of some of the organisations in 

their municipalities. In particular the Eco Hub Mrkonjić Grad has, through this and 

other projects, become a centre for the local rural community going far beyond 

environmental and ecological issues and concerns. The existence of the organisation 

and the visibility it has achieved in their communities in particular through actions from 

the “Think Nature!” project has contributed to a steady trickle of returns to what has 

been a deserted location, and where locals are using opportunities for self-employment 

around the local visitor centre.  

 

 

5.2. Evidence of (any) positive and negative, intended or intended 

effects of the project activities per stakeholder group and how these 

occurred.  
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 3 Evaluative Conclusions 

1) The intervention logic of the project is sound, though there is unevenness of 

performance across the five components of the project. The project is taking a 

holistic approach rooted in a democratic understanding of how change is achieved: 

by empowering and providing agency to rights-holders to demand change from 

duty-bearers, including through constructive, multi-stakeholder dialogue 

mechanisms to identify and work on systemic solutions to pressing environmental 

and ecological issues. The project assumes that youth that has been educated to be 

environmentally aware and responsible will provide the next generation of rights-

holders to demand such change. However, the dedicated youth component was 

probably the least convincing part of the project, as it lacked strategic direction and 

where lasting results could not be corroborated by the evaluation. And the Eco 

School component has now matured into a scheme that must be transited into local 

ownership. Additionally, the project needs to understand why it is attractive to the 

primary tier of the education but is failing to interest secondary schools—and how 

to address this if a future project is deciding to take this component forward. With 

regard to the media component, this, too, has to be reviewed to provide a more 

systematic, long-term approach that might yield more sustainable results (or, if the 

project cannot deliver this, might have to be abandoned). 

 

2) The project’s insistence on grantees engaging in advocacy work is convincing 

and much needed. In many ways, the advocacy focus is at the core of the project, 

as it points out the methodology by which CPCD understands and wants to promote 

how change takes place. The evaluation has confirmed CPCD’s assessment that the 

willingness of organisations to engage in advocacy work has been very uneven, and 

that it depends on individuals within the organisations, as well as their ability and 

readiness to navigate often very challenging local contexts, frequently afflicted by 

ethnic-dominated local politics, a shrinking and oppressive environment for civil 

society, and a general shying away from what organisations perceive as hostile 

local, regional and central governments. Several grantees, although they have 

committed themselves to advocacy, do not actually embrace this working 

methodology—either as a point of principle, or because they still lack the capacity 

to engage in it.  

 

3) The CSR component, although having underperformed in the current project, 

is important and logically inscribes itself into the overall project logic. A future 

project should definitely retain this component but incorporate lessons from the 

current phase—without including the business sector into the debate, the overall 

project objectives are unlikely to be addressed.  

 

4) The project is filling a valuable niche in the environmental sector in that it has 

focused on middle and low-tier civil society actors, and which are often falling 

outside of the funding scheme of traditional and bigger donors. A future project, 
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even at the risk of some of these actors not delivering on their initial promise (i.e., 

at the risk of failure), should continue to identify and work with such players.   

 

5) The project’s cross-cutting objectives are well identified, but not sufficiently 

well translated into project outputs and activities. There is a lot of potential in 

raising stakeholders (including CPCD’s) understanding in particular on gender and 

human rights and how these relate to environmental issues—something that has not 

yet been done successfully in this project.  

 

6) There is currently an unfavourable balance between project activities—in 

particular the school and media as well as the smaller grants—and the 

reporting requirements are onerous and rigid. It is clear and commendable that 

CPCD tries to be a responsible and accountable sub-granting organisation, and 

which seeks to lead by example. However, in particular for the smaller grants, 

including those for the media, but also schools, the reporting cannot have a greater 

weight than the activities.  

 

7) The project’s M&E system is not strong on reporting on outcomes, and it does 

not clearly reflect the wealth of learning it can generate. The project’s M&E 

system does not reflect the wealth of learning it can generate and that could be of 

use to CPCD as an organisation itself, as well as being useful to civil society actors 

in general as well as the environmental sector in particular in BiH, including the 

international donor community. Unfortunately, the project documentation misses 

important opportunities to capture and analyse these results to the benefit of the 

grantees, CPCD, and Sida. At the level of CPCD, investing limited human resources 

to chase a punishing amount of reports that prevents the organisation from seeing 

the “bigger picture” and lessons learned in the project is also problematic, and 

misses many opportunities for reflection and learning.  
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 4 Lessons Learned 

This section provides an overview of main lessons that emerged from the evaluation 

findings.  

Relevance 

• Project links to BiH-state and entity level environmental strategies and 

policies, which also reflect the EU approximation requirements, are a 

legitimising entry points for advocacy work with governments. Against the 

background of shrinking space for civil society and the political pressure 

activists and civil servants are exposed to, this reference to existing normative 

frameworks is crucial. 

Effectiveness 

• Unevenness of results between and within the components is not surprising, 

given the pilot/experimental nature of the project, as well as its 

comprehensiveness.  

• Advocacy initiatives are facing numerous challenges due to many factors that 

hinder success, from those linked to deeper underlying issues specific to BiH, 

such as widespread corruption and oppressive political climate to lack of 

capacity and willingness to advocate for systemic changes.   

• Evidence-based and inclusive (multi-stakeholder) advocacy initiatives 

increase success prospects and the credibility of organisations and results.   

• Stakeholders often do not understand the human rights and gender equality 

aspects of environmental issues and how to incorporate them meaningfully 

into their activities. 

Efficiency 

• Rigid reporting and accountability requirements can stifle the activism of 

CSOs, particularly if imbalanced with the level of support/grant.  

• An M&E system built solely on quantitative indicators narrows the space for 

learning and timely adjustments to a project. In the case of this project, it, too, 

limited the opportunities of the implementing organisation (CPCD) to increase 

its ecological credentials. 

Sustainability 

• Thorough and systemic media coverage of environmental issues requires a 

holistic, medium to a long-term approach to eco media and eco journalism. 

• Influencing new policies and regulations through advocacy campaigns 

requires time, resources and continuous effort. 
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• Sustaining and effectively scaling up an Eco-School element presumes the 

certification mechanism anchored within a local organisation. 

• There are extraneous factors important for sustaining the behavioural change 

of students/youth (for example, systemic solutions to waste management 

found and financed by the state) 

Impact 

• The impact depends on numerous extraneous factors and is unlikely to be 

achieved in one project cycle. 
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 5 Recommendations 

To address conclusion 1: The intervention logic of the project is sound, though 

given the unevenness of performance across the five components of the project. 

• Consider abandoning the self-standing module on Youth or provide more 

strategic direction to it, with a clearer focus on qualitative results and how to 

achieve them. 

• Develop a sustainable exit strategy for the Eco School component, potentially 

with other organisations and donors who have been involved in similar 

projects in the past, and which should aim at institutionalising the scheme 

within domestic educational systems. 

• Consider how, in a future phase, the project can attract schools that are not 

already eco schools, including schools at secondary level; this might require a 

considerably different set up and a different resource commitment. 

• Understand better what the impetus is for schools to apply and encourage 

schools to reach out more to their communities, especially to local 

governments responsible for their functioning. 

• Consider medium to long-term approaches to media activities, for example 

through a more institutionalised approach to building journalistic capacities 

(including approaches piloted by one of the pilot initiatives in the current 

project) and through increasing the financial envelope for media grants. 

To address conclusion 2: The project’s insistence on grantees engaging in 

advocacy work is convincing and much needed. 

• Consider different ways (other than open calls for proposals) to identify 

organisations that could potentially serve as Eco Hubs; this could be through 

invitations for direct proposals or restricted calls. CPCD should explore its 

existing network for potential grantees, in particular in geographical areas 

currently underserved by the project, as well as explore/ assess their 

willingness and capacity to advocate.  

• Consider how to further strengthen the advocacy capacity of well performing 

Eco Hubs – this could include capacity building on dialogue facilitation, 

conflict resolution, and mediation skills, as well as skills development on 

public speaking and presentation, among other. 

• Oblige advocacy initiatives to develop thoughtful and concrete yet flexible 

advocacy plans with clearly set objectives, activities and indicators to measure 

achievements. Encourage and give preference to qualitative and learning and 

utilisation-focused indicators over quantitative indicators. 

• Better vet and consider what organisations in the CPCD-supported network 

stand for and whether ideologically, CPCD is aligned with their values. If in 
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doubt, call on the advice of peer organisations who might be able to add 

perspective and knowledge that CPCD might not, yet, have.  

To address conclusion 3: The CSR component, although having underperformed 

in the current project, is important and logically inscribes itself into the overall 

project logic. 

• Clearer carve out the CSR component and oblige Eco Hubs and other grantees 

to embrace these activities more convincingly in better-quality activities. 

To address conclusion 4: The project is filling a valuable niche in the 

environmental sector in that it has focused on middle and low-tier civil society 

actors, and which are often falling outside of the funding scheme of traditional 

and bigger donors. 

• Continue to focus on empowering medium and smaller-sized actors, even 

where there is a risk that not all of these will perform.  

To address conclusion 5: The project’s cross-cutting objectives are well identified, 

but not sufficiently well translated into project outputs and activities. 

• Identify capacity-building measures—initially at the level of CPCD and later 

for grantees-to better understand and integrate gender and human rights into 

project activities. This can be done by calling on specific expertise from 

Sweden which is leading on gender expertise. There are also partners within 

BiH who would appear to be able to advise—for example, the H. Boell 

Foundation has a track record of work on environment and human rights and 

gender that could be useful to consult. 

• Strengthen the quality of the demands and expectations on grantees to think 

about gender and to include meaningful activities into their projects and that 

display an improved level of understanding of what issues are at stake. 

To address conclusion 6: There is currently an unfavourable balance between 

project activities—in particular the school and media as well as the smaller 

grants—and the reporting requirements are onerous and rigid. 

• Review, together with Sida, the current regime of reporting with view to 

bringing it to a more achievable level which emphasises qualitative, 

analytical, lessons-learned oriented reporting over quantitative reporting. 

• Consider different reporting requirements in accordance and a fair relation to 

the size of the grant provided, i.e., fewer requirements for those with a smaller 

financial envelope vs more stringent reporting for those with a greater amount. 

To address conclusion 7: The project’s M&E system is not strong on reporting on 

outcomes, and it does not clearly reflect the wealth of learning it can generate. 

• Review how CPCD is learning from the project, including in order to establish 

CPCD as an organisation that is associated with expertise on “green” issues. 

• Emphasise qualitative reporting over quantitative reporting. 
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• See how the burden of reporting can be eased so that staff can spend more 

time with organisations they are supporting and better understand their needs 

and how to address them.
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Terms of Reference for the Evaluation of the “Think 
Nature!” project   

 

Date: 13th of October 2021 

 

1. General information 

1.1 Introduction 

As a developing country, Bosnia and Herzegovina must address a significant number of social, 

economic and other issues, but among all necessary issue the protection of the environment presents 

the hugest challenge. Bosnia and Herzegovina signed several international environmental agreements. 

This demonstrates the political will to work on environmental issues. Bosnia and Herzegovina welcome 

the adoption of the Ministerial Declaration confirming commitment to work towards a pollution-free 

planet. This is confirmed by adopting the historic 2030 Agenda for Sustainable development and the 

Paris Agreement, the UN Member States have chosen to place inclusive and sustainable development 

at the heart of common interests. B&H decided to protect and restore natural resources and reverse the 

damage that has been already inflicted on the environment. Without any doubt, B&H is dedicated to 

adoption of all necessary documents, but implementation of the document is not possible without 

additional investments and active participation of civil society organization, schools, youth and media. 

An analysis of the current status of the environmental civil sector in Bosnia and Herzegovina revealed 

a number of aspects related to the operation of civil society organizations (CSOs) that require support. 

Despite the strengthening of CSO capacities in many respects in recent years, there remains an urgent 

need to improve the ability of CSOs to influence decision making.  

The capacities of CSOs to lobby for policy change, participate in the decision making, act as partners 

in dialogue with the government and proceed projects are still weak. There is a clear need to strengthen 

CSOs to become more proactive advocates and lobbyists for concrete policy changes in the 

environmental field and to position themselves as key partners in government–civil sector dialogue. 

The EU progress report clearly recognized that public participation in decision making process remains 

to be improved in BIH and it is not in full compliance with EU acquis. 

Protection of environment in Bosnia and Herzegovina is a complex issue and it is related to the 

following challenges and problems: lack of awareness of the environment, insufficient fulfillment of 

existing legal and strategic documents, lack of citizen and youth participation in environmental issues, 

lack of corporate responsibility and lack of media coverage of environmental issues. 
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The Sida (through the Embassy in Sarajevo) is financing the implementation of the project “Think 

Nature!” (hereinafter “the project”).  

The project is being implemented by local umbrella civil society organization, Centar for Civil Society 

Promotion (hereinafter “CCSP”). The project is implemented withing the grant agreement during the 

period from September 2019 to October 2022 Sida undertakes to finance the project by way of grant up 

to a maximum amount of SEK 16 000 000 (Swedish kronor Sixteen million). The Embassy (Sweden) 

now wish to evaluate this project as it is in its last year of implementation. 

Main objective of the project is to increase influence of civil society on environment protection, and by 

that, to contribute to better environment protection and enhanced resilience to environmental impact 

and climate change in Bosnia and Herzegovina, and to strengthen implementation of the requirements 

imposed by the EU and international agreements on the environment, climate, and energy. 

Think Nature! involves a set of different activities, aiming to increase environmental  responsibility of 

government bodies, companies and citizens through advocacy campaigns; increased involvement of 

local actors in addressing environmental issues through establishing infrastructure/network of 9 Eco 

HUBs; encouraged young people to engage in their environment and actively protect it through 

development of 37 Eco Schools; raised awareness and activism of young people in area of environment 

protection; and improved the quantity and quality of environmental coverage in media. The project 

involves variety of key stakeholders, such as environmental CSOs, media, citizens (especially young 

people), companies, primary and secondary schools, local and national government.  

In addition, the project also seeks: 

- To increase environmental responsibility of government bodies, companies, and citizens 

through advocacy campaigns. 

- To increase involvement of local actors in addressing environmental issues through establishing 

infrastructure/network of 9 Eco HUBs  

- To encourage young people to engage in their environment and actively protect it through 

development of 37 Eco Schools.  

- To raise awareness and activism of young people in area of environment protection. 

- To improve the quantity and quality of environmental coverage in B&H media. 

The Think Nature! Project is complementary to the Results strategy for Sweden’s reform cooperation 

with Eastern Europe, the Western Balkans and Turkey 2014 – 2020, under which Sweden currently 

operates in Bosnia and Herzegovina, targeting the result area 3, result R15 “Enhanced environmental 

responsibility among the general public, the business sector and civil society”, of the Western Balkans 

Strategy for development.  

Focus of the contribution is related to the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) of the 2030 Agenda 

on clean water and sanitation (SDG 6), affordable and clean energy (SDG 7), responsible consumption 

and production (SDG 12), climate action (SDG 13), and life on land (SDG 15). 

1.2 Evaluation object: Intervention to be evaluated 

 

The evaluation object is the project “Think Nature!”   

 

This project implementing its activities in Bosnia and Herzegovina with a special focus on local level, 

41 municipalities covered by 9 ECO HUBs and almost 40 additional municipalities covered by other 

grantees. Main objective of the project is to increase influence of civil society on environment 
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protection, and by that, to contribute to better environment protection and enhanced resilience to 

environmental impact and climate change in Bosnia and Herzegovina, and to strengthen implementation 

of the requirements imposed by the EU and international agreements on the environment, climate, and 

energy.  Theory of Change of the project is “If environmental organization in BiH are empowered, 

mutually connected and financially supported, and their community outreach is improved, and if 

children and young people are aware of environmental threats and activated, and if media better 

covering environmental issues, than influence of civil society to environment protection in Bosnia and 

Herzegovina is increased, leading towards better environment protection and implementation of the 

requirements imposed by the EU and international agreements on the environment, climate and energy”. 

Expected results:  

R1. Increased environmental responsibility of government bodies, companies and citizens. 

R2. Established infrastructure/network of 9 Eco Hubs. 

R3. 37 Eco Schools established and concept promoted.  

R4. Environmental awareness of young people in BiH raised. 

R5. Quantity and quality of environmcivil scoental coverage in B&H media improved. 

Target groups for the projects are: civil society organizations, decision makers and governmental 

institutions, children and young people, schools and faculties, teachers, media representatives and 

media outlets, companies. Special attention is paide to cross cutting issues, such as cross-cutting aspects 

of multidimensional poverty, conflict prevention, human rights, gender equality and environment. All 

project components include strong gender component.  

 

Responsibility for the project implementation is completely dedicated to Center for Civil Society 

Promotion (CCSP) 

The project operates within five pillars: Advocacy, Eco HUBs, Eco Schools, Youth and Media, and 

area of work is whole theritory of Bosnia and Herzegovina. 

The project has multilevel interventions, implemented at the individual, organization, and community 

level, as this approach is used in the belief that it will lead to more substantial and sustained changes in 

behaviours and believes related to protection of environment in BiH.  

Micro level of intervention is related to all activities targeting individuals (teachers, young people, 

journalists, etc). Mezzo level is related to activities targeting organizations, or groups of people 

(environmental organizations, schools, media outlets, etc), while macro level refers to activities related 

to advocacy campaigns, and media campaigns. 

For further information, the intervention proposal is attached as Annex D.  

The intervention logic or theory of change of the intervention may be further elaborated by the evaluator 

in the inception report, if deemed necessary.  

1.3 Evaluation rationale 
The Embassy of Sweden now wish to evaluate this project as it has reached its last year of 

implementation. 
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The evaluation is part of the grant agreement between Swedish International Development Cooperation 

Agency, Sida, represented by the Embassy of Sweden in Sarajevo, and the CPCD regarding the “Think 

Nature!” proejct. This evaluation should highlight the key achievements and key shortcomings of 

“Think Nature!” project. The Evaluation will be commissioned by the Embassy of Sweden in Sarajevo.  

 

2. The assignment 

2.1 Evaluation purpose: Intended use and intended users 

The purpose or intended use of the evaluation is to provide an impartial review of the Tthink Nature! 

project in terms of its relevance, effectiveness, efficiency, impact, sustainability, overall performance, 

management, and achievements. The information, findings, lessons learned, and recommendations 

generated by the evaluation will be used by Swedish Embassy/Sida, the Center for Civil Society 

Promotion, and other relevant stakeholders to strengthen the remaining project implementation and to 

inform future programming.  

The evaluation is expected to provide Sida and its partners with a strategic input to possible discussions 

concerning the possible preparation of a new phase of intervention. The focus of the evaluation is 

therefore on learning – to draw conclusions on conditions of progress and change, with 

recommendations being geared towards what pathways and change processes are to be prioritised in 

the next phase. 

The primary intended users of the evaluation are  

• Swedish Embassy/Sida in Bosnia and Herzegovina   

• Center for Civil Society Promotion  

The evaluation is to be designed, conducted and reported to meet the needs of the intended users and 

tenderers shall elaborate in the tender how this will be ensured during the evaluation process. Other 

stakeholders that should be kept informed about the evaluation include Ministry of Education on 

cantonal level 

• Republic Institute for the Protection of the Cultural, Historical and Natural Heritage of the RS 

• Ministry of Environment and Tourism of FBiH 

• Municipalties : Žepče, Maglaj, Široki Brijeg, Mrkonjič Grad, Zavidovići, Grude, Zenica, etc. 

• World Wide Fund BiH 

• UNDP or UNEP 

 

During the inception phase, the evaluator and the users will agree on who will be responsible for keeping 

the various stakeholders informed about the evaluation. 

2.2 Evaluation scope 

The evaluation will investigate the Think Nature! project performance and results and assess the extent 

to which the planned project-specific outcomes and outputs have been achieved. It will cover period 

from the project start in September 2019 until now. 

The assignment will be executed mainly in Sarajevo, Mostar, Tuzla, Zenica  and Banja Luka and  field 

trips around the country are expected if possible.  
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The target groups to be included in the evaluation are environmental CSOs, schools, citizens especially 

youth, media companies concearned by the project. 

The evaluation will assess if challenges, gaps, and opportunities in environmental civil society sector 

have been identified and adressed. The evaluation will also look at how far the capacities of 

environmental CSOs in BiH are strengthened. It will also evaluate the overall awareness of the public 

around environmental issues in BiH. 

Finally, the evaluation will assess how has the project adjusted its implementation strategy and approach 

to respond to new circumstances imposed by the COVID-19 pandemic. 

If needed, the scope of the evaluation may be further elaborated by the evaluator in the inception report. 

2.3 Evaluation objective: Criteria and questions  

The proposed evaluation covers several objectives that will be assessed by OECD/DAC criteria, 

specifically relevance, effectiveness, efficiency, impact, and sustainability. Furthermore, the evaluation 

should summarize progress and main achievements of the project so far and identify lessons in terms 

of development of the environmental CSOs in BIH and their capacities to lobby for policy change as 

well as ability of CSOs, citisens, youth and media to participate in environmental issues. One of the 

important objectives of the evaluation is to formulate recommendations as an input to possible 

upcoming discussions concerning the preparation of a new phase of the intervention. 

The specific objectives of this evaluation are to: 

• evaluate the relevance of identified challenges, gaps, and opportunities in environmental 

awarnes and public participation in decision making on environmental issues within the 

project 

• evaluate the relevance and sustainability of strategic goals, thematic objectives, and feasible 

actions and formulate recommendations on how the management team can improve and adjust 

implementation 

• evaluate the impact and sustainability of the intervention and formulate recommendations as 

an input to upcoming discussions concerning the preparation of a new phase of the 

intervention. 

• evaluate the impact of awareness-raising activities for the public, educational and business 

sector on environmental issues in BiH 

• evaluate the coverage of major population groups, their involvement in project activities, and 

the level of the public engagement 

• evaluate the coordination level of different stakeholders within the project 

The evaluation questions are:  

Relevance: Is the intervention doing the right thing? 

• To what extent has the intervention objectives and design responded to beneficiaries’, country 

and partner needs, policies, and priorities, and have they continued to do so if/when 

circumstances have changed?  

• To what extent have lessons learned from what works well and less well been used to improve 

and adjust intervention implementation? 

Effectiveness: Is the intervention achieving its objectives? 
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• To what extent has the intervention achieved, or is expected to achieve, its objectives, and its 

results? What have been factors which have enabled or hindered results achievement and what 

are the implications for strategies in the next phase? 

• Have the M&E system delivered robust and useful information that could be used to assess 

progress towards outcomes and contribute to learning? 

 

Impact: What difference does the intervention make? 

• To what extent has the project or programme generated, or is expected to generate, significant 

positive or negative, intended, or unintended, high-level effects? What is recommended to 

enhance those contributions in the next phase?  

 

Sustainability: Will the benefits last?  

• To what extent are the Project results sustainable? How could Project results be further 

sustainably projected and expanded, having in mind the potential future contribution for a 

second phase? 

Coverage: 

• To what extent were major population groups reached by the project team and involved in the 

project activities 

Coordination: 

• To what extent have the interventions of different actors been harmonized? 

Perspectives: 

• Has the project had any positive or negative effects on gender equality? Could gender 

mainstreaming have been improved in planning, implementation or follow up?  

 

Questions are expected to be developed in the tender by the tenderer and further refined during the 

inception phase of the evaluation. 

2.4 Evaluation approach and methods 

It is expected that the evaluator describes and justifies an appropriate evaluation approach/methodology 

and methods for data collection in the tender. The evaluation design, methodology and methods for data 

collection and analysis are expected to be fully developed and presented in the inception report. Given 

the situation with Covid-19, innovative and flexible approaches/methodologies and methods for remote 

data collection should be suggested when appropriate and the risk of doing harm managed. 

The evalutor is to suggest an approach/methododology that provides credible answers (evidence) to the 

evaluation questions. Limitations to the chosen approach/methodology and methods shall be made 

explicit by the evaluator and the consequences of these limitations discussed in the tender. The evaluator 

shall to the extent possible, present mitigation measures to address them. A clear distinction is to be 

made between evaluation approach/methodology and methods. 
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A gender-responsive approach/methodology, methods, tools and data analysis techniques should be 

used1 

Sida’s approach to evaluation is utilization-focused, which means the evaluator should facilitate the 

entire evaluation process with careful consideration of how everything that is done will affect the use 

of the evaluation. It is therefore expected that the evaluators, in their tender, present i) how intended 

users are to participate in and contribute to the evaluation process and ii) methodology and methods for 

data collection that create space for reflection, discussion and learning between the intended users of 

the evaluation. 

In cases where sensitive or confidential issues are to be addressed in the evaluation, evaluators should 

ensure an evaluation design that do not put informants and stakeholders at risk during the data collection 

phase or the dissemination phase. 

The methodology will be based on the following: 

1.  Desk review of project documents including but not limited to: the original project documents, action 

plans, reports, working group and steering committee meetings' minutes, other material produced within 

the project, website, and social media communication. 

2. The validity of the theory of change will be examined through specific questions in interviews and 

possibly through a survey of stakeholders.  

3. Interviews with project management and staff at CCSP 

4. Interviews with the Embassy of Sweden 

5. Interviews with members of the ECO HUBs’, ECO schools’, youth, members of I plant, and you? 

Group, media representatives, CSO’s groups in the project, and other relevant stakeholders involved. 

During the evaluation process, the Evaluation Consultant is expected to talk with the representatives 

from Sida-Embassy, CCSP, key partners, and other stakeholders. During these meetings, it would be 

important to record and accumulate inputs necessary not only for the proposed object of the evaluation, 

but also to highlight recommendations and advise on potential follow-up phase. 

The Embassy will support the Consultant by providing key documents and contact lists.  

The Evaluation is scheduled to take place in the period from November 2021 – March 2022. 

2.5 Organisation of evaluation management  

This evaluation is commissioned by the Embassy of Sweden. The intended users are the Embassy of 

Sweden and CCSP which has contributed to and agreed on the ToR for this evaluation. The Embassy 

of Sweden will approve the inception report and the final report of the evaluation and evaluate the 

tenders. All intended users: Embassy of Sweden and CCSP will participate in the start-up meeting of 

 
1 See for example UNEG United Nations Evaluation Group (2014) Integrating Human Rights and Gender 

Equality in Evaluations http://uneval.org/document/detail/1616  

http://uneval.org/document/detail/1616


TERMS OF REFERENCE                

 

 

 

 

  8 
 

the evaluation, as well as in the debriefing/validation workshop where preliminary findings and 

conclusions are discussed.  

2.6 Evaluation quality 

All Sida's evaluations shall conform to OECD/DAC’s Quality Standards for Development Evaluation2. 

The evaluators shall use the Sida OECD/DAC Glossary of Key Terms in Evaluation3 and the 

OECD/DAC Better Criteria for Better Evaluation4. The evaluators shall specify how quality assurance 

will be handled by them during the evaluation process. 

The supplier shall ensure that any of its employees, agents and subcontractors, as well as any informant 

to an evaluation, whose personal data are transferred to Sida, promptly receive and take note of the 

information provided in Sida’s Privacy Policy: https://www.sida.se/English/About-us/about-the-

website/privacy-notice/. The supplier shall promptly inform any of its informants if their names and 

organisational affiliation will be included and published in the final report of an evaluation, which will 

be made available in Sida’s publication database and in Open Aid, a web-based information service 

about Swedish international development cooperation. 

2.7 Time schedule and deliverables 

 

It is expected that a time and work plan is presented in the tender and further detailed in the inception 

report. Given the situation with Covid-19, the time and work plan must allow flexibility in 

implementation. The evaluation shall be carried out tentatively between November 2021- April 2022. 

The timing of any field visits, surveys and interviews need to be settled by the evaluator in dialogue 

with the main stakeholders during the inception phase.  

The table below lists key deliverables for the evaluation process. Alternative deadlines for deliverables 

may be suggested by the consultant and negotiated during the inception phase. 

Deliverables Participants Deadlines 

1. Start-up meeting,  zoom, 

Skype 

Embassy of Sweden Sarajevo, 

CCSP 

Upon signing call off contract, 

estimated tentative 

Week 15-19 Nov 2021  

 

2. Draft inception report 

(Draft methodology and 

workplan for evaluation 

report) 

 Tentative  

Week 6-11.Dec 2021 

3. Inception meeting -Virtual 

or physical 

Embassy of Sweden Sarajevo, 

CCSP 

Tentative  

Week 13-18 Dec 2021 

 
2 OECD (2010) DAC Quality Standards for Development Evaluation. 
3 Sida (2014) Glossary of Key Terms in Evaluation and Results Based Management.  
4 OECD/DAC (2019) Better Criteria for Better Evaluation: Revised Evaluation Criteria Definitions and 

Principles for Use. 
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4. Comments from intended 

users to evaluators and 

finalisation of inception 

report (including through a 

joint meeting with users) 

 Tentative 

Week 13-18 Dec 2021 

5. Data collection, analysis, 

report writing and quality 

assurance, including for 

intermediary debriefings 

with users wherte necessary 

Evaluators Tentative  

20 Dec 2021 – 01 Feb 2022 

(loger period is given due to 

Christmas and winter 

holidays) 

6. Debriefing/validation 

workshop (meeting) 

Embassy of Sweden Sarajevo, 

CCSP 

Tentative 

Wee 14-19 Feb 2022 

7. Draft evaluation report  Tentative  

Week 7-11 Mar 2022. 

8. Comments from intended 

users to evaluators 

 Tentative  

Week 21-25 Mar.2022 

9. Final evaluation report  Week 4-8 Apr 2022 

 

The inception report will form the basis for the continued evaluation process and shall be approved 

by Sida before the evaluation proceeds to implementation. The inception report should be written in 

English and cover evaluability issues and interpretations of evaluation questions, present the evaluation 

approach/methodology including how a utilization-focused and gender-responsive approach will be 

ensured, methods for data collection and analysis as well as the full evaluation design, including an 

evaluation matrix and a stakeholder mapping/analysis. A clear distinction between the evaluation 

approach/methodology and methods for data collection shall be made. All limitations to the 

methodology and methods shall be made explicit and the consequences of these limitations discussed.  

A specific time and work plan, including number of hours/working days for each team member, for the 

remainder of the evaluation should be presented. The time plan shall allow space for reflection and 

learning between the intended users of the evaluation.  

The final report shall be written in English and be professionally proof read. The final report should 

have clear structure and follow the layout format of Sida’s template för decentralised evaluations (see 

Annex C). The executive summary should be maximum 3 pages.  

The report shall clearly and in detail describe the evaluation approach/methodology and methods for 

data collection and analysis and make a clear distinction between the two. The report shall describe how 

the utilization-focused approach has been implemented i.e. how intended users have participated in and 

contributed to the evaluation process and how methodology and methods for data collection have 

created space for reflection, discussion and learning between the intended users. Furthermore, the 

gender-responsive approach shall be described and reflected in the findings, conclusions and 

recommendations along with other identified and relevant cross-utting issues. Limitations to the 
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methodology and methods and the consequences of these limitations for findings and  conclusions shall 

be described.  

Evaluation findings shall flow logically from the data, showing a clear line of evidence to support the 

conclusions. Conclusions should be substantiated by findings and analysis. Evaluation questions shall 

be clearly stated and answered in the executive summary and in the conclusions. Recommendations and 

lessons learned should flow logically from conclusions and be specific, directed to relevant intended 

users and categorised as a short-term, medium-term and long-term.  

The report should be no more than 35 pages excluding annexes. If the methods section is extensive, it 

could be placed in an annex to the report. Annexes shall always include the Terms of Reference, the 

Inception Report, the stakeholder mapping/analysis and the Evaluation Matrix. Lists of key 

informants/interviewees shall only include personal data if deemed relevant (i.e. when it is contributing 

to the credibility of the evaluation) based on a case based assessment by the evaluator and the 

commissioning unit/embassy. The inclusion of personal data in the report must always be based on a 

written consent. 

The evaluator shall adhere to the Sida OECD/DAC Glossary of Key Terms in Evaluation5.  

The evaluator shall, upon approval by Sida/Embassy of the final report, insert the report into Sida’s 

template för decentralised evaluations (see Annex C) and submit it to Nordic Morning (in pdf-format) 

for publication and release in the Sida publication database. The order is placed by sending the approved 

report to Nordic Morning (sida@atta45.se), with a copy to the responsible Sida Programme Officer as 

well as Sida’s Evaluation Unit (evaluation@sida.se). Write “Sida decentralised evaluations” in the 

email subject field. The following information must always be included in the order to Nordic Morning: 

1. The name of the consulting company. 

2. The full evaluation title. 

3. The invoice reference “ZZ980601”. 

4. Type of allocation: "sakanslag". 

5. Type of order: "digital publicering/publikationsdatabas. 

 

2.8 Evaluation team qualification   

 

In addition to the qualifications already stated in the framework agreement for evaluation services, the 

evaluation team shall include the following competencies: 

• Knowledge and work experience from the area of civil society/public/media/youth engagement 

in environmental issues in the Western Balkans region,  

• Experience in working and/or reviewing of donor projects from the Western Balkans region 

• Experience of having conducted similar assignments.  

• General understanding and knowledge of the political and administrative context in Bosnia and 

Herzegovina 

• Sound knowledge of results-based management systems, and gender-sensitive monitoring and 

evaluation methodologies 

• Ability to interact with multiple actors including government representatives, donors and other 

stakeholders 

 
5 Sida OECD/DAC (2014) Glossary of Key Terms in Evaluation and Results Based Management. 

mailto:sida@atta45.se
mailto:evaluation@sida.se
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• At least one in the team needs to speak the Bosnian/Serbian/Croatian language. The evaluation 

team may comprise of international and local consultants.    

 

It is desirable that the evaluation team includes the following competencies  

• Previous experience in remote evaluation  

• Experience from the area of local development and EU-integration experience of 

working and/or reviewing of donor projects from the Western Balkans region 

 

A core team member, who have been pre approved by Sida under the Framework agreement, must serve 

as a Team Leader under this assignment too (Level 1 consultant). 

A CV of maximum 3 pages for each team member shall be included in the call-off response. It should 

contain a full description of relevant qualifications and professional work experience. 

It is important that the competencies of the individual team members are complimentary. It is highly 

recommended that local evaluation consultants are included in the team, as they often have contextual 

knowledge that is of great value to the evaluation. In addition, and in a situation with Covid-19, the 

inclusion of local evaluators may also enhance the understanding of feasible ways to conduct the 

evaluation 

The evaluators must be independent from the evaluation object and evaluated activities, and have no 

stake in the outcome of the evaluation.   

Please note that in the tender, the tenderers must propose a team leader that takes part in the evaluation 

by at least 30% of the total evaluation team time including core team members, specialists and all 

support functions, but excluding time for the quality assurance expert. 

2.9 Financial and human resources 

The maximum budget amount available for the evaluation is 400,000 SEK. 

Invoicing and payment shall be managed according to the following: The Consultant may invoice a 

maximum of 20 % of the total amount after approval by Sida/Embassy of the Inception Report and the 

rest after approval by Sida/Embassy of the Final Report and when the assignment is completed. 

The contact person at Sida/Swedish Embassy is Aiša Bijedić, Programme Officer for Environment & 

Climate  at the Embassy of Sweden in Sarajevo. The contact person should be consulted if any problems 

arise during the evaluation process. 

Relevant Sida documentation will be provided by Aiša Bijedić, Programme Officer for Environment & 

Climate  at the Embassy of Sweden in Sarajevo  

Contact details to intended users will be provided by Aiša Bijedić, Programme Officer for Environment 

& Climate  at the Embassy of Sweden in Sarajevo. 

The evaluator will be required to arrange the logistics such as organizing/booking interviews, meetings, 

preparing visits (if required) including any necessary security arrangements. 

 

3.  Annexes 

Annex A: List of key documentation 
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PROJECT DOCUMENT WITH ANNEXES (INCLUDING AMENDMENT) 

SEMI-ANNUAL NARRATIVE/PROGERSS AND FINANCIAL REPORTS  

 

Annex B: Data sheet on the evaluation object 

Information on the evaluation object (i.e. intervention) 

Title of the evaluation object Think Nature! 

ID no. in PLANIt 13598 

Dox no./Archive case no. UM2019/20907 

Activity period (if applicable) Sept 2019 to October 2022 

Agreed budget (if applicable) 16 MSEK 

Main sector6 Environment 

Name and type of implementing organisation7 Center for Civil society Promotion (CCSP or 

CPCD) 

Aid type8 Project type 

Swedish strategy Sweden’s reform cooperation with Eastern 

Europe, the Western Balkans and Turkey 2014 – 

2020, 2021-2027 
 

Information on the evaluation assignment 

Commissioning unit/Swedish Embassy Sarajevo, Bosnia and Herzegovina 

Contact person at unit/Swedish Embassy Aisa Bijedic, PO 

Timing of evaluation (mid-term, end-of-

programme, ex-post, or other) 

Mid/End - term 

ID no. in PLANIt (if other than above). 13598 

 

Annex C: Decentralised evaluation report template  

Template for 

decentralised evaluations at Sida.docx
 

Annex D: Project/Programme document (including revisions and 
amandments) 

 
6 Choose from Sida’s twelve main sectors: education; research; democracy, human rights and gender equality; 

health; conflict, peace and security; humanitarian aid; sustainable infrastructure and services; market 

development; environment; agriculture and forestry; budget support; or other (e.g. multi-sector).  
7 Choose from the five OECD/DAC-categories: public sector institutions; NGO or civil society; public-private 

partnerships and networks; multilateral organisations; and other (e.g. universities, consultancy firms).  
8 Choose from the eight OECD/DAC-categories: budget/sector support; core contributions/pooled funds; project 

type; experts/technical assistance; scholarships/student costs in donor countries; debt relief; admin costs not 

included elsewhere; and other in-donor expenditures.] 
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Annex B Project 

Document FINAL.docx

Annex C - Budget 

FINAL.xlsx
 

Proposal_Interventi

on Measures CPCD TN.docx

Budget with 2nd 

reallocation + Y1 v4.xlsx

Annex 1 

Monitoring and Evaluation Plan modified April 2020.docx
 

Proposal_Additiona

l Activities CPCD TN.docx

Budget with 4 

reallocation and additional funds.pdf

Annex 1 Annual 

Work Plan 2021.xlsx
 

Proposal_Additiona

l Activities CPCD TN.docx

Approval letter 

CPCD additional activities and budget Mar 2021.pdf

Annex 1 Annual 

Work Plan 2021.xlsx 
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Abbreviations and acronyms 

AA Association Agreement 
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1. Introduction  

This inception report represents the first deliverable of an evaluation, commissioned by the 
Swedish embassy in Bosnia Herzegovina (BiH) in November 2021, of the Think Nature! Pro-
ject, which is implemented by the Centre for Civil Society Promotion (CCSP).  
 
The purpose of this report is a) to reflect the evaluation team’s understanding of the objectives 
of this assignment (taking into account important delineations resulting from initial discussions 
with the Swedish embassy and the CCSP during the inception phase); and b), to present the 
evaluation team’s approach/methodology and the methods selected to achieve the objectives of 
this evaluation.  
 
The inception report outlines, in detail, the schedule for the next stages in the evaluation pro-
cess. The report also describes how various stakeholders/users of the project will be involved 
and outlines potential challenges/limitations that might affect the process from here onwards.   
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2. Assessment of the scope of the evaluation 

2 .1  THINK NAT URE!  
The main objective of the Think Nature! project is to increase influence of civil society on 
environment protection, and by that, to contribute to better protection of the environment and 
enhanced resilience to environmental impact and climate change in Bosnia and Herzegovina 
(BiH), and to strengthen implementation of the requirements resulting from BiH’s EU integra-
tion ambitions and those following BiH’s adherence to international agreements on the envi-
ronment, climate, and energy. The project is a response to a generally low environmental aware-
ness in BiH among the population, and where the implementation of existing legal and strategic 
documents is slow. Specifically, the project aims to respond to low levels of citizen and youth 
participation in environmental issues; a lack of corporate responsibility; and inadequate media 
coverage of environmental issues—factors which, if improved, could achieve the project’s 
overall objective.  

An analysis of the status of the civil society in the environmental sector in BiH (REC, Septem-
ber 2018) found that despite progress in the strengthening of civil society organisations’ (CSO) 
capacities, there remains an urgent need to improve the ability of CSOs to influence decision 
making. The 2018 EU Progress Report  (as well as the reports for subsequent years) clearly 
recognised that public participation in decision-making processes remains to be improved in 
BiH. 

The project aims to build the capacities of environmental CSOs to advocate for policy change 
through participation in the decision-making and acting as partners in dialogue with the gov-
ernment; and through the implementation of projects.  

Overall objectives:  
• To contribute to better protection of the environment and enhanced resilience to envi-

ronmental impact and climate change in Bosnia and Herzegovina.  

• To strengthen the implementation of the requirements resulting from the EU integration 
agenda and international agreements that BiH is party to on the environment, climate 
and energy. 

Project objective: 
To increase the influence of civil society on the protection of the environment in Bosnia and 
Herzegovina. 
 
Think Nature! has five focus areas: advocacy; setting up of Eco Hubs; Eco Schools; working 
with Youth; and working with Media on the coverage of environmental issues. Each area has 
its own immediate objective (IO) as stated below: 
 
IO1: To increase the environmental responsibility of government bodies, companies and citi-
zens through advocacy campaigns. 
IO2: To increase the involvement of local actors in addressing environmental issues through 
establishing infrastructure/network of 9 Eco Hubs.  

https://ec.europa.eu/neighbourhood-enlargement/system/files/2019-05/20180417-bosnia-and-herzegovina-report.pdf
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IO3: To encourage young people to engage in their environment and actively protect it through 
development of 36 Eco Schools.  
IO4: To raise awareness and activism of young people in the area of protection of the environ-
ment. 
IO5: To improve the quantity and quality of environmental coverage in the BiH media. 
 

2 .2  OBJECT IVES AND SCOPE OF THE EVALUATIO N  
The purpose of the evaluation is to provide an impartial review of the Think Nature! Project, 
using the OECD/DAC evaluation criteria of relevance, effectiveness, efficiency, impact, and 
sustainability. The information, findings, lessons learned, and recommendations generated by 
the evaluation will be used by the Swedish Embassy/Sida; the Centre for Civil Society Promo-
tion; and other relevant stakeholders and they will inform the remaining project implementation 
and inform future programming.  

The specific objectives of this evaluation are to: 

• assess the relevance of identified challenges, gaps, and opportunities in environmental 
awareness and public participation in decision-making on environmental issues within the 
project; 

• assess the relevance and sustainability of strategic goals; thematic objectives; and feasible 
actions; and formulate recommendations on how the management team can improve and 
adjust implementation; 

• assess the impact and sustainability of the intervention and formulate recommendations as 
an input to upcoming discussions concerning the preparation of a new phase of the inter-
vention; 

• assess the impact of awareness-raising activities for the public, educational and the business 
sector on environmental issues in BiH; 

• assess the coverage of major population groups, their involvement in project activities, and 
the level of the public engagement; 

• assess the coordination level of different stakeholders within the project. 

The evaluation will cover the period from the project start in September 2019 to the end of 
2021. 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

https://www.oecd.org/dac/evaluation/revised-evaluation-criteria-dec-2019.pdf
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2 .3  PO RTFOLIO ANALYSIS 
The first analysis of the portfolio is presented in this section. The inventory and portfolio analy-
sis aims to capture the grants and interventions provided. This will ensure that data gathering is 
targeted, and it will give confidence to the basis for wider conclusions being drawn. 
 
Overview of the Think Nature! budget allocations: 
 

• Total budget: 15.9m SEK 
• Percentage of the budget allocated for project activities: 69% 
• Percentage of grants in the total activity budget: 62% 
• Number of grantees: 43 
• Most funded activities:  

o Advocacy: 40% 
o Eco Hubs: 28% 
o Eco-schools: 16%  

 
Of the total project budget (15.9m SEK), 69% accounts for project activities, whilst the remain-
ing 31% covers management costs such as payments for project staff, office expenses, travel, 
equipment and others (figure 1 and 2). The most funded are advocacy activities with 40% of 
the total activity budget, followed by Eco Hubs (28%), Eco-Schools (16%), campaigns (13%), 
other activities (2%) and grants provided to individual journalists (1%) (figure 3).  

  Figure 1 
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Figure 2 

 
 
Figure 3 

 

The table below shows data on grants broken down by several parameters. A total of 43 project 
proposals were approved and granted funding by the project. The average grant approval rate 
across application rounds and types of grants is 36%. Support to network advocacy and CSR 
Initiatives increased significantly between two application rounds. From the list of completed 
and ongoing projects across the five types of grants, we have selected a sample for detailed 
assessment of grants - presented in section 4.4. The full list of funded projects is given in Annex 
A.  
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Figure 4                                                                      Figure 5 

  
3. Review of the evaluation questions  

3 .1  OVERVIEW  
 
The Terms of reference (ToR) outline seven questions, which the team has slightly adjusted 
and clustered below:   
 

Criteria Evaluation question 
Relevance 1) Is the intervention doing the right thing 
Effectiveness 2) Is the intervention achieving its objectives? 
Efficiency 3) Is the project well managed? 
Impact 4) What difference does the intervention make? 
Sustainability 5) Will the benefits last? 

 
The link to the questions and sub-questions in the ToR are given below: 
  

Evaluation question Extract from the ToR 
Relevance: Is the inter-
vention doing the right 
thing? 

•  To what extent have the intervention objectives and design responded to   ben-
eficiaries’; country and partner needs; policies; and priorities, and did they con-
tinued to do so if/when circumstances changed?  

GRANTS Application 
round

Approved grant 
volume (SEK) 

# of 
applications

# of approved 
grants 

Approval 
rate 

Grant rate

1 1,316,266.32       16 5 31% 263,253.26  
2 1,749,455.75       19 7 37% 249,922.25  
1 319,404.16          26 6 23% 53,234.03    
2 215,206.40          22 4 18% 53,801.60    
1 155,796.16          10 3 30% 51,932.05    
2 370,865.25          10 7 70% 52,980.75    
1 3,036,782.08       21 9 43% 337,420.23  

Ad hoc grants 2 51,680.00            2 25,840.00    
7,215,456.12       43 167,801.31  
7,099,200.00       Total planned 

Total approved 

Network advocacy grants

Media grants

CSR Initiatives 

Eco-hubs grants
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Effectiveness: Is the in-
tervention achieving its 
objectives? 

• To what extent has the intervention achieved, or is expected to achieve, its 
objectives, and its results?  

• What have been factors which have enabled or hindered results achievement 
and what are the implications for strategies in the next phase? 

• Have the Monitoring and Evaluation (M&E) systems delivered robust and 
useful information that could be used to assess progress towards outcomes 
and contribute to learning? 

• Has the project had any positive or negative effects on gender equality?  

Efficiency: Is the project 
well managed? 

Coordination: 
• To what extent have the interventions of different actors been harmonised? 
• To what extent have lessons learned from what works well and less well been 

used to improve and adjust intervention implementation? 
Perspectives: 
• Could gender mainstreaming have been improved in planning, implementa-

tion or follow up?  
Impact: What difference 
does the intervention 
make? 

• To what extent has the project or programme generated, or is expected to 
generate, significant positive or negative, intended, or unintended, high-level 
effects?  

• What is recommended to enhance those contributions in the next phase?  
Sustainability: Will the 
benefits last? 

• To what extent are the project results sustainable?  
• How could project results be further sustainably projected and expanded, 

having in mind the potential future contribution for a second phase? 

 

3 .2  EVALUAT ION Q UESTIO NS 
In the following text, the rationale of each evaluation question is outlined with indicators. The 
indicators are meant as a guide. Not all will necessarily be answered—depending on the data 
and appropriateness, and once more is known about the project components. There may also be 
other indicators that will be introduced in the course of the evaluation. Annex C presents the 
complete evaluation matrix and provides a more detailed overview of the data and methodolo-
gies to be used. 
 

 
Rationale: One of the main aims of this evaluation question is to examine whether the project 
objectives were relevant for the needs of the target group and responded to their priorities. The 
indicators direct attention to first looking for evidence of how target groups were identified, 
and how their needs were understood. Evidence of this will lie in the quality and depth of the 
stakeholder analysis. The indicators then turn their attention to whether such analysis informed 
the project objectives and design and evidence that this responded  and continues to respond to 
needs and priorities. Evidence of this  can be found by comparing the objectives and design to 
country and partner plans and priorities and interviewing stakeholders on their views. It can 

Question 1 – Relevance Indicators 

Q1  Is the intervention doing the right 
thing? 

1.1. There was/is prior and ongoing analysis that informed the iden-
tification of the target group and priorities of the project, and 
this influenced the project design. 

1.2. The intervention objectives and design responded to beneficiar-
ies’; country and partner needs; policies; and priorities.  

1.3. The  intervention objectives and design continued to respond to 
needs and priorities if/when circumstances changed. 
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also be evidenced by the uptake and engagement of partners and beneficiaries in the project 
activities themselves.  
 

 
Rationale:  
 
The question will assess the extent to which the project has achieved or is moving towards 
achieving its main objective (“To increase the influence of civil society to the protection of the 
environment in Bosnia and Herzegovina.”). It will also assess the results on cross-cutting/ hor-
izontal issues, in particular on gender and human rights, where the project documentation states 
that these aspects are significant components in the project.   
 
Where relevant, a 5-point contribution analysis will be used: 1) describing the challenge that 
the Swedish support sought to address; 2) describing any significant change achieved (or ab-
sence); 3) determining factors for that change or absence of change 4) analysing the Swedish 
support’s role and added-value in achieving the change; and 5) identifying other significant 
factors influencing the change (contributing or inhibiting). 
 

 
Rationale:  
The main purpose of this question is to determine whether the available project resources have 
been sufficient (and most appropriate) and used and managed in a way that leads to effective 
implementation of the project (to achieving immediate project objectives). The first area of 
inquiry (indicator 3.1) looks at the reliability of the M&E system, and the extent to which the 
results reported are a good reflection of the actual situation. It will also examine whether the 

Question 2 Effectiveness Indicators 

Q2 Is the intervention achieving its 
objectives? 

2.1 Qualitative evidence that actions under each of the 5 Intermediate 
Objective achieved results beyond the activity/output level. 
2.2 Qualitative evidence that the cumulative results across the 5 Inter-
mediate Objectives contribute to the overall stated objective. 
2.3 Evidence of meaningful incorporation of gender aspects into project 
activities, including evidence that ongoing analysis and learning is in-
forming project activities.  
2.4 Evidence of meaningful incorporation of human rights aspects into 
project activities, including evidence that ongoing analysis and learning 
is informing project activities.  
2.5 Evidence of the project making a contribution to ethnic reconcilia-
tion.  

Question 3 – Efficiency  Indicators 

Q3 Was the project well managed? 

3.1 The project has an appropriate M&E system in place that collects 
quantitative and qualitative data in a timely manner to track progress to-
wards achievement of the specific project objective and overall objec-
tive. 
3.2. The project has systems in place to ensure transparency, accounta-
bility, and best value-for-money for the community/stakeholders, in-
cluding in the on-granting process.  
3.3 The interventions of different actors have been mutually reinforc-
ing. 
3.4 The project was well aligned and linked to other relevant projects 
and initiatives within civil society and environment. 
3.5 Lessons learned from what works well and less well have been used 
to improve and adjust intervention implementation 
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results are collected and reported in good time for the project to, if/when necessary, adjust and 
modify its activities and expectations. Transparency, accountability and project processes are 
looked at under indicator 3.2. Indicator 3.3 explores how well activities of different actors 
across the project pillars have been interrelated and the extent to which the activities have been 
mutually reinforcing to maximise the results. The next indicator (3.4) will look into evidence 
of strategic alignment with other initiatives in the field of civil society and environment and 
therefore for synergies that may have led to improvements in the overall performance of the 
project. Practices that may have led to inefficiencies can also be identified. The fifth indicator 
concerns the ability of the project to identify successful and less successful processes and prac-
tices and apply lessons learnt into its activities. The extent to which this has taken place will be 
assessed under this indicator. 
 

 
Rationale: This question aims to assess the contribution of the project to the achievement of the 
overall project objectives (“To contribute to better protection of the environment and enhanced 
resilience to environmental impact and climate change in Bosnia and Herzegovina” and “To 
strengthen the implementation of the requirements resulting from the EU integration agenda 
and international agreements that BiH is party to on the environment, climate and energy.”) 
Here, a critical examination of the project’s Theory of Change will be central, and where the 
chain of underlying assumptions from activities/outputs to the five intermediate objectives, to 
the project objectives and on to the two overall objectives will be probed and an assessment be 
made whether the results achieved can be causally linked to making a contribution to moving 
towards the overall objectives. The assessment will also seek to harvest any unintended (posi-
tive or negative) impact that might not have been foreseen in the project design. Given the 
discussion on a potential next phase of the project, the impact assessment is particularly im-
portant, as it will provide directions for the reorientation (or not) of this next phase. (See also 
limitations below regarding the feasibility of assessing impact of the project). 

 

 
Rationale: Any development cooperation intervention must strive for sustainability, and param-
eters that will ensure sustainability should be built into the project design. The evaluation will 
assess to what extend sustainability concerns have been taken into account at the output and 
outcome level at the design stage, but also during implementation, and to what extent the pro-
ject’s M&E system has been able to adapt to ensure sustainability.    

Question 4- Impact  Indicators 

Q4  What difference does the intervention 
make? 

4.1. Evidence confirming the assumptions of the Theory of 
Change (i.e., that the chain of activities, intermediate 
and long-term outputs is sound).  

4.2. Evidence of medium- and long-term results of the pro-
ject, or prospects of such results against project objec-
tives, per stakeholder group. 

4.3. Evidence of (any) positive and negative, intended or 
intended effects of the project activities per stake-
holder group and how these occurred.  

Question 5 – Sustainability Indicators 

Q5 Will the benefits last? 

5.1. Evidence that results are going to be sustained, or likely to be sus-
tained if certain factors are in place. 
5.2. Evidence that project activities and implementation took account of 
the need for sustainability of results after the project ends and identified 
and addressed barriers to sustainability. 
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4. Proposed approach and methodology  

4 .1  OVERVIEW  
A combination of different approaches and methods will be used in this evaluation. We fore-
see: 

• Analysis of the theory of change and development of the evaluation questions 
• Inventory and portfolio analysis 
• Data collection – meta-evaluation, Focus Group Discussions, and surveys  
• Sampling of interventions  

These are outlined in the sections below and followed by considerations on enhancing utility, 
and identification of limitations.  
 

4 .2  ANALYSIS OF T HE T HEO RY OF CHANGE 
A first “light” reconstructed Theory of Change (ToC) and intervention logic has been devel-
oped, based on the outline from the project document. The ToC examination is provided as a  
working aid for the evaluation team, but it will also serve as the central tool to assess the Im-
pact criterion (see above). The ToC is highly simplified and serves to illustrate our under-
standing of the pathways of change at this point in the evaluation process. Given the forward-
looking nature of this evaluation, a strengthened ToC to guide the next phase of the interven-
tion might be one of the outcomes of the evaluation process.  
 
The ToC developed during the project formulation involved 5 steps in a participatory ap-
proach:  
 
Step 1. Defining long-term goals of project 
Step 2. Mapping the pathway to change - building an outcomes framework 
Step 3. Identifying indicators to track progress 
Step 4. Selecting a set of activities 
Step 5. Articulating key assumptions  
 
An “If-Then statement” was then defined to represent the ToC:  
 
“If environmental organisations in BiH are empowered, mutually connected and financially 
supported, and their community outreach is improved, and if children and young people are 
aware of environmental threats and activated, and if media is better covering environmental 
issues, then influence of civil society to environment protection in Bosnia and Herzegovina is 
increased, leading towards better environment protection and implementation of the require-
ments imposed by the EU and international agreements on the environment, climate and en-
ergy”. A stakeholder analysis was also undertaken to identify “driving and restraining forces” 
for the expected change. It was further noted that “a set of measurable indicators for expected 
change” that supports the above was presented in monitoring and evaluation plan of the project. 
The indicators are mainly quantitative and activity-based and rely on assumptions in moving 
from activities to impact, which, while potentially plausible, are not tested.  
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A visualisation of the ToC is shown in Figure 4.1, showing where the evaluation questions 
link to the pathway to change.  
 

 
 
The project has not explicitly monitored or reported whether the assumptions remain valid.  
Whilst it is plausible that activities and outputs will lead to the implicit outcomes and immediate 
objectives, there is an issue of critical mass and whether the project has done enough or is likely 
to do enough or well enough linked to other wider processes to have an effect. This issue was 
discussed at the kick-off meeting and  is picked up in the indicators of especially question 4 and 
5.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Fig 4.1 Visualisation of the theory of change 

Impact Driver: Donor support / EU integration 
requirements/ citizen demands/ civil society 
demands

Activities - outputs Outcomes – immediate objectives Impacts

• Advocacy – mapping of CSOs, call for 
proposals for advocacy targeting civil 
society, public institutions and private 
sector. Award, contracting and 
monitoring of grants. Holding of 
national conference 

• Networking – establishment, education 
and resourcing of eco-hubs, call for 
proposals for eco-hubs. Award, 
contracting and monitoring of grants. 
Training of trainers, manuals and 
holding of competitions

• Schools – support to action-eco plans, 
provision of technical assistance to 
schools, teaching training and 
materials, covid measures put in place, 
certification undertaken

• Youth – plan of campaign to involve 
youth, activation of social media, music 
events, summer schools and holding of 
competitions 

• Media  – database of environmental 
journalism, student training, citizen 
journalist training, holding of 
competitions, media promotion

Assumptions: 
Environmental CSOs capable of conducting advocacy campaigns and 
engaging in eco-hubs. Citizens care for their environment.
Municipalities are willing to cooperate. Schools  and teachers 
interested in Eco School scheme. Experts available to support 
certification. Youth and influencers motivated for online and offline 
environmental activism. There are journalists who are willing to 
improve their skills and knowledge related to environmental area. 
Companies respond and bear additional costs 

Impact Driver.  Social changes and 
attitudes especially among the youth 
support environment and climate 
actions

Assumptions: Government is 
open for improvements in 
environmental legislation, and 
for cooperation with civil 
society. Political situation is 
stable, and government has 
environment high on list of 
priorities 

1

2 4

3

To contribute to better 
environment protection and 
enhanced resilience to 
environmental impact and 
climate change in Bosnia 
and Herzegovina. 

To strengthen 
implementation of the 
requirements imposed by 
the EU and international 
agreements on the 
environment, climate and 
energy.

Advocacy -Increased environmental
responsibility of government bodies, companies
and citizens through advocacy campaigns

Network - Increased involvement of local actors
in addressing environmental issues through
establishing infrastructure/network of 9 Eco
Hubs

Schools- Young people encouraged to engage in
their environment and actively protect it through
development of 36 Eco Schools.

Youth – Raised awareness and activism of
young people in area of environment protection.

Media - Improved the quantity and quality of
environmental coverage in B&H media.

Evaluation questions
1) Is the intervention doing the right thing
2) Is the intervention achieving its objectives?
3) Was the project well managed?
4) What difference does the intervention make
5) Will the benefits last?

5
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4 .3  DATA COLLECTION –  DO CUMENTATIO N,  FOCUS G RO UP D IS-
CUSSIONS AND SURVEYS  
As any evaluation, a variety of data and methods will be sought to help triangulation—a core 
principle of the process—of findings. These include written documents; direct encounters/in-
terviews with stakeholders and non-stakeholder experts; and direct observation.  
 
There are several sources of documents that have information relevant for the evaluation: 
 

• The project’s Annual and Semi-Annual reporting 
• The documentation generated by the monitoring and evaluation results reporting frame-

work 
• Project, and sub-project reports and any analytical reports on particular interventions, 

activities, or priority areas  
• External reports (i.e., not generated by the project) providing analysis and information 

to understand the contextual role of the project  
• Social media articles and reactions to project activities; project website  

 
A full list of documents will be provided in one of the annexes to the evaluation report.  
 
In terms of capturing information through direct encounters, the following have been identified 
and will be pursued during the evaluation process: 
 

• In-depth discussions with the CCSP project team 
• Project site visits (see below) including direct observation of project activities, if possi-

ble 
• Key informant interviews and Focus Group Discussions within each focus area based 

on the interventions selected from the below list and conducted among: 
• Swedish embassy focal points  
• Implementation partners (project consultants and trainers; Eco Hubs, Eco Schools; 

local businesses and grassroots level organisations; media organisations) 
• Beneficiaries (students and their parents; municipalities; governmental partners as 

outlined in the project documentation) 
• Non-stakeholder experts (i.e., individuals or organisations that are not directly involved 

in the project actively, but who can provide important perspectives about the sector) 
• Electronic survey (this will ensure that as many stakeholders as possible are consulted 

for this evaluation, in line with the Swedish emphasis on a human-rights based approach 
to development cooperation). The survey will be translated into the local language and 
will take no longer than 20 minutes to fill out; it will be pre-tested with at least 2 re-
spondents. The questions will be closely related to the indicators so that they shed light 
on the main evaluation questions. Multiple choice, rating and open-ended responses will 
be called up. The survey will be designed so that the responses can be disaggregated 
dependent on the type of respondents. The survey will be administered online using 
SurveyMonkey. 

 
This combination of methods is further documented in the evaluation matrix. It will ensure 
elements of: 
 

• Independence of project implementers and grant holders; 
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• In-depth insight through focus on a representative sample of interventions and visits 
including the beneficiary level. 

 
A full list of stakeholders interviewed will be provided in one of the annexes to the evaluation 
report. While the interviews and stakeholder discussions will be conducted on the basis of non-
attribution, they will not be anonymous—both non-attribution and non-anonymity will be ex-
plained to stakeholders prior to each discussion. In line with GDPR, no personal details of 
stakeholders will be provided.  
  

4 .4  SELECTIO N OF INTERVENTIO NS  
 
The Think Nature! project works across the entire geographic span of BiH. Given the resource 
limitations, the evaluation team will not be able to visit all project locations and sites. However, 
we will strive for as larger a sample as possible but, mindful of good evaluation practice. 
 
In response to comments received from CCSP and the Embassy, and with due consideration 
that the evaluation sample needs to fine-balance depth and breadth within the available re-
sources, we propose two scenarios for field visits, both possible (see table below). The final 
decision will be taken before fieldwork based on the amount and quality of data gathered 
through desk research. Whatever the chosen sample, it is not fixed, and adjustments may be 
needed, in terms of the availability of presumed stakeholders and grantees to consult etc.. The 
team will seek the best alternatives to adapt to any circumstances that arise before and/or during 
the fieldwork. 
 
We will seek to encompass, in the below selection, the variety of stakeholders the project is 
covering (ranging from small primary schools to secondary schools including in the dual voca-
tional education and training, to various types of grantees etc.), as well as to ensure a repre-
sentative geographic spread of sites visited, a mix of rural and urban areas and eco hubs engag-
ing in various activities and performing good and not so good.   
 
We will be asking CCSP to facilitate the contact with the stakeholders, and to assist with the 
agenda so that the team will be met, and sufficient time is being allocated for discussions. How-
ever, we are expecting to conduct the on-site visits and stakeholder discussions without the 
participation of the CCSP team.   
 
The two field visit scenarios are presented below:  
 
 



 

14 
 

SCENARIO 1 -  likely 
Eco Hub Eco Schools  Stakeholders  Grantees1 Team Members Comments  Duration  
Sarajevo  Primary School 

Hasan Kaimija 
Sarajevo 

Implementing team from 
Eco Hub; members of the 
local government; school 
management and coordi-
nators; students; parents 

Aarhus Sarajevo; 
Regional Education 
and Information 
Center (REIC) 
Resource Environ-
ment Center (REC); 
Radio Sarajevo; 
Eco Action; 
 

Vera Devine 
Ivan Naletilic 

The team will conduct these visits together, 
in order to test the approach that will then be 
applied to the other locations which will be 
visited by team members on their own  

2 days Vera 
 
2 days Ivan  

Banja Luka 
including 
site visit to 
Derventa co-
vered by the 
Eco Hub   

Primary School 
Nikola Tesla; Pri-
mary School 
Branko Copic 
Prnjavor 

Implementing team from 
Eco Hub; members of the 
local government; school 
management and coordi-
nators; students; parents 

Academy of Eco 
journalism; 
Association Impuls  

Vera Devine The rationale for selecting this Eco Hub is of 
geographic nature – this Eco Hub covers se-
lected urban and rural areas in the Republic 
of Srpska. 

3 days  

Maglaj Gymnasium ’Ed-
hem Mulabdic’ 
Maglaj 

Implementing team from 
Eco Hub; members of the 
local governments;  
School management and 
coordinators; students 

Association Fojni-
cani; Center for En-
vironmentally 
sustainable deve-
lopment (COOR) 

Vera Devine There are indications, stressed out by the 
project management team, that the Eco Hub 
Maglaj performed well and engaged in ad-
vocacy activities. The evaluation team will 
seek to unpack and understand the factors 
that led to success. 

2 days 

Siroki Brijeg  
 
 

First Primary 
School Siroki 
Brijeg; Primary 
school Ante 
Brune Busica 
Rakitno, Posusje 

Implementing team from 
Eco Hub; members of the 
local government; school 
management and coordi-
nators; students; parents 

Regional Resource 
Center from 
Capljina 

Ivan Naletilic The Eco Hub Siroki Brijeg is selected to un-
derstand why they worked slower and with 
poorer results than others and why this Eco 
Hub did not engage in advocacy activities. 

2 days  

Mostar and 
Blagaj 

Catering college  
Mostar; 
Primary school 
Blagaj 

Implementing team from 
Eco Hubs; local govern-
ments;  
school management and 
coordinators, 
students 

Association ”Jer 
Nas se Tiče”; 
Campaign #I plant, 
and you?”; 
Eco Neretva 

Ivan Naletilic These locations are selected and combined 
to provide insights into project dynamics and 
results in rural and urban areas located near 
each other. Mostar is selected to understand 
the potential of the Eco network in contribu-
ting to addressing prominent environmental 
concerns such as the massive Uborak dump, 
also by consulting a prominent local associ-
ation ‘’Jer nas se tiče’’ funded by the project 

3 days 

 
 

1 Most interviews with grantees we expect to conduct in person. Stakeholders that will not be possible to talk to in person, the team will consult electronically, via Skype/ MS Teams/ phone. 
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to advocate for Corporate Social Responsibi-
lities concerning Uborak 

SCENARIO 2 - possible 
Eco Hub Eco Schools  Stakeholders  Grantees2 Team Members Comments  Duration  
Sarajevo  Primary School 

Hasan Kaimija 
Sarajevo;  
Secondary 
School Visoko; 
Primary School 
Pale  

Implementing team from 
Eco Hub; members of the 
local government; school 
management and coordi-
nators; students; parents 

Aarhus Sarajevo; 
REIC 
Resource Environ-
ment Center (REC); 
Radio Sarajevo; 
Eco Action; 
 

Eric Buhl-Niel-
sen 
Vera Devine 
Ivan Naletilic 

The team will conduct these visits together, 
in order to test the approach that will then be 
applied to the other locations which will be 
visited by team members on their own  

3 days Vera 
 
3 days Eric 
 
1 day Ivan  

Banja Luka  Primary School 
Nikola Tesla; Pri-
mary School 
Branko Copic 
Prnjavor 

Implementing team from 
Eco Hub; members of the 
local government; school 
management and coordi-
nators; students; parents 

Academy of Eco 
journalism; 
Association Impuls  

Vera Devine The rationale for selecting this Eco Hub is of 
geographic nature – this Eco Hub covers se-
lected urban and rural areas in the Republic 
of Srpska. 

2 days  

Maglaj Gymnasium ’Ed-
hem Mulabdic’ 
Maglaj 

Implementing team from 
Eco Hub; members of the 
local governments;  
School management and 
coordinators; students 

Association Fojni-
cani; Center for En-
vironmentally 
sustainable deve-
lopment (COOR) 

Vera Devine There are indications, stressed out by the 
project management team, that the Eco Hub 
Maglaj performed well and engaged in ad-
vocacy activities. The evaluation team will 
seek to unpack and understand the factors 
that led to success. 

2 days  

Siroki Brijeg  
 
 

First Primary 
School Siroki 
Brijeg; Primary 
school Ante 
Brune Busica 
Rakitno, Posusje 

Implementing team from 
Eco Hub; members of the 
local government; school 
management and coordi-
nators; students; parents 

Regional Resource 
Center from 
Capljina 

Ivan Naletilic The Eco Hub Siroki Brijeg is selected to un-
derstand why they worked slower and with 
poorer results than others and why this Eco 
Hub did not engage in advocacy activities. 

2 days  

Blagaj incl. 
a short visit 
to Mostar 

Primary school 
Blagaj 

Implementing team from 
Eco Hub Maglaj; local 
government;  
school management and 
coordinators, 
students, parents 

Association ”Jer 
Nas se Tiče”; 
Campaign #I plant, 
and you?”; 
Eco Neretva 

Ivan Naletilic The Blagaj Eco Hub is selected as an Eco 
Hub covering rural areas in Herzegovina.  
Mostar is selected to understand the pot-
ential of the prominent association ”Jer nas 
se tiče” in addressing environmental con-
cerns such as the massive Uborak dump. 

2 days 

 
 

2 Most interviews with grantees we expect to conduct in person. Stakeholders that will not be possible to talk to in person, the team will consult electronically, via Skype/ MS Teams/ phone.  
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4 .5  UTIL IT Y  
As stipulated in the ToR, it is important that the evaluation is utilisation focussed. The initial 
considerations at inception level are that the users include, subject to further discussion: 

• Swedish embassy 
• Implementing partners and grantees 
• Interested public – both in Sweden and potentially other cooperation countries that are 

considering similar projects in the future 

Table 3.1 Utilisation focus of the evaluation  
Who ? Why? How? 

Swedish Em-
bassy 

The Think Nature! Project is the first of its 
kind—while the Swedish Embassy has a 
track record of working on environmental 
priorities in BiH, this project is piloting 
civil society engagement in this sector for 
the first time. The evaluation, then, pro-
vides an important opportunity for oppor-
tunity and stock-taking, in particular with 
view to a second phase of the project that is 
already envisioned, and where the findings 
can feed into the design of this new phase.  

The findings from the evaluation will serve an accountability 
function: it will independently confirm to the Swedish Em-
bassy what results the project has achieved, and whether it is 
on track to achieve the project specific objectives and overall 
objectives. It will provide insight to the Embassy project 
management on aspects of the project that need to be 
strengthened for the remainder of the implementation, and ar-
eas that might need to be adjusted in the run up to the new 
phase, including, potentially, recommendations on how to ad-
just monitoring from the side of the Embassy.   

Implement-
ing partners 
and grantees 

We anticipate that the evaluation is particu-
larly important for CCSP, given that they 
are the main implementer of the project. 
The evaluation will validate the results that 
CCSP has been reporting to the Swedish 
Embassy and should provide concrete rec-
ommendations on strengthening implemen-
tation in the current phase as well as how to 
design the second phase of the project.  
For grantees, the evaluation might provide a 
useful learning opportunity in terms of be-
ing part of accountability requirements for 
international donor assistance.  

The evaluation will, in a highly participatory way with sev-
eral built-in feedback rounds (inception report and meeting; 
evaluation meetings and debriefings, draft final report and 
presentation and discussion of findings; final evaluation re-
port) come up with concrete and actionable recommendations 
for the project implementers for the ongoing and the next 
phase. The evaluation team has a considerable combined ex-
perience not only in evaluation, but also in project and pro-
gramme formulation and implementation that they will draw 
on in discussions with the project implementers and stake-
holders, in addition to very extensive field work to do the 
project’s breadth and complexity justice, in order to come up 
with a convincing set of forward-looking recommendations.  

Interested 
public 

Sida has an accountability obligation to the 
general public.  

Development cooperation projects are implemented using 
Swedish taxpayers’ money. With this comes an obligation to 
report back on results, and evaluations are one way of doing 
so. We are aware that evaluation reports are typically pub-
lished. We will ensure that the language of the report is ac-
cessible for the public to understand and use (for example, 
journalists might take an interest in the findings). This means 
that we will try to avoid unnecessary jargon, and that we cali-
brate the report in such a way that is understandable to audi-
ences that are not specialised in development cooperation.  
 

 
Learning focus – The ToR place emphasis on making use of this evaluation as a learning pro-
cess and the approach of the evaluation will be utilisation-oriented and guided by a continuous 
focus on the partners’ learning process; decision-making; and improvement of the environmen-
tal contribution portfolio of the Swedish embassy. This will be done by i) building on forward- 
looking research already undertaken by Sida and its partners: ii) making use of qualitative data 
available through the results reporting system to draw lessons; iii) ensuring succinct presenta-
tion of findings and recommendations.  
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Accountability –  Evaluations also serve accountability purposes. We look forward to working 
with CCSP to ensure that sufficient information can be found or generated to provide a con-
vincing narrative on the results that the project has achieved.  
 
This process will need to be undertaken jointly among the different stakeholders involved in 
the evaluation and our Team. An important aspect of how we promote utility is by stimulating 
a critically reflective discussion of the results framework of the programme being evaluated 
and the logical assumptions or ToC, wherein outcomes are expected to be realised. We are 
therefore particularly interested in exploring how we can build upon any internal discussions 
already underway in the programme regarding results frameworks and ToC. 
 
At the onset of the evaluation, we would like to understand how each stakeholder intends to use 
the evaluation. We would like to ensure that sufficient time is allocated for dialogue and reflec-
tion with the evaluation users throughout the process.  
  

4 .6  L IMITATIO NS  
The limiting factors that we foresee in this study are:  
 
• Limited availability of qualitative data collected by the project – CCSP has provided an 

extensive amount of documentation from the project, through which the team has had a first 
look. At the end of the inception phase, it seems clear that the overwhelming emphasis of 
the data collection within the project has been quantitative, while the project intermediate 
and specific objectives and the overall objectives are described in qualitative terms. As out-
lined above in the section on the Theory of Change, and as discussed in the kick-off meet-
ing, the link between numbers of participants and numbers of activities to achieve the ob-
jectives is assumed, but not spelled out (and needs to be tested during the evaluation pro-
cess). The fact that a project should be able to limit its monitoring framework on quantita-
tive data (as described in the proposal) is somewhat unusual—in our experience, at a mini-
mum, a combination linking quantitative and qualitative results is expected in all coopera-
tion projects. In the case of the evaluated project, we have not (yet) found a layer of report-
ing or analysis that would reflect on the cumulative impact of the individual activities to-
wards outcomes and objectives. The difficulty arising from this is that the evaluation is to 
assess the results in the achievement of qualitative objectives for which beyond activities 
and participant numbers, not much other data exists. Mitigating action: In view of this situ-
ation, the field phase and direct stakeholder interviews (either individually or in FDG) will 
have to have a much greater weight than in other evaluations. Therefore, we have set the 
sample target relatively high at 30% of all locations; time and resources permitting, we will 
aim to cover additional sites. We would also like to encourage CCSP to use the time be-
tween the inception meeting and the evaluation mission to collate qualitative data that pro-
vide evidence of what changes have occurred as the result of the activities they have con-
ducted and assemble data that would help to come to an assessment of results against project 
intermediate, specific and overall objectives, in support of the Theory of Change of the 
project. This should also include data on how gender, human rights, and reconciliation as-
pects have been specifically addressed in the project, given that the proposal and various 
activity reports emphasis these to be “strong components” or the project—what would be 
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necessary is to understand whether data beyond gender disaggregated participation records 
exist (the project proposal suggests that gender action plans were supposed to be developed 
in the Eco Hubs, but we have not found any documentation on this aspect), and how insight 
into gender dimensions, as the project went along, has been incorporated into activities. We 
believe that this in itself is a useful learning opportunity for CCSP, as it will strengthen the 
upcoming project proposal and MEL framework therein. Broadly, the task here is to move 
from the activity level to a higher level of thinking about what the project has achieved in 
terms of effectiveness: how have the individual activities together contributed to the wider 
objectives? What has CCSP learned beyond conducting activities? Are there any internal 
lessons learned exercises where CCSP has tried to aggregate the insight that has come from 
the activities? Given that it is our understanding that no reporting exists at outcome/objec-
tive level, we would like to encourage CCSP to maybe reflect, in short, informal documents/ 
or think pieces what the outcome and impact level, in accordance with the project logic, are. 
In some cases, these might only be of an anecdotal nature which is understandable and can 
also be very useful.  At the end of the inception phase and in light of the feedback on the 
first inception report, it is important to stress that ideally  the evaluation’s task is to inde-
pendently verify through interview, document review and survey the quantitative and qual-
itative data that has  been collected in the course of the project – rather than attempt to 
collect this during the evaluation which would not be realistic in the framework or with the 
resources available.  An evaluation’s task is to independently assess and verify, through 
triangulation of data collection methods (i.e., this cannot be solely based on in-depth inter-
views with CCSP staff), the veracity of the results (not the individual activities) reported 
against the project objectives and outcomes, using OECD/DAC evaluation criteria. Where 
the MEL system has been designed mainly for monitoring (m) of inputs and activities rather 
than evaluation (e and l) of outcomes and impacts or where because the evaluation is mid 
term rather than near the end of the project, there will be limitations, and this is not uncom-
mon. We will mitigate this to the extent possible by seeking early reflection from the project 
on evidence of outcome and impacts and through our own interviews and analysis of survey 
response.  

• Difficulties due to ongoing Covid-19 pandemic restricting or making it irresponsible to seek 
meetings indoors or involving larger number of people. This is a particular issue in this 
project, which by definition works in public spaces (schools, community hubs etc.) and with 
a large number of stakeholders.  Mitigating action: the ToR have allowed for some flexibil-
ity regarding the timing of this evaluation, which provides us with some leeway regarding 
the field work, which we consider absolutely key for the task at hand. This means that while 
having a time plan in place, that we might have to adjust this in order to take into account 
Covid-related travel restrictions and public health measures in BiH. We are guided by the 
Do-No-Harm principle, and the safety and wellbeing of any of the stakeholders takes prec-
edence over other considerations. We will discuss any potential steps with the Swedish Em-
bassy and will be guided by their advice, as well as that of the BiH authorities and our own 
national health and safety guidelines. Once in BiH, we will strictly observe safety measures 
in our personal behaviour. At present, the field work is planned for March 2022. If neces-
sary, we will consider moving this into April, including to allow meetings in the open air. 
As a last resort, we will consider an online scenario for a remote evaluation. 
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• The concepts of attribution and contribution are central methodological issues in all evalu-
ations. This is especially true when evaluating complex projects. In some cases, it will be 
difficult to demonstrate a clear causal link between participation in a project and higher-
level results. Mitigating action: undertake focus group discussions to identify and triangu-
late evidence on the level of contribution. 
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Annex A – List of grants 

Network Advocacy grants  

 
 

Project title Lead applicant Implementing partners  Amount (SEK) Duration (months) Location Status 

Clean air is our right! Center for Ecology and Energy 
Tuzla

1) Forum for Protection of Environment Municipality Lukavac 
2) Association for Protection of Nature and Environment 
„AER AQUA TERRA“ Lukavac

           237,075.20 12 Tuzla, Lukavac, 
Zivinice

Completed 

Straightening of the role of CSOs in 
promotion of democratic principles and 
procedures linked to the SEA/EIA and 
environment protection. 

Resource Environment Center 
from Sarajevo (REC Sarajevo) 

1) Association for Protection and Improvement of 
Environment, Nature, and Health EKOTIM;
2) Association Center for Ecology, Education, and Sustainable 
Development CEKOOR; 
3) Association for Protection of Nature, Rivers, and 
Environment EKOPRO

           269,280.00 15 Sarajevo Completed 

Protection of rivers and natural resources of 
BiH

Eco Action Sarajevo 1) Ecological Humanitarian Association Gotuša, Fojnica
2) Association for Doljanka, Jablanica

           272,000.00 12 BiH

Valorization, protection and promotion of 
special reservations and natural parks in 
Kneževo

Vilinska Vrela Kneževo 1) Youth Activists, Kneževo
2) Centar for Information, Promotion, Development, and 
Improvement ‘’SEE’’ Banja Luka 

           267,104.00 10 Knezevo Completed 

Parliament debate- solving air pollution 
problems in city of  Tuzla

Ekosol Tuzla 1) ’Youth Theater’’ Tuzla
2) ‘’Bicycle club’’ Tuzla

           243,726.42 12 Tuzla Completed 

’Advocating for new protected areas and 
sustainable nature management in Zenica-
Doboj Canton’’

Association Fojničani, Maglaj 1) Mountaineering Association „Vis“, Žepče
2) Sports and scientific research club „Atom“, 
3) Zavidovići and  association of biology students in Bosnia 
and Herzegovina (USB u BiH) 

           272,000.00 12 Zenica-Doboj Canton Ongoing 

Voice for rivers Aarhus center Sarajevo 1) Association „Eko Habitat“ Goražde
2) Association „Bjelava“ Foča
3) Association „Eko centar“ Višegrad

           268,572.80 8 Goražde, Foča, 
Višegrad and Sarajevo

Completed 

Nature and science Network of progressive 
initiatives 

1) Network of activist changes
2) Alumni foundation of Council of Europe

           271,943.59 10 BiH (online) Ongoing 

Protection of nature in Zenica city area Eco Forum Zenica 1) Scout Association of the City of Zenica
2) Ecological association "EKO Tvrtkovac" Zenica

           272,000.00 12 Zenica, Sarajevo Ongoing 

Campaign for launching initiative for 
establishment protected area in municipality 
Grude

Regional resource center from 
Čapljina 

1) Referent group from Čapljina
2) Sport association "AMUR" from Grude 
3) Association ŠREK" VIDRA" from LJUBUŠKI
4) Ecological association "Lijepa naša" Čapljina

           272,000.00 10 Grude Municipality Ongoing 

Lets save our lakes Center for ecology and energy 
Tuzla 

1) Association "EKO-SPORT" from Šićki brod Tuzla
2) Association „Via naturea“

           272,000.00 Lake Kop

We have right to healthy and ecologically 
acceptable environment

Eco Neretva 1) Women association „MOST“, Jablanica
2) Association „Jablan“, Jablanica

           120,939.36 10 Jablanica Ongoing 

First application round 

Second round of application 
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Media Advocacy grants  

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Project title Implementing organisation  Amount  Duration 
(months)

Status 

Academy of Eco journalism InfoARS BanjaLuka           54,400.00 
Eco voice for rescue NTV-IC Kakanj           54,128.00 
Listen to Nature Radio 'Zenit' Zenica           48,432.32 
Environmental practices in government and public institutions Radio Sarajevo           54,264.00 8 Completed 

Ekoljublja Denameda BiH           53,828.80 
Ecological treasury - how to protect it? Novi radio Bihac           54,351.04 

Air pollution in Sarajevo Magazine Gracija Press d.o.o.           54,019.20 
Human being, health and environment Radio ''Zenit'' Zenica           52,387.20 
Digital map of nature pollution Vicoba d.o.o. Visoko           54,400.00 
Civil self-organization to protect nature in BiH Association Impuls, Banja Luka           54,400.00 8

First application round

Second application round 
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CSR Initiatives  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Project title Implementing organisation Location  Amount  Duration 
(months) 

Status 

Improvement of technical inspection enforcement of 
motor vehicles in area of Canton Sarajevo

Regional education and information center for 
sustainable development Sarajevo (REIC)

Canton Sarajevo              53,801.60 6 Completed 

They are concerned too!  Association ‘’Jer nas se tiče’’ City of Mostar              54,400.00 7
Plastic Free facilities in the National park Una Turistički klaster Unasana, Bihać National park Una              47,594.56 5

Circular management of waste edible oils in B&H Regional education and information center for 
sustainable development Sarajevo (REIC)

BiH              54,182.40 6

Food is not waste Touristic claster Unasana, Bihać              47,654.40 7
Resource efficiency towards sustainable development and 
environmental protection

Center for energy, environment, and resources 
– CENER 21 

BiH              51,548.13 7

Using responsible engagement let's support 
environmentally sustainable development of municipality 
Maglaj

Center for environmentally sustainable 
development – COOR

Maglaj municipality              54,400.00 6

Think what you drink from Center for education, affirmation and 
informing of youth – INPUT, Zenica 

Zenica-Doboj Canton              54,400.00 

Enhancing civil supervision of evaluation for 
environmental permits for the quarry

Ecological association Eco Tvrtkovac, Zenica Zenica-Doboj Canton

'Expert ecological group of the Law Institute in BiH Law Institut from Sarajevo BiH              54,345.60 7

First application round

Second application round 
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Eco hub grants 

 
 
 
Ad hoc grants  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Eco Hub Implementing organisation
Eco HUB Sarajevo Arhus center in BiH
Eco HUB Banja Luka LIR evolution
Eco HUB Mrkonjić Grad Zelene Staze
Eco HUB Laktaši CERD (Centar za ekonomski i ruralni razvoj)
Eco HUB Maglaj Fojničani
Eco HUB Zenica Eko Forum
Eco HUB Blagaj Novi Val
Eco HUB Mostar Nesto vise
Eco HUB Široki Brijeg Eko ZH

Project title Implementing organisation Amount (SEK)
Radioactive River Association Green team, Novi Grad 27,200.00           
Ornitofestival in Blagaj Association Novi Val, Blagaj 24,480.00           
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Annex B – Documents reviewed, and people consulted  

Documents 
 
Project proposal  
Annual report year 1 
Annual report year 2 
Grantees Narrative Reports  
Project Work Plan 
 
 
People consulted 
 
Name Role 
Aiša Bijedić Programme Officer, Environment and Climate Change, Swedish 

Embassy in Sarajevo 
Dajana Cvjetković  Project manager, CCSP 
Aida Daguda  Director, CCSP 
Mario Brekalo Eco Hub Siroki Brijeg 
Katarina Kraljević Eco Hub Siroki Brijeg 

 
 
  
 
 
 
  



 

25 
 

Annex C – Evaluation Matrix 

Question 
 

Indicator(s) Data Sources Method Notes on validity and 
reliability3 

Q1  Is the intervention doing the 
right thing? 

1.1 There was prior and ongoing analysis 
that informed the identification of the target 
group and priorities of the project, and this 
influenced the project design 

• Project document  
• Prior analysis done by the 

CCSP or referenced 
• Annual report reflections 

Review project documents including 
stakeholder analysis and theory of 
change  
Review Sida appraisal report 
Map, identify and review and sup-
portive documents  
Interview project design and annual 
reporting team 

Comparison with part-
ner documentation will 
tend to be reliable and 
valid (provided the doc-
uments are credible)  
 
Interviews will need a 
high degree of triangu-
lation to obtain validity 
and reliability 
 
Looking for ownership 
and engagement 
through (in-kind and di-
rect) contribution is 
valid and reliable but 
might be difficult to 
find  

1.2 The intervention objectives and design 
responded to beneficiaries’, country and 
partner needs, policies, and priorities,  

• Project document 
• Partner plans and priorities 
• Evidence of partner engage-

ment, ownership 

Review relevant documents 
Interview beneficiaries and partners 
Records of co-financing or in-kind 
contribution, response to project ini-
tiatives e.g., attendance to training 
courses 

1.3 The  intervention objectives and design 
continued to respond to needs and priorities 
if/when circumstances changed 

• Evidence of partner engage-
ment, ownership 

• Annual report reflections 

As above  

Q2 Is the intervention achiev-
ing its objectives 

2.1 To what extent has the intervention achieved, 
or is expected to achieve, its objectives, and its 
results?  
 

• Project document 
• Monitoring reports  
• Progress and narrative re-

ports 
• Qualitative data provided 

by CCSP, other stakehold-
ers and beneficiaries 
 

Review of relevant documentation 
(annual reports, narrative reports 
etc) 
Interviews with project manage-
ment, beneficiaries, partners (incl. 
grantees) etc.  
Focus group discussions 
Survey 
 

The gaps will be com-
pensated through inten-
sive/in-depth inter-
views, follow-up inter-
views, and an extensive 
field visit. 
 
Reliability will be en-
hanced through a sur-
vey. 
Findings will be en-
dorsed by or com-
mented on by the Em-
bassy and CCSP.  

2.2 What have been factors which have enabled 
or hindered results achievement and what are the 
implications for strategies in the next phase? 
 

• Project document 
• Progress and narrative re-

ports 
• Qualitative data provided 

by CCSP, other stakehold-
ers and beneficiaries 

• Meta-level documentation 
provided from outside the 
project  

 
 

3 Validity means does the indicator actually measure what we want to know; reliability means that if different people tested it would it give the same answer 
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Question 
 

Indicator(s) Data Sources Method Notes on validity and 
reliability3 

2.3 Have the Monitoring and Evaluation (M&E) 
systems delivered robust and useful information 
that could be used to assess progress towards out-
comes and contribute to learning? 

• Project monitoring frame-
work and reports  

• Progress reports 
• Qualitative data provided 

by CCSP 
2.4 Has the project had any positive or negative 
effects on gender equality? 

• Project reports  
• Qualitative data provided 

by beneficiaries and grant-
ees 

Q3 Was the project well man-
aged? 

3.1 The project has an appropriate M&E system 
in place that collects quantitative and qualitative 
data in a timely manner to track progress towards 
achievement of the specific project objective and 
overall objective. 
 

• Project documents 
• Monitoring reviews  
• Progress reports  
• Stakeholders 

Review of relevant documentation 
(annual reports, narrative reports 
etc) 
Interviews with project manage-
ment to examine the appropriateness 
of the procedures and adequacy of 
resources and whether the proce-
dures have been noted as problem-
atic or helpful and particularly on 
the quality of resources and ade-
quacy of selection process. 
 
 
 

The gaps will be com-
pensated through inten-
sive/in-depth inter-
views, follow-up inter-
views 
 
Reliability will be en-
hanced through a sur-
vey. 
Findings will be en-
dorsed by or com-
mented on by the Em-
bassy and CCSP.  

3.2. The project has systems in place to en-
sure transparency, accountability, and best 
value-for-money for the community/stake-
holders, including in the on-granting pro-
cess. 

• Project documents 
• Monitoring framework 
• Progress reports (annual re-

ports) 
• Stakeholders 

3.3 The interventions of different actors have 
been harmonised. 

• Project documents 
• Monitoring framework 
• Progress reports (annual re-

ports) 
• Stakeholders  

3.4 The project was well aligned and linked 
to other relevant projects and initiatives 
within civil society and environment. 

• Project documents 
• Monitoring framework 
• Progress reports (annual re-

ports) 
• Stakeholders 
• Other donors/representa-

tives of similar initiatives 
 

3.5 Lessons learned from what works well 
and less well have been used to improve and 
adjust intervention implementation 

• Project documents 
• Monitoring framework 
• Progress reports (annual re-

ports) 
• Stakeholders 
•  
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Question 
 

Indicator(s) Data Sources Method Notes on validity and 
reliability3 

Q4  What difference does the 
intervention make 

4.1 Evidence confirming the assumptions of the 
Theory of Change (i.e. that the chain of activities, 
intermediate and long-term outputs is sound). 

• Project documents 
• Qualitative data collated by 

CSCP between inception 
phase and evaluation phase 
(see Limitations section) 

• Stakeholders, including 
beneficiaries  

• Discussions with CPCD, sug-
gested in the format of a sepa-
rate ToC workshop (potentially 
with Sida participation) 

• Stakeholder interviews  
• Discussions with non-stake-

holder experts that can provide 
insight/confirm that the project 
approach is sound and has re-
sulted in the changes antici-
pated and is likely to contribute 
to overall project objectives.  

 The assessment as-
sumes a readiness of 
CPCD to engage in a 
discussion on the cur-
rent ToC which will 
challenge key assump-
tions of their work. 

4.2. Evidence of medium- and long-term results 
of the project against project objectives, or pro-
spects of such results, per stakeholder group. 

• Project monitoring frame-
work 

• Qualitative data collated be-
tween inception and evalua-
tion phase 

• CPCD 
• Stakeholders (grantees, 

beneficiaries) 
• Meta-level documentation 

from outside the project 
providing evidence about 
the increased role of civil 
society in the environmen-
tal sector  

• Review relevant docu-
ments 

• Interviews (one-to-one or 
FGD) of CSCP, benefi-
ciaries and partners, and 
non-stakeholder experts, 
potentially through out-
come harvesting method 
which could to some ex-
tent mitigate the relative 
lack of qualitative data 

  

Project documentation 
viewed during the in-
ception phase has 
shown meticulous rec-
ord-keeping on the one 
hand, but a lack of in-
sight generated by these 
documents on the other 
hand, pointing to lim-
ited use of the docu-
mentation for the task at 
hand.  
 
Triangulation will be 
particularly important, 
given that most of the 
individuals we will in-
terview have a direct 
stake in the project, and 
non-stakeholder, unbi-
ased experts will be 
making up only a small 
portion of interlocutors 
and who can speak to 
the general context of 
BiH, but probably not 
to the minute details of 
the project itself. 
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Question 
 

Indicator(s) Data Sources Method Notes on validity and 
reliability3 

4.3 Evidence of any other positive and negative, 
intended or intended effects of the project activi-
ties per stakeholder group and how these oc-
curred. 

• Qualitative data collated be-
tween inception and evalua-
tion phase 

• Stakeholders (grantees, 
beneficiaries) 

• Meta-level documentation 
from outside the project 
providing evidence about 
the increased role of civil 
society in the environmen-
tal sector 

• Review relevant documents 
• Interviews (one-to-one or 

FGD) of CSCP, beneficiaries 
and partners, and non-stake-
holder experts, potentially 
through outcome harvesting 
method which could to some 
extent mitigate the relative lack 
of qualitative data 

 

We will seek to harvest 
any evidence that could 
provide further insight 
into the impact of the 
project, even if this im-
pact was not foreseen or 
planned, as this can 
provide important in-
sight to inform pro-
gramming of the next 
phase, for example on 
how unintended impact 
generate through the 
current project might be 
more systematically 
generated through the 
adjustment of the ap-
proach in the next 
phase.  
This evidence might be 
more anecdotal than 
other evidence gener-
ated.  

Q5 Will the benefits last? 5.1 Evidence that results are going to be sus-
tained, or likely to be sustained if certain factors 
are in place. 

• Project documentation 
• CSCP data collated in prep-

aration of evaluation mis-
sion on prospects of sus-
tainability and factors/con-
ditions needed  

• Stakeholders  

• Review of project docu-
mentation 

• Discussion with CSCP 
and stakeholders (includ-
ing grantees and benefi-
ciaries, i.e. students and 
their parents etc.)  

At the inception stage, 
we have not found in-
formation that would il-
luminate the prospects 
and conditions of sus-
tainability of project re-
sults.  

5.2 Evidence that project activities and imple-
mentation took account of the need for sustaina-
bility of results after the project ends, and identi-
fied and addressed barriers to sustainability. 

• Project reports  
• CSCP data collated in prep-

aration of evaluation mis-
sion 

• Review of reports and data 
collated  

• Discussion with CSCP 

See above  
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Annex E – Report format 

A simple format will be adopted as follows: 
 
Executive summary (3 pages)  
 
Table of contents and abbreviations (minimised to those that are well recognised) 
 
 
Ch 1 – Introduction and background  
(outline of the project and main points of methodology, refer to annex) 
(2 pages)  
 
Ch 2 – Main findings per Question 
Between 2 and 4 pages per question (max 5) - 3 to 8 main findings per question with ra-
tionale, expansion and pointing to evidence with graphs and data from Surveys where rele-
vant; quotes from interviews but anonymous in most cases. 
 
15-20 pages 
 
Chapter 3 - Conclusions and recommendations 
Between 5 and 10 conclusions and between 3 and 8 recommendations with rationale, how to 
implement and who/when 
 
3 to 4 pages 
 
 
Annex: 
ToR 
People met/ Surveyed (anonymous if relevant to do so) 
Bibliography 
Methodology  
Survey results (anonymous)
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Annex D – Workplan4 

 

 
 

4 The presented Workplan corresponds to scenario 1 for the fieldwork. Adaptations will be made should scenario 2 realise.  
*excluding week-end days (19-20 March) 

EBN VD IN EP QA
14 16 12 2 1

Inception phase 11 5 3 1 1.5 0.5
0.5 1 0.5 03-Dec
1 1
1 0.5
2 1 1 0.5

5. QA of Draft Inception Report 0.5 12-13 Jan
14-Jan
21-Jan
24-Jan

0.5 25-Jan
28-Jan

Data collection phase 19 1 9 9 0 0
11. Design and administration of survey 0.5
12. Preparation of field visits 0.5

1 1

7 7 14-23 Mar*

1 1 23-Mar
Data analysis, reporting and validation phase 14.5 8 4 2 0 0.5

6 3 1.5
0.5

25-Apr

0.5 0.5 0.5 27-Apr

02-May
1.5 0.5

09-May

2. Documents review and methods development

4. Drafting Inception and Workplan

8. Inception meeting - Virtual or Physical

Jan

2022

MayMar AprFeb

Team

1. Start-up meeting - Virtual 

15. Debriefing/validation workshop (Embassy)

13. Additional documents review and interviews

6. Submission of Draft Inception Report
7. Comments to the draft IR sent by stakeholders

9. Finalisation of inception report

EBN: Eric-Buhl Nielsen; VD: Vera Devine; IN: Ivan Naletilic; EP: Emelie Pellby; QA: Quality assurance 

Dec
Total work days

TASKS/DELIVERABLES

18. Submission of Draft report

20. Written feedback from stakeholders on Draft report
21. Finalisation of the report

16. Data analysis and report writing

3. Initial consultations with stakeholders

19. Presentation of Draft report and discussion with 
stakeholders

17. Quality assurance

22. Submission of Final Report

10. Submission of Final Inception Report and workplan

14. Field visit to BiH/ key informant interviews/debriefings 
with users where necessary 
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 Annex 3 – People consulted 

  

Organisation People consulted  

CPCD Dajana Cvjetković 

Aida Daguda 

Anida Šabanović 

Sabina Jukan 

Admir Sećirović 

Senada Alihodžić 

Eco Hubs 

Eco Hub Blagaj Adnan Đuliman 

Eco Hub Banja Luka Slaviša Jelisić 

Medina Garić 

Nikola Bojić 

Srdjan Nović (Eco Agent, Derventa) 

Eco Hub Mostar Sanja Đermanović 

Maid Maksumić 

Muhamed Garib 

Željka Rubinić 

Eco Hub Maglaj Davor Šupuković 

Ljubica Tirić 

Eco Hub Mrkonjić Grad Boro Marić 

Nataša Mazalica  

Eco Hub Sarajevo Emina Veljović 

Sunčica Kovačević  

Eco Hub Široki Brijeg Mario Brekalo 

Katarina Kraljević 

Ivan Ćuže 

Eco Schools 

Primary school Blagaj Sanita Jazvin 

Anera Gološ 

Elvedina Repeša 

Muhamed Kajan 

Primary school Ante 

Bruno Bušić, Rakitno 

Dijana Mikulić 

Marin Markota 

First Primary school, 

Široki Brijeg 

Miroslav Hrkać 

Olgica Marušić 

Dijana Karačić 

5 students 
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Primary school Hasan 

Kaimija, Sarajevo 

Amra Džipo  

Aida Arnautović 

Representatives of the parents-teacher-council 

10 students 

Edhem Mulabdić 

Gymnasium, Maglaj 

Amela Hidić and senior school management 

5 teachers and 4 students  

Primary school Nikola 

Tesla, Banja Luka 

Bojana Vasiljević and senior school management 

2 teachers 

Representative of parents-teacher-council  

Primary School Branko 

Čopić, Banja Luka  

Branislava Pejašinović and senior school management 

3 teachers 

Representatives of parents-teacher-council  

5 students  

Primary school Branko 

Čopić, Prnjavor 

Jelena Radivojević Stupar and senior school management  

Representatives of parents-teacher-council  

25 students 

Secondary school on 

Hospitality, Mostar 

Sabina Ćosić 

Jasmina Ćatić 

Arzemina Čolakhodžić 

Emira Tule 

4 students 

Network Advocacy grantees 

Resource Environment 

Center from Sarajevo 

(REC Sarajevo) 

Lejla Šuman 

Association Fojničani, 

Maglaj 

Besim Gurda  

 

Aarhus center Sarajevo Emina Veljović 

Sunčica Kovačević 

Regional resource center 

from Čapljina 

Marlena Ćukteraš 

Ana Pavlović 

Marinko Dalmatin 

Mirjana Dalmatin 

Lucija Ostojić  

Josip Vekić 

Eco Neretva Idriz Čilić 

CSR Initiatives 

Regional education and 

information center for 

sustainable development 

Sarajevo (REIC) 

Aida Hanjalić 

 

Center for 

Environmentally 

Sabina Hadžiahmetović 

Dragana Selmanagić 
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sustainable development 

– COOR 

Association ‘’Jer nas se 

tiče’’, Mostar 

Omer Hujdur 

Ad Hoc grants 

Novi Val, Blagaj Adnan Đuliman 

Media grantees 

InfoARS Banja Luka Ranko Petrušić 

Radio Sarajevo Vesna Andree 

Association Impuls, 

Banja Luka 

Jelena Jevđenić 

Public Institutions 

Federal Ministry of 

Environment and 

Tourism 

Sabina Salihbegović 

Stjepan Matić 

Republic of Srpska 

Institute for the 

Protection of the 

Cultural, Historical and 

Natural Heritage  

Sara Potkonjak 

Maglaj Municipality Mirsad Mahmutagić 

 

Agency for pre-primary, 

primary and secondary 

education 

Marija Naletilić 

West Herzegovina 

Canton 

Josip Primorac 

Marko Ćavar 

Private sector 

Company Natron 

Maglaj  

Rusmir Mečević 

Other 

WWF Adria, Banja 

Luka 

Djordje Stefanović 

Heinrich Boell 

Foundation, Sarajevo 

Jasminka Bjelavac  

Independent journalist Mili Marušić  

OSCE Maglaj  Alen Ćosić 
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 Annex 4 – Documents reviewed 

Project documents  

CSR grantees’ Narrative reports 

Eco Hubs’ Capacity Assessment reports 

Eco Hubs’ education and training reports 

Eco Hubs’ Narrative reports 

Eco Hubs’ Project proposals 

Eco Media education and training reports  

Eco Schools Action Plans 

Eco Schools Certification Mechanism Manual 

Eco Schools, Certification Mechanism, CPDC, 2020 

ECO Schools, Consultants’ reports 

Grantees’ Education and training reports  

Monitoring and Evaluation Framework, CPCD, 2021 

Monitoring and Evaluation Plan, 2019 

Network Advocacy grantees’ Narrative reports 

Project Budget, CPCD, 2019 

Project proposal, CPCD, 2019 

Project Work Plan, CPCD, 2019-2022 

Proposal for Additional set of activities, CPCD, 2021 

Proposal for modification of activities, CPCD, 2020 

Semi-annual and Annual project reports, CPCD, 2020  

Semi-annual and Annual project reports, CPCD, 2021 

Other  

EC (2021). Communication on EU enlargement Policy. Bosnia and Herzegovina Report. EU 

Progress Report on BiH. 

EC(2020). Communication on EU enlargement Policy. Bosnia and Herzegovina Report 

Freedom House’s 2021 assessment of BiH  

Results Strategy for Sweden’s Reform Cooperation with Eastern Europe, the Western 

Balkans, and Turkey for 2014-2020. Available at: results-strategy-for-swedens-reform-

cooperation-with-eastern-europe-the-western-balkans-and-turkey-2014-2020 (regeringen.se) 

Study for the Western Balkans Democracy Initiative (2020). Westminster Foundation for 

Democracy and the Institute for Development and Innovation. “Troškovi emigracije mladih iz 

Bosne i Hercegоvine” (in Bosnian)  

Strategy for Sweden’s Reform Cooperation with the Western Balkans and Turkey for 2021– 

2027, Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Sweden. Available at strategy-reform-cooperation-

western-balkans-and-turkey-2021-27.pdf (government.se) 

UNECE (2018). Third Environmental Performance Review. Bosnia and Herzegovina BiH 

Third Environmental Performance Review of the United Nations Economic Commission for 

Europe 2021

https://ec.europa.eu/neighbourhood-enlargement/bosnia-and-herzegovina-report-2021_en
https://ec.europa.eu/neighbourhood-enlargement/bosnia-and-herzegovina-report-2021_en
https://freedomhouse.org/country/bosnia-and-herzegovina/freedom-world/2021
https://www.regeringen.se/49b72b/contentassets/12a89180bafb43e3823b6c6f18b6d86a/results-strategy-for-swedens-reform-cooperation-with-eastern-europe-the-western-balkans-and-turkey-2014-2020
https://www.regeringen.se/49b72b/contentassets/12a89180bafb43e3823b6c6f18b6d86a/results-strategy-for-swedens-reform-cooperation-with-eastern-europe-the-western-balkans-and-turkey-2014-2020
https://green-council.org/publik/Troskovi_emigracije_mladih_iz_BiH.pdf
https://green-council.org/publik/Troskovi_emigracije_mladih_iz_BiH.pdf
https://government.se/4a81c2/globalassets/regeringen/dokument/strategy-reform-cooperation-western-balkans-and-turkey-2021-27.pdf
https://government.se/4a81c2/globalassets/regeringen/dokument/strategy-reform-cooperation-western-balkans-and-turkey-2021-27.pdf
https://unece.org/DAM/env/epr/epr_studies/Leaflet/Booklet_3rdEPRBosnia_and_Herzegovina.pdf
https://unece.org/DAM/env/epr/epr_studies/Leaflet/Booklet_3rdEPRBosnia_and_Herzegovina.pdf
https://unece.org/DAM/env/epr/epr_studies/Leaflet/Booklet_3rdEPRBosnia_and_Herzegovina.pdf
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 Annex 5 – Methodology 

Overview  

 

A combination of different approaches and methods were used in this evaluation: 

 

• Analysis of the theory of change and development of the evaluation questions, 

• Inventory and portfolio analysis, 

• Sampling of interventions, 

• Data collection methods – In-depth Desk review (meta evaluation), In-country 

visits; Interviews/ Site observations, Survey (135 responses), 

• Data Validation, Triangulation and Synthesis. 

 

Analysis of the theory of change - A “light” reconstructed Theory of Change (ToC) 

and intervention logic was developed, based on the outline from the project document. 

The ToC examination was provided as a working aid for the evaluation team, but it 

also served as the central tool to assess the Impact criterion. The ToC is highly 

simplified and served to illustrate the evaluators’ understanding of the pathways of 

change.  

 

The ToC developed during the project formulation involved 5 steps in a participatory 

approach:  

 

Step 1. Defining long-term goals of project 

Step 2. Mapping the pathway to change - building an outcomes framework 

Step 3. Identifying indicators to track progress 

Step 4. Selecting a set of activities 

Step 5. Articulating key assumptions  

 

An “If-Then statement” was then defined to represent the ToC:  

 

“If environmental organisations in BiH are empowered, mutually connected and 

financially supported, and their community outreach is improved, and if children and 

young people are aware of environmental threats and activated, and if media is better 

covering environmental issues, then influence of civil society to environment protection 

in Bosnia and Herzegovina is increased, leading towards better environment 

protection and implementation of the requirements imposed by the EU and 

international agreements on the environment, climate and energy”. A stakeholder 

analysis was also undertaken to identify “driving and restraining forces” for the 

expected change. It was further noted that “a set of measurable indicators for expected 

change” that supports the above was presented in monitoring and evaluation plan of 

the project. The indicators are mainly quantitative and activity-based and rely on 

assumptions in moving from activities to impact, which, while potentially plausible, 

are not tested.  
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A visualisation of the ToC is shown below, showing where the evaluation questions 

link to the pathway to change.  

 

Figure 1  - Visualisation of the Theory of Change 

 
 

The project has not explicitly monitored or reported whether the assumptions remain 

valid. Whilst it is plausible that activities and outputs will lead to the implicit outcomes 

and immediate objectives, there is an issue of critical mass and whether the project has 

done enough or is likely to do enough or well enough linked to other wider processes 

to have an effect.  

 

Portfolio analysis - During the inception period, the evaluation team analysed the 

project’s portfolio to understand how the total project financial envelope has been 

distributed, capturing all grants and interventions provided. It ensured targeted data 

gathering and a fine balance of sampled interventions across the project components. 

 

The analysis of the portfolio is presented in Annex 6. 

 

Selection of interventions - The Think Nature! project works across the entire 

geographic span of BiH. Given the resource limitations, the evaluation team was not 

able to visit all project locations and sites. However, we strived for as larger a sample 

as possible mindful of good evaluation practice. 

 

In response to comments received from CPCD and the Embassy, and with due 

consideration that the evaluation sample needs to fine-balance depth and breadth within 

the available resources, the evaluation team selected a sample of interventions for an 
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in-country visit. The sample ensured a representative geographic spread of sites visited, 

a mix of rural and urban areas and eco hubs engaging in various activities and 

performing good and not so good. The evaluation team visited 7 out of 9 eco hubs, 8 

out of 38 schools, 5 out of 10 network advocacy initiatives, 4 out of 10 CSR initiatives, 

3 out of 10 media outlets, 6 public institutions and 2 other organisations that do not 

participate in the project but work in the environment sector. They provided the team 

with a valuable overview and perspective of the functioning of the BiH environment 

and CSO sector.   

 

The visited organisations are presented in Table below:  

 
Category Organisation 

Eco Hub • Eco Hub Blagaj 

• Eco Hub Banja Luka 

• Eco Hub Mostar 

• Eco Hub Maglaj 

• Eco Hub Mrkonjić Grad 

• Eco Hub Siroki Brijeg 

Eco schools • Primary school Blagaj 

• Primary school Ante Bruno Busic, Rakitno 

• First Primary school, Siroki Brijeg 

• Primary school Hasan Kaimija, Sarajevo 

• Edhem Mulabdić Gymnasium, Maglaj 

• Primary school Nikola Tesla, Banja Luka 

• Primary school Branko Copic, Prnjavor 

• Secondary school on Hospitality, Mostar 

Network Advocacy 

Grantees 
• Resource Environment Center from Sarajevo (REC Sarajevo) 

• Association Fojničani, Maglaj 

• Aarhus center Sarajevo 

• Regional resource center from Čapljina 

• Eco Neretva 

CSR Initiatives • Regional education and information center for sustainable 

development Sarajevo (REIC) 

• Center for Environmentally sustainable development – COOR 

• Association ‘’Jer nas se tiče’’, Mostar 

Media • InfoARS Banja Luka 

• Radio Sarajevo 

• Association Impuls, Banja Luka 

Public institutions • Federal Ministry of Environment and Tourism 

• Republic of Srpska Institute for the Protection of the Cultural, 

Historical and Natural Heritage  

• Maglaj Municipality 

• Agency for pre-primary, primary and secondary education 

• West Herzegovina Canton 

Private sector • Company Natron Maglaj   

Other • WWF Adria, Banja Luka 

• Henrich Boll Foundation, Sarajevo 
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Evaluation methods 

 

Desk study - The team reviewed the available documentation and data to get a good 

understanding of the project and to identify key issues and possible information gaps 

to be addressed during the in-country visits. This included: 

 

• The project’s Annual and Semi-Annual reporting 

• The documentation generated by the monitoring and evaluation results 

reporting framework 

• Project, and sub-project reports and any analytical reports on particular 

interventions, activities, or priority areas  

• External reports (i.e., not generated by the project) providing analysis and 

information to understand the contextual role of the project  

• Social media articles and reactions to project activities; project website  

 

A full list of documents is provided in Annex 4.  

 

Country visits - After in-depth desk study of the considerable amount of 

documentation the project has produced, the team conducted extensive field work in 

BiH from 14 to 23 March 2022, covering 7 out of 9 Eco Hubs; visiting 8 of 38 schools; 

and consulting overall more than 150 stakeholders (either through individual interviews 

or as part of focus group discussions and observational activities) involved in various 

aspects of the project implementation or in a position to comment on the project. The 

team also conducted several rounds of interviews with the implementation team from 

CCSD since the start of the evaluation.  

 

Interviews - Interviews were semi-structured thus enabling an in-depth examination of 

issues associated with the evaluation question indicators, which were not captured in 

available reports. In preparation for each interview, the team developed a 

questionnaire/ discussion points and tailored them concisely for each group of 

stakeholders. All interviews were held in the local language. The evaluation team 

consulted the project management team, key beneficiaries at the BiH, entity and 

District level, external partners and others.   

All interviews and shared information were treated confidential, and any interview 

responses were reported on a not-for-attribution basis.  

The accuracy, relevance and usefulness of the obtained data were checked with a 

variety of sources, the project assumptions, facts, figures, findings, outlooks, praise, 

complaints, suggestions for improvements and recommendations for future action.  

The team captured information through interviews with: 

• Embassy of Sweden focal points, 

• Implementation partners (project consultants and trainers; Eco Hubs, Eco 

Schools; local businesses and grassroots level organisations; media 

organisations), 

• Beneficiaries (students and their parents; municipalities; governmental 

partners as outlined in the project documentation), 
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• Non-stakeholder experts (i.e., individuals or organisations that are not 

directly involved in the project actively, but who can provide important 

perspectives about the sector). 

 

A full list of stakeholders interviewed is provided in Annex 3. 

 

Electronic Survey - To obtain a broader and more representative response, the 

evaluation team conducted a survey. The survey captured respondents’ perspectives on 

the evaluation areas. It involved 135 participants: 62 from Eco-Schools; 26 from CSOs; 

14 from Eco Hubs; 10 from Media; 16 from public institutions, and 7 others.  

The survey was electronic and administered in the local language through 

SurveyMonkey and designed so that the responses can be disaggregated dependent on 

the type of respondents. The questions were closely related to the indicators so that 

they shed light on the main evaluation questions. Multiple choice, rating and open-

ended responses were called up.  

 

Validation - The findings were validated at a debriefing session at the Embassy of 

Sweden in Sarajevo. This allowed the evaluation team to clarify outstanding issues; 

flag potentially problematic findings and solicit additional feedback on these.  

 

Triangulation and synthesis - The findings from the document review, the in-depth 

interviews and the survey were triangulated and synthesised for the draft evaluation 

report.  
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 Annex 6 – Portfolio analysis 

The analysis of the portfolio is presented in this section. The total project budget stands 

at 15.9 million SEK, of which 69% accounts for project implementation activities, with 

the remaining amount covering various management costs: the hiring of project staff, 

equipment, office and travel expense etc. (figure 1). The most funded are advocacy 

initiatives (40%), followed by Eco Hubs (28%), Eco-Schools (16%), Campaigns 

(13%), Other (2%), and grants provided to individual journalists (1%) (figure 2).  

 
Figure 1                                                              Figure 2 

  

Overview of the Think Nature! budget allocations: 

• Total budget: 15.9m SEK 

• Percentage of the budget allocated for project activities: 69% 

• Percentage of grants in the total activity budget: 62% 

• Number of grantees: 43 

• Most funded activities:  

o Advocacy: 40% 

o Eco Hubs: 28% 

o Eco-schools: 16%  
Figure 3 

 
Of the total budget set for project activities, 62% account for grants (figure 4). The 

grants with the highest financial envelope are, in decreasing order, Eco Hub grants and 
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Network Advocacy grants, followed by Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) 

initiatives, Media grants, and Ad hoc grants (figure 5).   

This analysis, based on the reallocated budget dated March 2021 and project reporting 

indicates higher spending in grants than initially planned, i.e., the project has so far 

approved SEK 116.256,12 or 2% more than foreseen.  

The table below shows data on grants broken down by several parameters. A total of 

43 project proposals were approved and granted funding by the project. The average 

grant approval rate across application rounds and types of grants is 36%. Support to 

network advocacy and CSR Initiatives increased significantly between two application 

rounds.  

 

Figure 4                                                                      Figure 5 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

GRANTS Application 

round

Approved grant 

volume (SEK) 

# of 

applications

# of approved 

grants 

Approval 

rate 

Grant rate

1 1,316,266.32       16 5 31% 263,253.26  

2 1,749,455.75       19 7 37% 249,922.25  

1 319,404.16          26 6 23% 53,234.03    

2 215,206.40          22 4 18% 53,801.60    

1 155,796.16          10 3 30% 51,932.05    

2 370,865.25          10 7 70% 52,980.75    

1 3,036,782.08       21 9 43% 337,420.23  

Ad hoc grants 2 51,680.00            2 25,840.00    

7,215,456.12       43 167,801.31  

7,099,200.00       Total planned 

Total approved 

Network advocacy grants

Media grants

CSR Initiatives 

Eco-hubs grants
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 Annex 7 – Pictures 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



SWEDISH INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT COOPERATION AGENCY 

Address: SE-105 25 Stockholm, Sweden. Office: Valhallavägen 199, Stockholm
Telephone: +46 (0)8-698 50 00. Telefax: +46 (0)8-20 88 64
E-mail: info@sida.se. Homepage: http://www.sida.se

Evaluation: Think Nature! project 2019–2021
The purpose of the evaluation was to assess the relevance, effectiveness, efficiency, sustainability, and impact of the “Think Nature!” 
project in Bosnia and Herzegovina (BiH), funded by the Swedish International Development Agency (Sida) and implemented by the BiH 
Centre for Civil Society Promotion. The project aims at increasing the capacity and thus the influence of civil society in the environ-
mental sector and, by doing so, to contribute to better protection of the environment and enhanced resilience to environmental impact 
and climate change in BiH. The evaluation applied qualitative and quantitative data collection tools, including extensive, eight-day 
fieldwork in BiH, with 12 municipalities covered across the country and over 100 stakeholders involved in the project implementation 
consulted. The evaluation produced a set of findings for each project component clustered under five evaluation areas. Seven conclu-
sions were drawn, and recommendations were provided for a potential future project phase.
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