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1. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Project Name: Safeguarding Biodiversity in the Galapagos Islands by Enhancing Biosecurity and Creating

the Enabling Environment for the Restoration of Galapagos Island Ecosystems

Cl ID for the project: NA PIF Date of approval: 01 NOV 17
GEF ID for the project (PIMS #): GEF 1D 9282 CEO Authorization date: 13 DEC 18
A SIS | 1 e 1
Country Ecuador Project director hiring date:

Region Galapagos Initiation workshop date: 29 APR 19

P . Date of completion of the mid- 17 JUN 21

term exam:

Biodiversity (BD2)
Program 4: Control of | Expected completion date: 310CT 21
Invasive species

Strategic Objective of the GEF's area
of action:

Trust Fund (indicate GEF TF; LDCF; GEF TF In case of revision, new expected

SCCF; NPIF): completion date 30APR 22

Island Conservation (IC) /
Conservation International
(CI-GEF)

Galapagos National Park
Directorate, Galapagos
Biosecurity Agency,
Galapagos Conservancy

Executing Agency (EA) /
Implementing Agency (IA):

Other executing partners:

At the date of CEO Endorsement (US S) ?\ia lzhaetioiatg 5 of 1 the Terminal
(1) GEF Project Funding: 3,301,472 3,158,817
(2) PPG Funding: 120,000 120,000
Total GEF Grant: 3,421,472 3,278,817
(3) Co-financing 1; Cons. Intl. (IA) 70,000 110,000
(4) Co-financing 2; GNPD (GOE): 10,500,000 10,000,000
(5) Co-financing 3; GBA (GOE) 4,500,000 4,450,000
(6) Co-financing 4; Island Cons. (EA): 1,400,000 2,375,000
(7) Co-financing 5; Galapagos Cons. 1,925,000 2,441,000
Total Co-Financing: 18,395,000 19,376,,000

TOTAL COST OF THE PROJECT: 21,626,472 22,654,817

Table No. 1 Executive Summary

1lsland Conservation (IC) Quarterly Report Spending Q1 of FY2022
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1.1 Project Description

Invasive alien species are one of the most significant drivers of environmental degradation and species
extinction worldwide and are the primary cause of biodiversity loss in island ecosystems. When invasive
rodents, for example, feed on giant tortoise eggs and hatchlings they reduce the number of tortoises
spreading seeds and cuttings needed to propagate the next generation of native trees and shrubs. As
canopy cover declines, so do the populations of understory plants that require shade from the harsh
tropical sun making landscapes more vulnerable to soil erosion and contributing to declines in soil fertility
through mineral leaching and undermines the resilience of landscapes to further perturbations (e.g.,
extreme weather events, climate change, etc.).

The objective of the project is “to safeguard biodiversity in the Galapagos Islands by enhancing biosecurity
and creating the enabling environment for the restoration of Galapagos Island ecosystems.” This project
strategy aims to safeguard biodiversity through long-term preventive and restorative strategies:

e (a) increasing the effectiveness of biosecurity controls so that new or additional invasive
species do not enter the Galapagos and through the eradication of existing invasive
vertebrate species, such as rats and feral cats, and;

e (b) re-establishing the ecologic role of the Galapagos Giant Tortoise in the restoration of
habitats through the selection and dispersion of native species across the landscape.

Action towards these objectives was realized through 3 components:

Component 1: Furthering development of a state-of-the-art biosecurity system; Investments in systems,
infrastructure, technical assistance, and training within the Galapagos Biosecurity Agency (ABG).

Component 2: Solidifying the social license for the protection and recovery of Floreana Island ecosystems
by seeking the social license and infrastructure for the future eradication of invasive vertebrate species
through (i) Action Planning and Environment and Social Impact Assessments with the Galapagos National
Park Directorate; (ii) the installation of secure infrastructure for animals; and (iii) consciousness raising,
early notice, public comment, social license; approval of Risk Management Plans.

Component 3: Advancing the recovery of island ecosystems following invasive species eradication through
the re-establishment of keystone species (i.e., giant tortoises) by increasing breeding success though ex
situ breeding in improved infrastructure, biological selection, and successful re-introduction to Santa Fe
Island validated through biomonitoring and results published locally and in recognized, peer reviewed
journals. This experience will inform the future introduction of tortoises to Floreana.

The project establishes the conditions for eventual restoration on Floreana Island. Because this would be
the first attempt at restoration involving both eradication and re-introduction of species on a populated
island, the GEF project subject of this Terminal Evaluation (TE) seeks to develop the science and learning
related to enhancing biosecurity, to ex situ production and re-introduction of giant tortoises and to create
the environmental and social safeguards requisite for future stages of development. The “enabling
environment” is therefore realized through (a) increased capacity, efficiency, controls and procedures
within ABG, (b) an informed and consensual and public declaration and government approval to launch
eradication efforts, and (c) a proven and monitored experience in translocating and successfully
reestablishing translocating a previously extirpated keystone species (giant tortoises) to Santa Fe Island
as a proxy for eventual upscaling to Floreana post eradication of invasive vertebrates.

The project builds on decades of science on the successful eradication of invasive vertebrates on Isabella
and Santa Fe islands (both unpopulated) and the successful efforts to augment the tortoise population of
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various species through ex situ measures. The project invests in the next logical step of a pathway for
ecosystem recovery that has been underway between public and private partners over decades and in
articulated in the Giant Tortoise Restoration Initiative.

The project’s outcomes and outputs will eventually lead to a restoration of the form and function of the
Galapagos ecosystem that will increase biodiversity through the action of tortoises which, through feeding
and digestion of native plants, increase the dispersion of native flora. Environmental stressors are reduced
through more sustainable livestock production models and non-farm options in improved ecotourism
opportunities. Consequently, ecosystem services, agricultural production, and economic investments will
be better secured while protection against future invasive species is developed.

1.2 Summary of Project Progress and Results

The project entered the implementation phase in February 2019. Over the past three years, the project
has achieved a comprehensive strategy to safeguard the biodiversity of the Galapagos Islands through
biosecurity and an enabling environment for ecosystem restoration. The project met its targets for all
three components. The project partners were effective and efficient in executing the project’s activities
and realizing the project’s outputs. COVID-19 did cause delays that were effectively managed by the
Project Management Unit (PMU). A 6-month no-cost extension was granted to enable the completion of
actions in all three components and to facilitate unforeseen delays, such as COVID resurgence, and to
facilitate an effective administrative close.

Component 1 sought to further develop of a state-of-the-art biosecurity system with the expectation of a
substantial reduction in the number of invasive alien species entering the Galapagos archipelago. The
project has successfully enabled improved systems, equipment, training, and protocols for the Galapagos
Biosecurity Agency (ABG). The investments were defined through an expert gap analysis and the
development of a Biosecurity Action Plan to guide the process. Improved inspection equipment,
operational systems and training provided digital procedures for declaring and tracking cargo and
automized payments leaving inspectors more time for thorough inspections in the two main
transportation systems that connect Galapagos with the mainland across maritime and aerial routes
common for the introduction of invasive species. The project also provided vehicles for animal control on
Santa Cruz Island and arrangements for the destruction of confiscated material. The improved system
has streamlined procedures and combined with better registry and detection systems is providing more
time for quality inspections while reducing the time of inspections for the users. For the cargo owners, a
digital declaration system and automatic payments reduces bureaucracy and removes handling money
from the agent’s responsibility, increases transparency, and has enabled an increase in revenues which
will lead to better protection. ABGs biosecurity index indicates increased security due to the increased
capacity, which is expected to continue improving as agents have more time implementing the system.
The components actions were effective, resources were managed efficiently, and relevant in terms of
supporting GEF and establishing an updated sector Plan and protocols. An overall ranking for the
component is Highly Satisfactory (HS) based on GEF evaluation ranking criteria as indicated in Annex 6.1.

Component 2 was successful in solidifying the social infrastructure for the protection and recovery of
Floreana Island ecosystems by establishing the enabling social license for the subsequent eradication of
existing invasive vertebrate species on Floreana Island in a future stage of development. To do so, the
project proactively advanced the social safeguards prior to launching an eradication programme. Each
output provided an important safeguard component: Primarily, the project implemented an exhaustive
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consultation process that developed with the community an operational plan for eradication that
identified risks and concerns and, for each of eight risks, a risk management plan was developed. These
were finally, through a participative process rolled into a full Environment and Social Impact Assessment
that defines the parameters and safeguards for the eradication process. To begin the safeguard process,
the Project invested in infrastructure to facilitate the resident’s chickens, pigs, and ruminants (co-
financed) and provided training on managing stabled livestock. This production modality will protect the
animals during the eradication phase and reduces the effects of open grazing on the Floreana ecosystem.
Several co-financed installations were nearing completion at the time of the TE. With the safeguards in
place, the social license was solidified through the signature of declarations by the Parish Council, local
government, central government agencies, and the Project Steering Committee confirming their approval
supporting biosecurity and the eradication of invasive rodents and feral cats and the reintroduction of
Giant Tortoises. Residents confirmed their conformity with the process, felt adequately consulted, and
were appreciative of the level of accompaniment they are receiving. This is a landmark achievement and
marks the first time for Ecuador that an ESIA has been completed for eradication of IVSs and the first time
a social license is given for eradication of IVSs on a populated island setting the stage for the ecological
restoration process on Floreana. Despite COVID, the Project Management Unit maintained strong contact
with the island’s residents and were able to complete the outputs efficiently. For effectiveness, efficiency
and relevance, the component is rated as Highly Satisfactory (HS).

Component 3’s objective, “advancing the recovery of island ecosystems following invasive species
eradication through the re-establishment of keystone species (i.e., giant tortoises),” is fully enabled by
the successful realization of the outcomes and outputs in an effective and efficient manner. The ex situ
production capacity for breeding giant tortoises (Outcome 3.2) was enhanced through infrastructure
improvements, the successful collection of targeted genetically significant breeders (39 individuals with
C.niger. genetics and 1 surprise individual with C. abingdonii. genes from Pinta island) were translocated
to the Santa Cruz breeding facility, and an innovative process of translocating juvenile individuals from
reintroduction sites on Espafiola to the targeted Santa Fe Island via quarantine at the Santa Cruz facility.
The numbers of breeders have greatly exceeded all targets and contribute greatly to the Giant Tortoise
Restoration Initiative?. The investments and learning indicate that the Outcome to increase production in
captivity of giant tortoises for future reintroductions throughout the archipelago is significantly increased.
The translocation of C.hoodensis. individuals to Santa Fe Island met expectations and now cover an
estimated 2,413 ha. The monitoring system (transponders, procedures, and protocols) for the individuals
and for ecosystem parameters, in particular seed dispersal, is now in-force providing an important MOV
for the long-range ecosystem changes fomented by the project and partner efforts and important
experiences and knowledge to facilitate the successful reintroduction on Floreana Island following
eradication of invasive vertebrate species. The components actions were effective, resources were
managed efficiently, and relevant in terms of supporting GEF, national and sector policies. An overall
ranking of Highly Satisfactory (HS) is awarded.

The project has reduced environmental stress though the investments made in Biosecurity policy and
infrastructure that has reduced the Biosecurity Risk from 23% to 19% per the Galapagos Biosecurity
Agencies the combination of biosecurity with social license to support increased biosecurity e.g., future
eradication rats and feral cats from Floreana Island with the expansion of tortoise breeding capacity and
successful testing of tortoise re-introduction (on Santa Fe) and methods and protocols for species and
ecological monitoring provide the experiences and lessons learned firmly establish the pre-requisites for
the re-introduction of Giant tortoises to Floreana once eradication of Invasive Vertebrate Species occurs.

2 A collaborative 15-year project (2014-2028) implemented by the DPNG and Galapagos Conservancy, with support from
visiting scientists from around the world. https://www.galapagos.org/conservation/our-work/tortoise-restoration/
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The re-introductions of Giant Tortoises to Santa Fe will improve the environmental status on 2,413 ha.
and are increasing the numbers of a globally significant and endangered species and through the recovery
of 30 individuals with C.niger genetics and a surprise finding of one individual with C.abingdonii.
germplasm from the extirpated Pinta Island Tortoise. The Galapagos National Park Directorate and
partners are now equipped to monitor the environmental stress and status indicators.

Figure No. 1 provides an illustration of the progress towards the project objectives and expected
outcomes clearly demonstrates that the Project objective and main outcomes have been achieved. The
analysis presented demonstrates achievement in Outputs as well as by Indicators for the established
targets. The evaluation team gives an overall rating to project results of “Highly Satisfactory” (HS).

For a detailed description of the achievements, see Annex 6.2

Figure No. 1: Overall Rating of Efficiency in Delivery by Component

Execution from MTR to TE

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100% 120%

Implemented at MTR ~ ® Implemented at TE

Table 2: Rating for Effectiveness in Achievement of Outcomes

Parameter MTR TE
valuation Valuation

Outcome 1.1: The number of invasive alien species entering the

Galapagos archipelago is substantially reduced

Outcome 2.1:

Social acceptance for the protection and recovery of the of HS

Floreana Island ecosystems is established

Outcome 3.1 Giant tortoises (Chelonoidis hoodensis.) translocated

to Santa Fe Island

Outcome 3.2: Production in captivity of giant tortoises for future

reintroductions throughout the archipelago is significantly

increased

HS

HS
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Table 3: Evaluation Ratings Table

1. Monitoring & Evaluation (M&E) Rating
M&E design at entry HS
M&E Plan Implementation HS
Overall Quality of M&E HS

2. Implementing Agency (IA) Implementation & Executing Agency (EA) Execution
Quality of CI-GEF Implementation/Oversight HS
Quality of IC Execution HS

Overall quality of Implementation/Execution HS

3. Assessment of Outcomes Rating
Relevance HS
Effectiveness HS
Efficiency HS
Overall Project Outcome Rating HS
Financial sustainability L
Socio-political sustainability L
Institutional framework and governance sustainability L
Environmental sustainability L
Overall Likelihood of Sustainability L

L= Likely; ML= Moderately Likely; MU=Moderately Unlikely; U=Unlikely (U/A=Unable to Assess)

(HS) Highly Satisfactory; (S) Satisfactory; (MS) Moderately Satisfactory: (MU) Moderately Unsatisfactory; (U) Unsatisfactory; (HU) Highly Unsatisfactory

1.3 Summary of Conclusions

The Following are summary conclusions based on the results of the evaluation. Please consult Section 5
for a list of detailed conclusions, recommendations and lessons learned.

1. Project Design: The project justification is complete and comprehensive in policy, social,
environmental and the overall development context. The project documentation justifies the
need for the project and established the project as a clear next-step in a documented progression
laid out by the GOE and involved stakeholders and was gender inclusive. The TOC is sound and
provides a documented and validated internal logic upon which the architecture of the project is
built. The project design is sound. All outputs contribute to their corresponding outcomes and
are internally consistent. The outcomes are independent yet related. A failure in one does not
foment a failure in another, this exemplifies a “best practice” in strong project design

2. An overall rating of “HS,” or “Highly Satisfactory” was given because the management team
demonstrated their ability to keep moving forward despite 2 incredibly significant challenges:
Delays in procurement due to COVID and for adeptly working with stakeholders and moving

[e)]
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forward with Component 1 increase in ABG capacity for biosecurity and for producing a clear and
demonstrated social license for the eradication of invasive vertebrates for component 2. Finally,
component 3 was completely executed increasing the number of individuals from selective
breeding of Giant Tortoises, increasing breeding facilities and for finding new germplasm of of
C.niger. and the extinct C.abingdonii. All outputs for all Outcomes were effectively and
successfully realized creating the conditions for an eventual re-introduction of Giant Tortoises to
Floeana Island following eradication.

3. Component 1 Biosecurity: The project successfully addressed capacity barriers and realized the
Outcome of increased Biosecurity for the Galapagos Islands through investments in an updated
action plan and procedures, detection equipment, vehicles for animal control, hardware and
software for digital accounting, processing, declarations and payments, and in extensive training
in the use of new manuals and streamlined procedures. Impact is measured from ABG’s
Biosecurity Index was reduced from 23% to 19% in one-year, indicating an overall improvement
of biosecurity. To date 36% of the recommendations of the Action Plan were implemented.
Support will be required for expanding the successes of this project to other islands and other
stakeholders.

4. Component 2: The project successfully cultivated the social license of the Floreana island
population for the eventual eradication of Invasive Vertebrate Species. The outcome was product
of an extensive social interaction process that culminated in an operations plan and Risk
management plans to address each of the resident’s issues and concerns with eradication. A full
and independent ESIA was conducted to validate the impacts and mitigation measures within the
operations plan. The project invested in stabled production facilities for poultry, hogs and cows
(co-financed) to protect animals during the eradication process and to create a more
environmentally sound alternative to free range impacting the protected area. The stabled
production units were already producing benefits at TE and met with wide acceptance. Success
of the process was indicated by the formal endorsement by the Floreana Parish Council of the
Operations Plan to eradicate IVS. The enabling conditions have been successfully established. The
success of the effort was due to long-term relationships, trust building, and constant
accompaniment by Island Conservation, the Executing Agency (EA) and DNPG and others.

5. Component 3 successfully exceeded their targets for the breeding of C.hoodensis individuals in 2
breeding facilities that were improved by the project, increasing the capacity for selective
breeding of Giant Tortoises. The diversity of the breeding program was successful due to the
capture of 30 individuals on Wolf Volcano with germplasm of of C.niger. and one individual with
genetic remains of the extinct C.abingdonii. or Pinta Island Tortoise. In addition, individuals bred
in captivity at the Santa Cruz center were successfully translocated to Santa Fe Island launching a
monitoring program based on transponders, and protocols for biennial monitoring of tortoises
and ecosystem variables, such as seed dispersal. Sub adult individuals were also located from a
previous translocation to Espafola Island and translocated to Santa Fe following quarantine,
signaling a new and effective measure of ecosystem restoration. The project exceeded all targets
and has now in place the science and brood stock for an eventual re-population of Floreana Island
following eradication and the monitoring capability to confirm the Theory of Change.

6. The resources were efficiently deployed despite COVID-19, the inherent difficulties in Galapagos’
supply chain, etc. The project received notes support from the project management and steering
committees and direction from the National Project Manager in the mitigation of problems. The
combination of good communication from Conservation International and a good staff recruited
by Island Conservation, the executing agency, are factors for efficient deployment. All of the
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10.

11.

project’s budget was effectively deployed by the Terminal Evaluation

The project’s governance structure was appropriate for the project, actively engaged,
representative of the stakeholders and effective in supporting the Project Management Unit
(PMU) in the delivery of the project’s outcomes. The success is attributed to the long-term
relationships and spirit of collaboration between agencies and institutions.

With the Progress to Impacts in enhanced Biosecurity, A social license and investments in livestock
management in Floreana, and increased breeding and successful translocation of tortoises to
Santa Fe, the Environmental stressors in the form of livestock in the Galapagos national Park has
been reduced and tortoises are now spreading seeds and plant cuttings of native plants on the
2,413 ha. Santa Fe island have been reduced. With the increase in tortoises released in the wild,
the environmental status indicator of numbers of threatened species is increased. The project has
made Progress to Impact and will continue to do so as the ecological effects develop over time.

Environmental and social safeguards were guarded through management plans for Environmental
management, gender stakeholder engagement and a grievance mechanism. The implementing
Agency, Cl installed effective systems for the development and tracking of safeguards and the
effectiveness of each was confirmed with participants during the TE. Stakeholder engagement
was very highly regarded in both the design and implementation of the project. The EA assured
equal opportunity for all participants with gender integration being observed in all components,
in the management team of the EA, and in the PSC.

The sustainability of the project is “Likely” as a next phase of development is already underway.
In Biosecurity, work is needed to fully extend the Biosecurity measures to the full extent indicated
in the Action Plan (See recommendations). Financing is secure for continued maintenance of the
breeding centers and also for the next stage of eradication of IVS. The overall financial future
landscape is yet to be determined as addressed in the recommendations. The Galapagos
institutions have benefited from the development of local talent over many projects and that
human resource is present on the island to sustain the partner organizations going forward. Unlike
the rest of Latin America, Galapagos is resilient to political changes. The current success of this
project is based on the sustainable development pathway in Galapagos.

The Galapagos Biosecurity project is Highly Successful from all perspectives. it is a model of project
design and good management at all levels.

Table 4: Summary of Recommendations:

Rec #
A.

Recommendation Entity Responsible

Implementation and Adaptive Management

Al

Formally recognize the Project Steering Committee
and agencies for an effective governance and
selfless effort to facilitate a capstone project
especially during times of COVID. Likewise, the
evaluators urge GEF to formally highlight the good
work and coordination and management of the IA
and EA. Conservation International, Island
Conservation, the DPNG, ABG and Galapagos
Conservation and all other PSC members and project
partners should be recognized for a well-designed

GEF, MRNA, , PMU, PSC
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and well managed and governed project and a
model to be highlighted

B. COMPONENT/OUTCOME 1: Furthering development of a state-of-the-art biosecurity system

The  Action Plan recommendations  are
approximately 36% implemented and will require
future investment to complete the system at all
island ports and reach all nodes in the logistical
chain. Agents and clients have been informed about
the procedures. Work is needed to reach
stevedores, truckers, agents, etc. For now, the SIIC
is fully operational at the most heavily travelled
ports at the most basic levels that will require
additional procedures. Locally, there are many stop-
off points for fishermen that are informal and
unattended. ABG needs to complete 64% of it
Action Plan’s recommendations but will require
funding. These recommendations include improved
biosecurity measures at small ports and at a broader
scope of the logistics chain.

B.1 ABG; MRNA

COMPONENT/OUTCOME 2: Solidifying the social infrastructure for the protection and recovery of Floreana
C. Island ecosystems

Future programs of this nature should utilize
executing partners with a long and trusted dialogue
with the communities. The strength of the
C.1 relationships and long-term accompaniment of the | GEF, MRNA GEF FP,
executing agencies with the public has garnered
trust and greatly facilitates the social license for a
future eradication of invasive species.

With the new initiatives in place, it is important to
maintain the level of contact and assurance with the
community. The water safety issue must be
monitored constantly. Consider a participatory
C.2. community water monitoring program to enable | DPNG, MRNA, Floreana Parish Council
residents access to participate in making
observations about water quality on Floreana.
Maintain high levels of stakeholder engagement
during the transition period

COMPONENT/OUTCOME 3: Advancing the recovery of island ecosystems following invasive species
eradication through the re-establishment of keystone species (i.e. giant tortoises).

With all portions of the program implemented, the
DNPG and Partners should focus on validating the
long-term financing needs of a 50-year scientific
effort to for the biennial monitoring program which
should validate the Theory of Change in light of
climate change effects through the continued
monitoring of ecosystem-level changes and the best
impact indicator for ecosystem status.

D.1 DNPG, Galapagos Conservancy,

The short term analysis of the feeding and plant
response habits of the tortoises reintroduced can
indicate the validity of the TOC through both the ex
situ and in situ methods employed.

D.2. DNPG, Galapagos Conservancy
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D.3.

The impact information on the restoration of the
vegetative component of the Santa Fe Island will
inform the impacts on other important species, such
as birds and iguanas, which are now the targets of
additional investments by GEF and other partners.

DNPG, Galapagos Conservancy, GEF, GEF STAP,

KNOWLEDGE MANAGEMENT

E.1

To fully comprehend the importance of this project,
additional effort is necessary to further promote the
process and results within Ecuador on a popular and
scientific level. This is an opportunity for the
Ministry of Environment and Water. Project
partners are also urged to use the opportunity to
reach and educate the public towards Galapagos’
conservation effort. There are many interesting
stories associated with this project such as
biosecurity, how residents live with wildlife on
Floreana, on many aspects of ecology and tortoise
establishment, monitoring technology, etc. This can
also aid in targeted fundraising in support of
financial sustainability.

MRNA, DNPG, , Execution Partners

Beyond the scientific literature, the processes and
results of the project should be disseminated by GEF
for the contribution of the project (and decades of
baseline work) to global biodiversity and as a model
of project design and management as a best
practice.

GEF, MNRA

FINANCIAL SUSTAINABILITY

F1.

Beyond the reach of this Project, consider collecting
all possible cost assessments for the recurring costs
of infrastructure maintenance and long-term
monitoring as well as the maintenance of ABGs
infrastructure to enable the evaluation of financial
needs vs. the current estimate of yield of funds
through FIAS. This type of analysis would indicate
which activities can be funded through existing
mechanisms, and/or if the existing mechanisms
require additional capitalization to accommodate
the new situation, and, if the breeding of
endangered species would require an additional
mechanism through FIAS, a private endowment, or
other construct

MRNA, DNPG,

F2.

Building the capacity of Floreana farmers to operate
more productively and sustainably over the near-
and long-term will enhance sustainability as the
returns on their installations and revenue from
tourism reward them and lead them to a high level
of stewardship. Executing partners should track
progress on this front to avoid return to the
Business-As-Usual scenario

. PSC, IC, DNPG
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2. INTRODUCTION: PURPOSE, SCOPE, AND METHODOLOGY

2.1. Purpose of the Terminal Evaluation and Objectives

The evaluation is an independent technical and financial Terminal Evaluation (TE) of the GEF Safeguarding
Biodiversity in the Galapagos Islands by Enhancing Biosecurity and Creating the Enabling Environment for
the Restoration of Galapagos Island Ecosystems (GEF ID 9282) which began on April 29, 2019 and will be
completed on 30 April 2022. In adherence to GEF requirements3. Conservation International (CI-GEF), the
GEF Implementing Agency (lA), contracted Asesoramiento Ambiental Estratégico -AAE- an independent
consulting firm to execute the TE.

The Terminal Evaluation (TE) assess project performance in terms of relevance, effectiveness, and
efficiency, and determines the degree of achievement and/or likelihood of outcomes and impacts (actual
and potential) stemming from the Project, including their sustainability.

The TE is used by GEF Agencies and project partners to provide a comprehensive and systematic account
of the performance of a completed project by assessing its design, implementation, and achievement of
objectives and the likelihood of realization of long-term impacts. The evaluation is expected to: promote
accountability and transparency; and facilitate synthesis of lessons. The feedback provided allows the GEF
Independent Evaluation Office (IEO) to identify recurring issues across the GEF portfolio; and contribute to
GEF IEO databases for aggregation and analysis. The objective of the evaluation is to determine whether
the project achieved its objective of effectively safeguarding biodiversity in the Galapagos Islands by
enhancing biosecurity and creating the enabling environment for the restoration of Galapagos Island
ecosystems through the achievement of the project outcomes and the likelihood of realizing the long-
term impacts.

The product is a Terminal Evaluation Report that assesses the achievement of project results against
expectations and draws lessons aimed to improve the sustainability of project benefits and aid in the
overall enhancement of CI-GEF programming by informing future project design and implementation. The
TE Report promotes accountability and transparency and assesses the extent of project accomplishments,
including through adaptation to the outbreak of the COVID-19 pandemic. The TE is guided by the OECD
DAC* criteria: relevance, efficiency, effectiveness, and the anticipated sustainability of the CI-GEF project,
based upon the results obtained. The mentioned criteria complement the established by CI-GEF Agency
evaluation criteria and guidance®.

The evaluation covered three years of the project, from the start on 15 February 2019 and its termination
date extended to 30 April 2022.

3 Global Environment Facility. June 2019. Policy on Monitoring, GEF/C.56/03/Rev.01 URL:
https://www.thegef.org/sites/default/files/council-meeting-

documents/EN_GEF.C.56.03.Rev_.01 Policy on Monitoring.pdf ; accessed 02 February 2021

4 http://www.oecd.org/dac/evaluation/daccriteriaforevaluatingdevelopmentassistance.htm

5 As specified in Annex 1 and Annex 2 of the Terms of Reference; and incorporating any new or modified guidance
by GEF and/or ClI. All published GEF guidance and policies apply.
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The TE assessed project performance against indicators set out in the project’s Results Framework. The
following TE report covers the following criteria and key evaluation questions:

e Relevance: How has the project related to the main objectives of the GEF and to the national
environment and development policies where the project is executed?

e Effectiveness: To what extent have the expected outcomes and objectives been achieved?

e Efficiency: Was the project implemented efficiently in-line with international and national norms
and standards?

e Sustainability: To what extent is there financial, institutional, socio-political and/or environmental
risks to sustaining long-term project results?

e Safeguards: Did the project provide for active stakeholder engagement? Did the project foment
gender equality and women’s empowerment?

e Impact: Are there indications that the project has contributed to or enabled progress towards
reduced environmental stress and/or improved ecological status?

2.2. Methodology

The TE Methodology is summarized by the following steps:

TE Coordination/ Kick-off meeting: A joint discussion process defined with CI-GEF the scope and
methodological framework of the evaluation and coordination of the data collection phase. AAE held a
kick-off meeting with the Implementing Agency’s (CI-GEF) Evaluation Coordinator and contract specialist
on December 15, 2021 and with the Executing Agency’s Project Coordinators on January 13, 2022 to (i)
establish a collaborative relationship between actors; (ii) confirm the objectives and scope of the
evaluation and evaluation questions; (iii) introduce team members, roles, and responsibilities; (iv) review
of overall approach and evaluation phases; (v) coordinate information for the desk survey; and (vi) identify
possible members of the reference group and steps to establish and engage the stakeholder groups in the
evaluation process. During the meeting, the deliverables and timeframe were agreed.

“Evaluability” is the extent to which a program can be reliably evaluated, i.e., maintaining consistency
between data, information, and evaluation judgements so that these judgements can be relied upon.
Evaluability refers to the quality of the results framework and/or effects map (coherence and alignment
between effect, outcome, output, indicator) and the monitoring system in place, to enable an effective
evaluation. Based on the information provided, the project was deemed “evaluable” with sufficient
conditions to support the evaluation process.

Desk Review: CI-GEF and IC provided AAE the relevant available documents and data from the project for
a desktop survey and gap analysis including organizational documents, charts, and management
structures, GEF Project documents and tracking tools, toolkits and guidance, etc. The list of documents
received and reviewed is presented in Annex 6.4. A SharePoint was established between the IA, EA and
consultants during December 2021.

Stakeholder Mapping: The stakeholder groups were oriented around each of three components and the
Project Management Unit. In addition to this, the IA and EA also have organizational interests and benefits
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as well as Galapagos Conservancy and the Galapagos National Park, both sub-executing partners. A final
group consisted of national government representatives. The definition of stakeholder groups enabled
the definition of focus group meetings (FGMs) and Key Informant Interviews (KlIs).

Data Collection Methods: The following table lists the data collection methods used and indicates the

pertinent stakeholder groups.

Table 5: TE data collection methods:

Desk
Review

The desk review of the key quarterly and annual workplans and reports informed the
effectiveness in terms of completion of the outputs and the achievement of outcomes.
Completion of the actions were compared with the progress towards results as reported in
the reports with reference to the indicators in the approved Results Framework. AAE
analyzed the project’s Context, Theory of Change, Strategy and key assumptions, to validate
the project’s internal logic as well as the project Results Framework with indicators,
baselines and targets, the established monitoring benchmarks. AAE used the financials of
the project to analyze the quarterly trends in project execution as a proxy for efficiency. To
gauge risks, a literature review of online information tested for any current events or recent
developments that affect the project as risks or in terms of sustainability. The CI
Environmental Management Framework was triangulated with field trip reports and
information from the Project Implementation Report to gauge management and oversight
of safeguards. The results of the desk survey were triangulated through structured
questions through survey, Klls and FGMs.

Online
Survey

An invitation to respond to an online survey with structured questions common to all groups
was sent to project stakeholders and beneficiaries. The purpose of the survey was to save
time and reduce the number of questions directed to Key Informants (Kls) or in Focus Group
Meetings (FGM). Targeted questions of the online survey are included in Annex 6.5. The
survey was created in https://freeonlinesurveys.com/ and the invitation to participate was

sent via email and WhatsApp to 28 stakeholders (See Annex List of Participants in Annex
6.6). Results from the Survey are included in Annex 6.9

Focus
Group
Meetings

Focus groups were used to promote active participation of all participants, group
discussions and the generation of more detailed qualitative information related to the
achievement of outcomes in components 1,2,3 and in project management. Component 1
united key actors at different levels in ABG. Component 2 counted with the participation of
residents of Floreana and Component 3 included representatives of the Galapagos National
Park Directorate and Galapagos Conservancy. IC representatives assigned to each
component were interviewed separately. A fourth focus group involved the EA Project
Management Unit. Focus groups were conducted to reduce the number of virtual calls and
for efficiency of participants. These were organized online via zoom. The agenda of the
focus group meetings is included in Annex 6.7. Targeted Questions by Focus Group are
included in Annex 6.8

Key
Informant
Interviews

“Key” refers to the quality of their participation as defined by an appropriate stake in
relation to a given output or a specific contributing activity and, in some cases, they are
considered as “representative” of a stakeholder group and should be interviewed
individually and outside of any focus group or VIP’s that warrant an individual interview. A
comprehensive list of all stakeholders consulted during the process is included in Annex 6.7.
The Klls helped triangulate information from the desk survey and from FGMs.
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Triangulation of Information from Data Sources: Quantitative and qualitative information from different
data collection tools was processed according to different levels of analysis and by stakeholder
characteristics for cross-checking and data triangulation using the key evaluation questions as
parameters. AAE completed a final evidence-based process through data analysis that compared primary
data against the secondary data obtained through the desk review to ensure reliability of information.
Triangulation included follow-on interviews, consultation of third-party sources of information, and
additional information requested of the project team. This process enabled the evaluators to extrapolate
arguments and assessments and appreciate lessons learned from different perspectives. The evaluators
were particularly interested in the qualitative lessons learned in relation to the different components,
gender, safeguards, project management, etc.

Feedback and Reporting: A TE Draft Report was submitted to the CI-GEF Agency coordinator for review
and feedback. The report includes the lessons learned, best practices and related recommendations based
on the negotiated TOR for the TE. The draft report triggered a feedback loop. The Final TE Report
incorporated all comments and viewpoints of project partners.

2.3 Ethics

The evaluation was conducted in accordance with the norms, standards, ethical, and conduct guidelines
as defined in the GEF guidance and CI-GEF Policy stating that evaluations must abide by professional and
ethical guidelines and codes with respect to research on human subjects as described in Conservation
International’s human research ethics policy® and be mindful of differences in culture, language, customs,
religious beliefs, and practices of all stakeholders. The evaluation made judgements on their
definition/design, implementation and achievements based on accountability and learning.

2.4 Limitation of Methodology

Due to COVID-related safeguards, it was proposed that there will be no field mission to the Galapagos
Islands. Instead, the methodology proposed above was implemented with the following limitations:

1. Arelatively short contract period to implement the evaluation was made shorter by Christmas
holidays, which delayed the evaluation interviews until the second week in January leaving a very
short evaluation period.

2. Virtual interviews take longer to coordinate and present difficulties. Although connected to the
internet, communication with the residents of Floreana and with DNPG was significantly
interrupted and of poor quality due to limited bandwidth.

Despite the challenges, the evaluation was completed to the evaluator’s satisfaction.

6 https://www.conservation.org/docs/default-source/gef-documents/ci-gef-evaluation-policy.pdf?sfvrsn=722e3751 0 — last visited Jan.
29,2022
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3. PROJECT CONTEXT AND DESCRIPTION

3.1 The Development Context

The Development context is divided into the environmental and socio-economic aspects framing the
project as discussed respectively in the following sections:

3.1.1. The Environmental Context

The approved project documents’ presents the environmental context, summarized? as follows:

The Galapagos Islands are a volcanic archipelago comprised of 13 large and 100 small islands
and islets covering 7,880 km? of land. Their geographic location situated 1,000 km off the Pacific
coast of Ecuador at the confluence of three eastern Pacific currents supports a large diversity
of marine life. The equatorial climate and varied and rugged landforms have contributed to the
evolution of a rich array of terrestrial flora and fauna found nowhere else.

Over 1,300 species unique to the archipelago® where terrestrial and marine life are inseparably
linked are documented. Emblematic Terrestrial taxa include eleven species of giant tortoise,
e.g., the Galapagos tortoise (Chelonoidis nigra) from Floreana Island; three species of land
iguanas, e.g., the Galapagos land iguana (Conolophus subcristatus.); the Galapagos penguin
(Spheniscus mendiculus.); flightless cormorants (Phalacrocorax harrisi); Darwin’s finches
(Geospizinae) and the Galapagos mockingbirds (Mimus spp.) made famous in Darwin’s
publications, along with unique plants e.g. giant daisy trees (Scalesia spp.). Of the 2,909 marine
species identified, 18% are endemic. High-profile marine species include whale sharks
(Rhincodon typus.); rays e.g., (Manta birostris.); and cetaceans e.g., killer whales (Orcinus
orca.). The interactions between the terrestrial and marine biotas are exceptional. Much of the
island wildlife e.g., marine iguanas (Amblyrhynchus cristatus.) and Galapagos sea lions
(Zalophus wollebaeki.) is directly dependent on marine resources, while terrestrial ecosystems
receive vital nutrients from marine inputs such as guano from seabirds.

All marine and coastal environs (13,300,000 ha) and nearly 97% of the land area (761,844
ha) in the Galapagos archipelago are protected. The Government of Ecuador (GoE) created
the Galapagos National Park (GNP) in 1959 and the Galapagos Marine Reserve in 1996.
Specific sites have additional “protected area” status, such as for example, there are ten
distinct Important Bird Areas (IBA’s) and several Alliance for Zero Extinction (AZA) sites.

The Galapagos Islands became the first World Heritage Site in 1978 and were designated
as a United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization (UNESCO) Man and
Biosphere Reserve (MABR) in 1984. However, UNESCO listed the Galapagos Islands as a
World Heritage Site in Danger in 2007 largely due to threats posed by invasive alien

7 Conservation International, October 18, 2018; GEF 6 Request for Project Endorsement/Approval, for Safeguarding Biodiversity
in the Galapagos Islands by Enhancing Biosecurity and Creating the Enabling Environment for the Restoration of Galapagos
Island Ecosystems, Project ID 9282.

8 as paraphrased and edited by the evaluators.

4Human settlements are currently restricted to c.3% of the land area of the Galapagos archipelago in specifically zoned rural
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species. The IUCN Red List categorizes 80 of the Galapagos native species as “Critically
Endangered” and 164 listed as “threatened” with extinction.

The islands’ and associated marine ecosystems are adversely impacted by four inter-
related threats: invasive alien species, climate change, population growth, and expanding
tourism®with the greatest threat to biodiversity in the Galapagos Islands is biological
invasion!!., Hundreds of invasive alien species are established within the Galapagos
archipelago with ecosystem-wide ramifications. Some arrived with seafarers over 100
years ago and others were deliberately and inadvertently introduced in the last decade. So
far, 1,476 alien terrestrial and marine species have become established, averaging 27
species per year over 40 years!?, mainly introduced by humans with almost half being
intentional introductions of mostly plants.

Surveys of invasive alien species in the Galapagos Islands indicate that at least:

¢ Nineteen species of non-native vertebrates are established (9 species of mammals,
4 species of birds, 3 species of reptiles, 1 species of fish, and 1 species of
amphibian)3;

e Five hundred and forty-three (543) terrestrial invertebrate species have been
introduced, of which 55 are considered harmful or potentially harmful to native
biodiversity!4;

e Six hundred and forty (640) plant species have been introduced, most with
unknown potential impacts'®; and

e Seven (7) marine invasive alien species are now reported present (more are being
identified as part of baseline studies).®

Most unintentional introductions originate from: (a) arrival on plants and plant-associated
material; (b) transport vehicles; and (c) on commodities (e.g., fruit and vegetables). The
number of alien species identified was positively and closely correlated with both the total
number of residents and the number of tourists'’.

The four human-inhabited islands (Santa Cruz, San Cristobal, Isabela, and Floreana) are
also subject to habitat destruction for township development and agricultural expansion?8,
A fifth island (Baltra) that hosts one of three airports on the archipelago, tourism and
military infrastructure may become the focus of further industrial development. These

10 The World Bank estimates that tourism contributed $1,449,000,000 to the country’s economy in 2016, the majority of which
was generated in the Galapagos Islands; https://data.worldbank.org/indicator/ST.INT.RCPT.CD

11 Watkins and Cruz 2007; Helmsley Charitable Trust’s Galapagos Strategic Plan 2012;
https://www.worldwildlife.org/ecoregions/nt1307

12 Toral-Granda et al. 2017

13 Phillips et al. 2012

14 ABG ‘Consolidating the system of preventing, controlling and eradicating invasive species in the Galapagos Islands’ approved
by National Planning Authority (2013)

15 Tye 2007
16 Keith et al. 2016

17 |bid.

18 Human settlements are currently restricted to c.3% of the land area of the Galapagos archipelago in specifically zoned rural
and urban areas.
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zones are outside of the administrative boundary of the Galapagos National Park
Directorate (DPNG)®.

3.1.2. The Socio-economic Context

The project marks the first time that eradication of invasive vertebrate species is attempted on a
populated island. The socio-economic context is therefore an integral part of the project process.
The approved project documents frame the socio-economic context as follows:

Approximately 26,000 residents live on the Galapagos islands?’. The population is young,
with over 70% under age 44 for the province. About one-third of the population is made
up of students. The residents are town dwellers, concentrated around the ports in each
inhabited island. Fifty-two percent of the population is male and 48% is female 2.

The main economic activities in the Galapagos Islands are tourism, public service,
commerce, fishing, and agriculture?2. Tourism has increased rapidly from 40,000 visitors in
1990 to 241,800 in 20172 contributing $1,449 M U.S. (7.4% of total exports) to Ecuador’s
economy in 2016—the majority generated in the Galapagos Islands?*.

Wages are set by law to be 80% higher than on mainland Ecuador. However, the Galapagos
Consumer Price Index is also 80% higher than on the mainland. Given the high cost of living,
on average, 1.5 household members must be employed to cover the family’s basic
expenses. Economic activities are diverse, and many people have two or even three jobs
at once, while working more than 40 hours a week?®.

In the Galapagos Province’s Floreana parish, the site of multiple project activities, is home
to approximately 148 inhabitants (73% under 44 years of age; 54% Male, 46% Female)
reside in the town Puerto Velasco Ibarra. In fact, only one household was found to be living
in the highlands. Eighty-five percent of households are headed by men?¢. There is one
school, with four teachers who cater to all grade levels. Education levels average eight-
years with most youth staying in school at least through high school. Families must invest
heavily to educate their children on other islands or on the mainland.

Floreana’s productive zone is located seven km from the population center to a spring that
supplies water to support all activities. Access to water resources is the limiting factor for
the inhabitants of Floreana, one which has helped people organize and maintain social
cohesion. Untreated fresh water is distributed to 100% of households; however, the water
is not potable and rationed depending on island weather conditions?’.

19 DPNG (Direccion de Parque Nacional Galdpagos). Exclusive areas include areas used by public entities e.g. airport, military
base, refueling station and alternative energy facilities.

20 INEC 2015 Census Data

21 Kayamanta Consultores, 2017, Social, economic, productive baseline of Floreana.

22 Keith et al. 2016

23 http://www.observatoriogalapagos.gob.ec/arribos-anuales

24 https://data.worldbank.org/indicator/ST.INT.RCPT.CD

25 Kayamanta Consultores, 2017, Social,Economic, Productive Baseline of Floreana.

26 jbid.

27 ibid.
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3.1.3. Global Environmental Problems and Root Causes

Invasive alien species are one of the most significant drivers of environmental degradation and species
extinction worldwide and are generally considered the primary cause of biodiversity loss in island
ecosystems?®. Globalization of trade, travel, and transport are the pathways by which invasive alien
species are introduced into new ecosystems where they can cause harm and further spread themselves.
These pathways facilitate the increasing number and type of invasive alien species being moved around
the world, as well as the rate at which they are moving. Interacting factors that make the Galapagos
Islands vulnerable to the introduction, spread, and impacts of invasive alien species include:

e Geographic isolation necessitates inter-continental trade and transport;
e Growth of the resident populations on inhabited islands increases imports;
e Rapid economic development, e.g. tourism, increases consumption; and

e Extreme weather events (associated with climate change) cause habitat disturbance and
stress.

Changes in climate and land use exacerbate the problem rendering some habitats, even the best
protected and remote natural areas increasingly susceptible to biological invasion?°.

The historic biological isolation of the Galapagos archipelago has been significantly reduced by the
growing number of vessels bringing cargo and people to the islands. The combination of an expanding
resident population, a growing tourism industry with inadequate levels of biosecurity increases the
vulnerability to biological invasion. Figure 2 illustrates the 11 air and seaport ‘doorways’ between the
islands and the mainland.

Figure 1: Air and sea pathways between the Galapagos, the mainland and the islands

28 Sax and Gaines 2008; Reaser et al. 2007; Bellard et al. 2016
29 McNeely et al. 2001; Simberloff and Rejmanek 2011
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Source: Wildaid 2013 (Quarantine chain).

The ABG, responsible for preventing the entry and spread of invasive species, is limited by staff size and
capacity to adequately inspect the many entry points for vessels and air traffic to enter the Galapagos
archipelago. Without advanced technologies at all ports to facilitate the efficient, effective, and timely
screening of cargo, and failure of the public and tourists to understand the importance of biosecurity and
thus comply with rules and regulations.

Invasive rodents and feral cats have had particularly pervasive impacts on endemic birds, small mammals,
and small reptiles. When invasive rodents feed on giant tortoise eggs and hatchlings they reduce the
number of tortoises available to consume and spread native seeds, hence limiting the “planting” the next
generation of native vegetation. A chain of negative impacts occurs as canopy cover declines, so do the
populations of understory plants that require shading from the harsh tropical sun. The loss of understory
vegetation makes landscapes more vulnerable to soil erosion and contributes to declines in soil fertility
through mineral leaching. This impairs soil fertility and undermines the capacity of landscapes to be
resilient to further perturbations (e.g., extreme weather events, climate change).

The persistence of invasive species like rodents and feral cats can block opportunities to rehabilitate
ecosystems. In Floreana, for example, the establishment of a self-sustaining population of tortoises and
other extirpated species cannot move forward until these predators are eradicated, a necessary enabling
condition for species re-introduction and ecological rehabilitation.

3.1.4. Baseline Actions

The project document presents baseline investments in support to each component, including:

e DPNG annual investment of $6,420,000/year for invasive alien control and monitoring;
identification of invasive alien species in the Marine Reserve, and restoration activities and the
Enhancing Electronic Monitoring Capacity of Vessels in the Galapagos Marine Reserve initiative
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$970,000%° for intelligent marine vessel tracking and interdiction that reduces the need the cost
of oceanic patrol. Detection of illegal landings that have not passed through or are attempting to
evade biosecurity filters.

e ABG’sannual investment of $5,000,000/ year to prevent transport of invasive alien species to and
within the Galapagos archipelago.

e Galapagos Marine Invasive Species: Prevention, Detection and Management by University of
Southampton and Charles Darwin Foundation $500,000 GoE (ABG, DPNG, Ecuadorian Navy,
Oceanography Institute), Galapagos Conservancy, UK Department for Environment, Food & Rural
Affairs’ (DEFRA) Darwin Initiative for invasive marine species, risk assessment tools and rapid
response protocols for invasive marine species control/eradication, conducted community
outreach, established an invasive marine species detection program, and built capacity.

e Anestimated $5,900,000 U.S. in baseline actions to support Outcome 2 in the development of the
social license for eradication of rats and feral cats including:

e Fund for Control of Invasive Species in the Galapagos (FEIG) $600,000/year GoE, UNDP (GEF), Kfw,
Galapagos Conservancy, and Cl to implement invasive alien species projects in the archipelago.

e Island Conservation’s investment of $600,000 U.S. /year in technical assistance in operational
planning for eradication of vertebrate species.

e Ministry of Agriculture’s Bio-agriculture project for Galapagos (2014) and MAG’s annual
$600,000/year operations to implement the Galapagos Bio-agriculture Plan to augment local
agricultural production and promote consumption of fresh local produce and reduce
importations.

Baseline activities that support Component 3’s re-introduction of Giant Tortoises to Floreana island are
described in the project document’s Appendix V: Safeguard Screening Form and Analysis. These include:

e In 1965, the Charles Darwin Research Station (CDRS) established the Tortoise Rearing Center on
Santa Cruz Island to prevent the extinction of the Pinzdn Island tortoises, later expanded to other
threatened populations. A second Center was established in 1990 at Puerto Villamil, Isabela, for
southern Isabela Island species (C. vicina and C. guntheri). The program, now managed by GNPS,
had expanded substantially in the past decade with, until recently, three tortoise centers (Santa
Cruz, San Cristébal and Isabela), as well as a corral of captive adult tortoises on Floreana

e The Giant Tortoise Restoration Initiative (GTRI) was launched in 2014, a collaborative effort led
by Galapagos Conservancy (GC) and the DPNG to restore tortoise populations to their historical
distribution and numbers across Galapagos through research, conservation, breeding,
repopulation where extinctions occurred, and management of tortoise-human interactions and
conflicts. This ambitious initiative builds on a half century of tortoise research and conservation
carried out by the Charles Darwin Research Station, the DPNG, and numerous visiting scientists
and volunteers, with extensive support from the Galapagos Conservancy.

e The process of reintroduction has been tested with the restoration of the Espafola tortoise
species on its home island of Espafiola Island over the last 50 years is perhaps one of the most
successful species recovery programs ever undertaken. The outcomes provide a guide to what
can be expected to happen on Santa Fe and eventually on Floreana. About half of tortoises

30in 2010-12 by Sea Shepherd, and $100,000/ year for operating expenses; Wide Fund for Nature, Sea Shepherd,
WildAid, Conservation International
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released on Espanola Island since 1975 were still alive in 2007 and reproducing in situ and
considerably so. Population viability analyses built around vital estimates derived from 40 years
of mark-recapture population monitoring indicate future extinction risk is low with or without
continued repatriation.

e There is a significant monitoring infrastructure consisting of 20 experimental plots for measuring
vegetation change (10 with fences to exclude tortoises and/or iguanas), a series of 25
permanently marked plots for measuring change in population structure, growth and survival of
the cactus population along a gradient of tortoise density, a large cactus “macroplot” with almost
600 individuals permanently tagged and measured to enable monitoring cactus population
dynamics, and an island-wide series of permanently marked transects (~60 km in length, total)
and plots for measuring iguana and cactus populations.

3.1.5. Barriers to Addressing Global Environmental Problems and Root Causes

The approved project document indicates that, “many of the barriers...typical of efforts to prevent,
control, and eradicate invasive alien species e.g., lack of political support; insufficient collaboration and
public participation; ineffective policy, legislation, or other frameworks were overcome in the Galapagos
archipelago. The remaining barriers to the prevention, eradication, and control of invasive alien species
are largely technical and financial in nature”.

Many barriers are challenging to overcome due to a) Ecuador’s socio-economic status as a developing
country, b) wide dispersion of the islands, c) the islands’ rugged terrain which hinders accessibility, d) the
logistical difficulties inherent in securing island borders, e) the rapid increase in trade and tourism upon
which the region depends, and f) the urgency and large-scale of action required to secure species that are
on the brink of extinction.”

The barriers at the time of project formulation include the following:

Limited technical capacity. The capacity to design and implement effective prevention, eradication, or
control programs remains a barrier for the DPNG and ABG due to limited education and training
opportunities for Ecuadorians. The DPNG and ABG must increase collaborations with international
partners to address this barrier.

Lack of equipment and personnel. Important entry points lack adequate inspection due to insufficient
equipment and personnel to adequately inspect the vast amount of cargo and equipment in transit in a
timely manner. This barrier remains due to a lack of financial capacity to afford equipment and employ
personnel, the lack of qualified personnel in Ecuador in biosecurity and limited technologies for screening
cargo.

Lack of awareness. The public/tourists do not understand the importance of biosecurity and thus do not
adequately comply with rules and regulations3®.

Lack of definitive social license and infrastructure. There is no definitive social license (stakeholder
acceptance) or infrastructure for eradication actions. This includes both a definitive sense of community
acceptance of a final eradication plan and a lack of infrastructure to enable both the eradication process
as well as the subsequent process of species reintroduction. Both are necessary to enable the government
to move forward with eradicating invasive rodents and feral cats on Floreana Island and potentially on
other inhabited islands.

Insufficient taxonomic capacity. A shortage of skilled qualified taxonomists makes it difficult to identify
invasive alien species once intercepted. This represents a barrier to preventing, controlling, and
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eradicating invasive alien species—one that is particularly challenging for the ABG due to the limited
access to computing equipment and internet access at the ports of entry.

Financial limitations, specifically the high cost of effective biosecurity programs, eradication programs,
and control programs are also important barriers to preventing, controlling, and eradicating invasive alien
species.

3.2 Project Strategy

3.2.1 Theory of Change

The Theory-of-Change (TOC) presented at project formulation focuses on invasive alien species as the
primary threat to biodiversity and the long-term threat to sustainable livelihoods in the Galapagos
archipelago that rely on the natural environment for sustenance. It builds on the substantial baseline
mentioned. The pathways illustrated include:

e Prevention: keeping invasive alien species out;

e Control: limiting the spread and impact of already established invasive alien species in cases
where eradication is either physically or financially unfeasible;

e Eradication: eliminating already established invasive alien species, based on well-defined
social license where populated areas are implicated;

e Reintroduction and recovery: recovery of species and ecosystems becomes possible once
key invasive species have been significantly reduced (control) or eliminated (eradication).

3.2.2. Project Approach

The objective of the project is “to safeguard biodiversity in the Galapagos Islands by enhancing biosecurity
and creating the enabling environment for the restoration of Galapagos Island ecosystems.” The system
boundary of the project is focused on the biosecurity aspects of the problem at the system level and on
creating the enabling conditions for the eventual eradication of invasive vertebrates on Floreana island.
The project aims to safeguard biodiversity through both preventive and restorative strategies:

(a) increase the effectiveness of biosecurity controls at the system-level across so that new or
additional invasive species do not enter the Galapagos or translocate within them.

(b) establish the enabling social license for the subsequent eradication of existing invasive vertebrate
species on Floreana Island in a future stage of development.

(c) enhancing the enabling technical prerequisites for re-establishing the ecologic role of the
Galapagos Giant Tortoise in the restoration of habitats through the selection and dispersion of native
species across the landscape.

In-line with that strategy, the Galapagos Biosecurity project contributes to the objective through actions
in 3 project Components with (4) related Outcome as illustrated in the following table:
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Table 3: Project Components and Outcomes

Component

Expected Outcome

(1) Furthering development of a state-of-the-art
biosecurity system

(1.1) A substantial reduction in the number of invasive
alien species entering the Galapagos archipelago.

(2) Solidifying the social infrastructure for the
protection and recovery of Floreana Island ecosystems

(2.1) The social license is established for the
protection and recovery of Floreana Island
ecosystems.

(3) Advancing the recovery of island ecosystems
following invasive species eradication through the re-
establishment of keystone species (i.e. giant tortoises)

(3.1) Ecosystem processes, particularly seed dispersal,
re-initiated across Santa Fe Island (2,413 ha) as the
result of the translocation of giant tortoises.

(3.2) Production in captivity of giant tortoises for
future reintroductions throughout the archipelago is
significantly increased.

3.2.3. Project Results Framework

The Project Results Framework was developed using SMART characteristics. The indicators and targets
are the basis for the evaluation of project effectiveness. The full Results Framework is included in Annex

3.2.4. Project Geography

The project’s sites for intervention were selected based-on scientific criteria and stakeholder consultation
during the Project Preparation Grant (PPG) phase. See Project Map, figure 2.

The Component One focuses on biosecurity measures across the archipelago and also includes measures
on the mainland port of Puertogal in Guayaquil that provide service to Galapagos.

Floreana Island is the site of Component 2 activities because of the following attributes:
e Floreana has a higher rate of endemism than the younger islands to the west.

e The endemic species on Floreana Island are among the most heavily threatened in the world with
a higher concentration of International Union for Conservation of Nature (IUCN) Critically
Endangered species than any other major Galapagos island3!.

e With the smallest human population and well-studied biodiversity, Floreana offered the best
opportunity for the DPNG et. al. to establish effective protocols for the eradication of invasive
rodents and feral cats from inhabitedislands.

Figure 2: Location of Project Activities

31 The 2015 IUCN Red List included 61 plant and animal species on Floreana Island considered threatened (i.e.
Vulnerable, Endangered or Critically Endangered) one in every 17.2 km?2.
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Source: Lessons Learned Report, Island Conservation @kaden.design

Santa Fe Island (2,413 ha) was selected as the site of Component 3 activities for translocation of Giant
Tortoises due to the following:

e Santa Fe is one of the oldest islands in the archipelago, is uninhabited and is home to a suite of
island endemics.

e Itislocated within the jurisdiction of Galapagos National Park.
e It has multiple visitor sites and its popular among tourists.

e Giant tortoises (Chelonoidis spp.) function as keystone species within Galapagos ecosystems.
Thus, the recovery of giant tortoises and their associated ecosystem processes, e.g. seed
dispersal, are of particular importance to the restoration of Galapagos Island ecosystems,
especially those on arid islands and can be monitored in absence of humans, providing a control
for future work on populated islands.

3.2.5 Implementation Arrangements and Governance
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The GEF IA is Conservation International through their GEF Project Agency (CI-GEF) who supports project
implementation by maintaining oversight of all technical and financial management aspects of the project
to ensure that the project’s execution is in accordance with GEF policy and guidance. CI-GEF monitors (i)
the project’s execution of activities; (ii) achievement of results; (iii) proper use of GEF funds; and (iv)
reviews and approves procurement plans, budgets and workplans. CI-GEF also ensures adequate
execution of the project’s monitoring and evaluation plan by approving approve quarterly technical and
financial reports and the annual Project Implementation Reports (PIRs) prior to GEF submission. Finally,
CI-GEF recommends actions optimize project performance, and is an arbitrator to resolve any conflicts
between executing partners as warranted.

The project is executed by Island Conservation (IC) in coordination with the DPNG and building upon a
long collaborative relationship between them. IC maintains a dedicated Project Management Unit (PMU)
to execute all activities, based within DPNG offices in Puerto Ayora, Galapagos. The DPNG authority on
Galapagos is the National Project Director for the Government of Ecuador (GoE)

The project, as illustrated in Annex 6.11 is governed by a two-tiered structure:

The Project Steering Committee (PSC) is the upper-tier decision-making authority. The PSC is comprised
of the Minister of Environment with authority delegated to the DPNG director as presiding officer, the
GNP Director, the ABG Executive Director (or designee), the IC Galapagos Program Director and CI-GEF.
Decisions are by consensus. In absence of a consensus, the final decision shall rest with the Minister of
Environment. The PSC meets minimally twice per year or extraordinarily as warranted. The PSC (i) ensures
that execution is aligned with the approved project;(ii) provides strategic guidance and approves changes;
(iii) approves of the annual Project Implementation Report (PIR), the Annual Operating Plan (AOP), budget
and the financial audit reports; (iv) oversees the monitoring and evaluation plan and responses; and (v)
any high-level decisions regarding project structure, coordination, and implementation. The Project
Manager acts as the PSC Secretary, preparing meeting minutes, and maintain the Committee’s records.

The project is under the leadership of a National Project Director (NPD), appointed is the Director of the
Galapagos National Park. The Director presides over the Project Management Committee (PMC), the
second-tier governance body that facilitates the execution and coordination of the project. The committee
also consists of an ABG senior technical representative, The Ministry of Environment (MAE) GEF
Operational Focal Point, a senior technical staff member of IC, and IC’s Project Manager who acts as
secretary. The PMC is convened quarterly by the NPD. The NPD may invite others as required. The PMC
(a) makes recommendations to the PSC to improve project performance; (b) provides technical clearance
to the draft AOP, Budget and PIR before submission to CI-GEF for technical clearance and the PSC for
approval. (c) approves the Annual Procurement Plan prior to CI-GEF approval; (d) provide technical
clearance for requests for changes to the Annual Procurement Plan above $25,000 prior to CI-GEF
approval; (e) ensure effective coordination among project partners, among others.

A Procurements Selection Committee is comprised of the NPD, IC Galapagos Director and the Project
Manager. For procurements related to component 1, the ABG participated in the Procurements Selection
Committee.

4. FINDINGS

4.1 Project Justification
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Project justification is evaluated determining the completeness of the argument, a clearly established and
articulated problem, and relevance of conformity to the suite of national and local policies and consistency
with agency agendas, in addition to conformity with the GEF focal area and national priorities and
programs.

The Mid-term Review indicated that the project context (Environmental, Social, Policy and Institutional)
was based on empirical data and credible information derived and correctly cited from credible and official
sources and baseline project documents and evaluations. The social baseline, presented at the conclusion
of the PPG phase, was not consolidated in the project document, but rather was developed within Cl’s
Screening Results and Safeguard Analysis, which presented a rigorous scientific basis for Outcomes 2 and
3 and was included in Appendix V of the Project Document. Moreover, the project funded an
Environmental and Social Impact Assessment (ESIA) produced for the eradication of invasive vertebrates
on Floreana Island that validates and updates with qualitative information from the original project
baseline. The TE concurs with the original findings.

The TE revisited the core GEF priorities and validated the linkages presented during project design as
follows:

e The project is aligned and with the GEF BD goal of “conservation and sustainable use of
biodiversity and the maintenance of ecosystem goods and services.”

e The project contributes directly to Program 4 (Prevention, Control, and Management of
Invasive Alien Species) of the biodiversity focal area (BD2) to “...reduce threats to globally
significant biodiversity...3?” through Component 1 and Component 3 actions in biosecurity
and successful breeding and translocation of Giant Tortoises to Santa Fe Island.

e The former responds to Outcome 4.1 of “improved management frameworks to prevent,
control, and manage invasive alien species (IAS) and the latter in combination with the social
license generated in component 2 will contribute to Outcome 4.2. “Sustainable populations
of critically threatened species” over time as these are established on Santa Fe Island.

Evaluators confirmed with Key Informants the conformity of the project to both national priorities and
those specific to the Galapagos islands including:

e National Biodiversity Strategy and Action Plans 2015 - 203033 (NBSAP), objectives 2 and 3.
NBSAP Result 11a: Ecuador has executed the plan to eradicate invasive alien species from
the Galapagos and the monitoring system offers data that ensures a process of restoration
of the affected ecological systems.

e Galapagos Biosecurity Agency (ABG) Strategic Plan 2015-2018
e Floreana Parish Council’s Strategic Plan (2011)
e Galapagos 2030 Strategic Plan
An analysis of the conformity of the project to GEF, National, and local priorities is included in Annex 6.12.

The Director of the Galapagos National Park within the Ministry of Environment in capacity as the National
Project Director assures that projects within the purview of Galapagos National Park are aligned with the

32 Global Environment Facility, September 2014, The GEF 6 Biodiversity Strategy, pp. 16-18. URL:
https://www.thegef.org/sites/default/files/publications/GEF-6-BD-strategy.pdf , accessed 15 April 2021.

33 Ministerio del Ambiente del Ecuador. "Estrategia Nacional de Biodiversidad 2015-2030, Primera edicion.”
Noviembre de 2016, Quito-Ecuador.
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National Priorities and Policies, especially those related to Galapagos and the Galapagos 2030. This
safeguard provides assurance prior to endorsement by the GEF focal points.

The project justification also explores a full suite of barriers (Section 3.1.5., page 29). The barriers indicated
are realistic are justified by the literature and provide a good base for the architecture of the project.

4.2 Theory of Change, Project Design, and Strategy

The MTR recognized that the Theory of Change (TOC) presented at the Project Design Stage effectively
presents the central hypothesis that provides the underpinnings of the project because it incorporates
both tracks needed to respond to the problems as cited: protection from further biological invasives and
reestablishment of ecosystem structure and function through the following logic as simplified by the
evaluators from the literature:

e if persistent Invasive Alien Species (IAS), such as black rats, can be effectively eradicated in a
socially licensed process and

o if ex situ breeding of genetically appropriate tortoise species is successful and
e if those species can be successfully re-introduced to their original territories,

e then the combined effect will lead reduced predation risk leading to greater reproductive
success of tortoises.

e then greater reproductive success and distribution of native vegetation by tortoises and
other recovering species

e then expansion of the ecosystem in form and function through natural regeneration
e and then ultimately self-maintenance and resilience.

The TOC is validated by monitoring of re-introduction on Espanola and on research from Espafiola, San
Cristobal, and Santa Fe islands. The project document in Appendix V: Safeguard Screening provides the
rationale and justifies with references data and lessons learned from baseline projects in both the social
and environmental settings. The TOC is sound and provides a documented and validated internal logic
upon which the architecture of the project is built

Project Structure and Design

The Project’s objective is “to safeguard biodiversity in the Galapagos Islands by enhancing biosecurity and
creating the enabling environment for the restoration of Galapagos Island ecosystems.” The project
strategy aims to safeguard biodiversity through two long-term strategies:

(a) Preventive: increasing the effectiveness of biosecurity controls so that new or additional
invasive species do not enter or travel through the Galapagos, and through the eradication
of existing invasive vertebrate species; and

(b) Restorative: re-establishing the ecologic role of the Galapagos Giant Tortoise in the
restoration of habitats through the selection and dispersion of native species across the
landscape.
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The project contributes to the project objectives through actions in 3 components and 13 outputs. The
first component is focused on biosecurity and reducing the threats of invasive species entering or
repopulating areas where invasives have been eradicated while reducing future threats supporting the
first strategic area and setting in motion. The second component creates the enabling environment for
the eradication of vertebrate species from a populated island, Floreana, which is an innovative situation.
Finally, the third component focuses on increased and successful ex situ biological reproduction and
translocation and re-establishment. The following provides an overview of the structure and expected
results of each component.

Component 1: Furthering development of a state-of-the-art biosecurity system

The first component responds to the barriers related to invasive alien species, specifically, low agency
capacity, resources, and effectiveness. in response, three outputs focus on the following:

e Output 1.1.1.: Assessment of the biosecurity system at control points. This output developed
an Action Plan approved by ABG and the PSC based on expert consultancy in gap analysis of
the biosecurity system. The action planning process was stakeholder driven from within ABG
with the final sign-off at the multi-agency PSC. The output orients other outputs and future
initiatives.

e Qutput 1.1.2.: Detection equipment and consumables, as identified in the Action Plan,
purchased, and installed in adequate infrastructure. Procurement and deployment of
equipment to facilitate and expedite physical exams of baggage and cargo for IAS. The
equipment includes hardware and software for improving documentation and tracking of
results

e Qutput 1.1.3.: Protocols updated, and capacities built as identified in the Action Plan. with
training and capacity building of ABGs staff.

ABG participants in a focus group meeting indicates that the suite of actions considered were complete
and sufficient for this stage in time.

Component 2: Solidifying the social license and infrastructure for the protection and recovery of Floreana
Island ecosystems. The expected Outcome (2.1) is that “social license is established for the protection and
recovery of Floreana Island ecosystems.” Through component 2, The project sought an engaged and
informed public that, through a series of various instruments, agrees with and is prepared for future
eradication of black rats (Rattu