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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This is the independent Terminal Evaluation of the project of the Government of the United Republic
of Tanzania, supported by UNDP/GEF and the FFEM, for the Development of the Mnazi Bay —
Ruvuma Estuary Marine Park (MBREMP), carried out in November/December 2007.

The project was designed as a 54-month (two phased) project, the ProDoc was approved in March
2002, and activities started in July 2002. A Mid-Term Evaluation was conducted towards the end of
2004 and the Second Phase commenced on 01 February 2005. The project will terminate early in
2008 if no further financial support can be obtained.

The focus of this project was the establishment of Tanzania’s second Marine Park at the globally
significant locality of Mnazi Bay and the Ruvuma Estuary near the border with Mozambique. The
main source of funding support was the Global Environment Facility (GEF) with co-financing support
from the FFEM, IUCN, communities and UNDP. Government funding in the form of staff salaries,
operational expenses and some community work was also substantial.

The Project development objective was to: Enable local and government stakeholders to protect
effectively and utilize sustainably the marine biodiversity and resources of Mnazi Bay and the
Ruvuma Estuary, and the project came within the GEF Operational Programme No.2: Coastal Marine
and Freshwater Ecosystems. It promoted the conservation and sustainable use of the globally
important biological diversity of Tanzania’s coastal, marine and island ecosystems.

This Terminal Evaluation is to provide a comprehensive and systematic account of project
performance by assessing its project design, process of implementation and results vis-a-vis the
project objectives endorsed by the GEF.

The Evaluation Team based their approach on the UNDP Handbook on Monitoring and Evaluation
and were guided by the ToRs and consultations with UNDP Tanzania. The approach adopted was a
participatory one and opinions and information, following a thorough desk review of relevant
documents and websites, were obtained through consultations with UNDP Tanzania, FFEM, IUCN,
Central and Local Government, the Project Management Unit, villagers, other stakeholders and
partners. The consultation process which started in Dar es Salaam, culminated in visits to the project
office in Mtwara and discussions with project personnel, local government officials, community
members and other stakeholders and beneficiaries at the project site.

The project concept was found to be basically sound and the project design was also fine in principle.
The approach inherent in the project design is an effective means for achieving the objectives. In
particular, the emphasis on community activities, ranging from awareness-raising to alternative
income generating activities, is seen as a very sound approach. However, the implementation
arrangements were somewhat unwieldy and the division into two phases with responsibilities
entrusted to a different organization for each phase was a design fault.

Project management was generally effective in both phases but suffered through the hiatus created
between the two phases. In addition, there seems to have been two “managers” with overlapping
responsibilities and unclear roles during the First Phase and this did affect project delivery. The
unclear distinction between the roles of PM and TA are a recurring problem in UN projects and we
recommend against this sort of model in future.

The project did not have an M&E Plan however, the extent of monitoring undertaken by the project
satisfies the requirements of UNDP and GEF and the Team feels that monitoring activities by the
project can be rated as satisfactory overall. The Team considers the quality of the LogFrame and
its use as a tool for project management to have been moderately satisfactory. The Team found
compliance monitoring to be moderately satisfactory while the involvement of communities in
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monitoring activities is deemed to have been satisfactory. The rating for ecosystem monitoring is
moderately satisfactory because it is still being developed and this recognizes its future potential.

The Team could not rate progress towards the Development Objective by looking at the Indicators as
they do not match the Objective. However, we are aware of the work that has been achieved by the
PMU and we consider it to be satisfactory.

Progress towards Outcome 1 (Knowledge base) has been satisfactory with an adequate technical
base established for Park management. More work is required especially on the social dimension.

Progress towards Outcome 2 (Awareness) has been marginally satisfactory and more work is
required and not only in Nalingu Village.

Progress towards Outcome 3 (Planning and Monitoring) has been satisfactory in terms of both
planning and monitoring even though the latter requires some more work.

Progress towards Outcome 4 ((Management Plan) is considered marginally satisfactory even
though the Plan has been prepared. This rating is the result of the Indicators selected and the extent
of project progress towards them.

Progress towards Outcome 5 (Capacity) has been satisfactory. On the basis of the Indicators, this
Outcome should be rated as unsatisfactory, however, our understanding of the real situation leads us
to assign the satisfactory rating.

Progress towards Outcome 6 (Alternative Incomes) is considered marginally satisfactory and more
work is required particularly at the commercial end of the operations.

Only Outcome 1 has a set of relevant and useful Indicators — the rest range from inappropriate to
inadequate to unnecessary. The Team believes that most Indicators were not very helpful to the
PMU and recommends grater attention to Indicators in future project planning

The project has carried out virtually all the planned activities and made significant progress towards
all the targeted Outcomes. It needs to be recognized that as a result of the type of project — the
Marine Park exists, and will continue — many of the activities are “open-ended”. It is therefore more
appropriate to measure progress by the distance from the baseline rather than the distance towards
an objective.

On this basis, the Team believes that the progress attained by the project has been significant and
satisfactory over all.

The involvement of too many layers made financial management somewhat complex during Phase
One. However, in both phases, finances were adequately managed, there was no obvious waste
and no extravagance, and value for money has been achieved. The Evaluation Team notes that
many problems encountered during the First Phase did not occur during the Second Phase when the
disbursement was made directly by UNDP to the Marine Park Unit / Project Management Unit,
through the MPRU, according to the NEX modality. In contracting an international organization to
serve as implementing agency for a project, thus introducing an additional administrative layer, the
Government and UNDP need to balance these risks with the benefits that such an arrangement is
expected to bring to the project

The team traced the direct co-financing to the extent possible and was able to ascertain that the
greater part of the funds had been raised. Out of the funds that had been raised through co-
financing, the project was able to use only US$645,800, and US$200,000 may be reabsorbed.

Institutional sustainability is “guaranteed” by the Government’s ownership of the project product,
namely the Marine Park, and the Evaluation Team is confident in rating the institutional sustainability
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of MBREMP as very likely. On the other hand, financial sustainability is not yet secure, even though
prospects are very good. There is a need for a Financial Sustainability Strategy for the Park to
ensure the ongoing flow of benefits once the GEF assistance ends. And in view of the work that still
needs to be done towards financial sustainability, the Team rates financial sustainability as
moderately likely.

This is an operational Marine Park, and the work started by the project is on-going and open-ended.
The prospects are very good for the Park to become self-sustaining in the not too distant future, but
until this eventuality, there is a need for further support to consolidate the investments made by the
project in communities’ engagement, to refine the monitoring strategy and to develop the financial
sustainability strategy.

The Evaluation Team recommends to FFEM to consider such an extension to the project delivery

time at no extra cost. We also recommend to UNDP that it provides support and advice to the

Government for the identification of further financial support. Finally, the Evaluation Team

recommends to the Marine Park that in any extension/follow-up period, the focus should be on:

e Community engagement (various activities ranging from AlGs to the gear exchange programme,
Honorary Wardens System and other forms of meaningful participation)

¢ Refinement of the Monitoring Strategy allowing for different types of monitoring with different
objectives and addressing the management of data and information that arise from the monitoring
activity as well as the actions that will be precipitated by the emerging results and trends

¢ Development and implementation of a Financial Sustainability Strategy including identification of
potential sources of funding and the development of mechanisms through which these sources
can be utilized.

The project has genuinely strived to provide avenues for community participation, however, its
efforts did not always create the envisaged results, at least not in the early stages of the project. The
lesson from this is that it takes time, maybe a long time, to encourage and convince people to change
the way of life that they have practiced for generations — projects that rely on the good will and
collaboration of communities need to allow adequate time for confidence to be built and credibility to
be established before they can expect results.

In an effort to build capacity and then enhance that capacity through operational responsibility, the
project was designed in two Phases and entrusted to two different actors. In hindsight this was not a
good model and the project suffered because of the problems of transition. The lesson is that before
such a model is applied again, the project proponents need to weigh and balance the benefits of
such an approach, with the risks which appear inevitable.

Alternative Income Generation activities are a recognized way of easing the pressure on natural
resources without penalizing communities that have depended on them. But in order to maintain
credibility in the eyes of the communities, these activities must be successful. The lesson is that all
AlGs must be worked through thoroughly and before they are applied, because no AlG is a lesser
evil than a failed AIG.

The Park is going to depend on sustainable financial support sources for its continued effective
operation and the Sustainable Financing Strategy is still being developed and negotiations are still
ongoing, a few weeks from project closure, with the risk that time will run out before a robust strategy
has been developed. The lesson is that such an essential element for sustainability must be finalized
early in the project life so that it can be tried out, refined and adopted well before the Park becomes
reliant on it.
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1. INTRODUCTION

1.1 Background

Continental Tanzania has a coastline of 800km (1,420km when all islands are taken into account)
and a rich diversity of tropical marine and coastal systems including coral reefs, sea-grass beds,
mangrove stands and sand dunes. These marine and coastal resources are critical to Tanzania’s
economic and social development and underpin the livelihoods of coastal communities who rely
heavily on the sea for their food and income. According to the Environmental Assessment Report
(Annex 9, ProDoc), Tanzania’s coastal and marine biodiversity is also important globally.

Rural and urban development is placing pressure on these resources and this threat is expected to
increase as coastal populations expand. The conservation and sustainable development of the
marine environment in Tanzania is an issue of pressing national, as well as global, concern.

The Government has recognized the value of its coastal environments and resources and the current
and potential threats that they face. In response, it has enacted various legislation of which the
Marine Parks and Reserves Act (1994) is the most relevant to this project. Procedures governing the
establishment and management of Marine Parks have been refined through the experience gained in
developing the Mafia Island Marine Park which was the first one to be declared’. The Act establishes
the Marine Parks and Reserves Unit which reports to the Board of Trustees for Marine Parks and
Reserves which in turn is answerable to the Minister for Natural Resources and Tourism. The Board
has its own financial arrangements with revenue collected from Marine Parks kept separate from the
central Government’s general revenue.

The second Marine Park to be established in Tanzania was at Mnazi Bay — Ruvuma Estuary which
had been identified as a global priority site for the conservation of marine biological diversity (UNEP,
1989; Muhando et al, 1998; GBRMPA/World Bank/IUCN, 1995)°. Coastal resources of greatest
importance in Mnazi Bay and Ruvuma Estuary include mangrove and associated fauna and flora,
seagrass beds and organisms therein, coral reef fish and other coral reef inhabitants, seaweed, and
other rare but ecologically or economically significant organisms such as turtles, dolphins, seahorse,
whales, sharks and coelacanths. The establishment of a marine protected area was recognized as
the optimum management strategy for the protection of the area’s critical biodiversity values while
also attaining sustainable utilization of the marine resources.

The emphasis on community involvement and ownership satisfies the principles of the Act. It also
reflects the situation on the ground - Mtwara District is amongst the poorest in Tanzania and 11
villages (together with some sub-villages) are situated within the borders of the Marine Park with a
total population of about 30,000 people. These communities are disadvantaged, relying primarily on
subsistence fishing and agriculture for their survival. The ProDoc gave the per capita incomes as
less than US$100 per annum at the time of project formulation. In addition, the infrastructure in the
Mtwara District is poorly developed in comparison to the rest of Tanzania and this is especially so in
the villages bordering Mnazi Bay. In these villages there is no mains electricity supply and fuel is
scarce; there are limited telephone, radio or television communications; water supplies are unreliable;
health, education and many other basic services are 20-40 km away (in Mtwara) by way of a poor-
quality unsealed road that can be impassable in the wet season. Poverty is a real barrier to the
establishment of protected areas since the local residents often have no choice but to rely on their
environment and natural resources for their survival.

! Tanzania’s first Marine Park, Mafia Island, was established in 1995 with support from WWF and NORAD. Note that in Tanzania, the
Marine Parks can have a core “no-use zone” and a variety of “sustainable-use zones”, which can include habitation. This differs from
Tanzania’s terrestrial parks.

% As quoted, without reference, in the ProDoc, Annex 9 - Mnazi Bay Marine Park Project: Environmental Assessment Report. Based on
a report by C. Muhando ef al, Institute of Marine Sciences. Zanzibar.
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1.2 The project

The focus of this project was the establishment of Tanzania’s second Marine Park at the globally
significant locality of Mnazi Bay and the Ruvuma Estuary near the border with Mozambique. The
main source of funding support according to the ProDoc was the Global Environment Facility (GEF)
with co-financing support from the Fonds Frangais pour I'Environnement Mondial (FFEM), IUCN,
communities and UNDP. Government funding in the form of staff salaries, operational expenses and
some community work was also substantial.

The project was designed as a 54-month (two phased) project, including an initial participatory
planning phase (24 months) followed by an implementation phase (30 months). The UNDP/GEF
project document was approved in March 2002, and activities started in July 2002 when the first
disbursement was made. A Mid-Term Evaluation was conducted towards the end of 2004 to enable
all parties to assess progress and agree on specific administrative and implementation
responsibilities for the Second Phase. According to correspondence between UNDP and IUCN-
EARO, the Second Phase commenced on 01 February 2005. The project will terminate early in 2008
if no further financial support can be obtained.

The Marine Parks and Reserves Unit (MPRU) of the Ministry of Natural Resources and Tourism was
designated as Executing Agency on behalf of the Government. Day-to-day implementation in the
First Phase was contracted by the Government to the East Africa Regional Office (EARQO) of IUCN,
while the Second Phase was implemented directly by Mnazi Bay — Ruvuma Estuary Marine Park
personnel under the supervision of the Marine Parks and Reserves Management Unit.

The Goal of the Project was to: Conserve a representative example of internationally significant and
threatened marine biodiversity

The Project development objective was to: Enable local and government stakeholders to protect
effectively and utilize sustainably the marine biodiversity and resources of Mnazi Bay and the
Ruvuma Estuary

To achieve the above objectives, project design identified the following seven broad Outcomes:

1. A knowledge base to support marine environmental planning and sustainable development
established

2. Local communities and key decision makers are aware of marine problems, benefits and
responsibilities of an MPA and use information in decision making

3. Marine Park planning and monitoring processes established, and an initial marine park
management plan developed

4. Park general Management Plan under implementation with externalities addressed (phase
two only)

5. Improved capacity of key stakeholders and institutions for marine conservation and
management

6. Alternative Income Generation (AIG) and sustainable use regime activities are researched,
developed, piloted and adopted

7. Project effectively managed, monitored and evaluated

This biodiversity project fell within the GEF Operational Programme No.2: Coastal Marine and
Freshwater Ecosystems. It promoted the conservation and sustainable use of the globally important
biological diversity of Tanzania’s coastal, marine and island ecosystems. The project remains
relevant today in spite of the new Strategic Priorities of GEF-4 for Biodiversity (Strategic Objective 1
on Protected Areas and Strategic Objective 2 Mainstreaming Biodiversity into Productive Sectors).

11
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1.3 The Evaluation

1.3.1 Evaluation objectives and Terms of Reference

This is the independent Terminal Evaluation of the project of the Government of the United Republic
of Tanzania, supported by UNDP/GEF, on the Development of Mnazi Bay — Ruvuma Estuary Marine
Park, carried out in November/December 2007.

According to the ToRs (see Annex 1), the Terminal Evaluation must provide a comprehensive and
systematic account of the performance of the completed project by assessing its project design,
process of implementation and results vis-a-vis the project objectives endorsed by the GEF (including
any changes agreed to in the course of project implementation).

There are four complementary purposes for the evaluation as follows:

e To promote accountability and transparency, and to assess and disclose levels of project
accomplishments

e To synthesize lessons that may help improve the selection, design and implementation of future
GEF activities

e To provide feedback on issues that are recurrent across the portfolio and need attention, and on
improvements regarding previously identified issues

e To contribute to the GEF Evaluation Office databases for aggregation, analysis and reporting on
effectiveness of GEF operations in achieving global environmental benefits and on quality of
monitoring and evaluation across the GEF system

Specifically, the Terminal Evaluation will carry out the following tasks:

e Assess overall performance and review progress towards attaining the project’s objectives and
results including relevancy, efficiency and effectiveness of the actions taken given the available
funding and capacities for implementation

¢ Review and evaluate the extent to which the project outputs and outcomes have been achieved,
and the shortcomings in reaching project objectives as stated in the project document

e Assess the project results and determine the extent to which the project objective was achieved,
or is expected to be achieved, and assess if the project has led to any positive or negative
conseqguences

e Assess the extent at which the project impacts have reached or have the potential to reach the
intended beneficiaries; in particular, the balance between conservation and livelihood actions
spearheaded through the project

e Critically analyze the implementation arrangements and identify strengths and weaknesses in the
project design and implementation

e Describe the project’'s adaptive management strategy — how have project activities changed in
response to new conditions, (e.g. recommendations of the MTE) and have the changes been
appropriate in particular the issue of capacity

¢ Assess the project’s contribution to the previous GEF Strategic Priority for catalyzing sustainability
of Protected Areas in particular improving opportunities for sustainable use, benefit sharing and
broad stakeholder participation among communities

¢ Review the clarity of roles and responsibilities of the various agencies and institutions and the
level of coordination between relevant players. In particular look at the roles of the Project team,
district authorities, and MPRU

e Assess the level of stakeholder involvement in the project from community to higher Government
levels and recommend on whether this involvement has been appropriate to the goals of the
project

¢ Describe and assess the efforts of UNDP (CO and UNDP/GEF) in support of the implementation

¢ Review donor partnership processes, and the contribution of co-finance
Describe key factors that will require attention in order to improve prospects for sustainability of
project results achieved. Assess the likelihood of continuation of project activities/results and
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outcomes/benefits after completion of GEF/FFEM funding, considering the “traditional” economic
activities in which these communities are involved

e Identify and document the main successes, challenges and lessons that have emerged. In
describing lessons learned, make a distinction between those lessons applicable only to this
project, and lessons that may be of value more broadly, including to other similar projects in the
UNDP/GEF pipeline portfolio

1.3.2 Mission activities

Work on this evaluation commenced in mid-November 2007 from homebase with assignment
planning, preparation of the schedule of work, interpretation of the Terms of Reference, documents
review and websites searches. Sunday 25 and Monday 26 November were spent by the
International Consultant travelling to Tanzania and he arrived in Dar es Salaam in the evening of
Monday 26 November. Tuesday 27 November saw the beginning of a series of briefing and
consultative meetings with Government agencies, UNDP, relevant NGOs and other key stakeholders
following the assembly of the Team. On Friday 30 November the Evaluation Team travelled to
Mtwara where the project is based.

The Team was in Mtwara from Friday 30 November until Saturday 08 December when they travelled
back to Dar es Salaam. The time in Mtwara was devoted to an extensive programme of
consultations with project personnel, stakeholders, beneficiaries and others.

On returning to Dar es Salaam, the Team prepared for a presentation of preliminary findings which
was made to the PSC and other stakeholders on Monday 10 December. Following this, the
Evaluation Team provided a final draft of the Evaluation Report to the UNDP on Thursday 13
December, and the International Consultant departed Dar es Salaam that evening. Following a brief
period for comments on the draft, the Evaluation Report was finalized and dispatched in the final
week of December 2007.

The full Schedule for this assignment is in Annex 2.

1.4 Methodology of the evaluation

1.4.1 The approach adopted

Overall guidance on terminal evaluation methodologies is provided by the UNDP Handbook on
Monitoring and Evaluation®. The Evaluation Team based their approach on this guiding document
together with the ToRs, and in consultation with UNDP Tanzania.

This has been a participatory evaluation (as required by the ToRs) and opinions and information

were obtained through the following activities:

e Desk review of relevant documents and websites

¢ Discussions with UNDP Tanzania senior management

e Consultation meetings with Central and Local Government and other stakeholders and partners

e Visit to the project office in Mtwara and discussions with project personnel, as well as with
government officials, community members and other stakeholders and beneficiaries

According to the Handbook®, “Project evaluations assess the efficiency and effectiveness of a project
in achieving its intended results. They also assess the relevance and sustainability of outputs as
contributions to medium-term and longer-term outcomes. Project evaluation can be invaluable for
managing for results, and serves to reinforce the accountability of project managers. Additionally,

* Handbook on Monitoring and Evaluating for Results (2002) United Nations Development Programme Evaluation Office
4 Op. cit.
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project evaluation provides a basis for the evaluation of outcomes and programmes, as well as for
strategic and programmatic evaluations and APRs, and for distilling lessons from experience for
learning and sharing knowledge. In UNDP, project evaluations are mandatory when required by a
partnership protocol, such as with the Global Environment Facility”. As a result, all full and medium-
size projects supported by the GEF undergo a terminal evaluation upon completion of
implementation.

As there has been a Mid-Term Evaluation® for the project, this Terminal Evaluation has focused
particularly (although not exclusively) on the period following the MTE, i.e. post 2004.

1.4.2 Documents reviewed and consulted

The Evaluation Team was provided with an initial list of documents by UNDP and the Project Team.
Additional documentation was sought by the Team to provide the background to the project, insights
into project implementation and management, a record of project outputs, etc. The list of salient
documents reviewed and/or consulted by the Team is in Annex 3 which also contains a reference to
websites which were visited and reviewed.

1.4.3 Consultations with key stakeholders and government officials

Consultations by the Evaluation Team took place in both Dar es Salaam and Mtwara as well as in the
Marine Park territory.

The Team met with 162 individuals in all and many were consulted on a one to one basis. These
came from a wide spectrum of sectors associated with the project — from within UNDP, Central
Government organizations, Regional and District authorities, project personnel and the MPRU and
Trust Board, other stakeholders particularly members of the various steering committees, NGOs, the
private sector and project beneficiaries and community organizations. Most meetings followed the
same pattern, namely, a brief introduction on the purpose of the mission followed by an identification
of the relationship that the consultee had with the Project, if any, and his/her views on the Project.

The Team also made contact with IUCN-EARO and consulted electronically, as well as with FFEM
through a telephone conversation.

The initial list of consultees was proposed by UNDP and MPRU in Dar es Salaam and the Project
Implementation Unit in Mtwara. This was supplemented through the Team’s initiative.

A full list of organizations and persons met and consulted by the Team is to be found in Annex 4.
It is also worth noting that there were 7 written submissions of comments on the draft Report. These

comments were consolidated and taken into account fully when this final Report was being prepared.
Acknowledgement was provided to all those who made written comments.

1.4.4 Structure of this report

The Evaluation Team analyzed the information obtained and presented a draft for discussion and
feedback. Following this, this Report was finalized with the benefit of the input received.

This Report is intended primarily for UNDP CO in Tanzania and the GEF. It is structured in three
main parts. Following the Executive Summary, the first part of the Report comprises an Introduction

° Gawler, Meg and Christopher Muhando (2004) UNDP-GEF Project 00015405 - URT/00G31/B/1G/99 - Development of Mnazi Bay-
Ruvuma Estuary Marine Park - Mid-term Evaluation
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which also covers the methodology of the evaluation and the development context of the project.
The next part covers the Findings and is made up of a number of discrete but closely linked sections
following the scope proposed for project evaluation reports by the UNDP Guidelines. The final part
comprises the Conclusions and Recommendations. A number of annexes provide additional,
relevant information.

2 FINDINGS: PROJECT DESIGN, REVIEWS AND REVISION

2.1 Project formulation and design

2.1.1 The Project Document and basic design

The ProDoc follows the standard format and scope current at the time of project formulation. All
essential elements are present. However, the version available to the Evaluation Team lacked
“quality control”. For example, the Table of Contents has no page numbers; the wording of the
Objectives could be tightened to provide better vision (although the STAP Review observed that the
Objectives are simple and direct); loose terminology (Objectives, Outcomes, and Components are
used interchangeably) creates confusion; and, the Section “Project Activities and Expected Results”
does not discuss activities or results — it discusses phasing.

The project structure is logical even if not entirely clear. There is a Project Goal and a Development
Objective. Then there are four Components or Immediate Objectives covering participatory planning
and management, the development of sustainable livelihoods, capacity building, and monitoring and
evaluation. These are followed by a sequence of four Objectives, each with its list of expected
Results. Unfortunately the wording is not consistent and neither is the order in which they are
presented. These elements are discussed in more detail in respective sections below.

The Evaluation Team believes that the approach inherent in the project design is an effective means
of achieving the objectives. In particular, the emphasis on community activities, ranging from
awareness-raising to alternative income generating activities, is seen as a very sound approach.
However, there is always room for improvement and this is discussed further in this report.

The Team considers the complex implementation arrangements, especially the disruptive changes
between the First and the Second Phases, as a weakness in the project design and this is discussed
further below. The Team also agrees with the MTE that a further problem with the project design
was the ambitious nature of the plan and the over-optimistic timetable for execution.

2.1.2 ldentified risks

The ProDoc identified four main areas of risk and these are listed in the table below together with the
response that the project was expected to apply to minimize each risk. The table also shows the
Evaluation Team’s comments.

As can be seen from the above table, the risks all related directly or indirectly, to community
acceptance / cooperation / ownership issues and the Team feels that in general the risks remain as a
threat to the product of the project, namely the Park. The Team recommends that attention continue
to be paid to community perspectives as a priority activity of the exit strategy. In fact, it will not be
possible to address this problem adequately within the timeframe of the exit strategy and the Park will
need to address it in any follow-up activities.
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Table 1.

Addressing identified risks

RISK AS IDENTIFIED IN
THE PRODOC

RESPONSE PROPOSED TO MINIMIZE RISK

EVALUATION TEAM COMMENTS

Stakeholder support for
and participation in
management activities may
decline after Project
completion

This eventuality is addressed through the Project’s strong
emphasis on community needs and active participation. The
Project aims to achieve a real sense of ownership that will
continue beyond its duration. The emphasis is on developing
AIG activities that replace unsustainable practices and
clearly link biodiversity outcomes with economic and social
gains

The Team notes that the project has
enabled the Marine Park to engage
communities successfully even though it
has not been entirely successful in getting
communities to “buy in” into the project. If
the external funding support to the Park is
curtailed at this stage, this risk may well
materialize.

Co-operative
arrangements between
communities and the
Marine Parks and
Reserves Unit may break
down

Communities are represented on the Marine Parks Advisory
Committee and the Project Steering Committee to mitigate
this risk. The Project defines specific benchmarks to be
achieved prior to funding for implementation, including
demonstration that communities and authorities will work
together effectively

The cooperation of communities is not
entirely secure and there is a need for more
than representation on committees and
AlGs. This risk remains and without funds
for more gear exchange, more awareness,
and more involvement, cooperation could
weaken.

Co-operative
arrangements between the
relevant government
authorities may break
down

This risk is addressed by the involvement of a senior political
decision-maker (local member of Parliament) as a member of
the Board, and by the representation of key District
leadership and agencies on the Advisory Committee

This risk will remain beyond the life of the
project and the Team observed that the
situation is already quite politicized.

There may be inadequate
revenue to meet ongoing
management costs

This risk is addressed through the commitment of the Board
to meet ongoing costs. The Project minimises the costs of
management and will undertake regular review of the
success of the Sustainable Financing Strategy. There is a
formal review of project sustainability to be undertaken in the
final year to assess the success of the AlG projects and
consider how these might be improved as required

The response mixes two very distinct issues
— sustainability of the Marine Park
administration and management; and
sustainability of the AIG activities.

The Team believes that financial
sustainability of the Park is not secure yet
and this is discussed in Section 5 in this
report.

As noted above, the sustainability of AIG
activities is also uncertain and is addressed
under Sections 4.1.2 and 6.7

2.2 The Mid-Term Review

Having started this evaluation at the beginning with the ProDoc, the Evaluation Team wanted to skip
the First Phase of the project since this had been the focus of a Mid-Term Evaluation. Project
management was therefore invited by the Evaluation Team to provide a response to the MTE and the
full tabulated response is found in Annex 5 which also carries the observations of this Team.
Following is a synopsis of the MTE and of the response from management.

2.2.1 Conclusions of the MTE

The MTE was carried out towards the end of 2004 when the project had been running for over two

years and the First Phase was coming to an end. The main findings of the MTE were the following:

e A good team is presently in place (although a new Technical Advisor is needed urgently)

e The project has had good success in establishing the knowledge base

e There is a strong sense of ownership by Tanzanian government

e The project and the park are in imminent danger of losing the goodwill in the villages

e There have been serious implementation problems, including far too much interference from
project partners in implementation

e Delays in the availability of funding and excessive control have resulted in costly delays.

The MTE also made three strategic recommendations and 99 specific recommendations. The

strategic recommendations were:

e |tis urgent to move quickly with concrete benefits to local people
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e All project partners should take a giant step back, and delegate responsibility more fully to the
project team to implement the project

e MPRU should assume operational responsibility for the Implementation Phase of the project, and
be held accountable for project deliverables.

The Evaluation Team believes that these three key recommendations of the MTE have been acted
upon with good results.

The MTE further noted that a good number of important building blocks had been put in place in the
process leading up to the project and in the First Phase. However, some strategic errors, as well as
a number of implementation problems had tended to undermine the foundation which was thought to
be somewhat fragile.

Finally, the MTE concluded that:

e This is fundamentally a very worthwhile project.

e A solid framework for the marine park is being established.

e There is tremendous good will among most community members. However, this is fragile, and
risks being lost if concrete benefits are not realized quickly.

e A number of corrective measures need to be taken in the second phase if the project is to
succeed.

e The MBREMP team shows great promise of making a success of the park, if given the support
that is needed.

2.2.2 Management response

Project management accepted and implemented the three strategic recommendations and it has
benefited as a result. And, as can be seen in the table in Annex 5, the PMU advised the Team that
out of the 99 recommendations advanced by the MTE only seven were not accepted by project
management while one was partially accepted. However, as a result of time constraints very few
recommendations were fully implemented but the PMU did not think that the project has suffered
because of the fact that some recommendations were not accepted or only partially implemented.

This Team observes that following the MTE and in spite of its recommendations, the handover
between the two Phases still took a long time and there have been no significant revisions or
refinements to the project LogFrame.

3  FINDINGS: PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION AND
MANAGEMENT

3.1 Project governance
3.1.1 The project implementation framework

UNDP and the Government agreed that the project will be executed under the NEX (national
execution) modality which is the norm for UNDP projects. The UNDP Programming Manual® states
that “NEX is used when there is adequate capacity in government to undertake the functions and
activities of the programme or project. The UNDP country office ascertains the national capacities
during the formulation stage.” In this case, it was recognized that at the initial stages of

® UNDP Programming Manual. UNDP, New York, 2000
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implementation, capacity would be weak but this was to be addressed through the project being
designed in two phases with First Phase implementation entrusted to a well-known international
organization and the Second Phase to be implemented by the Government, subject to a Mid-Term
Evaluation.

Execution responsibility for this GEF project was thus vested in the Government, through the Ministry
of Natural Resources and Tourism. The Marine Parks and Reserves Unit, in the Fisheries Division of
the Ministry, is the lead agency dealing with marine parks in Tanzania and as such was
spearheading the execution of the project by Government. However, it was the Ministry that was
responsible to UNDP for ensuring adequate progress of this project.

As noted repeatedly elsewhere, the project was designed to be implemented in two phases, and this
is not unusual. However, what created difficulties was the decision to have a different implementing
agency for each phase, even though this was for good reason. During the Set-Up Phase (Phase
One), implementation was contracted to an international organization, IUCN-EARO. The
Government, as Executing Agency, entered into an agreement with IUCN-EARO and the latter, as
implementing agency, reported to both UNDP and Government. By the Implementation Phase
(Phase Two), the Marine Park Unit had developed adequate operational capacity and assumed the
responsibility for implementation. The details of the changeover were developed during the Mid-
Term Evaluation but the changeover was fraught with difficulties and delays for various reasons, but
primarily because the Government and IUCN-EARO could not agree on the role of the latter during
the Second Phase. Staff turnover at IUCN-EARO did not help, either — those who were involved in
the project design did not implement and those who implemented had left IUCN at the time of this
evaluation.

There were long and protracted negotiations between IUCN-EARO and the Government over the
refunding of US$209,680 which had been pre-financed by IUCN-EARO unilaterally (see section 3.2
below). While activities did not stop altogether, progress during this inter-phase period was very
slow. The contentions were not resolved and finally, IUCN was requested by the PSC in September
2006, following a management audit, to formally hand over the project to MPRU. This was carried out
in March 2007, two years after Phase One had ended.

IUCN-EARO advised the Team that “in hindsight, there should have been provision in the ProDoc for
an Exit Strategy for IUCN-EARO. This would have provided a method for the effective mainstreaming
of MBREMP to MPRU by IUCN and also taken care of the intricacies involved in handing over of
roles and responsibilities”. The reality was somewhat acrimonious and did not do any good to the
project.

The Team recommends that when a phased project is designed in future, there should not be a
change in implementing agency and, if this is unavoidable, there needs to be a strategy to ensure an
orderly hand-over of project management responsibilities.

3.1.2 The Project Steering Committee

The Project Steering Committee (PSC) is the highest level of governance for the project and
according to the ProDoc, it was to be established under the auspices of the Marine Parks and
Reserves Board of Trustees to oversee the implementation of the project.

The members were to be appointed by the Permanent Secretary of the Ministry of Natural Resources
and Tourism and was meant to include all members of the Mnazi Bay - Ruvuma Estuary Marine Park
Advisory Committee as well as representatives of other Government organizations and collaborating
donor agencies. In effect, membership comprised ...

The Regional Administrative Secretary

The District Executive Director
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The District Natural Resources Officer

An NGO representative

A representative of the Ministry of Tourism

Two representatives from Village Councils

A representative of a Scientific Institution

Two representatives of Business concerns one from Fisheries and the other from Tourism
Manager of the MPRU (ex-officio)

The Chairman of the Marine Parks and Reserves Board of Trustees
The GEF Focal Point for Tanzania

UNDP Country Office Dar es Salaam

UNDP GEF Coordination Unit

IUCN-EARO

Member of Parliament

The Chairperson was to be the Permanent Secretary to the Ministry of Natural Resources and Tourism,
or his/her representative. In the event, the PSC size of membership was soon found to be unwieldy
and the membership was revised and reduced.

The PSC was meant to meet at least twice a year and by and large, it did this. Its functions,
according to the ToRs in the ProDoc Annex 4, were:

1. To monitor project implementation in terms of effectiveness and timeliness of inputs and in

terms of the success of project activities

2. To oversee and provide guidance to project activities and ensure such activities address the
project objectives
To provide a forum for ensuring an integrated approach to project activities within Mtwara
District
Provide a forum for, and link to, the National Marine Parks processes
Approve annual work-plans and budget for the project and consider changes as recommended
In UNDP terminology: to perform the functions of the Tripartite Review (TPR) to consider and
approve Annual Project Reports (APRS)
To review the TOR of project staff, and amend them as necessary
To approve the proposed implementing agencies for the project

@
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The above list comprises a more or less complete set of the tasks normally given to the PSC.

Among further tasks that could have been added are the following:

¢ Mediate and resolve conflicts and problem areas as needed to facilitate project delivery

e Ensure that country commitments, including of co-financing and technical and operational support,
are met

However, the Team was advised that the PSC did provide mediation and attempts were made to
resolve conflicts.

The Team feels that the PSC was used primarily as a vehicle for inclusion and representation, even
when its membership was reduced and better focussed. It also served as an effective coordinating
mechanism between national agencies, UNDP and the GEF. While these functions of cooperation,
collaboration and information are valuable to the project, it must always be borne in mind that the
PSC must also steer the project. As evidenced from the minutes of PSC Meetings, the operational
procedures and the business attended to during meetings, appear most relevant to the project and it
is felt that the PSC did provide the guidance and steering that it is meant to.

IUCN-EARO concurs that the PSC was an important decision-making organ designed to guide the
project and approve annual workplans and that it executed its mandate in a professional manner
during Phase One of the project, and it has done so since. IUCN-EARO also found the PSC to be
“reasonably useful” in that it provided a formal opportunity for IUCN-EARO to present technical
reports of progress and to discuss critical implementation issues. But, IUCN-EARO reported that “the
membership of the Committee was not strong in that there were several silent members, and others
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who rarely attended meetings. It would have been improved if 1-2 eminent Tanzanians with great
interest in MBREMP and the conservation of Tanzania’s marine biodiversity were on the Committee.
It would also have been improved if a MPRU Board member was on the Committee. Members of the
civil society should have been included, and gender balance should be improved’.

One matter which the Team sought clarification on was the so-called “Partners Meetings” which
allegedly took place prior to each PSC meeting “to discuss and approve workplans and budgets”.
When asked about the value and usefulness of the PSC, those entrusted with managing the project
during the Second Phase said they found it helpful “but the partners were stronger than the PSC’.
On seeking clarification, the Team was relieved to hear that these partners’ meetings did not pre-
empt the work and decision-making function of the PSC — they merely discussed issues of common
interest as they arose and the decision-making function remained with the PSC. The partners’ simply
used the opportunity presented by the PSC meeting, to overcome the barrier of distance between
Nairobi, Dar es Salaam and Mtwara.

3.1.3 The Project Management Unit’

According to FFEM, project management during Phase One, when it was the responsibility of IUCN-
EARO, “went through serious difficulties : lack of coordination between the different parties, lack of
consultation between the partners ; over expenditure of more than 60% on some budget lines without
consultation of the partners, etc”. These issues were addressed by the MTE and will not be re-
opened by this evaluation.

The Project Management Unit (PMU) function during the Second Phase was provided by the Mnazi
Bay — Ruvuma Estuary Marine Park team with the addition of the Technical Advisor. It was led by
the Warden-in-Charge of the Park and, in addition to the Warden-in-Charge, it comprised six other
staff positions, who, between them cover the following disciplines — community conservation (two
positions), sustainable livelihoods, law enforcement and licensing, research and monitoring, and
administration and finance. This core group are Park employees and are on the MPRU Government
payroll. They, in turn are supported by an extensive complement of support and field staff including
rangers, drivers, technical specialists, etc. Staff turnover is reported to have been low and there
does not appear to have been any problem retaining staff, in spite of the perceived remoteness of the
Mtwara District according to some people. It also should be noted that four Park staff are currently
away on study leave pursuing relevant academic qualifications. Of these, one is studying overseas
and the other three are in Tanzanian institutions. All four are supported fully by Government and
other external funding sources and do not make use of any funding support from the project budget.

The PMU/Park HQ was located in a government offices complex in Mtwara, within driving distance
from the Park, except in wet weather when the roads could become impassable. The premises,
which were provided to the project as part of the Government contribution, were basic but adequate.
Additional facilities were available in the form of basic gatehouses at two road gateways to the Park,
one at Msimbati and the other at Kilambo. Plans for the development of a Park HQ in a central
position within the Park are very advanced. The project helped fund the drawing up of architectural
designs and other preliminary preparations (primarily through FFEM funding) while the construction
costs will be covered by a partner project (MACEMP).

Communication between the PMU/Park HQ in Mtwara and the two gatehouses as well as with the
patrol boat was by VHF radio and mobile telephone, and the Mtwara office was connected in turn to
Dar es Salaam and beyond through telephone and internet/email links.

7 Strictly speaking, this project did not have a Project Management Unit. During Phase One project management was
provided by IUCN-EARO and during Phase Two the Marine Park Unit in Mtwara has acted as one — it has managed
project activities and the project budget, accepted accountability for project funds, received direction from the PSC,
reported to the PSC and the GEF through UNDP, etc. In this report, it is referred to as the Project Management Unit since
that is the function it is performing.
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In his capacity as Warden-in-Chief, the Project Manager® is responsible for all matters concerning
Park administration. He is subject to the control of the Board of Trustees and the Park Advisory
Committee. The Warden-in-Chief has a responsibility to local communities, district authorities and
other stakeholders, and this includes notifying them of planning efforts and ensuring that they have
an adequate opportunity to participate in the management of the Park. The position and Terms of
Reference of the Project Manager / Warden-in-Chief have not changed between the First and
Second Phases of the project.

During the Second Phase, the Technical Advisor is the only project staff not engaged by the
Government and who, according to his Terms of Reference, is expected to play an advisory and
supportive role to the staff of the Park. His role is to advise and assist the Project Manager in all
matters relating to the Project, with a particular focus on marine science and protected area
management issues. His main function is to transfer his scientific and technical knowledge and
management experience to the Park management staff. The TA reported to the Manager of the
MPRU through the Project Manager. Most of the tasks listed in the TA’s Terms of Reference are of
an advisory or supportive nature.

The cooperative basis on which the Project Manager and the Technical Advisor were observed to
operate, was very heartening. However, the relationship was different during the First Phase.

The Terms of Reference for the Technical Advisor during the First Phase, were not too different from
those of the present incumbent. However, the title, namely “/UCN Technical Advisor” indicated the
differences in the position. More substantive was the fact that “The TA will report administratively to
the IUCN Regional Representative based at IUCN-EARQ in Nairobi, Kenya .... and .... technically, to
the Co-ordinator of the Eastern Africa Marine and Coastal Programme”. This position was certainly
IUCN’s man on the spot — “the principal focal point responsible for the co-ordination and delivery of
the overall IUCN technical assistance programme under the project” — he was in effect the Project
Manager. And, since IUCN had been contracted by the Government to implement the project, it was
understandable that it placed its selected candidate in a position of responsibility for the delivery of
the project outputs. The problem was not created by the establishment of the position, but by the
terminology used to describe the position and the relationship which developed with the National
Project Coordinator. In effect, this was not a Technical Advisor position, but a Project Manager’s
position, and it should have been called so.

The Evaluation Team recommends to UNDP and IUCN, to discontinue the use of the term Technical
Advisor when in fact the position is one of Project Manager. The term should be reserved for those
who provide technical advice and support, not those expected to manage the project.

3.1.4 The role of Government

This is a project of the Government and as the MTE noted ‘“there is a strong sense of ownership by
the Tanzanian Government”. This was confirmed by this Evaluation Team especially regarding local
government level (Regional and District).

According to the ProDoc, the Ministry of Natural Resources and Tourism, and more specifically the
Board of Trustees for Marine Parks and Reserves, is the Executing Agency under the National
Execution (NEX) modality of UNDP. The Board of Trustees for Marine Parks and Reserves wrote
formally to UNDP as follows® -

The Board is firmly committed to supporting the ongoing development and management of Marine
Parks in Tanzania. Consistent with the requirements of the Act, we can confirm that the Board will:

8 The formal designation is “Project Coordinator”. However, since from the beginning of the Second Phase he is undoubtedly serving as
Project Manager, this is the title that is used in this Evaluation Report.
? Letter from the Manager and Board Secretary of the Board of Trustees for Marine Parks and Reserves in Tanzania, to UNDP,
(Reference BT/MPR/D.40/1/20/36), on 29 October 1999, carried as Annex E in the Project Document.
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e Be the national government focal point for implementation of the project.

e Ensure coordination with other Ministries, sectors and agencies at the national level, and provide
guidance and advice to the project on national policy issues.

e Provide in kind assistance through the staff of the Marine Parks and Reserves Unit to ensure the
project's conformity with the requirements of the Act in developing and managing the Marine
Park.

e Appoint and meet the salary and other expenses of the Marine Park staff including the Warden,
Enforcement Officer, Socio-economic Officer, Parks Awareness Officer and other supporting staff;
and assume full responsibility for meeting all the ongoing costs of managing the Marine Park at
the conclusion of the Project.

e When the project is approved the Board undertakes to establish a steering mechanism and would
invite the GEF Implementing Agency and IUCN to participate in this mechanism.

e The Board will assist in arranging such exemptions from taxation and import duties as are
normally afforded to development assistance projects in Tanzania.

The above is a serious commitment of intent by the Government which is seen as having accepted
fully its role as owner of the project and as Executing Agency.

However, although the Government retained its ultimate responsibility for project delivery, it
contracted IUCN-EARO to undertake day-to-day project implementation and management for the
First Phase. Then, when the project came to its full implementation phase (Phase Two), this
responsibility reverted to the Marine Parks and Reserves Unit, and through the Unit, to the Mnazi Bay
— Ruvuma Estuary Marine Park Team on location in Mtwara.

In spite of limited resources, the Government accepted full responsibility for the engagement and
salaries of the Marine Park personnel, who have also served as the Project Management Unit and
relied on the project for operational expenditure. Now that the UNDP/GEF support is coming to an
end, support for these operational expenses is to be sought from other sources. The Evaluation
Team accepts this as a current necessity, but looks forward to the time when the Marine Park can
either be self-sufficient in terms of operational resources, or receives the required support from the
Board and/or the Government — it cannot rely on donors for ever.

3.1.5 The role of IUCN

As evidenced by Annex 6 of the ProDoc, the Marine Parks and Reserves Unit of the Ministry of
Natural Resources and Tourism signed a Project Cooperation Agreement with the Eastern Africa
Regional Office of the World Conservation Union (IUCN-EARQO) on behalf of the Government, to
cover Phase One of the project, specifically between 15 February 2001 and 15 July 2003. This
arrangement was lauded by the STAP Reviewer who stated — This is welcomed as they have long
experience in the region and have good staff to assist in the planning of the protected area.

As IUCN-EARQO itself stated when asked by the Evaluation Team what they felt they brought to the
project: “IUCN is recognised globally as one of the world’s leading and most established conservation
organisations. It is well recognised for being able to provide sound and impartial technical advice,
based on a vast network of professionals both regionally and around the world. IUCN is particularly
known for its ability to convene and work at various levels, both at high levels within government and
at the grass roots level within communities. Its programmatic approach is also guided by its
members, ensuring IUCN is responding to conservation needs on the ground. Tanzania has several
IUCN members. IUCN’s strengths lie in its scientific base to its conservation work, ensuring
conservation approaches are “cutting edge” and based on the latest information. IUCN employs
highly qualified, experienced, and internationally renowned Technical Coordinators to lead its
thematic programmes, such as the Marine Programme in Eastern Africa, and it is this international
reputation and expertise that adds value to those that partner with IUCN. Within the marine parks
field, IUCN has a strong track record both regionally and globally having pioneered tools and
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methods for marine park management and having helped countries establish and run marine parks,
notably in Comoros and Kenya.”

IUCN-EARO also noted that “it had been instrumental in the conceptualisation, development and
finalisation of the General Management Plan (GMP) for the Park and that in the development of this
plan IUCN coordinated a detailed and comprehensive stakeholder consultation process which
resulted in 10 Village Environment Management Plans (VEMPs) and three community consultation
workshops including the zoning workshop for the GMP. The VEMP approach is one of IUCN’s
initiatives, pioneered in Rufiji, Tanzania”. IUCN-EAROQO claimed that ‘the MBREMP GMP is the most
comprehensively prepared GMP on the East African coast, because it is based on highly detailed
baseline assessments of the Marine Park (biodiversity, socio-economic and strategic development
framework), thorough community input through the VEMPs, and wider stakeholder input through
three large stakeholder consultation workshops”.

IUCN-EARO concluded that it “provided technical and programmatic expertise and oversight in
conducting 18 scientific studies and assessments in MBREMP and ensured these were published to
international standards. Some of the IUCN'’s specific input and value addition/outputs are outlined in
the mid term evaluation report at end of the Set up Phase, and in the Project’s publication list. It is
IUCN'’s belief that the scientific quality and the innovative approaches of the work completed with
IUCN’s oversight during Phase One is unquestionable and provides a long lasting basis for all
subsequent conservation work in MBREMP”.

The Project Cooperation Agreement served as the contract between the Government as the
Executing Agency, and IUCN as “an implementing agency” for the project, for the latter to “be
responsible for setting up the project and providing technical support and expertise in accordance
with the project document”. The agreement further specifies that the responsibilities of IUCN-EARO
will encompass inter alia — the provision of a full time Technical Advisor; the supervision and
implementation of all project-funded activities in the field, including preparation of workplans and their
follow-up; preparation of Terms of Reference for studies, reviews and other tasks; the provision of
technical and administrative support; and, the maintaining of project accounts.

Although the Agreement is silent on this, IUCN received a management fee of US$1,200 per month.
It was also possible for IUCN staff time, travelling expenses, communications, insurances and
reporting and accountancy costs to be charged separately and in addition to the management fee.
This arrangement elicited some cynical remarks to the Evaluation Team — the Team was asked
rhetorically, if all these costs are charged separately, what is the management fee for?

When the question was posed to IUCN-EAROQ, in turn, by the Team, IUCN-EARO replied that it has a
standard management fee of 14% for all projects that it implements in the Eastern African region.
However, on this occasion, UNDP negotiated a fee of 5% for the MBREMP Project, a significant
reduction. [IUCN-EARO also explained that it uses the management fee “as a cost recovery
mechanism and the funds are used to cover time provided by administrative and accounting staff,
rent, electricity, security of premises, and representation from both the Nairobi and the Tanzania
offices”. IUCN-EARO continued that this management fee “is an overhead fee and should not be
confused with costs incurred by IUCN for providing technical input, coordination and oversight which
are all charged per specific activity and involved the time of technical project staff such as the Marine
Coordinator, the Marine Project Officer, etc”.

3.1.6 The role of UNDP

As Implementing Agency for GEF, UNDP is responsible to the GEF for the timely and cost-effective
delivery of the agreed project outputs and it achieves this through its understanding with the
Government. UNDP has an obligation to ensure accountability, and its efforts in this respect are
spearheaded by the Country Office which has legal responsibility for the GEF funds.
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UNDP was also charged with the responsibility for the administrative and financial management of
FFEM funding in the name of the Government.

The UNDP Resident Representative in Tanzania may approve, following consultation and agreement
with the UNDP/GEF Regional Office and the Government signatories to the project document,
revisions or additions to any of the annexes of the ProDoc, revisions which do not involve significant
changes in the immediate objectives, outputs or activities of the project, and mandatory annual
revisions which re-phase the delivery of agreed project inputs or increased expert or other costs due
to inflation or to take into account agency expenditure flexibility. The UNDP Resident Representative
also co-chairs the Annual Tripartite Review, coordinates inputs into the annual Project
Implementation Review for submission to UNDP/GEF, ensures that project objectives are advanced
through the policy dialogue with the Government and undertakes official transmission of reports to
the national GEF Operational Focal Point.

The work of the UNDP Country Office is supported by the UNDP/GEF Regional Coordination Office,
which also provides coordination within the whole UNDP/GEF portfolio of projects for the region.
More specifically, the UNDP/GEF Regional Office provides technical support to the UNDP Country
Office and the Government GEF Operational Focal Point, assists the executing agency with the
recruitment of senior project personnel, approves the project inception report and terminal reports,
reviews budget revisions prior to signature, follows up closely on implementation progress, assures
the eligibility of project interventions in light of GEF policy guidance and approved project design,
represents UNDP/GEF on the PSC, and approves Annual Project Implementation Reports, including
performance ratings, for submission to GEF.

As is accepted practice, UNDP receives a fee aimed at reimbursing the costs of project development
and supervision, and for monitoring project implementation.

The Country Office has attempted to balance its responsibilities as outlined above with the delegation
of responsibility that is implied in the NEX modality. UNDP has provided support and backstopping
to the project by training project staff in NEX administration procedures (invitation to the NEX retreat
annually) and monitored its performance through regular field visits every six months, participation in
the PSC meetings and contributions to the mandatory annual reporting tasks.

3.2 Financial management

It is not the function of this terminal evaluation to perform a financial audit, however, the team was
asked to comment on some aspects of financial management. The following discussion is based on
the questions raised in the ToRs.

3.2.1 Overall observations

The involvement of many layers made financial management somewhat complicated, especially
during the First Phase. IUCN also lamented the complexity created by the funding base which came
from two sources and two separate budgets under UNDP-GEF and FFEM co-financing. They noted
that “FFEM co-financing had separate rules and regulations with very specific activities to support”.
However, as FFEM pointed out, “co-financing with different rules is inherent to international
cooperation projects and this project was not more complex than others. FFEM also noted that their
“rules are not more demanding than GEF UNDP ones, and UNDP was charged with the
administrative management of FFEM funds to ensure consistency with GEF funds”.

However, in spite of these difficulties, finances were adequately managed in both phases, there was
no obvious waste and no extravagance, and value for money has been achieved. Problems that
arose with the disbursement process are discussed below, but even these do not detract from the
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above conclusion reached by the Team who appreciated the efficiency and transparency with which
both IUCN (for the First Phase) and the PMU (for the Second Phase), were able to satisfy our
requests for information.

There was also a third source of funding — the Government. Throughout the project, the Government
provided core funding to cover salaries and some of the operational costs for the establishment and
operations of MBREMP. This funding support was even more significant during the Second Phase
when Park personnel, funded by the Government, served as the Project Management Unit, and only
the Technical Advisor was funded from GEF/FFEM sources.

3.2.2 Financial planning

Financial planning, as evidenced by the ProDoc version available to the Team, was fraught with
inconsistent amounts and confusion. The cover page in the ProDoc indicated a budget of
US$3,569,224 of which US$1,495,424 was from the GEF (excluding the PDF stages) and
US$98,000 was from co-financing (IUCN and communities). Parallel projects “contributed” a nominal
US$1,760,000 as co-financing and there was also a Government contribution in kind which was
valued at US$215,800. Then, page A-3, Section 3: Costs and Financing, provides a fair amount of
detail but creates difficulties when attempting to reconcile the figures with those on the cover page.

The table in the ProDoc page A-22, provides the budget by Components (Immediate Objectives),
divided into the Set-Up Phase and the Implementation Phase, and this is reproduced below. The
Team notes that the total figures given in this table do not tally with the totals on the cover page of
the ProDoc, except for the GEF amount.

Table 2. Original budget, by Component, and according to Phase (from ProDoc)
co- o

PROJECT COMPONENTS PHASE ONE | PHASE TWO | TOTAL GEF | .\ "\ eING TOTAL %
Component A
Participatory planning and Park 653,960 343,240 997,200 203,800 1,201,000 | 54.3
management
Component B
Sustainable livelihoods 51,000 64,000 115,000 50,000 165,000 7.4
Component C
Capacity building 49,350 31,200 80,550 18,000 98,550 4.4
Gomponent D . 177,074 125,600 302,674 42,000 344674 | 156
Monitoring and evaluation
Un-Allocated Co-finance - - - 400,000 400,000 18.3

TOTAL 931,384 564,040 1,495,424 713,800 2,209,224 100

The table illustrates the focus that was placed at the outset on the participatory planning and
management activities, with over 50% of budget resources, which is laudable. The next highest
allocation is for monitoring and evaluation which is just under 16%. This Component is described as
...” This component tracks project management effectiveness and efficiency, as opposed to
Protected Area effectiveness. Monitoring PA effectiveness is a feedback mechanism within the
management planning process and is in Component A. This component has result areas looking at
financial systems, equipment use, staff performance and assesses progress against log-frame based
work plans”.  On this basis, and while not questioning the importance of project performance
monitoring, the Team feels that this allocation may be excessive.

' This figure (US$713,800) was the anticipated amount during the ProDoc formulation but after the conclusion of the agreement with
FFEM, the agreed amount was €630,000.
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FFEM co-financing of €630,000 was approved in late 2002 and earmarked 48% for Component A
(primarily for the knowledge base result area) and 33% directed to Component B to reflect an FFEM
internal rule that conservation work should be linked to local development. The funds were made
available to the project in September 2004.

It must also be acknowledged that in addition to GEF and FFEM, which were the two major funders
of this project, others such as UNDP, IUCN and the Government have also provided co-financing
both in cash and in kind.

In the opinion of the Team and when comparing it with similar projects elsewhere, the overall budget
allocated to this project was adequate for the activities envisaged but not excessive. What led to the
unspent balance of FFEM funds at the end of the UNDP/GEF project, was the lack of time available
to carry out the planned activities which resulted from the delays experienced during the transition
between Phase One and Phase Two.

3.2.3 The disbursement process

IUCN-EARO advised the Team that during Phase One, UNDP disbursed funds to IUCN-EARO on a
quarterly basis, in advance, for quarterly work plans and budgets that had been pre-approved.
IUCN-EARO then transferred the appropriate component of the quarterly budget to the MPRU
Mtwara office (the Marine Park Office) for immediate use. During the Second Phase the process was
simplified by UNDP disbursing funds directly to the Marine Park Office in Mtwara.

The First Phase arrangement required the Marine Park Office, through the MPRU, to submit monthly
financial expense reports to IUCN-EARO, and IUCN-EARO was in turn required to submit Quarterly
financial and narrative Reports together with a work plan and budget for the next quarter, to the
MPRU Manager for approval and onward transmission to UNDP, and so the cycle began again.
Once again, the process was simplified during the Second Phase because MPRU dealt directly with
UNDP.

IUCN-EARO noted that transfers from Nairobi to Mtwara were taking between two and three weeks,
and even when an overseas correspondent bank was used, the situation did not improve consistently
and in some instances the project was short of funds due to the delays. This was counteracted by
maintaining a reasonable balance in the account to cover transfer delays, and by transferring two
months of funding needs in advance. Obviously, this problem did not occur in the Second Phase.

In addition to the delays experienced between Nairobi and Mtwara, there were also delays between
UNDP in Dar es Salaam and IUCN-EARO in Nairobi. IUCN-EARO reported that in the period
between June 2002 and May 2004, the delay ranged from 11 days to just over two months.

In an attempt to avoid hindering project progress, IUCN-EARO pre-financed MBREMP unilaterally
and advanced funds for each quarter while waiting for the funds from UNDP. This procedure was not
favoured by UNDP since it introduced the possibility of disbursements which had not been approved
and which then required retroactive approval. IUCN-EARO defended the practice since ... “IUCN-
EARO’s support in such circumstances was based on trust and the desire to ensure that the work
plan was implemented within agreed timelines”.

According to IUCN-EARO, when funds were delayed and it was not able to provide pre-finance,
project activities often came to a standstill and IUCN-EARO could not honour contractual obligations.
This “had serious repercussions for IUCN’s reputation as an organisation” and “consultants
threatened to sue IUCN and some of these consultants have refused to undertake further work for
IUCN as a result of this”.
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Without wishing to assign responsibilities for this unacceptable state of affairs, the Evaluation Team
notes that these problems did not occur during the Second Phase when the disbursement was made
directly by UNDP to the Marine Park Unit / Project Management Unit, through the MPRU. In
contracting an international organization to serve as implementing agency for a project, thus
introducing an additional administrative layer, the Government and UNDP need to balance these
risks with the benefits that such an arrangement is expected to bring to the project. These benefits
were discussed in section 3.1.5 above.

The PMU provided the Team with a record of actual expenditure against budget forecasts together
with the calculated variance and this is reflected in Table 3 below. Analysis of this table brought out
a matter of some concern — this was the terminology and approach adopted by the UNDP Accounting
System. FFEM funds were placed in bulk, into the Atlas Activity 1 budget line which is part of
Component A from the LogFrame perspective. According to the PMU, the funds were used mainly
under Activity 4 (Component B) with other allocations to both Activity 2 (Component A) and Activity 3
(Component C). According to UNDP, the reason for this was to capture administrative costs as
agreed with FFEM and allow UNDP to determine the extent of FFEM expenditure. The Team feels
that while this is justified from the accounting perspective, it can lead to confusion especially by
anyone not aware of the Atlas reporting procedure for cost sharing funds. It also created a distortion
with actual expenditure on specific activities on the ground which is driven by the Work Plan, and a
reconciliation was required each time. The Team recommends that the Atlas system be tailored to
ensure that its expenditure report is in harmony with actual expenditure as in the project’s books of
accounts.

In the following table provided by the PMU, the first two periods (July to December 2005 and January
to December 2006), show the real expenditure per activity. By the third period (January to
September 2007) the PMU had adopted the UNDP Atlas system. It is interesting to note that actual
expenditure was around 80% of forecast when real expenditure against activities was used; but this
dropped to 70%, when the UNDP distorted system was applied. It also led to the apparent
overspending under Activity 1, which was not the case.

The Team believes that budgets are not only for accounting purposes — they are an essential tool of

good project management. The system applied by UNDP to this project did not provide the
necessary assistance to the PMU.

Table 3. Actual expenditure as against forecasts (in TZ Shillings)

PERIOD FORECAST BUDGET ACTUAL EXPENDITURE VARIANCE %

JULY - DECEMBER 2005

ACTIVITY 1 108,300,000.00 70,040,425.00 35.33
ACTIVITY 2 30,950,000.00 9,108,750.00 7057
ACTIVITY 3 26,900,000.00 362,000.00 98.65
ACTIVITY 4 79,415,000.00 4,988,100.00 93.72
ACTIVITY 5 223,846,000.00 32,880,649.34 85.31

TOTAL 469,411,000.00 117,379,924.34 74.99

JANUARY - DECEMBER 2006

ACTIVITY 1 81,950,000.00 7,089,700.00 o135
ACTIVITY 2 102,910,000.00 28,079,745.00 2
ACTIVITY 3 60,981,650.00 19,100,941.00 68.68
ACTIVITY 4 90.01
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342,513,350.00 34,225,657.00

ACTIVITY 5 436,310,000.00 94,962,419.56 78.24
TOTAL 1,024,665,000.00 183,458,462.56 82.10

JANUARY - SEPTEMBER 2007

ACTIVITY 1 21,500,000.00 95,426,900.00 (343.85)

ACTIVITY 2 90,965,000.00 5,333,300.00 94.14

ACTIVITY 3 35,450,000.00 6,525,350.00 81.59

ACTIVITY 4 196,650,000.00 1,158,000.00 99.41

ACTIVITY 5 214,665,000.00 60,646,567.14 775
TOTAL 559,230,000.00 169,090,117.14 69.76

As an indication of the proportion of funds spent in-country, the Team obtained disbursement figures
for consultancy fees and equipment from the PMU. Disbursements made in US dollars were
considered as having been spent externally, those in TZ shillings were seen as spent in-country. As
can be seen from the table below, the amounts are not too different, with 46% of funds being spent
in-country and 54% being spent externally. It is interesting to note that the greater part of equipment
purchases were made in-country and the only items sourced externally were SCUBA diving
equipment and outboard motors.

Table 4. Proportion of funds spent in-country and externally, in US$
EXPENDITURE IN- EXPENDITURE
IEL COUNTRY EXTERNAL L

National consultants 2,110 - 2,110

International consultants - 60,760 60,760

Equipment 90,065 48,184 138,249

92,175 108,944 201,119

TOTALS (46%) (54%) (100%)

3.2.4 Co-Financing

The Evaluation Team was required to validate that the co-finance that had been committed had
actually been raised.

The ProDoc makes a distinction between “direct” co-financing and “indirect” co-financing. And, there
are two types of direct co-financing — that which was committed at the time of submission for CEO
endorsement and which comprised a total of US$313,800 (Government US$215,800 in-kind, IUCN
US$42,000, and Communities US$56,000); and the US$400,000 which was still expected and which
eventually took the shape of €630,000 from FFEM.

The indirect co-financing led to a request by GEFSEC for clarification. In response, project
proponents explained that ““In-direct co-financing” refers to funds that are negotiated as co-financing,
but are not managed directly by the project's management unit. They are not parallel, but directly
affect the outcomes of the project.” It was not possible for the Team to ascertain whether these
funds had indeed been spent by other initiatives and the extent to which they may have affected the
project outcomes.

The team traced the direct co-financing to the extent possible and was able to ascertain that the
greater part of the funds had been raised.
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The Government contribution in kind, which was valued at US$215,800, has been well and truly
spent mainly as salaries of Park personnel who also had the role of project personnel, but also to
cover some operational costs and some community activities.

The FFEM co-financing of €630,000 (an improvement on the US$400,000 that had been targeted)
was approved in late 2002 and the funds were made available to the project in September 2004.
Unfortunately, the project has not been able to utilize all the funds within the agreed timeframe and
some €200,000 will be reabsorbed by FFEM at the end of 2007. At the time of this evaluation, this
matter was the subject of negotiations between UNDP (on behalf of the Park and the Government)
and FFEM (see also section 5.6 below and Annex 8).

The ProDoc identified US$42,000 as co-financing from IUCN and this was confirmed by IUCN who
advised the Team that “/{UCN provided an in-kind and cash contribution to the MBREMP project,
considered as co-financing to the Project”. However, the Team is not in a position to determine
whether, to what extent, and for what activities, these funds had been committed. Likewise for the
co-financing tagged to the communities and amounting to US$56,000.

It follows from the above that the sum of US$713,800 that had been committed as direct co-
financing, was increased to US$943,800 through the increased funding from FFEM'". The Team was
able to ascertain that of this, US$845,800 had indeed been raised, but could not verify the status of
the remaining US$98,000. However, out of the funds that had been raised through co-financing, the
project was able to use only US$645,800, and US$200,000 may be reabsorbed.

3.3 Stakeholder participation
3.3.1 The Mtwara Declaration

On 7-8 April 1999, 62 representatives from Government, community leaders, the private sector and
NGOs met for a two-day workshop held at the Parish Hall in Mtwara to discuss the proposed setting
up of the Mnazi Bay — Ruvuma Estuary Marine Park. Having considered the needs of the local
people, the natural resources available and the threats to those resources, the participants resolved
to support the creation of the Marine Park as a mechanism for ensuring the wise management and
sustainability of benefits from the coastal and marine resources of the District. The Evaluation Team
sees the Mtwara Declaration (see Annex 6) that came out of the workshop, as an absolute milestone
for the project and for the Park. It is an excellent manifestation of the involvement of stakeholders in
setting up the Marine Park and their commitment to it.

3.3.2 Participation at the Project formulation phase

The project formulation team respected the spirit of the Mtwara Declaration. According to the

ProDoc, the project was prepared with the benefit of a detailed Social Assessment and stakeholder

involvement. The Social Assessment was extensive, targeting local communities over a period of 14

months and involving a team of Tanzanian experts with assistance from IUCN-EARO and other

experts. The activities that were carried out included:

e Preliminary social assessment conducted by the Marine Parks Unit and the IMS in February 1998

e Social Assessment and data gathering by a team of socioeconomic specialists in June-August
1998

e Assessment of institutional issues and an institutional analysis by the MPRU in August 1998

e Technical Advisory mission conducted by Graeme Kelleher and Associates in March 1999

e Local stakeholder and institutional partner workshops held in April 1999

" For budgeting purposes it was agreed that the FFEM funds which were in Euros would be considered as equivalent to US Dollars on a
one-to-one basis.
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¢ Field mission by IUCN-EARO/UNDP and the MPRU in August 1999

As the ProDoc states, the project committed to “establish a formal role for communities in decision-
making through a system of village committees, a Marine Parks Advisory Committee, and
representation on the Project Steering Committee. The project actively seeks to engage all target
groups in MPA management and AlG activities, and will empower communities to care for the
resources on which they depend for survival’.

Furthermore, the ProDoc identified the primary stakeholders of the project as the villagers living in
and around Mnazi Bay and the estuary of the Ruvuma River. As revealed by the Social Assessment,
these people are among the poorest in the Mtwara District and depend heavily on the marine
products of Mnazi Bay for their livelihoods. As such they were expected to be the most strongly
affected by the declaration of a marine park and were therefore seen as priority targets for project
activities.

Other stakeholders and beneficiaries that were identified in the ProDoc include:

e Private sector businesses that plan to utilize Bay resources for fisheries, tourism or other
development

e National, Regional and District agencies with sectoral responsibilities (e.g. TPDC, fisheries,
forestry)

e The Mtwara District Council which has overall responsibility for activities within the District

e The BoT and MPRU which have responsibility for the development of Marine Parks in Tanzania

¢ Research organizations that carry out scientific studies in Mnazi Bay. This includes the IMS and
Frontier.

e The international community that will benefit from protection of the critical biodiversity values of
Mnazi Bay and Ruvuma Estuary

3.3.3 Participation during the implementation phase

From the findings of this Evaluation, stakeholder participation continued satisfactorily into the
implementation phase of the project.

The project helped established Village Liaison Committees (VLC) which comprised representatives of
the village community. The Team met with a number of VLCs and all conveyed a strong message of
ownership and commitment to the Park. Many were taking part in project/Park activities on a
voluntary basis and these included serving as fish landings monitors, manning the Park gatehouse
and collecting Park entry fees, carrying out reef surveys, monitoring turtle nesting sites, and serving
as Honorary Rangers. Those who were asked why they did it replied that “this was their Park” and
they were ‘“protecting their resources”. Any critical comment was limited to requests for assistance to
enable them to do a better job — a bicycle to travel to the fish landing site 5km away, a torch and
whistle for the night watchman, a radio or mobile phone for better communication, etc.

The Team was informed that opportunities for involvement had been biased towards men and that
women wished to be more involved than at present. Nevertheless, the Team was pleased to see a
good representation of women in its meetings and is aware of a number of women volunteers
carrying out various forms of monitoring.

The Park also established a Marine Parks Advisory Committee for Mnazi Bay-Ruvuma Estuary
comprising representatives from the Village Councils, local businesses, local NGOs and District
authorities, appointed by the Permanent Secretary Ministry of Natural Resources and Tourism on the
recommendation of the Board of Trustees. The Committee is consulted on major planning and
management decisions and issues and receives reports from the Warden-in Chief.

The degree of stakeholder participation, both at Government level and at grassroots level, was
exemplary. However, there is some room for improvement in the way that communities are
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approached and brought on board. We recommend that field staff, even technical personnel, should
be provided with training, to empower them with the methodologies to approach community members
more sensitively in the future.

3.3.4 The case of Nalingu Village

Of the 11 villages within the Marine Park, only the village of Nalingu has adopted a negative attitude
towards the Park with open hostility prevailing at times. The stand-off has existed since early days
and the Park has not been able to make any progress whatsoever in resolving the impasse.

The MTE discussed the case of Nalingu at some length and concluded that ...

“the impasse with Nalingu is not irreparable. However, the park must take a more proactive role if the
problems are to be solved. We suggest a two-pronged approach:

1. As a gooawill gesture, the MBREMP should request (and if necessary lobby for) the withdrawal of
the court cases against the 17 defendants.

2. The project should demonstrate in neighbouring villages, as soon as possible, the positive benefits
the park can provide”

In the event, the Marine Park offered to lobby for the cases to be dropped if the villagers could
undertake to cooperate with the park. This assurance was not forthcoming and the court cases were
not withdrawn, and in spite of successful demonstrations of project activities in neighbouring villages
(and whispers of surreptitious enquiries by Nalingu villagers), Nalingu Village is as estranged from
the Park as it has ever been.

With the assistance of Municipal Fisheries Officers, the National Consultant on the Evaluation Team
was able to visit Nalingu and meet with village representatives. In the discussions, the villagers
advised that fish resources were on the increase, but also observed that fishing is seasonal. They
prefer using a ring net and a seine net known as kavogo and they are not familiar with longline
(zulumati) but some practice handlining (Koto). The villagers noted that the free nets given by the
Park during the gear exchange programme may not be suitable inshore but they have proved good
offshore.

The Team ascertained that Nalingu people are reluctant in accepting Marine Parks for a number of

reasons:

¢ Representatives who were sent to Mafia to learn on Marine Park felt they were misinformed, “the
whole exercise was not transparent” they said.

e They strongly believe that the issue of Marine Parks does not have the blessing of the
government, “even the MPs who visited this village of Nalingu did not say so” they asserted.

¢ They claim that Marine Park is an investment by an English foreigner named “Park Warden”.

e They accept the gas extraction project without any reservations because the investors do not
harass them when they fish using illegal gears and in restricted areas.

e “If you want to sell your piece of land you have to get permission from the park authorities. Park
people also beat us and take away our fishing gears. What type of government agent treats
citizens like this?” They asked.

e “Park authorities prohibit us from fishing in productive areas like corals and sea grass and instead
they force us to fish in areas devoid of fish”

e “This conservation project is meant for the rich, not for poor people like us, so we do not like the
Marine Park project in our area”

The Team is saddened by the continuing resistance of the people of Nalingu Village and feel that it is
not helpful to try and apportion blame for the situation. We are aware of all the sincere efforts made
by the PMU and Park personnel to try and bridge this rift between Nalingu Village and the Park.
However, we believe that the task is probably beyond the capacity of the Park personnel and
recommend that a high ranking person, with credibility in the eyes of the Nalingu people, be brought
in to mediate between the Village and the Park.
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3.4 Monitoring and evaluation

Monitoring is the repeated, regular measurement or observation of a pre-determined parameter in a
strictly consistent manner. It records departures from the baseline as well as trends away from or
towards established targets. Analysis of the data obtained from monitoring can be used to predict
and forecast outcomes and corrective action can be implemented before impacts become
irreversible.

In the case of MBREMP, the Team recognized four types of monitoring. These are discussed in turn
below and each is rated, as required, according to the following system:

¢ Highly Satisfactory: There were no shortcomings in the project M&E system

Satisfactory: There were minor shortcomings in the project M&E system

Moderately Satisfactory: There were moderate shortcomings in the project M&E system
Moderately Unsatisfactory: There were significant shortcomings in the project M&E system
Unsatisfactory: There were major shortcomings in the project M&E system

Highly Unsatisfactory: The Project had no M&E system

3.4.1 Project performance monitoring and adaptive management

According to the ProDoc, the project will be reviewed annually through UNDP’s Tripartite Review
(TPR) Mechanisms, which will bring together the Executing Agency (Government), the Implementing
Agency (IUCN-EARO for Phase One and MPRU in Phase Two), UNDP (including UNDP/GEF) and
other stakeholders. The ProDoc also says that the performance of the MPRU will be monitored and
evaluated through the Marine Parks Advisory Committee at the local level, while the PSC will perform
the same function at the national level. The performance of the Advisory Committee is meant to be
evaluated by the PSC. The Team finds this odd since the PSC is meant to comprise the whole
membership of the Advisory Committee with additional members.

The ProDoc commits that evaluation of the project will be in accordance with the policies and
procedures established for this purpose by UNDP. These include:

e Quarterly reports from Project Management describing progress with process and output

Annual Project Report, using UNDP formats to go to Tri-Partite Review Processes

Discursive annual reports to go to a wider audience

Inception report. To be completed within 4 months of project start-up

Terminal report. To be submitted three months before project closure. UNDP formats to be used.
Consultants and Project Staff as required will compile technical reports. A sufficient output of
good quality professional reports on biodiversity issues is seen as a key output of this project.

Strictly speaking, the above have been adhered to and the requirements of UNDP and GEF are
satisfied. In addition to the above, the Team is aware that together with the rest of the UNDP
projects portfolio, the project was audited annually.

The PMU is operating a Management Oriented Monitoring System (MOMS) - for adaptive
management of the Park. Needs have been identified in all fields — Governance, Administration,
Community Conservation (socio-economic status, livelihoods, AlGs), Law-enforcement (compliance),
Biological monitoring (stock, condition/status, utilisation, sustainability).

This “system”, with its identified modules, is being implemented on a phased basis. As the data
collectors and relevant staff, who are responsible for analysing the data and acting on the results by
adapting management approaches to counter negative effects or enhance positives, gain experience
and confidence, more of the identified modules will be phased in.
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The PMU shared with the Team a recent scorecard (October 2007) which assesses progress in
achieving management effectiveness goals for marine protected areas (MPAs). MBREMP scored
highest in Context and Planning and weakest in Inputs (budget); Outputs and Outcomes were not
very high and Process was fair.

The project has definitely put in place a portfolio of monitoring activities and given time, this will
become a valuable management asset. The only improvement that can be recommended is the
adoption of a comprehensive M&E Plan to provide the framework and cohesion. The Team feels that
monitoring activities by the project can be rated as satisfactory and recommends that any extension
or follow-up should be contingent on a well-structured Monitoring and Evaluation Plan.

3.4.2 The Logical Framework Matrix

The project LogFrame is the most important single tool for guiding project implementation. It is also
the basis for adaptive management. It provides a comprehensive summary of the project scope and
component elements as well as Indicators to measure progress towards the Objectives/Outcomes.
The LogFrame usually also notes the risks and assumptions recognized by the project designers.
Monitoring against the LogFrame is an effective way of gauging project progress. However, effective
project management requires that the LogFrame itself remains sufficiently “alive” and subject to fine-
tuning to reflect changing circumstances, experience gained, and shifts in priorities. Revisions of the
LogFrame are a good manifestation of adaptive management.

The MTE found the LogFrame as “good” but queried some of the Indicators (and this Team agrees —
see section 4 below) and recommended that “the logframe could be strengthened for the second
phase by adding a broad result on creating/maintaining good relations with the communities, and
defining specific objectives (sub-results) for this”. This recommendation was not implemented and
the LogFrame was not revised (even though the sentiments were adopted in other activities).

In fact, the Team has been advised that the original LogFrame from the MBREMP ProDoc has not

changed much in the lifetime of the project. But it would seem that there is one exception — the

original Objective D: Project adequately Monitored / Evaluated for Success & Impact, has not

survived. It fails to be mentioned from the 2005 PIR (the earliest available to the Team) onwards.

This may have happened as a result of the loose use of terminology with Immediate Objectives,

Components, and Outcomes, being used interchangeably. Loose terminology may appear a trivial

issue, however, as the PMU observed to the Team, the problem in the case of MBREMP was

exacerbated by the two sources of funding support (GEF/UNDP and FFEM), each with its own

terminology. The Team can empathize with the PMU who noted that this problem has led to:

e The risk of confusion by partners implementing the Project

e Time wasting in linking the project documents (UNDP/GEF & FFEM analysis) and also linking the
components, objectives and outcomes and activities without distorting the original intention

e The risk of overlapping efforts towards implementing and /or achieving the same outcome

The Team recommends to UNDP/GEF that at the time of project formulation, more attention needs to
be paid to the accepted terminology as provided in the various templates.

The Team considers the quality of the LogFrame and its use as a tool for project management to
have been moderately satisfactory, according to the above scale.

3.4.3 Compliance monitoring

Compliance monitoring is undertaken to ascertain that legal requirements are being observed. It
targets poaching of wildlife, unlawful tree-felling and other illegal activities not covered by the
required permit or licence. Compliance monitoring is normally entrusted to the rangers, wardens and
other supervisory staff of responsible Government organizations. In their role as Marine Park
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officers, members of the PMU performed their job as wardens of the Park and carried out monitoring
activities. They were assisted in this through an Honorary Rangers system which the Park
established early on and which comprised community volunteers.

Activities that might be subject to compliance monitoring, which are of relevance to the project,
include:

The use of approved nets (type and mesh size) for fishing

The areas and zones where fishing was carried out

The use of illegal methods for fishing (e.g. dynamite)

The removal or other destruction of mangrove vegetation

Discharge and other limits on the oil and gas operations

The release of fuel and lubrication oil or other contaminants into the marine environment

The mining of coral from the living reef

The poaching of turtles or turtle eggs, or any other endangered species

Anchoring on coral or other prohibited areas

According to the ProDoc, the Park staff will work in partnership with village communities to oversee
enforcement, carry out monitoring and review the Management Plan. This level of collaboration
exists now, even though there is potential for further involvement of community members.

The Team found compliance monitoring to be moderately satisfactory while the involvement of
communities in monitoring activities, is deemed to have been satisfactory.

3.4.4 Ecosystem monitoring

One objective of this monitoring activity, is as an indicator of the health of the ecosystem (the
MBREMP) and the results can be used to claim that the project is successful.

Another objective of ecosystem monitoring, possibly more important in this case, is to manage the
risks inherent in multi-purpose protected areas. In the case of MBREMP, ecosystem monitoring will
provide the ultimate proof that a gas production facility and a marine park are compatible; that 30,000
villagers can live within a marine park without destroying its ecological values; that agricultural and
aquacultural activities with their concomitant discharges, are not impacting the ecosystem; etc.

Regular surveys and monitoring such as with indicator species, repeated transects and quadrats, and
repeated photographs in critical locations within the Park could be used to ascertain whether the
multi-purpose philosophy is working.

A certain amount of ecosystem monitoring is being carried out by volunteers with guidance from the
Park personnel and baselines are being established. This includes tallies at fish landings (weekly),
turtle nesting sites on a seasonal basis (this could also be considered as compliance monitoring),
bird counts (quarterly), coral reef transects (irregularly, but around monthly), etc. Some of this
activity was foreseen by the ProDoc which stated that “Community-based coral reef monitoring
activities will provide baseline and ongoing information to assess the status of reef-related resources.
Consideration will be given to adapting methods being developed through IUCN/WCPA to measure
MPA management effectiveness”.

The PMU puts great value on ecosystem monitoring as the ultimate proof that their work is having a
positive effect. However, they believe that they are still at the stage where they are accumulating
data and establishing baselines. There is not enough information yet to influence adaptive
management and the main constraint is manpower, not funding.

The rating for ecosystem monitoring is moderately satisfactory because while it is still being
developed, this rating recognizes its future potential.
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3.4.5 Overall conclusion on monitoring for management effectiveness

The PMU has used a score card to assess progress in achieving management effectiveness in the
Marine Park and shared one such score card which had been attached to the 2007 PIR, with the
Team. While not recognized specifically as such, the score card comprises the same elements as
the World Bank/WWF Management Effectiveness Tracking Tool (METT), namely Context, Planning,
Inputs, Processes, Outputs, and Outcomes.

Table 5 above reproduces the assessment section of the score card with the addition of comments
by the Evaluation Team. The original scoring and comments by the PMU are shown in blue font
while comments from the Evaluation Team are shown in green.

By and large, the Team concurs with the assessments of the situation and the scores awarded by the
PMU, however, there are some slight differences of opinion. While the final result is not too different,
the Team has scored the MBREMP slightly lower than the PMU. However, as the authors of the
METT'" noted, “The whole concept of “scoring” progress is fraught with difficulties and possibilities for
distortion” and its limitations should therefore be acknowledged. The Team believes that the METT becomes a
useful tool when it is used regularly, by the same persons (e.g. PMU), over a period of time (e.g. over the life of
a project).

4  FINDINGS: RESULTS AND IMPACTS

4.1 Results achieved
4.1.1 The Development Objective

According to the ProDoc, the Goal of the Project was to: Conserve a representative example of
internationally significant and threatened marine biodiversity

And, the project Development Objective was to: Enable local and government stakeholders to protect
effectively and utilise sustainably the marine biodiversity and resources of Mnazi Bay and the
Ruvuma Estuary.

The Evaluation Team sees little value in splitting out the Goal and the Development Objective. Both
are meant to be high level targets for the project to aim for, knowing that they cannot be achieved
through the project alone. We have therefore concentrated on the Development Objective which, if
achieved, will contribute to the conservation of a representative example ... etc (as targeted by the
Goal).

As is usually the case with the high level nature of development objectives, it is difficult to assess
progress directly. Therefore, in its attempt to facilitate the assessment of progress towards the
Development Objective, the ProDoc selected four indicators (one with sub-sections) as in the following
table, and one was added later. The table also records the views of the Project Management Unit
and the comments of the Evaluation Team.

12 Stolton, Sue, Marc Hockings, Nigel Dudley, Kathy MacKinnon and Tony Whitten (2003) Reporting Progress in Protected Areas - A
Site-Level Management Effectiveness Tracking Tool. World Bank/WWF Alliance for Forest Conservation and Sustainable Use.
Washington
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Table 5.

Assessment of progress towards the indicators of the Development Objective

Development Objective: Enable local and government stakeholders to protect effectively and utilise sustainably
the marine biodiversity and resources of Mnazi Bay and the Ruvuma Estuary

ORIGINAL INDICATORS
FOR DEVELOPMENT
OBJECTIVE
(from LogFrame and PIR)

ASSESSMENT OF PROGRESS BY PROJECT
MANAGEMENT UNIT

COMMENTS BY THE
EVALUATION TEAM

1. Effective management of the
MPA: the MPA Management
Plan is being highly complied
with (continuing absence of
destructive fishing practices)

Development of the General Management Plan, Village
Environmental Management Plans, and subsidiary legislation
(Park regulations), have laid a firm foundation for the effective
management of the Park.

Compliance to the principles, policies, objectives and
legislative requirements is generally good.

The absence of destructive fishing methods and gear is also
being well complied with. This has been achieved to great
extent through awareness raising, and enforcement of the
legislation and regulations and supported and facilitated
through the implementation of the phased gear exchange
programme aimed at reducing and eradicating destructive
gear.

Currently, there is a high degree of compliance from resource
users and local community in the Park area.

In the short time that the Evaluation
Team had within the park, both on land
and on the water, it became aware of
only one possible infringement — a young
boy using a monofilament net. However,
it has no reason to doubt the assessment
of the PMU that this indicator is being
met.

2. Adoption of viable AIG
projects that are vital to
achievement of the MPA goals

Following a consultancy to assess the park context and to
assess possible AlG options, a number of AlG options were
piloted and two of them (beekeeping and mariculture i.e. fish
farming and crab fattening) have proved to be the most viable.
The process of developing business plans for these most
viable projects is underway to facilitate their development and
expansion and to allow them to operate at an economy of
scale. In this way the potential benefits may be optimized for
the target beneficiary groups.

The Team was shown a number of AlG
activities, all in the early stages of
development. They all seemed well
established and the prospects appear
good. However, the Team has two areas
of concern. The first is the need to
provide the producers with a business-
like approach and this is claimed to be in-
hand by the PMU. The second concern
is the lack of any stock assessment and
the capture methods used to collect
milkfish fry and juvenile crabs for farming,
The Team feels that the PMU has some
way to go towards this Indicator.

3. a) Effective stakeholder
participation in management

Stakeholders are participating effectively in the management of
the Park through their representatives in village councils and
other statutory organs such as Village Liaison Committees and
the Advisory Committee.

Community members are also being used as honorary rangers
and as monitors and data collectors for various aspects of
biological and governance monitoring. (i.e. entrance fees, and
visitor numbers at Msimbati entrance gate, turtle breeding
success, fish catch/effort monitoring, coral condition
monitoring).

Many of the village people met by the
Team were participating in some activity
of the Park. However, the numbers were
very small when taken within the context
of 30,000 people who live within the
Park. The Team does not consider
representation on village councils, etc, as
effective participation and feels that this
Indicator needs to be achieved in some
other ways.

3. b) stakeholder perception that
they are consulted and involved
in management and that
management is effective

Stakeholders are aware that marine park philosophy/approach
is participatory hence they are supposed to be consulted and
involved at different management levels such as: decision
making, benefit sharing and implementation of the Park
activities, monitoring and evaluation

The Team finds this Indicator strange, as
written — it would be satisfied even if
people were fooled into thinking that they
were being consulted. It needs to be
replaced.

3. ¢) regular Village Council and
Advisory Committee meetings
(and Advisory Committee
includes local community
representatives)

The Park is working very closely with village councils through
Village Liaison Committees (VLCs) which, together with the
Advisory Committee, are statutory organs. The Advisory
Committee undertakes general oversight of the Park
management and advises the Board of Trustees.

The MBREMP Advisory Committee constitutes a
representative forum of MBREMP stakeholders, including local
community representatives, Regional and District government,
a non governmental organization, a research institution and the
private business sector (tourism and fish processing investors)
within the Park area

If it is merely seeking that meetings take
place, this Indicator is being met. It
would be more revealing to consider the
outcomes of these meetings.

3. d) Board of Trustees meets at
least every six months and
includes local community
representation

The BoT meets at least twice a year and has provision for
extraordinary meetings whenever the need arises. The
composition of the BoT involves local community
representatives and all Chairpersons of the various Advisory
Committees are invited to the Board meetings as in-attendance
members where they can present matters arising from their
respective Advisory Committees

Same comment as above.

4. Adoption of a Sustainable
Financing Strategy with policies
& mechanisms that build long-
term financial sustainability

Development of a sustainable financing strategy with policies
and mechanisms that will build long term financial sustainability
is a currently on-going process.

To date, some of the key sources of financing such as tourism
and gas have been identified but the necessary legal, technical

The Indicator seeks the adoption of a
strategy and as such it has therefore not
been achieved, even if progress has
been made towards it.
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and governance mechanisms to leverage these are as yet to
be further researched, refined and implemented.

5. At least 30% of all key marine| Currently the following proportions of the main marine The Indicator was very ambitious and in
habitats are shown to have habitats are afforded either full or partial protection through spite of the progress indicated by the
complete protection from their inclusion within the Zones as per the Zoning Plan. PMU, it has not been met strictly
extractive use by the end of the CZ SUZ Proposed CZ speaking. On the other hand, the figures
project Corals: are good for the bay/lagoon, the channel
Fringing Reefs: Seaward 15% 5% 5% reefs and the mangroves environments.
Bay/Lagoon 35% 50% The fringing reefs and seagrass beds

Patch Reefs: 15% 25% 5% require much more work.
Channel Reefs: - 40% 60%

Mangroves: 30% 55% 10%
Seagrass Beds: 5% 10% -

Where: CZ = Core Zone (No Take — Total Protection)
SUZ = Specified Use Zone (Regulated use by local
resident communities)

The Proposed Core Zones referred to above, will be
implemented following further community and other
stakeholder consultations and approval.

To date the demarcation process is not completed as planned
(needs specialised equipment and technology)

The ultimate end of the Development Objective adopted by the project was: to protect effectively, and
to utilize sustainably. As these targets are difficult, if not impossible, to measure, the above
Indicators were selected. However, the Team does not find the Indicators very informative. In fact,
most are almost irrelevant to the Development Objective and only Indicator 5 comes close to
indicating whether protection is taking place, even though it does not say much about effectiveness.

The Team cannot rate progress towards the Development Objective by looking at the Indicators as
they do not match the Objective. However, we are aware of the work that has been achieved by the
PMU and we consider it to be satisfactory.

4.1.2 Immediate Objectives/Outcomes/Results

The difficulties created by the inconsistent terminology within the ProDoc and through other aspects
of the project have been discussed elsewhere in this report and in its attempt to evaluate/assess
progress, the Team has focused on the six Outcomes that appear more or less consistently in the
PIRs. To begin with, the Team invited the PMU to report on progress achieved by the project on
each of the six Outcomes and the response is recorded in Table 6 below which provides a summary
of the situation and which also contains the comments of the Team.

As can be seen from the table, the Team comments start with an examination of the Indicators
themselves as selected for the Outcome. They then make reference to the assessment of progress
made by the PMU and finish by assigning a rating on the progress achieved.

Only Outcome 1 has a set of relevant and useful Indicators — the rest range from inappropriate to
inadequate to unnecessary. The Team believes that these Indicators were not very helpful to the
PMU. In spite of this hurdle, the PMU persevered and completed the table, giving the Team a basis
for rating the progress made towards the Outcomes.

Out of six Outcomes, progress has been satisfactory with three and another three have been
assigned a rating of marginally satisfactory. Outcomes which have been given satisfactory ratings
are:

Outcome 1: Knowledge base

Outcome 3: Planning and Monitoring

Outcome 5: Capacity building
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The satisfactory rating towards these QOutcomes is very reassuring since they are among the key
elements for the successful establishment of the Marine Park. Between them they provide the
foundation (knowledge base) on which the Park is built, the ability to manage it (capacity) and the
means for measuring success and identifying worrying trends (monitoring).

The Outcomes that were rated as marginally satisfactory are:
Outcome 2: Awareness
Outcome 4: Management Plan
Outcome 6: Alternative Income

These too are key ingredients for an effective Marine Park and their slightly lower rating is primarily a

reflection of “work in progress”. Progress has indeed been achieved towards these Outcomes as
well, but more work needs to be done.
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The project has carried out virtually all the planned activities and made significant progress towards
all the targeted Outcomes. It needs to be recognized that as a result of the type of project — the
Marine Park exists, and will continue — many of the activities are “open-ended”. It is therefore more
appropriate to measure progress by the distance from the baseline rather than the distance towards
an objective.

On this basis, the Team believes that the progress attained by the project has been significant and
satisfactory over all.

4.2 Project impacts
4.2.1 Global environmental impacts

The ProDoc is modest in its discussion of the ecosystems, biodiversity and ecosystem services
provided by MBREMP, and which are of global significance. It makes reference to “globally
significant marine biodiversity values” and ‘this complex system of coral reefs, mangroves, sea-
grasses and other ecosystems (which) is amongst the least disturbed on Tanzania’s coast, but under
increasing stress”. It also makes reference to the potential for “initiating transboundary co-operation
with Mozambique on marine environmental management™ and notes that “Mozambique is
developing a Marine Protected Area to the south of the Ruvuma River delta in the North Quirimba
Islands”. But it does not identify any comparative global values which would make this a prime site
for GEF support because of the global benefits that will accrue from the project.

The STAP Review is not very helpful in this respect either, and neither is the Incremental Cost
Analysis. The best discussion of ecosystem values and services is provided in Annex 9 of the
ProDoc and in the Environmental Assessment Report. However, even this is not very explicit
regarding the global dimension of the Mnazi Bay and Ruvuma Estuary ecosystem.

The Evaluation Team had to review the literature to note for example that WWF considers the
Mtwara-Quirimbas Complex (Mnazi Bay, Ruvuma Delta and Quirimbas reefs to Pemba), as one of
eight sites of global importance on the East African coast. It reaches this conclusion because:

It is located where the South Equatorial Current meets the African coast

It comprises extensive and complex reef systems with high coral diversity (>48 genera)

It is an important turtle feeding and nursery site

It is an important feeding area for Crab Plovers and migratory birds

It contains the unique Ruvuma dunes system with the likelihood of rare or endemic flora.

It is an important nursery area for Humpback whales

The above is borne out by Ruitenbeek et. al.'®> who notes that the Mnazi Bay — Ruvuma Estuary is
located where the South Equatorial Current meets the African mainland after crossing the Indian
Ocean, and is thus the source point for the East African Coastal Current, and forms a critical node for
the accumulation and dispersal of marine organisms for East Africa. Thus, the health of the reefs in
the park are likely to be of critical importance to downstream areas in Tanzania and Kenya in the
north and adjacent areas in Mozambique in the south. MBREMP ranks among the highest diversity
sites for corals in East Africa, and very high levels of recruitment of hard and soft corals have been
observed. It also provides nesting sites for endangered green and critically endangered hawksbill
turtles; dolphins occur in the park throughout the year; sperm and humpback whales are seen during
annual migrations; the mangroves of the Ruvuma Estuary appear to be among the best mangrove

13 Ruitenbeek, J, I Hewawasam and M Ngoile (2005) Blueprint 2050 — Sustaining the Marine Environment in Mainland Tanzania and
Zanzibar. World Bank, Washington.
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forests in Tanzania; and, the park is also classified as an Important Bird Area because of the high
densities it supports of migrating crab plovers.

In the international and regional policy context, MBREMP supports the main objectives of the
Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD): the conservation of biodiversity, its sustainable use, and
equitable sharing of benefits. More specifically it contributes to key elements of the Jakarta Mandate,
which focuses inter alia on integrated marine and coastal area management, the sustainable use of
living resources, and marine and coastal protected areas. In addition, the project also contributes to
the Convention for the Protection, Management and Development of the Marine and Coastal
Environment of the Eastern African Region (the Nairobi Convention). Article 10 of the Convention
focuses on protecting fragile marine ecosystems and threatened species and on establishing marine
protected areas (MPAs).

Finally, as a result of the project, there is now the potential for a transboundary protected area. The
Mnazi Bay — Ruvuma Estuary Marine Park in Tanzania is contiguous with the Palma-Rouvuma
Marine National Reserve in Mozambique and discussions on collaboration have been initiated by
MBREMP.

4.2.2 National level impacts

The project has had a significant impact at the national level. It will leave behind the Mnazi Bay —
Ruvuma Estuary Marine Park as a very valuable legacy to the Government and people of Tanzania.
The Park is a manifestation that conservation and development can both be achieved in a balanced
manner within the same environment. It encompasses protected areas of high ecological value
together with commercial gas extraction, some 30,000 villagers, and a growing tourism sector. The
philosophy, approach and experience generated by the project for such a multi-purpose Park will be
of benefit to Tanzania.

Capacity building has been one of the targets of the project and it has carried this out successfully.
Capacity has been enhanced noticeably in the area of Park planning and management. It has also
been enhanced through expertise for environment-friendly tourism planning and for managing the
environmental impacts of the oil and gas industry.

In addition, the capacity of communities has been enhanced significantly to enable them to
participate meaningfully in Park activities. In fact, the impressive level of community engagement
achieved by the project is another element of its valuable legacy. However, the 30,000 villagers who
live in the park have not only been mobilized to protect their environment — they have also been
assisted through better management of their resources towards a more sustainable use of their
traditional resources as well as in seeking alternative means of livelihood support. In other words,
given time, the long term impact of the project at national level will include poverty alleviation and an
improvement in the quality of life of the Park inhabitants.

5 FINDINGS: SUSTAINABILITY

Sustainability measures the extent to which benefits continue, within or outside the project domain,
from a particular project or programme after GEF and other assistance has come to an end. The
Team is required to determine the prospects for sustainability on a number of dimensions of the
project outcomes and rate them as follows:
Likely: There are no risks affecting this dimension of sustainability
Moderately Likely: There are moderate risks that affect this dimension of sustainability
Moderately Unlikely: There are significant risks that affect this dimension of sustainability
Unlikely: There are severe risks that affect this dimension of sustainability
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5.1 Institutional sustainability

Institutional sustainability is virtually “guaranteed” through the Government’s ownership of the project
product — the Marine Park which is established according to Government policy and underpinned by
the necessary legislative and regulatory foundations. The MBREMP has a well established and
effective organizational and administrative structure which is headed by the Board of Trustees for
Marine Parks and Reserves which sets policy and provides direction and guidance. The Board has
committed to meeting the personnel and long term operational costs of the MBREMP. There is also
a Project Management Unit onsite in Mtwara with qualified core and supporting staff together with the
Advisory Board with expertise ranging from community issues to technical matters. The development
of appropriate institutional capacity (systems, structures, staff, expertise, etc) by the project, has
been successful.

MBREMP has been developed through the experience acquired in the development of the first
marine park in Tanzania, the Mafia Island Marine Park and the institutional arrangements adopted at
Mafia have been refined and applied to MBREMP.

The Evaluation Team is confident that the institutional sustainability of MBREMP is very likely.

5.2 Financial sustainability

In spite of efforts which are still on-going, the financial sustainability of the Park is not yet thought by
the Team to be secure, even though the prospects are very good.

Core funding for staff salaries is allocated from the Government central budget and this is considered
to be very likely to continue. However, operational costs are significant and additional funds will need
to be found, at least in the short term. Some degree of Government funding in addition to salaries is
expected in view of the national obligations to meet the requirements of various conventions, treaties
and other agreements. It is also a well-known fact that few, if any, Marine Protected Areas in the
world are totally self-sufficient in terms of financing and Government needs to see financial support to
MBREMP as in the national interest. It should also be noted that the main objectives and core
functions of PAs are not revenue generation, even though the broader values of PAs (e.g. conserving
and allowing sustainable access to a wide variety of natural resource goods and services) need also
to be considered when looking at the “returns/revenues” generated from multi-purpose, participatory
Protected Areas.

The PMU has identified two main sources of external funding. The first of these is tourism
development which is still in its infancy and which has great potential. Income to the Park can be
derived from entry fees, concession fees from developers and hoteliers, and resource user fees. The
fact that tourism is within the same portfolio as natural resources which is the area that Marine Parks
fall under in the government structure, is a bonus.

The second source of income is the natural gas sector and other hydrocarbon extraction activities.
Income could be derived from licensing fees/royalties, compensation to the Park for staff inputs/time
and any other cost related to advice, cost recovery for monitoring of the gas production project,
compensation for any disruption/destruction of environment caused by gas exploitation activities.
The PMU has established a very effective relationship with the company managing the extraction
facility and negotiations on the above sources of funding are underway. However, since the
Government is the main shareholder of the Gas Project Development company through TPDC, the
discussions related to such fees need to be discussed and allocated at inter-ministerial level.

A third potential source of income for the Marine Park is through the sale of certified CO, emission
reductions (CERs), also known as the Clean Development Mechanism (CDM). This is an incentive
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created under the Kyoto Protocol for projects which reduce greenhouse gas emissions in developing
countries. Artumas, the gas production company operating in the Marine Park, is one such project
and since it is operating within the Park area, a certain proportion of the benefits from such sales
should be ploughed back into the support of implementation of conservation activities.

The identification of these and other potential sources of funding support for the Marine Park augur
well for its financial sustainability. However, there is a need for a Financial Sustainability Strategy for
the Park to ensure the ongoing flow of benefits once the GEF assistance ends. The Strategy needs
to determine - how much the Park costs today; how much income does it generate; how much does
the Government contribute; how much is needed from external sources; how much is likely to be
provided from external sources; and, what sources have been identified?

In view of the work that still needs to be done towards financial sustainability for the Park, the Team
rates financial sustainability as moderately likely.

5.3 Knowledge management

The project has produced an extensive cache of data, information and knowledge and Annex 7
contains a list of key publications of the project including technical documents, leaflets, posters and
other educational material. This has added to the growing information base on marine biodiversity,
ecosystem health, resource use, and socio-economic parameters that has already been collected in
Mnazi Bay through the activities of the Institute of Marine Science, Frontier Tanzania, TCMP and
various consultancies. Such a wealth of knowledge must be safeguarded. It needs to be collated
and properly archived and kept in an accessible format.

The project does not have its own website even though it is featured on the MPRU website; and its
GIS database is still under consideration. Although it is still in temporary premises, the project does
have a reference library and the Team was advised of the plans for an information centre which will
be part of the Marine Park HQ which has been designed under the project (through the FFEM
support) and which will be built in the coming months.

It is essential that the project prepare the way for the creation of the information centre by ensuring
that its knowledge base is well organized and archived and able to be accessed by all those who
need it. Apart from Park personnel, this could include other officials working in the Park, personnel
from other projects, the private sector and community members especially those involved with the
Park such as monitors and students involved in survey and monitoring. Work towards this aim
should be carried out as part of the exit strategy.

In terms of the knowledge generated by the project, the Team believes that its sustainability is
moderately likely — while the chances are good, some risk remains.

5.4 Exit strategy

Although the UNDP/GEF funding support is coming to an end, this is not really an exit, but a
metamorphosis, and the Marine Park will continue. However, any incomplete activities should be
brought to completion to the extent possible, and the project close-down should be well planned and
managed. This will safeguard the various gains made by the project such as institutional as well as
human capacity, which need to be safeguarded by an effective exit strategy which aims for:

e a structured close-down of the UNDP/GEF project
e a managed handing-over

¢ arational allocation of assets with recognition and receipts
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e an exchange of appreciation and commitment letters

e more work on the financial sustainability strategy

¢ an effective knowledge management system

e a more inclusive approach to communities — with meaningful participation

The exit strategy must also address the follow-up and replication activities which are discussed
further below

The Team is heartened by the efforts discussed by the PMU for the development of a sound exit
strategy, however, as this still needs to be finalized, and as time is fast running out, we rate the exit
strategy as moderately likely.

5.5 Replicability

The Mnazi Bay — Ruvuma Estuary Marine Park built on the experience provided by the Mafia Marine
Park which was the first in Tanzania. However, some challenges were new and the experience
gained through the establishment and operation of MBREMP, will serve in good stead in the
establishment of any further marine parks in Tanzania. Marine Parks are a core component of the
overall Tanzania Coastal Management Partnership (TCMP) approach and the involvement of TCMP
in this Project has ensured that the experience of the Mnazi Bay Marine Park will be available within
the wider context of ICM.

The MBREMP Project supported by UNDP/GEF and FFEM has already led to a follow-up project. It
is the WWF Project in Mtwara which says it is a follow-up on the UNDP/GEF Project. It adopted the
same Goal as the MBREMP project and set out to consolidate the participatory elements of the
VEMPs, raise awareness, improve livelihoods and access to social services, and continue with
monitoring, data collection and information gathering. Plans for close collaboration with this project
should be drawn up as part of the MBREMP exit strategy.

It must also be noted that Mozambique has proclaimed a Marine Protected Area to the south of the
Ruvuma River delta in the North Quirimba Islands'®, the Palma-Rouvuma Marine National Reserve.
The MBREMP experience can be shared through transboundary cooperation with Mozambique, and
a transboundary protected area system could eventuate. This will serve as a model for the Western
Indian Ocean as a whole.

5.6 Follow-up

This is an operational Marine Park and work started by the project is on-going and open-ended and
prospects are very good for the Park to become self-sustaining in the not too distant future.
However, the time frame for project delivery failed to take into account the amount of time required
for traditional people to transform their way of life, to change their behaviour and to adopt different
approaches to coastal and marine resources. These significant changes come slowly — only after
Park personnel have gained the respect and credibility of the villagers — and this takes time. Despite
the significant progress made during the original project period, the Marine Park needs more time for
consolidation. In the short term there is a need for further support to consolidate the investments
made by the project in communities engagement, to refine the monitoring strategy and to develop the
financial sustainability strategy.

" This is part of a GEF supported project in Mozambique (MICOA / WB) for ICZM. Project development in Tanzania is
in touch with the Mozambique process, directly, and via the Mtwara Corridor activity.
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The Team heard much about the unspent FFEM funds that remain and that in spite of this, FFEM
plans to wind down its support at the end of December 2007. In its brief discussions with FFEM
officials, the Team was advised that this decision, which could still be reconsidered, was reached
through frustration and disappointment and that it was “an administrative decision imposed by the
way the project has been run”. FFEM reported that there has not been sufficient feedback from the
project and it feels completely out of touch. It is also of the opinion that funds were mismanaged
during Phase One and the matter has not been resolved. It would seem that documentation which
regularly updates partners on project activities and progress, which is alleged to have been sent to
FFEM by UNDP, may not have arrived or has not been recorded as received.

FFEM has provided a list of outstanding items to UNDP and MPRU and plans an evaluation of the
project (together with other projects in the region) in late January 2008. The list of outstanding items,
as shared by FFEM with the Team comprises:

e 6™ PSC Minutes: draft minutes were proposed by the project team on Feb 13", 2007. We proposed
some amendment on March the 1%, 2007 and were, to our knowledge, the only one to do so. We
didn’t have any feed back after that

e 2007 work program : the work program was still being discussed in March 2007; to our knowledge,
the PSC has not approved a final version

e Reporting : we only received a draft 2006-2007 PIR report from Dave Reynolds on September 18",
2007; no quarterly report and monitoring reporting by the project team was send to us

e Financial report: we didn’t receive any financial reports on FFEM funds since 2006

e FFEM extension in 2008: we proposed an amended financial agreement on March the 16", 2007;
we didn’t get any feed back

e a list of expenses, detailing for each line the number of the contract concerned, the date and the
amount of the expenses

e copies of the invoices for expenses above 10 000

e copies of the contracts for contracts above 30 000

Some of the outstanding items have since been supplied and if these are satisfactory, and depending
on the outcome of the evaluation, it is possible that FFEM will reconsider its decision to end its
funding support.

The Evaluation Team commends such an extension at no extra cost, to FFEM.

The Evaluation Team also recommends to UNDP to assist the Government to identify other sources
of funding support.

The Evaluation Team further recommends to the Marine Park that in any extension/follow-up period,

the focus should be on:

e Community engagement (various activities ranging from AlGs to the gear exchange programme,
Honorary Wardens System and other forms of meaningful participation)

¢ Refinement of the Monitoring Strategy allowing for different types of monitoring with different
objectives and addressing the management of data and information that arise from the monitoring
activity as well as the actions that will be precipitated by the emerging results and trends

¢ Development and implementation of a Financial Sustainability Strategy including identification of
potential sources of funding and the development of mechanisms through which these sources
can be utilized.

The PMU shared their plans for an extension period / follow-up, with the Team and these are
attached in Annex 8. In addition to the above three areas of work recommended by the Team, the
PMU also wishes to work with colleagues across the border in Mozambique towards the
development of a trans-boundary MPA. While the Team finds this work laudable, it believes that
consolidation of the MBREMP to ensure its sustainability is the highest priority.

55



Tanzania Development of Mnazi Bay-Ruvuma Estuary Marine Park Project (MBREMP) :
TERMINAL EVALUATION

6 CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Conclusions have been reached and recommendations made throughout this report. They are
gathered here, focussed and augmented as necessary for ease of action.

6.1 Project concept and design

The project concept was basically sound and the project design was also fine in principle. The
Evaluation Team believes that the approach inherent in the project design is an effective means of
achieving the objectives. In particular, the emphasis on community activities, ranging from
awareness-raising to alternative income generating activities, is seen as a very sound approach.
However, the ProDoc lacked quality control, used terminology loosely and was not very helpful to
project management. The project design was appropriate for the set objectives, however, the
implementation arrangements were somewhat unwieldy and the division into two phases with
responsibilities entrusted to a different organization was a design fault.

6.2 Project governance

The Project Steering Committee provided guidance and direction to the project but this was not
recognized by all. Some felt that its work was being pre-empted by the “Partners Group” but this was
not found to be correct. The Marine Park Advisory Committee (which was composed mainly from
local people) was a good source of guidance, complementing the PSC. We recommend to UNDP
and GEF that the role and function played by PSCs in project governance should be examined and
that they should consider developing guidelines for the setting up and operational procedures of
PSCs.

6.3 Project implementation and management

Project management was generally effective in both phases but suffered through the hiatus created
between the two phases. In addition, there seems to have been two “managers” with overlapping
responsibilities and unclear roles separation during the First Phase and this did affect project
delivery. The unclear distinction and relativity between the roles of PM and TA are a recurring
problem in UN projects and we recommend against this sort of model in future.

The Team recommends that when a phased project is designed in future, there should not be a
change in implementing agency and, if this is unavoidable, there needs to be a strategy to ensure an
orderly hand-over of project management responsibilities.

The Evaluation Team recommends to UNDP and IUCN, to discontinue the use of the term Technical
Advisor when in fact the position is one of Project Manager. The term should be reserved for those
who provide technical advice and support, not those expected to manage the project

6.4 Achievement of targeted outputs and objectives

The Team could not rate progress towards the Development Objective by looking at the Indicators as
they do not match the Objective. However, we are aware of the work that has been achieved by the
PMU and we consider it to be satisfactory.

Progress towards Outcome 1 (Knowledge base) has been satisfactory with an adequate technical
base established for Park management. More work is required especially on the social dimension.
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Progress towards QOutcome 2 (Awareness) has been marginally satisfactory and more work is
required and not only in Nalingu Village.

Progress towards Outcome 3 (Planning and Monitoring) has been satisfactory in terms of both
planning and monitoring even though the latter requires some more work.

Progress towards Outcome 4 ((Management Plan) is considered marginally satisfactory even
though the Plan has been prepared. This rating is the result of the Indicators selected and the extent
of project progress towards them.

Progress towards Outcome 5 (Capacity) has been satisfactory. On the basis of the Indicators, this
Outcome should be rated as unsatisfactory, however, our understanding of the real situation leads us
to assign the satisfactory rating.

Progress towards Outcome 6 (Alternative Incomes) is considered marginally satisfactory and more
work is required particularly at the commercial end of the operations.

Only Outcome 1 has a set of relevant and useful Indicators — the rest range from inappropriate to
inadequate to unnecessary. The Team believes that these Indicators were not very helpful to the
PMU and recommends grater attention to Indicators in future project planning

The project has carried out virtually all the planned activities and made significant progress towards
all the targeted Outcomes. It needs to be recognized that as a result of the type of project — the
Marine Park exists, and will continue — many of the activities are “open-ended”. It is therefore more
appropriate to measure progress by the distance from the baseline rather than the distance towards
an objective.

On this basis, the Team believes that the progress attained by the project has been significant and
satisfactory over all.

6.5 Project monitoring and evaluation

The project did not have an M&E Plan and monitoring was weak in some respects such as project
performance for adaptive management using the LogFrame and the quality of the LogFrame did not
help. However, the extent of monitoring undertaken by the project satisfies the requirements of
UNDP and GEF. In addition, the Team is aware that the project was audited annually. Some
aspects of monitoring were substantial, and the involvement of communities in monitoring activities,
is laudable.

The project has definitely put in place a portfolio of monitoring activities and given time, this will
become a valuable management asset. The only improvement that can be recommended is the
adoption of a comprehensive M&E Plan to provide the framework and cohesion. The Team feels that
monitoring activities by the project can be rated as satisfactory overall but any extension or follow-
up should be contingent on a well-structured Monitoring and Evaluation Plan.

The Team considers the quality of the LogFrame and its use as a tool for project management to
have been moderately satisfactory.

The Team found compliance monitoring to be moderately satisfactory while the involvement of
communities in monitoring activities is deemed to have been satisfactory.

The rating for ecosystem monitoring is moderately satisfactory because it is still being developed
and this recognizes its future potential.
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The PMU used a tool for monitoring management effectiveness which was in effect a version of the
METT. The Team concurs with the assessments of the situation and the scores awarded by the
PMU. However, there are some slight differences of opinion and while the final result is not too
different, the Team has scored the MBREMP slightly lower than the PMU.

6.6 Financial management

The involvement of too many layers made financial management somewhat complex during Phase
One. However, in both phases, finances were adequately managed, there was no obvious waste
and no extravagance, and value for money has been achieved. This was in spite of financial
planning, as evidenced by the ProDoc, being fraught with inconsistent amounts and confusion.

In the opinion of the Team, and when comparing it with similar projects elsewhere, the budget
allocated to this project was adequate and not excessive. What led to the unspent balance of FFEM
funds at the end of the UNDP/GEF project, was the lack of time available to carry out the planned
activities which resulted from the delays experienced during the transition between Phase One and
Phase Two.

Throughout the project, the Government provided core funding to cover salaries and some of the
operational costs for the establishment and operations of MBREMP. This funding support was even
more significant during the Second Phase when Park personnel, funded by the Government, served
as the Project Management Unit, and only the Technical Advisor was funded from GEF/FFEM
sources.

The Evaluation Team notes that many problems encountered during the First Phase did not occur
during the Second Phase when the disbursement was made directly by UNDP to the Marine Park
Unit / Project Management Unit, through the MPRU, according to the NEX modality. In contracting
an international organization to serve as implementing agency for a project, thus introducing an
additional administrative layer, the Government and UNDP need to balance these risks with the
benefits that such an arrangement is expected to bring to the project.

The team traced the direct co-financing to the extent possible and was able to ascertain that the
greater part of the funds had been raised. The sum of US$713,800 that had been committed as
direct co-financing, was increased to US$943,800 through the increased funding from FFEM'™. The
Team was able to ascertain that of this, US$845,800 had indeed been raised, but could not verify the
status of the remaining US$98,000. However, out of the funds that had been raised through co-
financing, the project was able to use only US$645,800, and US$200,000 may be reabsorbed.

6.7 Stakeholder participation, community empowerment

The degree of stakeholder participation, both at Government level and at grassroots level, was
exemplary. However, there is some room for improvement in the way that communities are
approached and brought on board. We recommend that field staff, even technical personnel, should
be provided with training, to empower them with the methodologies to approach community members
more sensitively in the future.

6.8 Capacity building and other project impacts

The capacity for Park planning and management has been enhanced significantly by the project. It is
also worth noting that given time, initiatives put in place by the project could assist with poverty

'3 For budgeting purposes it was agreed that the FFEM funds which were in Euros would be considered as equivalent to
US Dollars on a one-to-one basis.
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alleviation among disadvantaged communities. Furthermore, capacity for environment-friendly
tourism planning and for managing the environmental impacts of the oil and gas industry, have also
been enhanced substantially.

From a global perspective, the project impacts are intrinsic to the geographical site — any positive
outcomes achieved in the Mnazi Bay — Ruvuma Estuary, are of global significance simply because of
the high biodiversity values of the location. It also needs to be stressed that MBREMP has a further
global dimension in that it is contiguous with the Palma-Rouvuma Marine National Reserve in
Mozambique and discussions on collaboration have already been initiated by MBREMP.

6.9 Sustainability

Institutional sustainability is “guaranteed” by the Government’s ownership of the project product — the
Marine Park and the Evaluation Team is confident in rating the institutional sustainability of MBREMP
as very likely.

Financial sustainability is not yet secure, even though prospects are very good. The identification of
a number of potential sources of funding support for the Marine Park augurs well for its financial
sustainability. However, there is a need for a Financial Sustainability Strategy for the Park to ensure
the ongoing flow of benefits once the GEF assistance ends.

In view of the work that still needs to be done towards financial sustainability for the Park, the Team
rates financial sustainability as moderately likely and we recommend that a Financial Sustainability
Strategy should be developed right away.

6.10 Knowledge management

It is essential that the project prepare the way for the creation of the information centre planned for
the new Park HQ by ensuring that its knowledge base is well organized and archived and able to be
accessed by all those who need it.

In terms of the knowledge generated by the project, the Team believes that its sustainability is
moderately likely — while the chances are good, some risk remains.

6.11 Exit strategy

Although the UNDP/GEF funding support is to end, this is not really an exit, but a metamorphosis and
the Park will continue. However, any incomplete activities should be brought to completion to the
extent possible, and the project close-down should be well planned and managed.

The Team is heartened by the efforts of the PMU for the development of a sound exit strategy,
however, as this still needs to be finalized, and as time is fast running out, we rate the exit strategy as
moderately likely.

6.12 Replicability

The Mnazi Bay — Ruvuma Estuary Marine Park built on the experience provided by the Mafia Marine
Park which was the first in Tanzania. However, some challenges were new and the experience
gained through the establishment and operation of MBREMP, will serve in good stead in the
establishment of any further marine parks in Tanzania.
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It must also be noted that Mozambique is developing a Marine Protected Area to the south of the
Ruvuma River delta in the North Quirimba Islands'®. The MBREMP experience can be shared
through transboundary cooperation with Mozambique, and a transboundary protected area system
could eventuate. This will serve as a model for the Western Indian Ocean as a whole.

6.13 Follow-up

This is an operational Marine Park, and the work started by the project is on-going and open-ended.
The prospects are very good for the Park to become self-sustaining in the not too distant future, but
until this eventuality, there is a need for further support to consolidate the gains made by the project.
In the short term there is a need for further support to consolidate the investments made by the
project in communities’ engagement, to refine the monitoring strategy and to develop the financial
sustainability strategy. This support could be in the form of an extension of time without extra cost of
the FFEM support.

FFEM has provided a list of outstanding items to UNDP and MPRU and plans an evaluation of the
project in late January 2008. Some of the outstanding items have since been supplied and if these
are satisfactory, and depending on the outcome of the evaluation, it is possible that FFEM will
reconsider its decision to end its funding support. The Evaluation Team recommends to FFEM to
consider such an extension to the project delivery time at no extra cost.

We also recommend to UNDP that it provides support and advice to the Government for the
identification of further financial support to enable this outstanding work to be carried out.

The Evaluation Team further recommends to the Marine Park that in any extension/follow-up period,

the focus should be on:

e Community engagement (various activities ranging from AlGs to the gear exchange programme,
Honorary Wardens System and other forms of meaningful participation)

¢ Refinement of the Monitoring Strategy allowing for different types of monitoring with different
objectives and addressing the management of data and information that arise from the monitoring
activity as well as the actions that will be precipitated by the emerging results and trends

¢ Development and implementation of a Financial Sustainability Strategy including identification of
potential sources of funding and the development of mechanisms through which these sources
can be utilized.

6.14 Experience gained and lessons learnt

The project has genuinely strived to provide avenues for community participation, however, its
efforts did not always create the envisaged results, at least not in the early stages of the project. The
lesson from this is that it takes time, maybe a long time, to encourage and convince people to change
the way of life that they have practiced for generations — projects that rely on the good will and
collaboration of communities need to allow adequate time for confidence to be built and credibility to
be established before they can expect results.

In an effort to build capacity in the First Phase and then enhance that capacity through operational
responsibility, the project was designed in two Phases and entrusted to two different actors. In
hindsight this was not a good model and the project suffered because of the problems of transition.
The lesson is that before such a model is applied again, the project proponents need to weigh and
balance the benefits of such an approach, with the risks which appear inevitable.

' This is part of a GEF supported project in Mozambique (MICOA / WB) for ICZM. Project development in Tanzania is in touch with
the Mozambique process, directly, and via the Mtwara Corridor activity.
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Alternative Income Generation activities are a recognized way of easing the pressure on natural
resources without penalizing communities that have depended on them. But in order to maintain
credibility in the eyes of the communities, these activities must be successful. The lesson is that all
AlGs must be worked through thoroughly and before they are applied, because no AIG is a lesser
evil than a failed AIG.

The Park is going to depend on sustainable financial support sources for its continued effective
operation and the Sustainable Financing Strategy is still being developed and negotiations are still
ongoing, a few weeks from project closure, with the risk that time will run out before a robust strategy
has been developed. The lesson is that such an essential element for sustainability must be finalized
early in the project life so that it can be tried out, refined and adopted well before the Park becomes
reliant on it.
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ANNEX 1 EVALUATION TERMS OF REFERENCE

PROJECT SUMMARY
Project Title:

Project Number:

Focal Area:

GEF Strategic Priority:
Country:

Duration:

GEF Agency:

Executing Agency:
Implementing Agencies:

Budget:

Approval Date:

Effective Date:

Primary Beneficiaries:
Secondary Beneficiaries:
DCAS Sector/Subsector:
ACC Sector/Sub-sector:

Project Summary

Development of Mnazi Bay-Ruvuma Estuary Marine Park
00015405 former URT/00G31/B/1G/99

Conservers ion of Biological Biodiversity

SP1 Protected Areas

United Republic of Tanzania

54 Months

UNDP

GOT, Ministry of Natural Resources and Tourism

The Board of Trustees for Marine Parks & Reserves Unit
IUCN-The World Conservation Union (initial set up phase, now completed)
UNDP/GEF: $1,495,424

GOT (in-kind): $215,800

IUCN: $42,000

Communities: $56,000

FFEM: EUR 630,000

01 March, 2002

July 2002

Environment

Local communities

Natural Resources

Biological Resources

The development of Mnazi Bay Ruvuma Estuary Marine Park Project provides the additional funding (support) for the
development of a multi-purpose Marine Protected Area (MPA) around the globally significant marine biodiversity values of
the Mnazi Bay and Ruvuma Estuary areas in southern Tanzania. This is Tanzania’s second Marine Park. In keeping with
Marine Park philosophy in Tanzania, the sustainable use of marine resources by communities, as well as biodiversity
conservation is emphasized. The project is designed as a 54-month (two phased) project, including an initial participatory
planning phase followed by an implementation phase. There is a focus on protected area zoning with sustainable
harvesting. Externalities are addressed

1.0 INTRODUCTION

The GEF, and later with the FFEM, provided funding for the Mnazi Bay Project. In keeping with the Tanzania Marine Parks
and Reserves Act, both biodiversity conservation and the sustainable use of marine resources by local communities are
emphasized. The project was designed to run for 54 months, in two phases. The first phase was concluded in October 2004
whereby a mid-term evaluation was conducted to enable all parties to assess progress, and agree on specific administrative
and implementation responsibilities for the second Implementation Phase. This GEF / UNDP and later FFEM project
operates under the auspices of Tanzania’s Marine Parks and Reserves Unit (MPRU), implemented in the first phase by the
East Africa Regional Office (EARO) of IUCN and second phase implementation is by MBREMP staff and supervised by
Government through MPRU.

2.0 PROJECT OBJECTIVES

The UNDP/GEF project document was approved in March 2002, and activities started (slowly) in July 2002 when the first
disbursement was made. The GEF, and later the FFEM, provided funding for the development of a multi-purpose Marine
Protected Area around the globally significant marine biodiversity values of the Mnazi Bay and Ruvuma River estuary areas
in south Tanzania. In keeping with the Tanzania Marine Parks and Reserves Act, both biodiversity conservation and
sustainable use of marine resources by local communities are emphasized.

The project was mandated with the following objectives:
The Goal of the Project is to: Conserve a representative example of internationally significant and threatened marine
biodiversity; and
The Project development objective is to: Enable local and government stakeholders to protect effectively and utilize
sustainably the marine biodiversity and resources of Mnazi Bay and the Ruvuma Estuary
To achieve the above objectives, project design identified the following seven broad results (later reworded as “Outcomes”):
e A knowledge base to support marine environmental planning and sustainable development established.
e Local communities and key decision makers are aware of marine problems, benefits and responsibilities of an MPA
and use information in decision making.
e Marine Park planning and monitoring processes established, and an initial marine park management plan
developed.
e Park general Management Plan under implementation with externalities addressed (phase two only).
e Improved capacity of key stakeholders and institutions for marine conservation and management.
e Alternative Income Generation (AlG) and sustainable use regime activities are researched, developed, piloted and
adopted.
e Project effectively managed, monitored and evaluated.
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3.0 OBJECTIVES AND PURPOSE OF TERMINAL EVALUATION
Monitoring and evaluation in the Global Environment Facility (GEF) projects have the following overarching objectives:

a. To promote accountability for the achievement of GEF objectives through the assessment of results, effectiveness,
processes, and performance of the partners involved in GEF activities. GEF results are monitored and evaluated for their
contribution to global environmental benefits.

b. To promote learning, feedback, and knowledge sharing on results and lessons learned among the GEF and its partners,
as a basis for decision-making on policies, strategies, program management, and projects, and to improve knowledge and
performance

The purposes of conducting evaluations includes the understanding of why and the extent to which intended and
unintended results are achieved, and their impact on stakeholders. Evaluation is an important source of evidence of the
achievement of results and institutional performance, and contributes to knowledge and to organizational learning.
Evaluation should serve as an agent of change and play a critical role in supporting accountability.

In accordance, all full and medium-size projects supported by GEF are subject to a final evaluation upon completion of
implementation. In addition to providing an independent in-depth review of implementation progress, this type of evaluation
is responsive to GEF Councils’ decisions on transparency and better access to information during implementation and on
completion of a project.

Specifically, the Terminal Evaluation (TE) must provide a comprehensive and systematic account of the performance of a
completed project by assessing its project design, process of implementation and results vis-a-vis project objectives
endorsed by the GEF including the agreed changes in the objectives during project implementation. TEs have four
complementary purposes as follows:

e To promote accountability and transparency, and to assess and disclose levels of project accomplishments;

e To synthesize lessons that may help improve the selection, design and implementation of future GEF activities;

. To provide feedback on issues that are recurrent across the portfolio and need attention, and on improvements
regarding previously identified issues; and,
o To contribute to the GEF Evaluation Office databases for aggregation, analysis and reporting on effectiveness of

GEF operations in achieving global environmental benefits and on quality of monitoring and evaluation across the GEF
system.

A mix of tools is used to ensure effective project M&E. These can be applied continuously throughout the lifetime of the
project — e.g. periodic monitoring of indicators, or as specific time-bound exercises such as mid-term reviews, audit reports
and independent evaluations.

4.0 OBJECTIVES OF THIS TERMINAL EVALUATION

This terminal evaluation (TE) is being carried out to provide a comprehensive and systematic account of the performance of
the Mnazi Bay project by assessing its project design, the process of implementation and results and outputs vis-a-vis
project objectives endorsed by the GEF and other partners (FFEM, Govt, UNDP) including the agreed changes in the
objectives during project implementation. Specifically, the Terminal Evaluation will undertake the following tasks:

e Assess overall performance and review progress towards attaining the project’s objectives and results including
relevancy, efficiency and effectiveness of the actions taken given the available funding and capacities for implementation.

¢ Review and evaluate the extent to which the project outputs and outcomes have been achieved, and the shortcomings
in reaching project objectives as stated in the project document.

e Assess the project results and determine the extent to which the project objective was achieved, or is expected to be
achieved, and assess if the project has led to any positive or negative consequences.

e Assess the extent at which the project impacts have reached or have the potential to reach the intended beneficiaries;
in particular, the balance between conservation and livelihood actions spearheaded through the project.

e To critically analyze the implementation arrangements and identify strengths and weaknesses in the project design and
implementation

e Describe the project’s adaptive management strategy — how have project activities changed in response to new
conditions, (e.g. recommendations of the MTE) and have the changes been appropriate in particular the issue of capacity;
e Assess the project’s contribution to the (past) GEF Strategic Priority for catalyzing sustainability of Protected Areas
(PAs) (as this was a GEF 2/3 project) in particular improving opportunities for sustainable use, benefit sharing and broad
stakeholder’s participation among communities.

¢ Review the clarity of roles and responsibilities of the various agencies and institutions and the level of coordination
between relevant players. In particular look at the roles of the Project team, district authorities, and MPRU

e Assess the level of stakeholder involvement in the project from community to higher Government levels and
recommend on whether this involvement has been appropriate to the goals of the project.

e Describe and assess efforts of UNDP (CO and UNDP-GEF) in support of the implementation.

e Review donor partnership processes, and the contribution of co-finance.

e Describe key factors that will require attention in order to improve prospects for sustainability of project results
achieved. Assess the likelihood of continuation of project activities/results, outcomes/benefits after completion of
GEF/FFEM funding, considering the “traditional” economic activities in which these communities are involved.

¢ |dentify and document the main successes, challenges and lessons that have emerged in terms of:
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4 Strengthening country ownership, initiative and leadership;

v Community level assessment and stakeholder participation at all stages of the project cycle;

v Communication approaches and strategies and their impact on behavioural changes and raising awareness at
all levels — both in country, regionally and internationally.

4 Application of adaptive management strategies;

4 National cooperation, intra governmental cooperation and other project management initiatives

v Efforts to secure sustainability; (see the new GEF format foe assessment of sustainability)

4 Role of M&E in project implementation as required by GEF guidelines.

In describing all lessons learned, an explicit distinction needs to be made between those lessons applicable only to this
project, and lessons that may be of value more broadly, including to other similar projects in the UNDP/GEF pipeline
portfolio.

Note: To determine the level of achievement of the project outcome and objectives, see guidance provided in the annex 2.

5.0 SCOPE OF THE EVALUATION

Three main elements to be evaluated are Delivery, Implementation and Finances. Each component will be evaluated using
three criteria: effectiveness, efficiency and timeliness

Project delivery: The TE will assess to what extent the MREMP has achieved its immediate objectives. It will also identify
what outputs, impacts and results have been produced and how they have enabled to achieve its objectives. The
consultants are required to make assessment of the following issues under each priority areas outlined below:
Institutional arrangement

L] Preparatory work and implementation strategies

Consultative processes

Technical support

Capacity building initiatives

Project outputs

Assumptions and risks

Project related complementary activities

Outcome, results and impacts

. Efficiency of all project activities under the three major components

] Progress in the achievement of the immediate objectives (include level of indicator achievement when available)
Partnerships

. Assessment of national level involvement and perception

. Assessment of local partnerships, and involvement of stakeholders

L] Assessment of regional collaboration between government, intergovernmental and non governmental

organisations
Risk management

. Were problems/constrains, which impacted on successful delivery of the project identified at the project design and
subsequently as part of the Mid Term Evaluation (MTE)?

. Were there new threat/risks to project success that emerged during project implementation?

L] Were both kinds of risk appropriately dealt with?

L] Were recommendations arising from the MTE addressed?

Monitoring and Evaluation

. Assess the extent, appropriateness and effectiveness of adaptive management at all levels of the project
implementation

] Has there been a monitoring and evaluation framework for the project and how was this developed?

. Is the reporting framework effective/appropriate?

L] Has M&E been used as a management tool in directing the project implementation in a timely manner and
ensuring ongoing participation at all levels?

L] Is this framework suitable for replication/continuation for any future project Support?

Project Implementation

L] Review the project management and implementation arrangements at all levels, in order to provide an opinion on
its efficiency and cost effectiveness. This includes:

. Processes and administration:

. Project related administration procedures

L] Milestones(Log-frame matrix)

. Key decisions and out puts,

Major project implementation documents prepared with an indication of how the documents and reports
have been useful and

i Project oversight and active engagement by: UNDP/GEF and participating country mechanisms (Project steering
committee)

ii. Project execution: Ministry of Natural Resources and Tourism as the executing agency (under the UNDP National
Execution NEX modality

iii. Project implementation: UNDP as the Implementing Agency

Project Finances
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How well and cost effective did financial arrangements of the project worked? This section will focus on the following three
priority areas:

1. Project disbursements

o Provide and overview of actual spending against budget expectations

o With appropriate explanation and background provide a breakdown of the ration of the funds spent
“directly” in-country against total funds spent

o With appropriate explanation and background provide a breakdown of the ration of the funds spent
“indirectly” in-country (i.e. external consultants and regional training) against total funds spent and

o Critically analyse disbursements to determine if funds have been applied effectively and efficiently.
2. Budget procedures

o Did the Project Document provide adequate guidance on how to allocate the budget?

o Review of audits and any issues raised in audits and subsequent adjustments to accommodate audit
recommendations;

o Review the changes to fund allocations as a result of budget revisions and provide an opinion on the
appropriateness and relevancy of such revisions

3. Coordination mechanisms

o Evaluate appropriateness and efficiency of coordinating mechanisms between national agencies, UNDP
and the GEF

o Does the MBREM approach represent an effective means of achieving the objectives?

o How can the approach be improved?

6.0 PRODUCTS EXPECTED FROM THE TERMINAL EVALUATION

The TE evaluators will be expected to produce:

A) An evaluation report: Stands alone document approximately 45-50 pages that substantiate its recommendations and
conclusions. The report shall be structured along the outline indicated in the this TOR

. Include a detailed record of consultations with stakeholders (to be provided as part of the information gathered by
the evaluators), as an annex to the main report.

o If there are any significant discrepancies between the impressions and findings of the evaluation team and
stakeholders these should be explained in an Annex attached to the final report.

o An updated METT (Monitoring Effectiveness Tracking Tool), with Evaluators comments.

B) Presentation of the findings to key stakeholders in a joint UNDP/GEF/FFEM Govt. incl. MNRT/VPO/MPRU team or
Steering Committee (Possibly Power point slides) covering key findings of the TE.

A draft of both A and B above should be submitted at the end of the in-country component of the evaluator’s mission, and a
final copy within a further two weeks after receiving written comments on the drafts.

The draft and final versions of the products should be submitted to UNDP and the project team, who will be responsible for
circulating it to key stakeholders.

7.0 METHODOLOGY OF EVALUATION APPROACH

The evaluation will be conducted in a participatory manner through a combination of processes. The primary purpose of the
evaluation is to improve the project; for this to happen all stakeholders must fully understand and identify with the evaluation
report, even if they might disagree with some of the contents. The evaluation will start with a review of the key project
documentation including key reports and correspondence. It will include visits to UNDP Country Office, Project Executing
Offices of Government as well as selected national partners and stakeholders, including interviews (by phone if necessary)
with key individuals both within the project, the government, and independent observers of the project and its activities.
Field visits to project sites will be conducted to view activities first hand and to meet with site partners, local leaders, and
local government officials. Note: not ALL project sites need be visited. It is suggested that the Evaluation Team discuss the
optimum number and duration of site visits with the Project team at the start

It is anticipated that the methodology to be used for the TE will include the following:

7.1) Review of documentation including but not limited to:-

o Project Document

o Project implementation reports (APR/PIRs);

o Quarterly progress reports and work plans of the various implementation task teams;
o Audit reports

o Mid Term Evaluation report

o General Management Plan

o M & E Operational Guidelines, all monitoring reports prepared by the project;

o Baselines and other study reports produced during the project implementation

o The National Strategy for Growth and Reduction of Poverty (MKUKUTA)
o District Development Plans
The following documents will also be available:
o Minutes of the project Steering Committee meetings;
o MAPs of the Mnazi Bay Marine park Area
o Government Agreement with FFEM
o The GEF Monitoring and Evaluation Frameworks
7.2. Interviews in the field with stakeholders shall include:
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Project team and UNDP staff who have project responsibilities;

Regional and District authorities

Manager and Staff in the MPRU

The Chair of the Steering Committee — and Chair of the Board of MPRU and selected members of the Board
Project stakeholders, particularly members of the various steering committees and project beneficiaries e.g. Village
and village natural resources committee chairpersons;

o FFEM/French embassy representatives if available or by phone/email
. MACEMP coordinator, and WWF representative
. Artumas gas project representatives in Mtwara

7.3. Presentation of the findings

The initial conclusions and recommendations will be presented to the Project team, Technical Steering Committee and
UNDP/GEF for their comments. Once these are integrated, a final draft will be presented to UNDP for comments by wider
group of stakeholders. Written comments will be submitted to the team leader for finalization of the TE report within a period
of two weeks

8.0. ATTRIBUTES OF THE EVALUATION CONSULTANTS

The TE will be conducted by an independent International Consultant, who will be a team leader and supported by a
national consultant. An appropriate project staff will also provide support in the field as may be required including making
appointments with regional and district stakeholders. The consultants will be responsible for the delivery, content, technical
quality and accuracy of the evaluation, as well as the recommendations. The consultant should possess minimum of MSC
degree in environmental related sciences. Ideally they should have the following competencies and attributes:

8.1) Team Leader and UNDP/GEF M&E specialist (International):

. Academic and /or professional background in both academic and institutional aspects of biodiversity conservation
projects. A minimum of 15 years of relevant experience

o An understanding of GEF principles and expected impacts in terms of global benefits

. Experience in the Monitoring and evaluation of technical assistance projects, preferably with UNDP or any other
United Nations development agencies and donors.

o Demonstrated experience in institutional analysis

. Excellent English writing and communication skills. Demonstrated ability to assess complex situations in order to
succinctly and clearly distil critical issues and draw forward looking conclusions.

o Excellent facilitation skills.

8.2) Biodiversity conservation specialist (National consultant)

. Academic and professional background in biodiversity conservation with demonstrated practical experience in
participatory processes and socio economics in marine environment

. An understanding of GEF principles and Community-based natural resource management particularly in protected
areas

. Experience in implementation or evaluation of technical assistance projects, preferably with UNDP or any other
United Nations development agencies and donors.

o Demonstrated experience in institutional analysis

o Excellent English writing and communication skills. Demonstrated ability to assess complex situations in order to
succinctly and clearly distil critical issues and draw forward looking conclusions

o Excellent writing and communication skills

Some prior knowledge of the following would be ideal:

. GEF, UNDP reporting frameworks

. The Poverty Reduction strategy for Tanzania and Government structures

. Knowledge to assess fit with CBD work programs and 2010 targets

. Millennium Development Goals

Fluency in English is required, a bit of Kiswahili would be an added advantage.

9. IMPLEMENTATION ARRANGEMENTS

The evaluation will be conducted by a team of two consultants, one international consultant, and one national consultant
recruited for a period of 20 days. UNDP will finalize the TOR, recruit the consultants, approve the agenda for the evaluation,
and coordinate the evaluation. The project WI|| be responsible for logistical arrangements (setting up meetings, organizing
travel). The evaluation will commence on 3 week of November and will present key findings to the Project TPR in Dar-es-
salaam/or Mtwara on the second week of December probably 13" or 15". A final Terminal Evaluation Report will be
submitted to UNDP, no later than 30th December; incorporating all response to comments on the first draft provided by 26th
December by UNDP, participating agencies and the project staff.

The evaluation will start with a review of the key project documentation including key reports and correspondence. It will
include visits to executing and implementing agency offices, selected national project offices, interviews (by phone if
necessary) with key individuals both within the project, the government, and independent observers of the project and its
activities, as well as project personnel. Field visits to project sites will be conducted to view activities first hand and to meet
with site contractors, local leaders, and local government officials.
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Facilitation. The project team in Mtwara will provide a facilitator to support the team in interpretation, and understanding
local institutional / village issues etc if needed.

10. REPORT SAMPLE OUTLINE

Terminal Evaluation Report — Sample outline

1. Executive summary

Brief description of project;

Context and purpose of the evaluation;

Main conclusions, recommendations and lessons learned;

NDe o e

._Introduction

Purpose of the evaluation;
Key issues addressed;
Methodology of the evaluation;
Structure of the evaluation.

. _The project(s) and its development context
Project start and its duration;
Problems that the project seek to address;
Immediate and development objectives of the project;
Main stakeholders;
Results expected.

. Findings and Conclusions

.1 Project Formulation

Implementation

Stakeholder participation

Replication approach

Cost effectiveness

Linkage of the project and other interventions within the sector

Indicators

.2. Project Implementation

Delivery

Financial management

Monitoring and evaluation

Execution and implementation modalities

Management by UNDP CO and other partners

Coordination and operational issues

.3 Results to date

Attainment of Objectives

Sustainability

Contribution to upgrading skills at National level

5.0 Lessons learned

6.0 Conclusions and recommendations

7.0 Evaluation report Annexes

wWwe e e o

A D e o o o o

A N N N N i Y S SN RN

. Evaluation TORs

o Itinerary

. List of persons interviewed

. Summary of field visits, including evaluators findings, issues raised and recommendations by different
stakeholders

o List of documents reviewed

. Questionnaire used and summary of results if any
. Comments by stakeholders (only in case of discrepancies with evaluation findings and conclusions)
. Also include list of acronyms

. Table of Content of the Report.



Tanzania Development of Mnazi Bay-Ruvuma Estuary Marine Park Project (MBREMP) :
TERMINAL EVALUATION

ANNEX 2

ASSIGNMENT SCHEDULE

Prior to
25 Nov

Assignment design, methodology, approach (including the methods for data collection and analysis)
Planning, preliminary Work Plan

Sun 25

Depart Wellington

Mon 26

Arrive Dar es Salaam

Tue 27

Meet Marine Parks and Reserves Management Unit

Meet