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Terminal Evaluation Review form, GEF Evaluation Office, APR 2014 

1. Project Data 
Summary project data 

GEF project ID  358 
GEF Agency project ID 1314 
GEF Replenishment Phase Pilot Phase 
Lead GEF Agency (include all for joint projects) UNDP 

Project name Sustainable Development and Management of Biologically Diverse 
Coastal Resources 

Country/Countries Belize 
Region LAC 
Focal area Biodiversity 
Operational Program or Strategic 
Priorities/Objectives OP-2: Coastal, Marine, and Freshwater Ecosystems 

Executing agencies involved Ministry of Agriculture and Fisheries 
NGOs/CBOs involvement Belize Audubon and Coral Cayes Conservation: sub-contractors 
Private sector involvement Not involved. 
CEO Endorsement (FSP) /Approval date (MSP) UA 
Effectiveness date / project start 3/31/1993 
Expected date of project completion (at start) 2/1/1998 
Actual date of project completion 8/4/1998 

Project Financing 
 At Endorsement (US $M) At Completion (US $M) 

Project Preparation 
Grant 

GEF funding 0 0 
Co-financing 0 0 

GEF Project Grant 3 2.99 

Co-financing 

IA own 0 0 
Government 0.9 0.9 
Other multi- /bi-laterals 0 0 
Private sector 0 0 
NGOs/CSOs 0 0 

Total GEF funding 3 2.99 
Total Co-financing 0.9 0.9 
Total project funding  
(GEF grant(s) + co-financing) 3.9 3.89 

Terminal evaluation/review information 
TE completion date 8/4/1998 
TE submission date  
Author of TE Stephen Olsen and Magnus Ngoile 
TER completion date September 2014 
TER prepared by Shanna Edberg 
TER peer review by (if GEF EO review) Joshua Schneck 
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2. Summary of Project Ratings 
Criteria Final PIR IA Terminal 

Evaluation 
IA Evaluation 
Office Review GEF EO Review 

Project Outcomes n/a n/a n/a MS 
Sustainability of Outcomes n/a n/a n/a MU 
M&E Design n/a n/a n/a MU 
M&E Implementation n/a n/a n/a U/A 
Quality of Implementation  n/a n/a n/a U/A 
Quality of Execution n/a n/a n/a U/A 
Quality of the Terminal Evaluation Report n/a n/a n/a MS 

3. Project Objectives 

3.1 Global Environmental Objectives of the project:  

The global environmental objective of the project is to conserve the coastal resources and biodiversity 
of Belize. Belize’s coastal area consists of the largest barrier reef in the Atlantic, along with many other 
habitats that are home to globally significant biodiversity. The coastal zone is threatened by population 
growth, improper waste disposal, over-exploitation of fisheries, and uncontrolled economic 
development. The project would help ameliorate this situation through the design and application of a 
coastal zone management plan. 

3.2 Development Objectives of the project: 

The development objectives are stated in the Project Document as follows: 

1. To establish and strengthen national institutions responsible for ensuring the sustainable use 
and conservation of the coastal resources of Belize. 

a. Firmly established institutional arrangements for governing and coordinating activities 
in the coastal zone. 

b. Policies, strategies, laws, and regulations guiding development of the coastal zone. 
c. Strategies for financing the sustainable operation of the coastal zone management 

program. 
d. Ten Belizeans trained and working in aspects of integrated coastal zone management. 
e. A coastal studies program to train teachers at the tertiary level in marine environmental 

education. 
2. To update and improve the information base related to coastal resources which can be used for 

informed decision making. 
a. A preliminary zoning scheme for coastal areas. 
b. Mechanisms for monitoring changes in coral reefs and water quality. 
c. Short, medium, and long term research projects integrated into a process of informed 

decision making. 
d. Basic physical infrastructure for efficient monitoring and research. 

3. To develop a strong commitment amongst all sectors to maintaining the environmentally sound 
development of coastal resources through sustainable management. 
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a. Forums for periodic public reviews during the planning and implementation process. 
b. Meetings, presentations, and reports to ensure that decision-makers in central and local 

governments have a clear understanding of coastal management issues. 
c. An environmental education program, developed in collaboration with environmental 

NGOs, introduced in primary and secondary schools to form part of the established 
curriculum. 

3.3 Were there any changes in the Global Environmental Objectives, Development Objectives, or 
other activities during implementation? 

No changes were made. 

4. GEF EO assessment of Outcomes and Sustainability 
Please refer to the GEF Terminal Evaluation Review Guidelines for detail on the criteria for ratings.  

Relevance can receive either a Satisfactory or Unsatisfactory rating. For Effectiveness and Cost 
efficiency, a six point rating scale is used (Highly Satisfactory to Highly Unsatisfactory), or Unable to 
Assess. Sustainability ratings are assessed on a four-point scale: Likely=no or negligible risk; 
Moderately Likely=low risk; Moderately Unlikely=substantial risks; Unlikely=high risk. In assessing 
a Sustainability rating please note if, and to what degree, sustainability of project outcomes is 
threatened by financial, sociopolitical, institutional/governance, or environmental factors. 

Please justify ratings in the space below each box. 

4.1 Relevance  Rating: Satisfactory 

 

The project falls under GEF Operational Program 2: Coastal, Marine, and Freshwater Ecosystems. The 
Operational Program’s objective is to conserve and sustainably use biological resources in coastal, 
marine, and freshwater ecosystems. The project fulfills the Operational Program by conserving the 
biodiversity of Belize’s coast through institutional strengthening, increased public awareness, and a 
coastal zone management system. 

The project also aligns with Belize’s priorities. The government’s 1990-1994 Development Plan included 
provisions for coastal zone management, sustainable fisheries management, increased environmental 
planning, protection of endangered species, and the creation of marine reserves. Belize has a Coastal 
Zone Management Unit, which has drafted plans to address coastal environmental problems. This 
project will support the Coastal Zone Management Unit in its efforts. 

4.2 Effectiveness  Rating: Moderately Satisfactory 

 

The following describes the project’s effectiveness on an output-by-output basis: 



4 
 

1. To establish and strengthen national institutions responsible for ensuring the sustainable use 
and conservation of the coastal resources of Belize. 

i. Firmly established institutional arrangements for governing and coordinating activities 
in the coastal zone. 

The Belizean government approved a Coastal Zone Management Act creating a Coastal Zone 
Management Authority including representatives from the government, private sector, NGOs, and 
academia. However, the Authority’s “purview is limited to waters below the mean high water mark 
extending out to the limits of the territorial sea,” which violates the fundamental coastal management 
principle of linking “land areas directly influenced by the sea with areas of the sea directly influenced by 
the land” (TE, page 10). Seven marine reserves and two protected areas were created, with Citizen 
Advisory Committees created for some of the reserves. Seven of the marine reserves were also 
designated as World Heritage Sites.  

ii. Policies, strategies, laws, and regulations guiding development of the coastal zone. 

One of the project’s expectations was to create a national Coastal Zone Management Action Plan with a 
comprehensive zoning scheme, but this did not occur; “many elements of a potential national CZM Plan 
have been drafted” but have not been formally approved (TE, page 10). However, many of the draft 
policies and plans “are being used in an informal manner as guidelines by the institutions concerned” 
(TE, page 11). The Emergency Response Plan was not prepared because it was assumed by the 
Department of Environment. The project did not prepare Memoranda of Understanding and Legislative 
Amendments as planned because many of the agencies involved were revising their enabling acts at the 
time. 

iii. Strategies for financing the sustainable operation of the coastal zone management 
program. 

The government of Belize has allocated funds for the next two years of the Coastal Zone Management 
Program. Also, the Coastal Zone Management Act has provisions to fund the Coastal Zone Management 
Authority through a user fee. These sources are insufficient to fund the total program cost. 

iv. Ten Belizeans trained and working in aspects of integrated coastal zone management. 

Twelve Belizeans were trained in integrated coastal management, eleven of whom returned to 
government service. The project also sponsored a workshop in coastal wastewater treatment. The study 
tours that were suggested in the Project Document were not taken. 

v. A coastal studies program to train teachers at the tertiary level in marine environmental 
education. 

The project published a manual for teachers on a range of environmental issues as well as a teacher’s 
guide on coral reefs. Training workshops for teachers were sponsored, such as a workshop on mangrove 
ecology. The TE does not state how many workshops were created and how many teachers attended 
them. A marine base was established as a training center for teachers and summer camps. 
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2. To update and improve the information base related to coastal resources which can be used for 
informed decision making. 

i. A preliminary zoning scheme for coastal areas. 

As noted above, the zoning scheme was not prepared, but the management plans for the marine 
protected areas contain use-zoning schemes. An analysis of usage patterns and socio-economic 
implications is still needed. The Coastal Zone Management Authority’s restriction to water areas 
hampers its ability to regulate coastal development. 

ii. Mechanisms for monitoring changes in coral reefs and water quality. 

This output appears largely incomplete, although the TE does not describe the monitoring system in 
detail. Monitoring processes include routine water quality sampling and the collection of baseline 
information on manatees, crocodiles, and some reef areas.  Monitoring activities “encountered a series 
of difficulties and delays,” and the monitoring buoy system encountered “setbacks due to a shortage of 
manpower and problems with equipment” (TE, page 13). It is unknown if the monitoring system will 
continue after project closure. 

iii. Short, medium, and long term research projects integrated into a process of informed 
decision making. 

A GIS was developed, along with a detailed map of sub-tidal habitats. Usage information such as dive 
sites and fisheries were included in the GIS. Information from an aerial survey of mangroves is planned 
to be added to the GIS. However, the information system “has not been designed to provide the more 
immediate information that could be particularly useful in informing near-term management decisions” 
(TE, page 20). Major documents produced by the project include:” Institutional Arrangements for 
Coastal Zone management in Belize”, “Coastal Zone Management, Institutional Development and 
Financing Mechanisms”, and “A Review of the Environmental Impacts of Aquaculture in Belize and 
Guidelines for Sustainable Development”. The TE rates the quality and relevance of the reports highly. 

iv. Basic physical infrastructure for efficient monitoring and research. 

The TE states that most of the equipment listed in the Project Document was purchased, but does not 
elaborate further. 

3. To develop a strong commitment amongst all sectors to maintaining the environmentally sound 
development of coastal resources through sustainable management. 

i. Forums for periodic public reviews during the planning and implementation process. 

The project sponsored “a wide variety of public education activities,” but the TE does not elaborate 
further (TE, page 14). 

ii. Meetings, presentations, and reports to ensure that decision-makers in central and local 
governments have a clear understanding of coastal management issues. 
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The TE states that only some of the reports and papers generated by the project were distributed 
“outside the immediate circle of government functionaries involved,” but does not explain why (TE, 
page 14). A concise video was not prepared as envisioned by the Project Document, but a documentary 
on “The Sea of Belize” was widely shown and well-received. 

iii. An environmental education program, developed in collaboration with environmental 
NGOs, introduced in primary and secondary schools to form part of the established 
curriculum. 

The project was not successful in integrating environmental education into the primary and second 
school curricula. The TE does not explain why. 

Project effectiveness as a whole is rated moderately satisfactory for the project’s successes in creating a 
Coastal Zone Management Authority, several marine reserves, an information system, and the 
beginnings of a monitoring system. However, the project failed to complete a zoning system, 
environmental education curricula, and wide distribution of the project’s studies and reports. In 
addition, the effectiveness of the Coastal Zone Management Authority is limited by its jurisdiction over 
water and not land. 

4.3 Efficiency Rating: Satisfactory 

 

The project took six months longer than expected to complete, but the TE does not mention any delays 
and there is no explanation for the extension. There is no information on cost-effectiveness, and the TE 
does not mention any problems with project efficiency. 

4.4 Sustainability Rating: Moderately Unlikely 

 

Financial: Moderately likely; as of the time of writing of the TE, the Coastal Zone Management Program 
is not financially sustainable. The government of Belize allocated funds for the next two years of the 
Program, and the Coastal Zone Management Act has provisions to fund the Coastal Zone Management 
Authority through a user fee. These sources are not sufficient to fund the total program cost. However, 
the TE states that “other user fees may be proposed by the authority and applied with the approval of 
the Minister” so it is possible that the costs of the program will be covered in the future (TE, page 11). 

Sociopolitical: Moderately likely; the TE states that “there appears to be a strong common 
understanding of the major coastal management issues” in the Belizean government, although “the 
difficulty lies in gaining agreement on how these issues should be addressed” (TE, page 14). In a positive 
signal for country ownership and sustainability, “a major step has been achieved by transforming the 
Steering Committee from a project-sponsored and transitory structure into a statutory instrument.  This 
makes a coordinating mechanism for coastal management a permanent and formal feature of the Belize 
governance system” (TE, page 11). However, non-government stakeholders and NGOs in Belize are 
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restricted to awareness raising and the provision of advice rather than more direct forms of public 
involvement. This limitation is “insufficient for either building strong constituencies in support of the 
program or promoting effective implementation through voluntary compliance” (TE, page 33). 

Institutional: Moderately unlikely; governance structures in Belize are not conducive to an effective and 
comprehensive coastal management program. For one, there is a problem of “high incidence of 
noncompliance with existing regulations,” which casts doubt on the level of compliance with any new 
measures formed under the new Coastal Zone Management Authority (TE, page 19). In the newly-
created protected areas, “on-site management and compliance with the regulations is weak or absent in 
several of these sites” (TE, page 2). There is also confusion over the level of authority that central versus 
local governments have, and weak communication between government agencies. Lastly, the Coastal 
Zone Management Authority is only an advisory body and there is no information on whether the 
monitoring system will be continued. 

Environmental: Moderately unlikely; the main environmental concern is the constant pressure to 
develop tourist and resident properties—legally and illegally—along the Belizean coastline. According to 
the TE, this pressure has not been alleviated during the project and “is likely to increase steadily in the 
coming years” (TE, page 26). Development pressures are such a major problem that “the most 
significant potential check to this process is a major hurricane which would destroy or severely damage 
many of the structures on the Cayes and could potentially bring about a reassessment of the wisdom of 
investing in the current form of development of the Cayes” (TE, page 26). 

5. Processes and factors affecting attainment of project outcomes 

5.1 Co-financing. To what extent was the reported co-financing essential to the achievement of GEF 
objectives? If there was a difference in the level of expected co-financing and actual co-financing, 
then what were the reasons for it? Did the extent of materialization of co-financing affect project’s 
outcomes and/or sustainability? If so, in what ways and through what causal linkages? 

Unable to assess; the TE reports the amount of cofinancing, but not what it was used for in the project. 
The actual level of cofinancing matched the expected level. 

5.2 Project extensions and/or delays. If there were delays in project implementation and 
completion, then what were the reasons for it? Did the delay affect the project’s outcomes and/or 
sustainability? If so, in what ways and through what causal linkages? 

The project ended 6 months after the expected closure date, but the TE does not explain the reason for 
the extension. No delays were reported in the TE. 

5.3 Country ownership. Assess the extent to which country ownership has affected project 
outcomes and sustainability? Describe the ways in which it affected outcomes and sustainability, 
highlighting the causal links: 

Country ownership of the project is mixed. The TE states that “there appears to be a strong common 
understanding of the major coastal management issues” in the Belizean government, although “the 
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difficulty lies in gaining agreement on how these issues should be addressed” (TE, page 14). In a positive 
signal for country ownership, “a major step has been achieved by transforming the Steering Committee 
from a project-sponsored and transitory structure into a statutory instrument.  This makes a 
coordinating mechanism for coastal management a permanent and formal feature of the Belize 
governance system” (TE, page 11). However, there is a lack of local ownership of the project. Non-
government stakeholders and NGOs in Belize are restricted to awareness raising and the provision of 
advice rather than more direct forms of public involvement. This limitation is “insufficient for either 
building strong constituencies in support of the program or promoting effective implementation 
through voluntary compliance” (TE, page 33). Members of the Caye Caulker Village Council were 
concerned that “if a planning and management process does get underway, it will take place in Belize 
City and the participation of the locals will be limited to giving and receiving opinions and information” 
(TE, page 20). Although locals wanted to be involved in coastal management decisions, they did not have 
the authority. 

6. Assessment of project’s Monitoring and Evaluation system 
Ratings are assessed on a six point scale: Highly Satisfactory=no shortcomings in this M&E 
component; Satisfactory=minor shortcomings in this M&E component; Moderately 
Satisfactory=moderate shortcomings in this M&E component; Moderately 
Unsatisfactory=significant shortcomings in this M&E component; Unsatisfactory=major 
shortcomings in this M&E component; Highly Unsatisfactory=there were no project M&E systems. 

Please justify ratings in the space below each box. 

6.1 M&E Design at entry  Rating: Moderately Unsatisfactory 

 

The achievement indicators listed in the Project Document are vague and lack defined targets, e.g. “the 
adoption of new policies” or “the clear existence of broad-based support for coastal zone management” 
(Project Document, pages 15 and 22). Development Objective 2 does not have any achievement 
indicators listed. There is no provision for M&E in the budget. 

The Project Document states that “the project will prepare regular reports to be submitted to the 
Steering Committee” but does not specify a timetable (Project Document, page 27). Yearly reviews of 
the project would be held by UNDP and the government, and evaluation reports would be required 
every six months. “Occasional evaluations” would be held to provide recommendations to improve 
progress, but the Project Document does not specify when these would take place (Project Document, 
page 28). 

6.2 M&E Implementation  Rating: Unable to Assess 

 

The TE gave very little information on project M&E. The TE does not report on whether the project 
fulfilled its monitoring and reporting duties. There was a proposed revision to the Project Document in 
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1996 to rearrange project activities into a more logical sequence, but the results were tabled and no 
formal revision of the project took place.  

7. Assessment of project implementation and execution 
Quality of Implementation includes the quality of project design, as well as the quality of 
supervision and assistance provided by implementing agency(s) to execution agencies throughout 
project implementation. Quality of Execution covers the effectiveness of the executing agency(s) in 
performing its roles and responsibilities. In both instances, the focus is upon factors that are largely 
within the control of the respective implementing and executing agency(s). A six point rating scale 
is used (Highly Satisfactory to Highly Unsatisfactory), or Unable to Assess.  

Please justify ratings in the space below each box. 

 

7.1 Quality of Project Implementation  Rating: Unable to Assess 

 

The TE faults the project design for its over-ambitiousness, over-complexity, and “the absence of an 
explicit conceptual framework” (TE, page 9). Project design also “did not provide guidance on how the 
many activities should be sequenced.  There is no recognition of the interdependencies between 
clusters of activities…The result is that the gap between technical analysis and planning on the one 
hand, and effective implementation on the other, continues to be present” (TE, page 9). The activities 
were not linked to the budget, and the research component focused too heavily on species and habitats 
and not enough on institutional and socio-economic factors. 

Unable to assess project supervision; the TE does not mention UNDP’s conduct in the project. 

7.2 Quality of Project Execution  Rating: Unable to Assess 

 

The TE does not provide any information on the conduct of the Ministry of Agriculture and Fisheries 
during the project. 

8. Assessment of Project Impacts 
 

Note - In instances where information on any impact related topic is not provided in the terminal 
evaluations, the reviewer should indicate in the relevant sections below that this is indeed the case 
and identify the information gaps. When providing information on topics related to impact, please cite 
the page number of the terminal evaluation from where the information is sourced. 

8.1 Environmental Change. Describe the changes in environmental stress and environmental status that 
occurred by the end of the project. Include both quantitative and qualitative changes documented, 
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sources of information for these changes, and how project activities contributed to or hindered these 
changes. Also include how contextual factors have contributed to or hindered these changes. 

No environmental changes are reported in the TE. 

8.2 Socioeconomic change. Describe any changes in human well-being (income, education, health, 
community relationships, etc.) that occurred by the end of the project. Include both quantitative and 
qualitative changes documented, sources of information for these changes, and how project activities 
contributed to or hindered these changes. Also include how contextual factors have contributed to or 
hindered these changes. 

No socioeconomic changes are reported in the TE. 

8.3 Capacity and governance changes. Describe notable changes in capacities and governance that can 
lead to large-scale action (both mass and legislative) bringing about positive environmental change. 
“Capacities” include awareness, knowledge, skills, infrastructure, and environmental monitoring 
systems, among others. “Governance” refers to decision-making processes, structures and systems, 
including access to and use of information, and thus would include laws, administrative bodies, trust-
building and conflict resolution processes, information-sharing systems, etc. Indicate how project 
activities contributed to/ hindered these changes, as well as how contextual factors have influenced 
these changes. 

a) Capacities 

Twelve Belizeans were trained in integrated coastal management (TE, pages 11-12). The project 
also sponsored a workshop in coastal wastewater treatment (TE, page 12). The project published a 
manual for teachers on a range of environmental issues as well as a teacher’s guide on coral reefs. 
Training workshops for teachers were sponsored, such as a workshop on mangrove ecology (TE, page 
12). The TE does not state how many workshops were created and how many teachers attended them. 
The Belizean government was provided with basic physical infrastructure for efficient monitoring and 
research, but the TE does not elaborate further (TE, page 13). The project sponsored “a wide variety of 
public education activities,” but the TE does not elaborate further (TE, page 14).  

The project initiated monitoring processes include routine water quality sampling and the 
collection of baseline information on manatees, crocodiles, and some reef areas (TE, page 13).  A GIS 
was developed, along with a detailed map of sub-tidal habitats. Usage information such as dive sites and 
fisheries were included in the GIS (TE, page 20). Usage information such as dive sites and fisheries were 
included in the GIS, and information from an aerial survey of mangroves is planned to be added to the 
GIS. However, it is unknown if the monitoring system will continue or if the GIS will be updated after 
project closure. 

No further information is available in the TE. 

b) Governance 
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The Belizean government approved a Coastal Zone Management Act creating a Coastal Zone 
Management Authority including representatives from the government, private sector, NGOs, and 
academia (TE, pages 9-10). However, the Authority’s “purview is limited to waters below the mean high 
water mark extending out to the limits of the territorial sea,” which violates the fundamental coastal 
management principle of linking “land areas directly influenced by the sea with areas of the sea directly 
influenced by the land” (TE, page 10). The Coastal Zone Management Authority’s restriction to water 
areas hampers its ability to regulate coastal development. Seven marine reserves and two protected 
areas were created, with Citizen Advisory Committees created for some of the reserves. Seven of the 
marine reserves were also designated as World Heritage Sites (TE, page 10). No further information is 
available in the TE. 

8.4 Unintended impacts. Describe any impacts not targeted by the project, whether positive or negative, 
affecting either ecological or social aspects. Indicate the factors that contributed to these unintended 
impacts occurring. 

No unintended impacts were reported in the TE. 

8.5 Adoption of GEF initiatives at scale. Identify any initiatives (e.g. technologies, approaches, financing 
instruments, implementing bodies, legal frameworks, information systems) that have been 
mainstreamed, replicated and/or scaled up by government and other stakeholders by project end. 
Include the extent to which this broader adoption has taken place, e.g. if plans and resources have been 
established but no actual adoption has taken place, or if market change and large-scale environmental 
benefits have begun to occur. Indicate how project activities and other contextual factors contributed to 
these taking place. If broader adoption has not taken place as expected, indicate which factors (both 
project-related and contextual) have hindered this from happening. 

The TE did not report any instances of adoption, replication, market change, etc. 

9. Lessons and recommendations 

9.1 Briefly describe the key lessons, good practices, or approaches mentioned in the terminal 
evaluation report that could have application for other GEF projects. 

Coastal zone management in Belize is impeded by the practice of reserving decision-making authority to 
the Ministers. Some devolution to the operational and community level is needed. 

Non-government stakeholder groups in Belize are restricted to an awareness raising or advisory role. 
This is insufficient for building constituencies for coastal zone management. 

Giving the Chief Technical Advisor position to an expatriate raised issues with the government over 
decision-making authority and control over a national project. A second phase of this project must be 
structured to affirm commitment to the Coastal Zone Management Authority. 
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The differences between a national coastal management program and a donor project must be clarified. 
It must be clear that GEF support can only contribute to some elements of a coastal management 
strategy. 

9.2 Briefly describe the recommendations given in the terminal evaluation. 

A second phase for this project should be funded by the GEF and executed by a national agency. There 
should be a stronger emphasis on community participation in all phases of the project. A targeted 
approach for monitoring should be taken where information on short-term change is most urgently 
needed. There should be a demonstration project with co-management in Caye Caulker. Periodic self-
assessments should be taken. State-of-the-coast reports should be distributed periodically. Training and 
public education should be strategically targeted rather than generally promoting public awareness. 
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10. Quality of the Terminal Evaluation Report 
A six point rating scale is used for each sub-criteria and overall rating of the terminal evaluation 
report (Highly Satisfactory to Highly Unsatisfactory) 

Criteria GEF EO comments Rating 
To what extent does the report 
contain an assessment of relevant 
outcomes and impacts of the 
project and the achievement of the 
objectives? 

The TE is missing some information. For example, it does 
not describe the project’s efforts and successes regarding 

public education. It is also missing information on the 
number of workshops, their topics, the number of 

attendants, and the quality of the workshops. More 
information on the monitoring system that the project 

initiated would have been useful. Other than these 
omissions, the description of outcomes and impacts is 

adequate. 

MS 

To what extent is the report 
internally consistent, the evidence 
presented complete and convincing, 
and ratings well substantiated? 

The TE is internally consistent. In addition to the 
aforementioned omissions, the TE does not describe the 

conduct of the project’s implementing or executing agency. 
MS 

To what extent does the report 
properly assess project 
sustainability and/or project exit 
strategy? 

The TE does not explicitly discuss project sustainability, but 
sufficient information is available in the TE to make an 

assessment. 
MS 

To what extent are the lessons 
learned supported by the evidence 
presented and are they 
comprehensive? 

The recommendations are focused on designing a second 
phase of the project. The lessons learned are directed 

toward Belize rather than GEF/UNDP. 
S 

Does the report include the actual 
project costs (total and per activity) 
and actual co-financing used? 

No. It lists the project’s costs in the “Project Overview,” but 
does not provide per-activity costs. MU 

Assess the quality of the report’s 
evaluation of project M&E systems: There is no mention in the TE of the project’s M&E systems. HU 

Overall TE Rating  MS 
 

11. Note any additional sources of information used in the preparation 
of the terminal evaluation report (excluding PIRs, TEs, and PADs). 
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