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Executive Summary

1.

The overall development objective of the full size project, Combating Living Resources Depletion
and Coastal Area Degradation in the Guinea Current Large Marine Ecosystem (GCLME) through
Ecosystem-based Regional Actions, was to create an ecosystem-wide assessment and
management framework for sustainable use of living and non-living resources in the GCLME to: i)
recover depleted fish stocks; ii) restore degraded habitat; and iii) reduce land and ship-based
pollution in the GCLME. The project built on and extended the experience of the six-country Gulf of
Guinea Large Marine Ecosystem Project.

The Implementing Agencies for the project were i) UNEP, initially through its Division for GEF
Coordination (DGEF) and later through its Division of Environmental Policy Implementation (DEPI)
and ii) UNDP through its Water and Ocean Governance Programme. The Executing Agency was
UNIDO, which established a small regional coordination unit (RCU) in Accra and provided
additional support through a Project Manager based in its Water Management Unit in Vienna. The
main partners of the project were the 16 littoral countries of the GCLME represented by agencies
responsible for environment and/or fisheries. The project was hosted by the Government of Ghana.
Key technical partners were the International Maritime Organization (IMO), Food and Agriculture
Organization of the United Nations (FAO), and Abidjan Convention Secretariat.

GEF financing for the project was provided though two grants: i) US$ 11,712,705 (56.3% of the
total) to UNDP that was to be the lead implementing agency for the project, and ii) US$ 9,099,699
(43.7%) to UNEP. Pledged co-financing was US$ 33,971,442 or 61.3% of the expected total project
cost of US$ 55,420,476. Reported co-finance totalled US$ 9.997 or 29 per cent of the pledged
amount bringing the total cost of the project to US$ 31.446 million.

The project was intended to be implemented over five years. It was extended four times, with the
final extension to June 2012 leading to an operational phase of seven and a half years. The project
was suspended between 2007 and 2008 as a result of irregularities.

The key questions for this evaluation concerned i) the extent to which the project has been
successful in supporting GCLME countries to undertake strategic planning for concrete actions to
develop sustainable fisheries, restore habitats and improve water quality in the GCLME and
achieve expect impacts in these areas; ii) the extent to which it has created an enabling
environment through broad stakeholder participation and creation of a sustainable institutional
structure; and iii) whether there any lessons to be learned from this project with regard to the design
and implementation of future initiatives. This evaluation has not looked specifically at the nature and
causes of irregularities that led to the project being suspended since these were thoroughly
investigated by UNIDO IOS and appropriate follow up actions were taken.

Findings and Conclusions

6.

The GCLME project was first and foremost a foundational project designed to produce a strategic
action programme (SAP) for management of the GCLME and to contribute to the creation of enabling
conditions for its implementation through capacity building and development of a Guinea Current
Commission. The project also set out to implement demonstration and priority activities in the areas
of fisheries, habitats and pollution, including through implementation of six national and three
regional demonstration projects.

With five components, 37 outputs and over 100, the GCLME project was a substantial undertaking.
Important milestones during the life of the project have been the completion of a transboundary
diagnostic analysis (TDA), development and endorsement of the SAP, creation of the Interim
Guinea Current Commission (IGCC) and the decision to create a permanent Guinea Current
Commission (GCC) through a protocol to the Abidjan Convention. Fifteen countries developed
national action plans (NAPs) and six national demonstration projects were completed with results
disseminated. The project invested substantially in individual capacity building with over 80
workshops. Together these represent important foundational steps towards the project development
goal, to create an ecosystem-wide assessment and management framework for sustainable use of
living and non-living resources in the GCLME.



10.

11.

Delivery and outcomes in the areas of fisheries and living resources, biodiversity and habitats, and
water quality fell short of those anticipated in the project document. Key outputs in this area i
reflecting strong partnerships with UNEP GPA, FAO, IMO and the Abidjan Convention i include
development of regional fisheries management plans, national plans of action on land based
sources of marine pollution (NPAs-LBS), adoption of the Protocol Concerning Cooperation in the
Protection of the Marine and Coastal Environment from Land-Based Sources and Activities, and
adoption of the amended regional Protocol Concerning Cooperation in Combating Pollution in
Cases of Emergency in the Western and Central African Region and a related Regional
Contingency Plan.

The project established five regional activity centres (RACs), three of which came to be associated
with the regional demonstration projects on productivity, environmental information management
and fisheries). However the project lacked the resources to finance and supervise the RACs and
only the productivity centre was able to fulfil its mandate of providing a proactive region-wide
service to the GCLME countries.

Challenges affecting performance that are taken up in the lessons and recommendations include
the project suspension which led to a loss of continuity and institutional memory as well as loss of
confidence amongst partners; insufficient staffing of the RCU; insufficient appropriation of the
project at national level, including as a result of lack of empowerment of national structures and low
visibility of the project; and limited mobilisation of co-finance.

The overall rating for this project based on the evaluation findings is Moderately
Unsatisfactory/Moderately satisfactory. The ratings in Table 1 reflect consideration of the full set
of issues affecting or characterising project performance and impact that are discussed in Part Il of
the report. The full summary comments in Part Il highlight aspects of the assessment that best
illustrate the rationale for the rating given.

Table 1. Summary of Ratings based on Performance Criteria

Criterion

Rating

A. Attainment of project objectives and results (See A)

Moderately Unsatisfactory

1. Effectiveness

Moderately Unsatisfactory

2. Relevance Satisfactory

3. Efficiency Moderately Unsatisfactory
B. Sustainability of project outcomes (See B1) Moderately Likely

1. Financial Moderately Likely

2. Socio-political

Moderately Likely

3. Institutional framework

Moderately Likely

4. Environmental

Likely

C. Catalytic role (See B2)

Satisfactory

D. Stakeholders involvement(See C3)

Moderately Satisfactory

E. Country ownership / drivenness (See C4)

Moderately Satisfactory

F. Achievement of outputs and activities (See A)

Moderately Satisfactory

G. Preparation and readiness (See C1)

Moderately Unsatisfactory

H. Implementation approach (See C2)

Moderately Satisfactory

I. Financial planning and management (See C5)

Moderately Unsatisfactory

J. Monitoring and Evaluation (See C7)

Moderately Unsatisfactory

1. M&E Design

Moderately Satisfactory

2. M&E Plan Implementation

Moderately Unsatisfactory

3. Budgeting and funding for M&E activities

Moderately Satisfactory

K. UNEP Supervision and backstopping (See C6)

Moderately Satisfactory

\Y



Lessons

12. The lessons summarised in Part Il of the report relate to some of the key constraints experienced
during this project and that may be of relevance to other regional and international waters projects
in the expanding GEF portfolio.

RCU Staffing

13. The RCU was not staffed to the level anticipated in the UNDP and UNEP Project Documents. The
shortfall in technical staffing is associated with shortfalls in delivery on components 2, 3 and 4 of the
project, including in supervision of and support to the RACs, and to a lesser extent in
communications. While engagement of technical partners provided important expertise in these
areas, it is likely that additional technical support in these areas would have ensured greater
continuity and follow through at national level, and overcome the rather fragmented delivery in
some parts of the project.

14. A general lesson related to RCU capacity is to ensure sufficient resources are allocated to ensure
stable strategic and regional level technical support for planning, pilot implementation activities and
development of national policy in specific thematic areas, alongside the more general support for
foundational activities

Dual role of the Regional Coordination Unit /Interim Guinea Current Commission Secretariat

15. The assignment of the RCU as Secretariat for the IGCC in 2006 was envisaged in the Project
Documents and had the potential to save funds and provide a long term vehicle for sustainability of
project results. In retrospect the approach can be seen to have engendered difficulties in a number
of areas. The dual role created confusion in terms of accountability and generated a false sense of
security in terms of financial support for the (IGCC. The structure made the RCU a champion for
the future GCC but made it inherently difficult for it to play an impartial facilitation role. In addition
the IGCC Secretariat was unable to deliver on requests of the Ministers that fell outside the
immediate scope of the project.

16. The nature of the relationship between regional GEF projects and the regional institutional
mechanisms that they help to create and establish can be expected to differ on a case by case
basis. However, the lesson from this project of relevance to GEF International Waters and other
regional projects is to ensure a clear independence between a GEF project and the institutional
mechanism from the outset of planning for such a mechanism, while ensuring that the RCU, EA and
IA(s) continue to provide an appropriate supporting role.

Mobilisation of Co-finance

17. The total reported co-finance comes to just US$ 9.0 million, or 26 per cent of the amount pledged,
with much of the deficit accounted for by the GCLME countries. The shortfall reflects both a failure
to mobilise pledged funds but also the limited reporting of cash and in kind support by project
partners.

18. Reasons for failure to mobilise co-finance evoked during country visits and in the questionnaire
responses included lack of visibility of the project at national and ministerial level and lack of direct
funding from the project to leverage co-finance. The problems associated with mobilising co-finance
in this project will not necessarily recur in future GEF projects in view of the revised approach to co-
finance in the GEF-5. However general lessons for all GEF projects can be drawn in terms of the
need i) to maintain a dialogue with GEF focal points and future partners regarding programming of
cofinance and ii) to systematically track contributions so that any issues can be identified at an early
stage.

Communications Related to Project Suspension

19. Repercussion of the suspension included loss of time, loss of institutional memory and loss of
momentum, in part associated with the uncertainty and loss of confidence amongst the GCLME
countries as to whether and in what form the project would continue. A straightforward lesson for
any GEF projects experiencing suspension or other discontinuities in activities is to ensure regular
communication is maintained with project stakeholders, even if it is not possible to provide definite
information regarding the prospects for project continuation.

Vi



Recommendations

20.

The following recommendations are anchored in the main findings of the evaluation and are more
fully developed in the report conclusions (Part Ill). The nature of the recommendations reflects the
high level of support of the GCLME countries as well as FAO, UNDP, UNEP and UNIDO for a
follow on GCLME SAP implementation project.

Project Closure and Interim IGCC Secretariat

21.

22.

The GCLME project is scheduled to close on 30 June 2012, after which the project manager in
UNIDO will support administrative closure of the project including through reconciliation of
outstanding contracts and un-liquidated obligations.

This evaluation supports the recommendation made at the third Ministerial meeting to allow any un-
liquidated obligations to be used to support a skeleton staff at the IGCC Secretariat to finalise
outstanding technical tasks from the GCLME project and contribute to further project development.
The timeframe for this recommendation is approximately six months, to be implemented by UNIDO
with the support of UNDP and UNEP as Implementing Agencies.

Empowering National Level Implementation

23.

24.

25.

Despite strong political support for the GCLME project and creation of a the GCC, the evaluation
has identified country driveness and ownership as a weakness in this project, associated with lack
of empowerment of national structures, and low visibility of the project in countries without a
demonstration project or RAC. The Inter-Ministerial Committees (IMCs) played an active role in
development and endorsement of the NPAs-LBS and NAPs but met only infrequently and
experienced difficulty in maintaining consistent representation. As a result they have not played the
mainstreaming role that would be required for an implementation project and opportunities to build
linkages with other initiatives have been missed.

A challenge for a future implementation project will be to foster establishment of more robust
institutional arrangements for cross-sectoral coordination to address LME issues at the national
level. IMCs or equivalent structures will need to be task-oriented, with a broad-based composition
and more consistency in participation, in order to ensure that they are able to influence policy,
practice and investment across a wide range of sectors and amongst relevant actors including
NGOs and the private sector.

It is recommended that the design team for the future SAP implementation project consult with
countries on how best to establish effective long-term national coordination mechanisms building on
existing examples and models, and allocate resources and technical support at national and
regional level to empower these bodies to influence policy, practice and investment. The timeframe
for this recommendation is approximately 18 months, corresponding to the project development
phase, and the recommendation is to be implemented under the oversight of the proposed
implementing agencies.

Regional Activity Centres

26.

27.

The GCLME SAP includes a recommendation to the IGCC that six Centres of Excellence or Activity
Centres, addressing marine productivity, fisheries, environmental information management,
pollution, risk, and oil spill contingency and emergency response, should play a major role in
implementation of the SAP. However the weak performance of RACs during the existing GCLME
project together with concerns raised by informants during this evaluation about the practicalities of
having regional facilities, especially laboratory facilities, in a large multilingual region, indicates that
the future role of RACs should be given further consideration. Lessons from the existing centres
include the need to provide cost-effective and cost-recoverable services in order to ensure services
can be sustained, and point to the advantages of having such centres based in established host
institutions that will themselves benefit from and support the work of the centres.

It is recommended that the design team for the SAP implementation project undertake a further
appraisal of scientific and technical information and services needed to effectively implement the
SAP and consult with countries on their preferred options. The timeframe is approximately 18
months, to be implemented under the oversight of the proposed implementing agencies.

viii



Evaluation finale du projet PNUD-PNUE-FEM visant a lutter contre
| 6 ®p ui s esmessources biologiques et la dégradation des zones
cotieres dans le Grand Ecosysteme Marin du Courant de Guinée
grace a des actions régionales ciblées

Résumé éxécutif

28.L6objectif de d®velPpejeentenyi g®m®r all dut €r contre |
biologiques et la dégradation de zones cétiéres dans le Grand écosysteme marin du Courant de
Guinée grace a des actions régionales ciblées » était de créerun cadr e pour | 6 ®val
gestion ° | 06®chelle de | 6®cosyst me afin dbdassurer
non biologiques dans le Grand écosysteme marin du courant de Guinée en vue de : i) reconstituer
les stocks de poissons appauvris; ii) restaurer les habitats dégradés; et iii) réduire la pollution due
aux activités terrestres et la pollution causée par les navires dans le Grand écosystéme marin du

Courant de Gui n®e. Le projet fait pagsncduvedsuparlel 6 e x p
projet et | 6®l argit.

29.Les organismes doex®c:itlieconPNdIE, primjidgti aPemieant par |
Division de |l a coordination avec | e Fonds pour | de
Division de lamiseen T uvre des politigues enieiPNUDndaesme nt al e
cadre de son programme pour |l a gouvernance de | 6¢€
| 6ex®cution ®tait | 60Organisation des Natioaqusa Uni es

créé une petite unité de coordination régionale a Accra et fourni un appui supplémentaire par
|l 6interm®di aire du responsable de projet au sein
Vienne. Les principaux partenaires du projet étaient les 16 pays cétiers du grand écosysteme marin

repr ®sent ®s par l eur s services char g®s de | 6denvir
organi s® sous | 6®gide du Gouvernement ghan®en. Le
| 60rgani sationi maali ¢i MOMI hterd@tgani sation des Nat
| 6agriculture (FAO) et | e secr®tariat de | a Conven

30. Le financement du FEM au titre du projet a été octroyé en deux subventions : i) 11 712 705 dollars
(56,3% du total) all ou®s au PNUD, organi s me déex®cution
i) 9 099 699 dollars (43,7 %) alloués au PNUE. Les annonces de contributions au titre du
cofinancement SO1@MI2alollars, soit 61,3 % dB @0t total escompté du projet de

| 6 ®rdd 55420476dol | ar s . Le mont ant du cofinancement r
9,997 dollars, soit 29 % du montant annoncé, ce qui portait le codt total du projet a 31,446 millions
de dollars.

31. 1 1 ®t ait pr®vu que | a mi slesuraune périade deecinglams. Pplle @ gteet s e

prolongée a quatre reprises, la derniére prolongation a juin 2012 débouchant sur une phase
opérationnelle portant sur sept années et demie. Le projet a été suspendu entre 2007 et 2008 suite
a des irrégularités de gestion administratives et financiéres observées.

32. Les principales questions soulevées par cette évaluation ont été i) dans quelle mesure le projet
avait contribué a aider les pays du Grand écosystéme marin du Courant de Guinée a entreprendre
une planification stratégique des mesures concréetes requises pour promouvoir une péche durable,

restaurer l es habitats et am®liorer l a qualit® de
escomptés dans ces domaines; ii) dans quelle mesure il avait favorisé la créat i on ddéun
environnement propice gr ©ce °© une vaste participat
déune structure i nst quellestlacansipowdientéventuelleradntlétee;tiréeste i i i )
ce projet pour ce qui est de la conceptonet de | a mise en Tuvre dobéinitia
néa pas sp®ci fiqguement port® sur |l a nature et |l es
suspension du projet pui squbéelles avaient fait I 6
contrlle interne de | 860ONUDI et des mesures de suiv



Conclusions

33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

38.

Le projet relatif au Grand ®cosyst me marin du Co
projet visant ° ®l aborer wun plageptomadoBGmndddsystdmeon st
marin du Courant de Guin®e et ~ mettre en place | e
Il e renforcement des <capacit®s et Il a cr ®atdex@in dbéun
également permettre de mettre enT uvr e des activit®s de d®monstr a
dans les secteurs de la péche, des habitats et de la pollution, en menant notamment a bien six

projets nationaux et trois projets régionaux de démonstration.

t

Le projet, qui comprend 5 composantes, 37 produits et plus de 100 activités, était une entreprise
ambitieuse. Lar ®al i sati on doébune Analyse diagnostigque tran
du Programme dbéaction strat®gique, la cr®ation d
Guinée (CICG) et la décision de mettre en place une Commission permanente du Courant de
Guin®e en instituant un protocole ° l a Convention
ont jalonn® son ex®cution. Qui n z e tiopaanyes sixmojets d®1 a b or
démonstration nationaux ont été menés a bien, et leurs résultats diffusés. Le projet avait
principal ement fait porter | 6accent sur |l e renforec
| 6organi sat i oatelied qui, a duxtsus,aseniBds jalons importants pour la réalisation

de | 6objectif de d®vel oppement du projet, " savoir
®t ablir un cadre de gestion pour | dutil idogiduégson dur
dans le Grand écosystéme marin du Courant de Guinée.

La mise en Tuvre et l es r®sultats obtenus dans |
biologiques, de |l a biodiversit® et des habitats, é
ceux prévus dans le Document de Projet. Les principales réalisations dans ce domaine 7 qui sont le

fruit de partenariats ®troits entre | e Programme
ConventioniidmAlbuantanl 6®1 abor atde gestionddes ppches,rds plans®gi on a
ddédaction nati onaux pour lutter contre |l es sour ce:¢
Protocole relatif a la coopération en matiére de protection du milieu marin et c6tier contre la

pollution due aux sourcesetact i vi t ®s terrestres et | 6adoption du
|l a coop®ration en mati re de lutte contre |l a poll
occidentale et centrale, ai nsi qgue doébun Plan r®gio

Le proeta permis de <cr ®er cing centres dbéactivit®s r
r®gi onaux de d®monstration sur la productivit®, | &
les péches. Toutefois, les ressources dégagées dans le cadre du projet ont été insuffisantes pour
financer et superviser | es centres dbéactivit®s r®g
mesure de sdacquitter du mandat qui I ui ®t ai t d®v
| 6®chel |l e deaysdu Gra® gdaosysiema maxin do Courant de Guinée.

Au nombre des problémes entravant la performance qui sont évoqués dans les lecons et les
recommandations figurent notamment la suspension du projet qui a entrainé une perte de la
continuité et delamémoir e i nstitutionnelle ainsi gudune per
|l 6i nsuffisance des effectifs de |1 6Unit® de coord
au niveau national, du fait not amme nures mhtonale®et b s e n ¢ «
du faible niveau de visibilité du projet, et la faible mobilisation du cofinancement.

t e
i n

Les notations figurant au tabl eau ES1 tiennent c
entravent ou caract®risent ojess alpelésfdans lsmdeonxicrae partie | 6 i myp
du rapport principal. Toutes les observations sommaires présentées dans la troisieme partie

mettent en exergue | es aspects de | 6®valuation qui



Tableau ES1. Tableau récapitulatif des notations établies sur la base des critéres de performance décrits dans la deuxieme partie du rapport

Critére Evaluation sommaire notation
A. Réalisation des objectifs du projet | La notation générale pour ce critére se fonde sur la notation en matiere Ml
et résultats obtenus (Voir A) déoefflicacit®
1. Efficacité Des progres limitésont été fatsdans | 6 ®t abl i ssement d Mi
institutionnel pour la gestion du Grand écosysteme marin du Courant de
Guinée, au regard des objectifs escomptés aux niveaux régional et national.
2. Pertinence Le projet présente un intérét pour les questions qui se posent aux niveaux S
régional et nationaletc oncour t 7 | a mstratégiesedn PNUD etr e
du PNUE identifiées dans les documents de projet et de la priorité stratégique
du FEM IW-2.
3. Efficience La notation prend en compte la perte de temps et de dynamique entrainées par Ml
la suspension du projet ainsi que les lacunes observées en matiére de
responsabilité fiscaleau d®but dedupret.x ®cuti on
B. Durabilité des résultats du projet La notation générale établie sur ce critéere se fonde sur la notation la plus faible MP
(Voir B1) concernant ce critere.
1. Au niveau socio-politique Léinitiati v 6ramdécosystememanrntdu Coerantde Gui n ®¢g MP
avérée résiliente au changementsocio-pol i ti que ou ~ | 6in
2. Au niveau financier La poursuite de | d6initiative d®pendr MP
lanotation prend en c¢ @rputsda eluéd asp puig afna
du FEM.
3. Au niveau du cadre institutionnel | Les pays du grand écosystéme marin du Courant de Guinée demeurent MP
fonciérement attachés™ | 6 ®t a b |6iucadre inssdtutionnetiet ont convenu
de créer une Commissiondu Courantd e Gui n®e par | 6i nst
|l a Convention dbéAbidjan.
4. Au niveau de I|11 néexi ste aucunmurméeacier esp®meméntyue g P
| appr oc he act maslelle devrd &re gaegie pdurcahorder un
nombre croissant de guestions aux niveaux national et régional.
C. Rdle catalyseur Le projet peut jouer un réle catalyseur, des efforts visant a le transposer ont été S
(Voir B2) faits dans | e cadre des projets de d
développement futur ont été jetéesparl 6 appr obati on au ni
Programme doact ilesengagements p8ligues soescristen
rapport avec le Grand écosysteme marin du Courant de Guinée.
D. Implication des parties prenantes La notation prend en compte les efforts judicieux déployés pour faire connaitre MS
(Voir C3) l e proj et au m@vertignaisicertaines facuies ontcété observées au
niveau de la participation des parties prenantes aux niveaux régional et
! La notation générale dans cette catégorie ne peut dépasser celles attribuées dans les notations prévuespour | a pertinence ou pour | defficacit®
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Critére Evaluation sommaire notation
national. Une plus grande association des parties prenantes dans les secteurs
public et priv® sera d®teemdonaRtegpal
stratégique, ce qui nécessitera d 6 a d oupetapproche radicalement différente
en matiére de coordination au niveau national. Des efforts beaucoup plus
considérables en matiere de renforcement des capacités et des engagements
financiers plus substantiels seront requis des pays pour soutenir la participation
des parties prenantes.

E. Appropriation/impulsion par les La notation refl te | o6®quilibre entr ¢ MS

pays (Voir C4) enfaveurdupr oj et et | e Programme dbacti orn
du projet au niveau national est faible.

F. Réalisation des produits et des Le projet est pour une large part exécuté a travers toutes les cinq composantes MS

activités mais des lacunes sont observées surleplande | a qual it ® ou

(Voir A) certains produits et du point de vue des changements politiques au niveau
national.

G. Préparation La notation prend en compte les lacunes observées en matiére de clarté et de MU

(Voir C1) faisabilit® des r®sultats attendus d
a la définition des mécanismes propres aassurerl a mi se en 1T uv
niveau national.

H. Approche en matiere de mise en La notation prend en compte le profond redressement de la gestion depuis que MS

fuvre et gestion des probl mes ont ®t® identifi ®s en

(Voir C2) gestion quotidienne exprimée par une majorité de partenaires régionaux et
internationaux du Grand écosystéme marin du Courant de Guinée.

I. Planification et gestion financiére Des irrégularités ont été observées dans la gestion financiére avant la Ml

(Voir C5) suspension du projet mais la situation a pu étre redressée grace a une
application judicieuse des normes financiéres, en matiére de sous-traitance et
d 6 a & Hepuis que le projet a redémarré en janvier 2009. Le cofinancement
nda pas ®t ® ° | a hauteur des attente
rapports financiers a égalementét ® obser v®e durant t ol
du projet.

J. Suivi et évaluation La notation générale établie sur ce critére se fonde sur la notation concernant la Ml

(Voir C7) mi se endusuiweate de | 6®val uati on.

1. Conception du suivi et de Le projet pr®voyait des activit®s de MS
| 6®valuation | 6®1 aboPltStRIloretd &E S| et | 6am®lioratio
une attention faible étant accordée aux réles et aux responsabilités
2. Mise en oeuvre du Plan de suivi En d®pit julieune sumavtii re de gestion so Mi
et dé®valuation individuelles, il n 6 ede suisi refiétaimt lecpuogress y s
accomplis aux niveaux des produits et

les évaluateurs de brosser un tableau complet et exact du déroulement du

Xii



Critere Evaluation sommaire notation
projet & partir de la documentation disponible.
3. Budgeétisation et financement des | Des fonds ont été alloués au titredel a super vi si on, | 0®t MS
activités desuiviet do6®val|la r®alisation ddune ®valuation et |
K. Supervision et appui du PNUE et La notation prend en compte le solide appui général fourni tout au long de MS
du PNUD (Voir C6) | 6ex®cuti on dalacyneswmit étéd obsaradessen mhatiere
do®t abli ssement de rapports, de tr an:
Notations générales Notations concernant les sous-critéres de durabilité
HS = Hautement satisfaisant HP = Hautement probable : cette dimension de la durabilité ne comporte aucun risque
S = Satisfaisant P = Probable : cette dimension de la durabilité compte des risques mineurs
MS = Modérément Satisfaisant MP = Modérément probable : cette dimension de la durabilité comporte des risques modérés
MI = Modérément insatisfaisant MmI = Modérément improbable : cette dimension de la durabilité comporte des risques importants
| = Insatisfaisant | = Improbable : cette dimension de la durabilité comporte de graves risques
HI = Hautement insatisfaisant HI = Hautement improbable : cette dimension de la durabilité comporte de trés graves risques
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Lecons tirées

39.La deuxi me partie du rapport principal appelle |
associ ®es ° | 6ampl eur et la complexit® du projet
Courant de Guinée et sur sa suspension et les problemes qui en ont découlés en 2007 et 2008.
Les lecons esquissées ci-apres se fondent sur les conclusions formulées plus haut et ont trait a
certaines des principales entraves ~ | 6ex®cution d
aux eaux régionales et internationales relevant du portefeuille du FEM en expansion.

Moyens dbdéaction de |1 6Unit® de coordination r®gionale

40.Ld6Uni t® de <coordination r®gionale noé®tait pas d
documents de projet du PNUD esembik#i IPNUESUBiIi @moigu b
op®r ® au tout d®but de | 6ex®cution du projet, I
ultérieures été comprimés par suite des pénuries budgétaires et des efforts rigoureux déployés
afin de maintenir les dépenses afférentes a la gestion du projet en-dessous de 10 % des
dépenses globales, conformément aux directives du FEM; les contrats a court terme proposés
ont compromis le renouvellement du poste de responsable des péches.

ot
d @
es

41. La pénurie du personnel technique estaratac her ° |l a f ai bl e mise en Tuvr
2, 3 et 4 du projet, not amment sbéagissant de | a s
de l appui qui l eur ®t ® f ourni et , dans une mo i
| 6i mplicatiiomeseseplamitgumes ait permis de disposer
ces domaines, la fourniture dbéun appui technique
vraisemblablement contribué & assurer une continuité et un suivi plus grands au niveau national
et " rem®dier " |l a mise en Tuvre quelque peu parce

42.Une | e-on g®n®rale reli®e aux moyens dbaction de
i mporte dbdassurer des ressources fppuodeohoigque etes suf f
strat ®giqgue stable au niveau r ®gi onal pour |l a plan
et | 6®l aboration dbéune politique nationale dans ¢
qubdun appui pl us g ®n ®éas ad base.n_esfogtions offertesdea snatiereedei v i t
budgétisation englobent notamment une interprétation plus généreuse de la régle des 10 %
dans le cadre des projets régionaux en faisant spécifiguement référence aux réles techniques
permettant doéam®| nateonlatcles ®conomies dbé®chell e
|l i nclusion de postes r®gionaux c¢cl ®s dans | es budg
derniére option, on y a notamment eu recours dans le cadre du projet WIO-Lab entrepris entre
2005 et 2010. Cette lecon est pertinente pour les projets relatifs aux eaux internationales
financ®s par | e FEM et ®ventuell ement pour dbéautre

Rl e double de | 6Unit® de coordination r ®tmireodnal e/ sec
Courant de Guinée

43.Le mandat assign® en 2006 -~ |l 6Uni t® de <coordinati
Commission intérimaire du Courant de Guinée a été envisagé dans les documents de projet et
of frait | a possi bi lourtce®finah@eRes tout enranstitiant alloagstermeeus s
moyen dbéassurer |l a durabilit® des r®sultats du pro
entrainé des problemes dans un certain nombre de domaines. Ce rble double a créé une
confusion en matiere de responsabilité et généré un faux sentiment de sécurité en ce qui
concerne | dappui financier apport® " |l a Commissior
la future Commission mais nbdba pu que dif.fEhcil emen
outr e, |l e secr®tariat de | a Commission ndéda pas ®t
®manant de Ministres ne relevant pas du champ dbap
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44. La nature du lien entre les projets régionaux du FEM et les mécanismes institutionnels

régionaux dont ils favorisent la création difféere selon le cas. Toutefois, la lecon a tirer de ce

projet pertinent pour des projets du FEM relatifs
r ®gi onauxi mepsotr teu 6didl®t a b | i tinctianlerdre unepmjet mené panle FEMi s

et Il e m®cani sme institutionnel au tout d®but de |
sbassurant gue l 6Uni t® de coordination r ®gi onal e
organisme(s) intergouvernementallaux ) conti nuent de fournir | dappui

Mobilisation du cofinancement

45.

46.

47.

Le montant total du cofinancement signal ® so6®I

des contributions annoncées, le gros du déficit étant constitué par les pays du Grand
®cosyst me marin du Courant de Gui n®e. Cet
mobiliser I es fonds annonc®s mais ®gal ement
en nature fourni par les partenaires au projet.

Lesraisonsamettreau compte de | dincapacit® de mobi
cours des visites effectuées dans les pays et dans les réponses au questionnaire comprennent

| 6absence de visibilit® du projet aux ni wléaux
depuis | 6approbation du dossier de projet en

|l e projet pour mobiliser un cofinancement,
cofinancement au début du projet et lors de son achévement du fait des cycles budgétaires, les
p®nuries des ressources et |l i ncapacit® de

déautres institutions national es. Nombre de

l 6Uni t ® de c ooleavatrmainténo um dial@geiao sujet du cofinancement dés le
début du projet. Toutefois, ils montrent également les répercussions associées a la visibilité
relativement faible des projets du FEM axés sur la planification régionale comparé aux projets

demi se en Tuvre 7 court terme men®SsS au niveau

®cart

“ve

l a f ai

i ser

tirer
ces

Les probl mes reli®s ~ la mobilisation doéun cofi

répéteront pas nécessairement lors des futurs projets du FEM eu égard a la révision de
| 6appr oche ecdofinaneement apéée brs de la cinquieme reconstitution du FEM.
Toutefois, les legcons générales a tirer pour tous les projets du FEM portent sur la nécessité
i) de maintenir un dialogue entre les points focaux du FEM et les futurs partenaires au sujet de
la programmation du cofinancement et ii) de suivre de maniére rigoureuse les contributions pour
pouvoir détecter les problemes éventuels au tout début.

Informations relatives a la suspension

48.

49.

50.

La pr®sente ®valuation nba p astlesgu®easiddsirrgoularitée n t

ayant conduit " | a suspension du projet en
enqu°®°te approfondie des Services de contr?t]
adéquates avaient été prises.

La suspension a notamment entrainé une perte de temps, une perte de la mémoire
institutionnelle et un essoufflement de la dynamique, associés en partie a une certaine
incertitude et a la perte de confiance de la part des pays du Grand écosystéeme marin du
Courant de Guinée quant a savoir si le projet se poursuivrait, et sous quelle forme.

Une lecon simple & dégager pour les projets éventuels du FEM connaissant une période de
suspension ou ddautres interruptions de

2007

nat.i

nat
2003,
|l es di

f

pI

0

n

abor

e

e inter

eur s

a

communi cation r®guli re avec |l es parties prenantes

déindiquer de mani re pr®cise si l e projet
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Recommandations

51. Les recommandations formulées ci-aprés se fondent sur les principales constatations et

concusi ons de | 6®valuation et ne constituent pas de
contexte dbéun futur projet de mise en fTuvre du P
®cosyst me marin du Courant de Guin®eumnifallédses r ef |
pays de cet ®cosyst me, ainsi gue par | a FAO, l e P
le suivi du projet. Une des recommandations est axée sur les conséquences immédiates du

projet tandis que les autres ciblent un projet futur et présente nt un i nt ®r °t pour | 6®
déo®l aborer | e formulaire doéidentification du proje
projet.

Achévement du projet et secrétariat de la Commission intérimaire du Courant de Guinée

52. Le projet relatif au Grand ®cosyst me marin du Courant de Gui

301um2012 apr s quoi |l e responsable de projet 7 |

060

| dach vement du projet, notamment en mettant en

engagements non réglés. Dans le méme temps, un certain nombre de résultats techniques

ensuspens attendus du projet ®taient en train do°t

publication.

53. Bien que le montant du financement soit mal connu, la présente évaluation appuie la
recommandation faite a la troisieme réunion ministérielle sur la base des discussions tenues
lors de la neuviéme réunion du Comité directeur de faire en sorte que tous engagements non

réglés soient utilisés pour soutenir un effectif min i ma | (par exemple | dadmini st
du secrétariat et son assistant) au secrétariat de la Commission intérimaire. Le secrétariat
pourrait ainsi finaliser les rapports et publications issus du projet relatif au Grand écosystéme et
établir un projet pleinement indexé ainsi que des archives, continuer a mformer les parties
prenantes dur ant l a poursuite de | 6®l aborati on d
suffisants, veiller N ce que I6exp®rienncmrepteacquise
dans | a phase de d®vel oppement du projet pour a
stratégique.

54.Le d®I ai ddex®c utlon de | a pr®sente recommandati ol
fuvre par | 60ONU , avec | e c ou coostituest led argansiNdsD et du
déex®cution

Renf orcement des moyens de mise en Tuvre au niveau na

55, En d®pit dbéun solide appui politique en faveur du
Courant de Gui n®e et de |l a cu®abhtomedd@une ®e 0 mhid D
amontr® que | 6i mpulsion et | dappropriation au nive
du projet, conjugu® " | 6absence ddédautonomisation d
du projet, en particuierdans | es pays ne disposant pas dobébun pro
centre dobéactivit® r®gional

566.Les Comit®s interminist®riels ont, avec | 6appui de
| 6®1 aboration et | dappr obat ilatercote lepdowoesterrdséesct i on n
de pollution marine et de plans dbéaction nationaux
ont éprouvé des difficultés a assurer une représentation cohérente. Aucun appui financier ni des
moyens de facilitation techni que ndont ®t ® fournis aux organes de
marin ou aux Comités interministériels pour le suivi des activités menées au titre du projet au
niveau national. En conséquence, bien que les Comités interministériels soient fort bien
parvenus a assurer une prise de conscience intersectorielle sur les questions relevant du projet,
ils ndbont cependant pas jou® |l e rtle attendu en ma
mi se en Tuvre. Les possibilit®ss déPhabyies deased i e
initiatives,yc ompri s dbéautres projets du FEM, néont pu °tr
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57.

58.

59.

Un d®f “ relever dans | e cadre doébun futur projet

pl ace dbéarrangements i nst i tenfarcerdes arrargementslexistkants) obust es
pour assurer une coordination intersectorielle a
| 6®cosyst me au niveau national, de d®finir des pr
ministéres hiérarchiques. Les Comités interministériels ou structures équivalentes devront étre

pragmatiques, dot ®s dodébune composition | argement re
syst ®matique pour °tre en mesure dbéorienter | es po
dans tout | 6®ventail des secteurs et par mi |l es act

secteur privé. Il sera, dans certains cas, possible de le faire de maniére optimale en collaborant
avec les mécanismes existants (tels que les comités nationaux pour le développement durable)
et non en établissant une fonction (éventuellement) paralléle.

(I est recommand® que | 6®qui pe charg®e de | a conce
Programme dobéaction strat®gique ti eamedleudeanieeonsul t a
dé®t ablir des m®c ani smes de coordination efficac
sbappuyant sur l es exemples et mod | es actuels et
technique aux niveaux national et régional pour donneracesi nst ances | es moyens
|l es politiques, |l es pratigqgues et Il es investisseme

soutenir les activités concretes de démonstration dans tous les pays en tant que mesures
rapides de mise enl duge eRasnstoaiilanddaant eur s nati ona

Le d®I ai déex®cution de cett emois@mecesponmdannadaphds® n est
de d®vel oppement du projet, et cette recommandati o
des organismes doéex®cution propos®s.

Centres dbéactivit® r®gionaux

60.

61.

62.

63.

Le Programme ddaction strat®gique du Grand ®cosyst

une recommandation 7 | 6endroit de |l a Commission i
|l aguell e I es six centres dbéexcell eonseoncermantdcaentr es

productivit® marine, la p°che, l a gestion de | 6i
lapol lution et | &6dintervention en cas de d®versement
devraient jouer un rtl e emadue uPr odgarnassmmlea drhiase i © o v |
Toutefois, l a mauvaise performance des Centres r ®g
relatif au Grand écosysteme marin du golfe de Guinée ainsi que les préoccupations soulevées

par les personnes interrogées durant la présente évaluation quant a la possibilité pratique de

di sposer déinstallations r®gi onal es, en particuli
multilingue, d®montre que |l e rtle futur des Centre

Parmil es |l e-ons ~ tirer des centres actuels figurent
rentabl es et pouvant °tre recouvr®s afin ddassur
centres dans des institutions reconnues qui tireront avantage des travaux des centres et les

appuieront, notamment en fournissant des apports aux publications revues par les pairs.

(I est recommand® que | 6®qui pe charg®e de | a conce
Programme dobéacti on st r ane @vgluation glus domplateadestinforenbitibnsct uer u
et services scientifiques et techniques requis pour renforcer la base de données et mettre en

fuvre efficacement ce programme et mener des cohs.

les options privilégiéesparc es der ni er s. Lé®valuation devrait pre
priorit®s variables des pays de cet ®cosyst me, r e
avec les universités et centres de recherche existants, réfléchir aux possibilités de faciliter

| 6®t abli ssement de r®seaux et d®terminer | es r®sul

le Tableau ES2 des suggestions fournies a titre indicatif.
Le d®l ai dbéex®cution de cet tmes cooespmenaalapadseden est e

dével oppement du projet, et cette recommandati on sei
organi smes dobéex®cution propos®s.
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Tableau ES2. Eléments a prendre en considération pour les investissements futurs dans les

Centres

r ®gi onaux

douwtutes vi t ® ou autres st

Gestion des
informations

I'l continue de gdkad®rs@rosre®c adds@urrce
I@c hange de donn ®esqoudemétdsdidonnées) entredesi o
pays du Grand écosystéme marin du Courant de Guinée. Une option serait
doa®lrun syst me de f 1l ux biskinr escdtaipgrun
uncentre pivott ype dot ® ddédun syst mesude (g¢
I 6 envi r cangeia dueentre qui pourrait étre accueilli par la
Commission (intérimaire) du Courant de Guinée ou le secrétariat de la
Convention do6Abidjan. Les t©ches r ¢
spécifiques pourraient étre assignées a différents noyaux nationaux selon
leur spécialisation ou leur disponibilité.

Pollution

Les probléemesliésalacent r al i sati on diddemagollgionr
sont notamment la préservation et le transport des échantillons et

| 6af fectation des c o 3rasdécofysteme manbdue
Courant de Guinée disposent déja de laboratoires qui pourraient étre
aisément renforcés pour permettre et suivre la mise en 1 u v rdweProtocole
relatif a la pollution due & des sources et activités terrestres. Plut6t que de

soutenir une installation centrale,
stratégique futurappui e | 6®t abl i ssement do6uan
dans chacun ou dans la plupart des paysdecet® c o sy st me en

sur les installations existantes au sein des universités ou des instituts
nationaux de recherche.

Intervention en cas
de déversement
déhydrocatr b
en cas dobéur

Les options possibles pour ce centre doivent étre examinées dans le
contexte du Protocol e andd et deg fonttomrs da m¢
futur centre de coordination régionaletduplan r ®gi onal dou
en avril 2011 afin de renforcer la capacité de préparation pour parer au
déversementd 6 h y d r o cdans ties se&teurs clés.

Evaluation et gestion
des risques

endr ai t évaluhtiom d ®x & mic manviers dbie | |
6i denti fi

[ convi
poursuivre la fonction de « radar»r el i ®e 7 |
des nouvelles questions.

Productivité

Le Centre sur la productivité situé au Ghana a effectué des analyses des
échantillons collectés durant les activités menées au titre du projet Nansen
entrepris par la FAO. Le Centre a formé des scientifiques de différents pays
du Grand écosystéme marin du Courant de Guinée et a travaillé en
coll aboration avec ces derniers
services régionaux dans ce domaine hautement spécialisé.

et

Péche

Il importe de renforcer le réseautage entre les pays ainsi que les liens entre
les scientifiques, les responsables et les structures chargées de la péche

au niveau régional. Il faudrait, pour ce faire, consolider le réseau des
centres collaborantsd ans | 6 ens e mbl| eGrakécosyateme® g
marin du Courant de Guinée.
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Part I. Evaluation Background
1. Context

64. Spanning 16 countries, from Guinea Bissau to Angola (Angola, Benin, Cameroon, Congo,
Democratic Republic of the Congo, Cite doélvoire,
Guinea-Bissau, Liberia, Nigeria, Sao Tome and Principe, Sierra Leone and Togo), the Guinea
Current Large Marine Ecosystem (GCLME) is ranked among the most productive coastal and
offshore waters of the world with rich fishery resources, oil and gas reserves, precious minerals,

a high potential for tourism and an important reservoir of marine biological diversity of global
significance.

65. Approximately 40% of the region's 300 million people (2004 estimate) live in the densely
populated coastal areas of the GCLME, many of whom are dependent on the rivers, coastal
lagoons, estuaries and offshore waters of the GCLME for food security and their livelihoods.

66. According to the GCLME Project Brief, the vulnerable coastal and offshore habitats and the
shared living marine resources of the GCLME are being rapidly depleted and degraded, putting
the economies and health of the local populace at risk. Marine and coastal areas, including their
upstream river systems, are affected by a number of anthropogenic activities, namely:

1 Over-exploitation of fishery resources by both artisanal and industrial fishing fleets, with the
increasing adoption of destructive fishing practices by the subsistence sector faced with the
decline in fish availability;

1 Land-based activities including often-haphazard land reclamation for agriculture, housing
and industrial development on mangrove and other wetlands;

1 Agricultural (fertilizer and pesticides), industrial and domestic pollution; with substantial
quantities of nutrients and toxic products carried to the sea through river outflows and
increasing levels of eutrophication in nearby coastal waters causing harmful algal blooms;
and

1 Industrial activities, in particular oil and gas extraction off the coasts of Angola, Cameroon,
Gabon and Nigeria, with increasing numbers of offshore platforms, pipelines, export/import
oil terminals and refineries. Activities related to oil and gas development have increased
during the lifetime of the project such as discovery of oil in commercial quantities off the
shores of Ghana.

67. The consequences of these human activities are the depletion of living resources, the
deterioration of water quality, the loss of habitats and coastal erosion, all contributing and
constituting significant transboundary environmental problems in the GCLME region. In addition,
significant knowledge gaps regarding the status of the region& ecosystems thwart effective
management of natural resources. Ecosystem knowledge is not a high priority in most of the 16
countries. Consequently financial resources, human capacity and institutions are either limited
or lacking.

2. The Project
Rationale

68. The rationale for the GEF international Waters (IW) intervention is presented in the Project Brief
whi ch st antthe absende afta GBEHR intervention, it is probable that the present types of
sectoral-based interventions which have been demonstrated during the past twenty years as
being ineffective in halting the pace of environmental degradation will continue. Without a
concerted ecosystem-based regional approach to environmental management it is unlikely that
the present rates of habitat degradation and living marine resources depletion will be slowed.
The likely consequence of such a scenario is the loss of globally significant biological diversity
during the next century, combined with collapse of fish stocks and food security in the region.o



69. The case for the project is elaborated in the very detailed incremental cost matrix presented in
the Project Brief which detailed the domestic and global environmental benefits of the
6al ternativebd

course of action to be

Objectives and Components

70. The

pr oyeealt de&valopment goal is to create an ecosystem-wide assessment and
management framework for sustainable use of living and non-living resources in the GCLME to:
i) recover depleted fish stocks; ii) restore degraded habitat; and iii) reduce land and ship-based

pollution in the GCLME.

71. The project has five components, each with its own component objective as presented in Table
2. Regional level activities defined in the Project Brief included three regional demonstration
projects (addressing marine productivity, fisheries and environmental information systems) and
were complemented by six national demonstration projects (addressing protected areas,
mangrove restoration, integrated coastal area and river basin management (ICARM), shoreline

erosion, nutrient reduction, and waste stock exchange).

Table 2. Project Components and Component Objectives

fostered

Components

Component objectives

Component 1
SAP and Sustainable

financing mechanisms

Undertake strategic planning for concrete actions to develop sustainable
fisheries, restore habitats and improve water quality in the GCLME,
including the formulation of economic arrangements that will assure the
sustainability of the action program.

Component 2
Fisheries and Living

Marine Resources

Establish an ecosystem-wide fisheries/LMR monitoring, assessment, and
management system, fill technical gaps in understanding the current status
of fisheries and take actions to aid in the recovery and sustainable use of
living marine resources including development of mariculture in the GCLME

Component 3
Biodiversity, Degraded

Habitats and Coastal
Erosion

Undertake strategic planning for conserving biodiversity and integrated
coastal management, demonstrate activities to restore priority degraded
habitats, and develop strategies for reducing coastal erosion in the GCLME
region

Component 4
Pollution and Water

Quality

Develop strategic programmes for reducing land and sea-based sources of
transboundary pollution and enhance regional ability to address wastes, oil
spills, and other major marine pollution incidents

Component 5
Regional Coordination
and Institutional
Sustainability

Create a regional network with broad stakeholder participation and a
sustainable institutional structure for addressing identified threats in the
GCLME, including the development of a regional ecosystem commission
and information system

Intervention Areas and Target Groups

72. The sixty-four large marine ecosystems (LMES) delineated globally are defined by their
distinctive bathymetry, hydrography, chemistry, and tropho-dynamics. The geographical area of
intervention of the GCLME stretches from Guinea Bissau at the southern end of the Canary
Current down to northern Angola, the seasonal limit of the Benguela Oceanographic Current.
The LME includes the drainage basins of major rivers such as the Niger and Volta and extends

seaward to the (variable) front delimiting the Guinea Current from open ocean waters.

73. The Project Brief states that the primary target beneficiary of this project is the population of the
Guinea Current countries, in particular the fishing communities with an emphasis on women.
Direct recipients of the project objectives were to be people of the region; governments of the
region; national focal points; regional scientific and technical organizations; national, local and
municipal governments in cooperating countries;
institutes and private sector organizations (tourism, agriculture, fisheries, oil and gas industry,
environmental consultancy firms, etc. in the coastal states); as well as non-governmental
organizations concerned with environmental

resources.

technical organizations, universities, research

management and conservation of natural

by

t



Milestones in Design, Implementation and Completion

74.

75.

76.

77.

78.

79.

80.

81.

The GCLME initiative has its origins in the recommendations of the First Working Group
Meeting of the six-country Gulf of Guinea Large Marine Ecosystem (GOG-LME) Project held in
August 1995 that emphasized the need to extend coverage of the GOG-LME project to the
natural limits of the GCLME. The idea of an extended project was subsequently approved by
the Committee of Ministers of the GOG-LME Project through "The Accra Declaration", which
was endorsed by ministerial letters from the 10 additional GCLME countries. The initiative was
also endorsed as part of the Report of the December 1998 Cape Town Meeting of the African
Ministerial Conference on Environment (AMCEN).

The Project entered the GEF pipeline in April 2000 with submission of a (revised) request for
PDF B funding to the GEF Secretariat. A first PDF B Grant for US$ 349,500 was approved in
June 2000. Preparation activities includeda 6 st o c kt a k i nttiat wasoorglnizéd on2601
with the 16 GCLME countries under the aegis of the Abidjan Convention for Co-operation in the
Protection, Management and Development of the Marine and Coastal Environment of the West
and Central African Region (hereafter, Abidjan Convention). A supplemental PDF B of US$
287,280 was approved in November 2002, to be matched by estimated co-financing of US$
500,000. According to the project proposal, outputs were to include a completed
Transboundary Diagnostic Analysis (TDA), definition of environmental quality objectives
(EQOs), a preliminary Strategic Action Programme (SAP) prepared through national and

regional stakeholder consultations,and a report of a donorsd conferenc

The GCLME Project Brief was approved by the GEF Council in November 2003.
Complementary Project Documents were submitted by the United Nations Development
Programme (UNDP) and the United Nations Environment Programme (UNEP) in July 2004, and
the Project was endorsed by the GEF CEO on 18 August 2004. The project was approved by
the GEF Agencies T UNDP and UNEP i in October 2004.

The first cash advance to the United Nations Industrial Development Organization (UNIDO) was
received on 10 November 2004 and a Project Director was appointed in mid-November. The
project can be considered to have a start date of 1 January 2005 when the Regional
Coordinating Unit (RCU) was established. The planned project duration was 60-months but the
expected completion date was recorded as 30 June 2009, implying an effective duration of 54
months.

As a result of discovery of irregularities in project execution, an investigation was conducted by

UNI DO6s Office of I nt er n atieerCSemamber 2007tandSJene 2008c e s

Project activities were frozen on 14 December 2007. The UNIDO Project Manager was
dismissed in February 2008 and the Project Director tendered his resignation, which was
accepted, in April 2008. UNDP suspended approval of budget revisions in December 2007 and
UNEP suspended disbursement of funds in June 2008.

Agreement to relaunch the project was reached at an interagency meeting concerning the 10S
investigation in October 2008. A new workplan and logframe were developed in November 2008
at a meeting between UNIDO, UNEP and the RCU. Project activities were re-launched in
January 20089.

There have been three formal extensions, first to 31 December 2010 agreed at the fifth Project
Steering Committee (PSC) meeting in June 2009; second to the end of May 2011 agreed at the
sixth PSC meeting in February 2010; and third to the end of April 2012 agreed by the eighth
PSC meeting in May 2011. A fourth extension to June 2012 was agreed amongst the 1As and
EA, to accommodate scheduling of the third Ministerial meeting. Together these extended the
project duration from the planned 54 to a total of 90 months.

In terms of technical implementation major milestones for this IW foundational project have
been:

1 Completion of the TDA and its publication in 2006;

i The first Ministerial meeting held in September 2006 leadingt o t he GO0 Abuj
where Ministers agreed to institutionalize regional cooperation by the creation of a

a

(1 OS

Dec |

C



technical Interim Guinea Current Commission (IGCC) in the framework of the Abidjan
Convention (1981);

i Signature of the Strategic Action Programme (SAP) by government representatives of
the 16 GCLME countries between September 2007 and June 2008, and its publication in
September 2008;

i A second Ministerial meeting in July 2010, which led to the Osu Declaration, reiterating
support for creation of a Guinea Current Commission and launching the consultation
process towards its creation;

i A third Ministerial meeting in May 2012, which led to the Abidjan Declaration, reiterating
support for creation of a Guinea Current Commission and determining that this should be
established through a protocol to the Abidjan Convention.

1

82. Sub-component/output 5.7 was suspended between January and June 2011 as a result of a
disagreement between UNEP and UNIDO around the process to be used in facilitating the
GCLME countries to establish the Guinea Current Commission.

Implementation Arrangements and Main Partners

83. The Implementing Agencies for the project were i) UNEP, initially through its Division for GEF
Coordination (DGEF) and from the beginning of 2011 through its Division of Environmental
Policy Implementation (DEPI) and ii) UNDP through its Water and Ocean Governance
Programme. The Executing Agency was UNIDO, which established a small regional
coordination unit (RCU) in Accra and provided additional support through a Project Manager
based in its Water Management Unit in Vienna.

84. The project was hosted on behalf of the Government of Ghana by the Ministry of Environment
and Science, then the Ministry of Local Government, Rural Development and Environment, and
later the Ministry of Environment, Science and Technology (MEST). The main partners of the
project were the 16 littoral countries of the GCLME, with 14 of the 16 appointed national
directors in line agencies responsible for environment, one in fisheries and one in an agency
responsible for both fisheries and environment.

85. Key technical partners were the International Maritime Organization (IMO), Food and Agriculture
Organization of the United Nations (FAO), and Abidjan Convention Secretariat who undertook
joint activities with the project that allowed them to enhance delivery of their own strategic
priorities the region. The UNEP GPA office was closely involved in the earlier stages of the
project including development of the initial workplan though it was not able to provide the level
of support originally anticipated through support from the Government of Norway (Paragraph
86). Experts from the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) have supported
and encouraged the project including through technical input at PSC meetings and to some of
the Demonstration projects. The NEPAD Secretariat has taken part in PSC meetings.

86. The main financial partner was the Global Environment Facility (GEF). Co-financing from the
Government of Norway anticipated through a sister project submitted by the Coordination Office
of the Global Program of Action for the Protection of the Marine Environment from Land-Based
Activities (GPA-LBA) did not materialize. Nevertheless, the Government of Norway has provided
equivalent or greater support through its support to the FAO EAF - Nansen GEF project and
UNEP was able to assure the support of the GPA through its own and other (EU-ACP) project
funding.

87. The September 2006 Abuja Declaration stated that the IGCC was to assume leadership and
coordination of the project. The RCU took on the role as Interim Secretariat to the IGCC and
the Project Director took on an additional role as Executive Secretary of the IGCC?. This dual
role was anticipated in the Project Brief and is discussed further in Section C: Implementation
Approach.

Financing

2 The Project Coordinator (PC) appointed in 2009 was similarly charged with both roles.



88.

89.

UNDP and UNEP Project Documents respectively identified GEF financing for the project
though two grants: i) US$ 11,712,705 (56.3% of the total) to UNDP that was to be the lead
implementing agency for the project, and ii) US$ 9,099,699 (43.7%) to UNEP. In addition the
PDF-B grants totalled US$ 636,780. Pledged co-financing according to the UNDP Project
Document® was US$ 33,971,442 or 61.3% of the expected total project cost of US$ 55,420,476.

Table 3 presents an overview of project finance and of budget allocations by component
including expressed as a percentage of the total funds available for project activities.

Table 3. Summary of anticipated GEF and Project Partner Support by Project Component
All figures in US$

Component Co-financing | Co-financing | GEF Funds ALL Funds |% of Subtotal 1|% of Subtotal 1
Governments others GEF Funds ALL
Comp |: TDA, SAP and NAPs 1,508,500 0 2,491,996 4,000,496 12.6 7.4
Comp lI: Fisheries and Living 5,360,532 645200 | 3671372 | 9,677,104 185 18.0
Marine Resources
1ll: Biodi ity, D
Comp lli: Biodiversity, Degraded 9,994,900 45200 | 4,253,281 | 14,293,381 215 26.6
Habitats and Coastal Erosion
%’1 Pollution and Water 11,996,110 | 1,826,050 | 2,711,180 | 16,533,340 13.7 307
V: Regi | inati
Comp v: Regional Coordinationand| , Jq¢ 100 | 1098400 | 6,693,008 | 9287.808 338 17.3
Institutional Sustainability
Subtotal 1
(Funds available for project activities) 19,820,837 58,792,129 100.0 100.0
UNIDO Execution Fee 991,567 991,567
Subtotal 2
(GEF Project Grant) A0
PDF (B) 636,780 636,780
Total Project Financing 30,356,442 3,614,850 21,449,184 55,420,476

Sources: UNDP Project Document of July 2004, PDF-B applications

90.

91.

92.

UNDP expenditure to 31 December 2011 was US$ 11,419,385 or 98% of the GEF Grant. UNEP
expenditure to 31 October 2011 was US$ 8,625,842 or 95% of the GEF grant. UNIDO reported
that it had reimbursed US$ 528,500 in response to the UNIDO IOS investigation, equivalent to
95 per cent of the management fee on UNDP funding. This amount was credited to the UNDP
budget since the grant to UNDP covered management (RCU) costs and did not affect the
overall project cost.

The reported co-finance of US$ 39.521 million includes substantial associated funding® for four
countries, derived mainly from other projects. Once this is excluded, the value of reported co-
finance comes to US$ 9.997 or 29 per cent of the pledged amount. This figure is considered to
significantly underestimate the true value of co-finance provided since co-financing data were
not systematically collected during the life of the project and reflect contributions from just 10 of
the 16 GCLME countries.

The total cost of the project was US$ 31.446 million.

Modifications to Design before or during Implementation

3 There are inconsistencies in the financial information provided in different parts of the Project Documents and in the GEF
database including anomalies due to rounding. The GEF database suggests that co-finance anticipated at CEO approval was
US$ 43,971,293. This is similar to the figure in the UNEP Project Document that included some contributions that cannot be
substantiated.

4 .
See explanatory note in Annex 7.




93. Project implementation started promptly after approval with no inception phase, reflecting the
short amount of time passed since the second project development phase. Some activities,
including development of the TDA that was supposed to be completed under the second PDF
grant, continued with only minimal interruption. The first phase of the project was marked by the
definition of roles for five regional activity centres (RACs) that were not anticipated in the project
document. Three of the RACs later came to be associated with delivery of the three regional
demonstration projects addressing the same themes (Paragraph 71 and Annex 7).

94. Following the project suspension, a revised logframe was developed in November 2008. The
remaining budget was reallocated and budgets that had been submitted for the demonstration
projects and by the RACs were adjusted to be more realistic.

95. UNEP has recorded five revisions, associated with approved project extensions and changes in
budget, while UNDP has recorded three, associated with approved changes in the annual
spending limit.

3. The Evaluation

Purposes

96. The purposes of this Terminal Evaluation are to: i) provide evidence of results to meet
accountability requirements, and ii) promote learning, feedback, and knowledge sharing through
results and lessons learned among UNEP, UNDP, UNIDO, the GEF and their partners

Criteria and Key Questions

97. Key questions for the evaluation identified in the evaluation terms of reference (Annex 1) are:

i To what extent has the project supported GCLME countries to undertake strategic
planning for concrete actions to develop sustainable fisheries, restore habitats and
improve water quality in the GCLME, including the formulation of economic
arrangements that will assure the sustainability of the action program?

i How successful was the project in supporting GCLME countries to: establish an
ecosystem-wide fisheries/LMR monitoring, assessment, and management system; fill
technical gaps in understanding the current status of fisheries and; take actions to aid in
the recovery and sustainable use of living marine resources including development of
mariculture in the GCLME?

1 To what extent did the project assist GCLME countries to undertake strategic planning
for conserving biodiversity and integrated coastal management, demonstrate activities to
restore priority degraded habitats, and develop strategies for reducing coastal erosion in
the GCLME region?

i How well did the project support GCLME countries to develop strategic programmes for
reducing land and sea-based sources of transboundary pollution and enhance regional
ability to address wastes, oil spills, and other major marine pollution incidents?

i How successful was the project in facilitating the creation of a regional network with
broad stakeholder participation and a sustainable institutional structure for addressing
identified threats in the GCLME, including the development of a regional ecosystem
commission and information sharing system?

i How well did the project contribute to the expected impacts in terms of a) recovery
depleted fish stocks; b) restoration of degraded habitat; and c) reduction land and ship-
based pollution in the GCLME?

1 Are there any lessons to be learned from this project with regard to the a) design and b)
implementation of future initiatives in similar (especially LME-related) fields?

98. Annex 1 (Evaluation Terms of Reference) includes a specific list of review criteria used for this
evaluation that are reflected in the structure of this report.

99. An important analytical tool used in this evaluation is the Review of Outcomes to Impacts (ROtl)
tool which is presented in Part Il A of the evaluation report and is used to inform analyses on



stakeholder engagement, sustainability and progress towards impact. Information used in the
wider evaluation is evidence-based and efforts have been made to triangulate information and
opinions from interviews.

100. The evaluation includes an expanded discussion of the national and regional demonstration
projects and RACs as Annex 7.

Timeframe, data collection and limitations of the evaluation

101. The evaluation terms of reference were discussed at the eighth Project Steering Committee
meeting in May 2011, at which the project was extended to end of April 2012. The evaluation
took place between September 2011 and June 2012. A verbal summary of findings was
presented to the ninth Project Steering Committee meeting in May 2012.

102. The list of persons interviewed during the course of evaluation is provided in Annex 2 and the
itinerary and evaluation timeline is provided in Annex 3.

103. The findings of the evaluation were based on the following:

a) A desk review of Project Documents, including (See also Annex 4, List of references):

A Relevant background documentation, including UNEP, UNDP and GEF policies,
strategies and programmes pertaining to international/transboundary waters; the
Abidjan Convention documents; the Accra Declaration (1998); and the TDA and
preliminary SAP prepared under the PDF-B grants preceding the project;

A Project design documents; Annual Work Plans and Budgets or equivalent, revisions to
the logical framework and project financing;

A Project reports such as progress and financial reports from countries to the RCU and
from the RCU and UNIDO to UNEP and UNDP; Steering Committee meeting minutes;
annual Project Implementation Reviews and relevant correspondence;

A The Mid-term Evaluation report, Aide Memoire between EA and IAs and other
documentation related to the project suspension in 2007-2008;

A Documentation related to project outputs such as the updated TDA, the adopted SAP
and National Action Programmes as well as reports from workshops and training
activities.

b) Interviews with:
A Project management and execution support in the RCU (Ghana) and UNIDO
Headquarters (Vienna);

A UNEP Task Manager and Fund Management Officer (Nairobi); UNDP Principal and
Regional Technical Advisors, and the Assistant Resident Representative at the Ghana
Country Office;

Country Directors, National assistants, NAP consultants, and other relevant partners;
Relevant staff of GEF Secretariat;

Representatives of other multilateral agencies (e.g. IMO, FAO) and relevant
organisations (NOAA).

> > >

c) Visits by the two person evaluation team to Benin, Cameroon, Ghana, Nigeria, and Togo
including to the national demonstration projects and regional activity centres (RACS).

d) Six responses to a questionnaire sent in English and French to project assistants and
directors in the GCLME countries in January 2012. The questionnaire looked specifically at
relevance of themes addressed in Components 2-4 of the project, at project implementation
at national level, and at satisfaction with project processes.

104. The start of the evaluation was delayed in view of the project extension to April 2012 agreed in
May 2011, since GEF regulations require that terminal evaluations take place at the earliest six
months before the end of a project. A preliminary report submitted in April 2012 was updated to
accommodate the results of the expert meeting, ninth Steering Committee meeting and third
Ministerial meeting organised in May 2012.



105. There were two main constraints to the evaluation.

1 First, it was not possible to visit all sixteen countries involved in the project and the
evaluatorsovisits therefore focused on those countries hosting demonstration projects.
Efforts were made to contact the other countries by questionnaire, but only six responses
were received despite two reminders with extensions and a note of encouragement from
the RCU. One respondent noted that his ability to respond in a timely manner was
affected by poor internet connections and power cuts, a remark that underscores the at
times difficult circumstances in which national project Assistants and Directors are
working

i Second, very little first-hand information was available on the history of the project and
on changes in strategic direction implemented during its early years, including decisions
related to the RACs and demonstration projects. This is in part due to changes in key
staff including the Project Coordinator and Project Manager in UNIDO and in part due to
poor documentation.

106. The evaluators were not given access to the detailed findings of the UNIDO IOS investigation
that led to the project suspension. The evaluators elected not to pursue lines of query related to
certain events in the early years of the project that were presumably covered by that
investigation as this would have negatively affected GCLME interaction with stakeholders.
During the site visits,th e eval uators needed to stress repeatedl
evaluati omdveotti gaant i on o . Had the UNIDO | OS invest
areas of the evaluation would have been flagged for special attention in the evaluation report.

107. The evaluators would like to express particular appreciation to the RCU and UNIDO for
facilitating the evaluation and to the wider project team and partners for hosting visits that at
times fell in holiday and weekend periods.



Part Il. Project Performance and Impact

108. Part Il of the evaluation is organised in four sections representing the four main categories of
evaluation criteria, namely a) attainment of objectives and planned results, b) sustainability and
catalytic role, c) processes affecting attainment of project results, and d) complementarities with
the UNDP, UNEP and UNIDO programmes and strategies.

A. Attainment of Objectives and Planned Results

Achievement of Outputs and Activities

109. A detailed evaluation of the project®& 37 outputs and 106 activities based on the November
2008 logframe is attached as Annex 5. This includes a description of milestones or deliverables,
a commentary addressing factors such as quantity, quality, usefulness or timeliness and an
individual rating for each activity and output. The ratings of the outputs do not necessarily reflect
the average rating of activities under that output as these may differ in importance or be of a
cumulative nature. Further information on the RACs /Regional Demonstration projects and
National Demonstration projects is provide in Annex 7.

Component 1

110. The eight outputs and 25 activities under Component 1 finalise SAP and develop sustainable
financing mechanisms for its implementation, describe foundational steps towards creations of a
management framework for the GCLME, including filling data gaps (Outputs 1.1 & 1.2),
completion of the TDA drafted during the project development phase (Output 1.3), development
of the SAP (Output 1.5) and National Action Plans (NAPs)(Output 1.4), and mobilisation of
funding (Output 1.6), partnerships (Output 1.7) and exploration of economic instruments (Output
1.8) for SAP implementation. Component 1 accounted for approximately 14 per cent of the
project expenditure compared to 13 per cent budgeted”.

111.Output 1.1 was to address weaknesses in methods and standards at the regional level
previously identified in the draft TDA. This need was not due to lack of rigour at the individual
country level but rather for the purposes of standardisation of methods for easier comparison of
results between scientists in the GCLME region. Through a series of 16 on land and ship board
training workshops, in the period 2005 - 2011 manuals have been produced to standardise
regional methodologies to monitor marine productivity (fishes, plankton and benthos), nutrients,
and pollution. About 400 technical participants took part in the various training workshops
associated with this output from all 16 GCLME countries.

112. Preparation of the TDA was originally expected to be completed in 2003 under the
supplemental PDF/B grant provided in the project development. The UNEP Project Document
indicates that the TDA would be updated on the basis of supplementary information under
Output 1.2. Institutions in 15 of the 16 GCLME countries were awarded monitoring contracts
valued at US$ 20,000 per country to complete data gaps; an amount that was at least an order
of magnitude below the real costs of the data gathering exercise proposed. Nine reports were
eventually produced in 2009 and 2010, while the remaining six contracts were cancelled and
payments suspended.

113. The TDA itself (Output 1.3) was completed and published in February 2006, some 14 months
into project implementation. The TDA is a comprehensive document that broadly includes the
elements recommended in the 2005 Train-Sea-Coast TDA/SAP guidelines, with detailed
descriptions of the physical and biochemical setting and socio-economic and development
setting and a brief introduction to the policy, legal, regulatory and institutional setting of the
Guinea Current, identification of major perceived problems and issues (MPPIs) and
development of basic causal chains. Two substantive sections of the TDA, Chapters 6 (analysis
of root causes) and 7 (priority areas for future interventions) are very heavily based on the
BCLME TDA that was published in 1999 with about 80% of the content copied from that

° See Paragraph 314 and Annex 9 for a full explanation of expenditure data presented in this section.



document. A sympathetic interpretation would point to the strong similarity in issues experienced
by the two LMEs

114. The SAP (Output 1.5) was developed immediately after the TDA in a deviation from the
planned approach which saw National Action Plans (NAPs) developed prior to the SAP. There is
little information on the SAP preparation process that was coordinated and facilitated by
qualified regional consultants during the first two years of the GCLME project. The SAP built on
the identification of preliminary Environmental Quality Objectives (EQQOs) and targets related to
fisheries, water quality and habitats during the project development phase. Like the TDA the
SAP has drawn significantly on the experience and outputs of the BCLME project with several
sections, including the Ministerial statement, based on - but appropriately adapted from - the
BCLME text.

115. The SAP is prefaced by an Agreement signed on behalf of the governments of the 16 GCLME
states between September 2007 and August 2008 whereby they agree to the principles, criteria
and indicators of the SAP. Reaching such an agreement can be considered a major feat for an
LME spanning 16 countries, several of which have been affected by war, unrest or political
upheavals in the past decade. While an invaluable expression of agreement regarding required
actions to address transboundary issues, the plan has little detail on how it would be
operationalised.

116. The complementary National Action Plans (NAPs) (Output 1.4) were designed to operationalise
the SAP at country level, though there was some confusion as to whether these should include
only transboundary concerns, or include all work required at national level for delivery of SAP
objectives. NAPs were intended to build on and draw together existing national action plans and
strategies in relevant areas (e.g. related to fisheries, environment or biodiversity).

117. The NAP development process was led by an experienced team of bilingual consultants, and
started at the end of 2009. The process was well designed and reflective, with a kick-off
workshop, engagement of a national coordinator and national experts in each of the GCLME
countries, a regional mid-term review workshop, and technical validation of 14 of the 15 plans at
national workshops between November 2010 and February 2011. The plan for Angola has not
yet been completed as there is an ongoing process to develop a joint plan with the BCLME.

118. The regional NAP consultants prepared an evaluation of the NAPs in March 2011 which is
available in draft form. Time for NAP preparation was reportedly limiting and scheduling
concerns meant the focus shifted prematurely from finalization of the NAPs to development of a
portfolio of priority investment projects, which were identified in each country through a call for
proposals. Nevertheless the 15 completed NAPs reflect the strong commitment and investment
of time by the national consultants with one or two outstanding examples.

119. Output 1.6 concerned fundraising for SAP implementation. The portfolio of Country Investment
Project Profiles for the Implementation of the GCLME SAP was developed on the basis of
priority projects included in the 15 NAPs. The Fi r st Partnersé Conference wa
February 2011, though unfortunately only a handful of donor organizations were represented.
There were no specific commitments to fund either SAP implementation or priority projects but
some expressions of interest related to further collaboration. Discussions during evaluation visits
indicated that country partners have high expectations for funding for the NAP projects, which
would be regarded as justifying the planning efforts made to date.

120. At present the most promising vehicle for future funding appears to be the SAP implementation
project being developed by the project partners, as mandated by the seventh meeting of the
PSC and second and third Ministerial Meetings. National priority projects are reflected in this
document, though being reformulated and clustered to better fit the SAP EQOs.

121. Output 1.7 was reoriented in November 2008 to put greater emphasis on programmatic
partnerships than sustainable financing. In this context the project has had effective working
relationships with UNEP GPA, FAO, IMO, IPIECA and the Abidjan Convention Secretariat. It
has had good dialogues with a host of other regional and international organizations including
several of the regional fisheries bodies leading in some cases to MOUs. There is some
ambiguity as to whether this undertaking has been on behalf of the project or the IGCC (with
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both referenced in MOU documents) though this is a relatively minor issue given the clear intent
to collaborate. These MOUs will need revisiting when the GCC is formally established.

122. Finally under Output 1.8, the project commissioned two reports which addressed the
identification of tools and the overall economic evaluation. The contents of the report on
ecosystem assessment and valuation were good in their coverage of the key issues, but the
report did not come out with a specific blue-print for the selection of appropriate tools. The
second output of private sector involvement in pollution control was not adequately addressed.
This is an important aspect as the private sector involvement impacts on the sustainability of
activities post-project.

123. The overall rating on Component 1 is moderately satisfactory with some evident weakness in
deliverables seen as outweighed by the political momentum assured by endorsement of the
SAP. Concerns with financial sustainability will be addressed in Section B.

Component 2

124. The seven outputs and 20 activities under Component 2 recovery of depleted fisheries and
living marine resources including mariculture, describe the initiatives needed to establish an
ecosystem-wide fisheries and living marine resources assessment and monitoring system for
the GCLME. This was to involve stock assessment, methods for estimating sustainable yields of
commercially important fisheries and development of management plans (Outputs 2.1, 2.2 &
2.6), evaluation of the carrying capacity for living marine resources of the ecosystem and the
potential for coastal aquaculture and mariculture including identification of investments and
legislation (Outputs 2.3 & 2.7), development of regional agreements (Output 2.4) and changes
to country laws towards sustainable fisheries (Output 2.5). Component 2 accounted for
approximately 20 per cent of the project expenditure compared to 18 per cent budgeted.

125. The assessment and management of fish stocks (Outputs 2.1, 2.2 and 2.6) is the first of the
policy actions given in the SAP, perhaps reflecting its importance among the GCLME countries.
The project, with partners such as FAO-EAF Nansen, had completed four surveys in the region
between 2005 and 2010 and a common methodology for regional ecosystem-wide stock
assessments has been created. As part of the fish surveys, oceanographic, productivity, and
ecological data were collected. Three consultant-facilitated workshops were held in 2005, which
were used to determine appropriate methods for estimating sustainable yields for dominant
fisheries.

126. Three groups of commercially-important fisheries were identified in 2009 at a regional
workshop for the GCLME, small pelagics, Sciaenidae and Sparidae as well as shrimp.
Subsequently, model management plans were developed, adopted and published for these
three fisheries (Output 2.6). In 2010, a & ser 6 s f@ uEcodystem Based Fisheries
Managementd(corresponding to an ecosystem approach to fisheries) with emphasis on trophic
relationships and adaptive management was produced. Most of the country NAPs had been
produced before this guide was released so these could not incorporate the key elements;
however aspects of the guidelines feature in the country investment projects.

127. Marine productivity (Output 2.3) was addressed by a Regional Demonstration Project based at
the University of Ghana. Despite limited financial support from the project, using collaborative
links, the Productivity RAC has managed to initiate collection of ecosystem-wide time series of
productivity and plankton measurements from the RV Nansen cruises, Ships of Opportunity
(SOOP) and data from satellite remote sensing operations.

128. Relatively little work was done in the area of mariculture (Output 2.7): some of the country
NAPs comment on the value of coastal aquaculture and mariculture but there was no regional
determination of the sustainable capacity of ecosystem and maximum practical limits for its
future development. Some countries included identification of investments and legislation for
aquaculture in their NAPs. The regional review of the existing status and trends and ecosystem
impact of coastal aquaculture and mariculture was not found in project documentation. A micro-
project in Cameroon is trying to find low cost techniques for growing out shrimps as part of
integrated coastal zone management (ICZM); and in conjunction with the Yellow Sea LME and
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IW:LEARN inland aquaculture demonstrations have been carried out in Nigeria and Ghana with
the aim of developing a guideline document for best environmental practices/best available
technologies (BEP/BAT) but as of December 2011 this had not yet been produced. The GCLME
project has played a contributing role in developing regional fishery agreements (Output 2.4)
including assisting in negotiations, endorsement and ratification for sustainable use of fisheries
resources. A series of Memoranda of Understanding (MOU) have been signed with regional
fisheries organisations (2011) such as Regional Fisheries Committee for the Gulf of Guinea
(COREP) and Fishery Committee for the West Central Gulf of Guinea (FCWC); these have
provided a potential mechanism for continued stock assessment (Output 2.4). A joint
programme is being developed with ACP FISH Il (fisheries project by the African, Caribbean
and Pacific Group of states) while the MOU with the Sub Regional Fisheries Commission
(SRFC) is yet to be completed. These MOUs build on one of the better products of the project,
i.e., the document co-produced with the World-Wide Fund for Nature (WWF) on equitable
fisheries access arrangements in the region.

129. Under the GCLME project, national legal frameworks were supposed to be modified so as to
reflect the regional agreements that were developed as part of Output 2.4. In 2007 national
consultants, with the aid of stakeholder workshops, reviewed existing national laws/regulations
on fisheries and mariculture making draft modifications and recommendations on fisheries and
marine resources (Output 2.5). Most of these modifications have not as yet been ratified by the
various national authorities for the laws to come in force. It should be noted that each GCLME
country is in a different stage or at a different position in the cycle of reformulation/reforming
laws and regulation on fisheries (linked also to Activity 2.7.4). This has meant that the
Evaluators could not see passed bills and acts, but assurances were given during some country
visits that the changed regulations were passing into law. One documented success was the
first ever Fisheries Regulations, 2010 (L. I. 1968), of Ghana, which provides guidance to the
fishing industry that incorporates elements of best practice as prescribed by the GCLME.

130. The outputs and activities given in the November 2008 version of the logframe were for the
most part addressed by December 2011, in that workshops had been held and reports
prepared. The quality and content of reports is very variable. There are also issues reported in
the countries visited by the evaluation team and in questionnaire responses related to project
follow-through at the regional level and enabling actions at the national level. These general
issues also are seen in Components 3 and 4. The overall rating on Component 2 is moderately
satisfactory.

Component 3

131. Component 3, planning for biodiversity conservation, restoration of degraded habitats and
development of strategies for reducing coastal erosion, had seven outputs and 26 activities.
These can be grouped into three sub-themes. The first sub theme was planning for protected
areas, where a GCLME Ecosystem-wide Biodiversity Action Plan was to be developed (Output
3.1) including a gap analysis of national legislation and drafting of improvements to legislation
regarding key elements of biodiversity and habitats identified in the TDA (Output 3.6). This was
to be demonstrated by the establishment of Marine Protected Areas in Benin (Output 3.2).
Component 3 accounted for approximately 15 per cent of the project expenditure compared to
22 per cent budgeted.

132. The Technical Advisory Group on Biodiversity met in early 2007 to discuss among other things
an ecosystem-wide biodiversity action plan (Output 3.1) prepared by a consultant in 2006. The
group identified possible coastal and marine protected areas based on submissions from
participants and on the presentations on the status of coastal biodiversity. They also inventoried
all existing Marine Protected Areas (MPAs) in the GCLME countries. Two reports one in English
and another covering six francophone countries, build on information presented in the TDA to
broadly cover national practices of coastal habitat use, conservation, and restoration. The
reports presented a list of protected areas and a list of threatened and endangered species
which was heavily drawn from the IUCN Red List current at that time. However, the list does not
follow standard principles and methods for classifying threatened or endangered species. In
addition, the accompanying maps presented contain some errors, e.g., the number of coastal
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Ramsar sites in Ghana is five not four with the Muni-Pomadze Ramsar site missing from the
map.

133.The second sub theme was on the management and control of invasive species. An
assessment of status of introduced species and their threats to the biodiversity of the GCLME
region was carried out by regional and national consultants who also helped in the development
of legal/regulatory mechanisms for the control of invasive species (Output 3.5). One introduced
species, the Nypa Palm which is spreading in the mangrove areas of Nigeria, was selected as a
demonstration species (Output 3 . 3) (initially for fferadicationodo b
2008 t o fic oavised prdjedt dacumertt lngérame).

134. Finally the last sub-theme of Component 3 was the use of best environmental practices/best
available technologies (BEP/BAT) for coastal management. This was to be done through seven
activities that covered the use of integrated coastal area and river basin management (ICARM)
and assessment of physical alteration and destruction of habitat (PADH) for habitat protection
with a Cameroonian Demonstration Project. This aspect of the project examined the
development of cost-effective mitigation strategies for protection of shorelines and critical
coastal habitats. It also included studies, investments for SAP/NAPs, and legal/regulatory
mechanisms (National Demonstration Project) (Outputs 3.4 & 3.7). A consultation on a draft
regional Biodiversity Action Plan (BAP) involving a wide stakeholder base at the national level
was to be carried out (Output 3.1). There is no documentation to indicate that this happened
system-wide or at the national level, but a participatory process was used to endorse the
ecosystem-wide biodiversity action plan. Most of the recommended actions in the BAP such as
the creation of a regional museum of biodiversity were never implemented or even elaborated
further.

135.The TDA and to some extent the SAP identified gaps in national laws and regulations
concerning biodiversity and sensitive habitats (Output 3.6). Between August 2010 and February
2011, legal experts in each of the 16 GCLME had reviewed national legislation and drafted
improvements to legislation regarding land-based activities, marine-based pollution, introduced
species, and fisheries. They made recommendations for modifications to national laws and
regulations on biodiversity but as with legal frameworks on Component 2, it is too early (under
two years) for the project to have facilitated the harmonisation of laws and regulation to a
regional standard.

136. Benin led a national demonstration/pilot activity on the establishment of marine protected areas
(Output 3.2). The title of the pilot project was misleading since even though the MPAs were
established and management plans were developed, no act ual O6management
taken, for the same reasons given above on delivery at the national level. A local NGO (Centre
pour | 6Envi r on nleppamernt Dueable, CEDED) ®@as econtracted to identify the
priority areas for marine protection in Benin based on the ecosystem approach. CEDED also
prepared an adaptive management plan for MPAs in Benin. A report in French (2007) and
English (undated) was followed in 2009 by 10 community meetings involving several hundred
local participants to disseminate results of the pilot project. Exchange visits were held between
countries to disseminate results within the region.

(@}
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137. Output 3.5 has several areas of overlap with Output 3.6. Much of the work here involved a
close and valuable collaboration with IMO and GEF-UNDP-IMO GloBallast Partnerships project.
Activities started in 2007 with the first of three high level meetings. Training modules in ballast
water management were developed and run in 2009. Support was also provided to form an
association of ballast water managers at the various national ports called Ports Environmental
Network - Africa (PENAT).

138. As mentioned above, the Nypa palm was the focus of Output 3.3 - restoration of degraded
mangrove areas. The original idea of Nypa clearance was not possible so was reformulated
after the projeatsei attuernatavaéwi el ocal consul ta
Development and Conservation Programme, carried out an intensive set of activities in 2010 to
2011 including a survey, site identification, trials and dissemination, resulting in 12 reports in a
14 month period. Given that just two of the 16 GCLME countries have confirmed presence of
Nypa as an invasive species (Nigeria and Cameroon) this demonstration project has limited
replicability.
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139.1 n 2007 a final report to GCLME on fAlntegrated Co
Areai Cameroono (OQOutoput 3.4) was pr e smenttFacditatdisp 6 Gr o u g
which produced a frame work document of ICARM and PADH. In 2010 ENVIREP Cameroon,
another local company was contracted by the project to facilitate and report on the
implementation of actual micro-projects. The lead consultant of this company had been
involved in the GCLME ICARM process, albeit in a different capacity right from the initial
workshop in April 2005. The outcomes of the micro projects were mixed, but a number of key
lessons and recommendations could be derived from them. Results were disseminated through
a regional workshop.

140. A technical report dated June 2003 on @pplication of Low Costs Technologies for the Fight
against Coastal Erosion: Case of the Coastline Assinie in Céte d'lvoiredset up the guidance for
GCLME Output 3.7. This was followed by another report (undated but presumed to be around
2007, no cover page or ToRs) by Civil and Coastal Engineering Consultancy Services Ltd.
which gave the cost of the intervention at that time as around US$ 500,000. In 2010 the French
branch of an international consulting firm Environmental Resources Management (ERM) was
contracted to deliver further on Output 3.7 by the provision of an environmental and social
impact analysis. ERM identified no anthropogenic root causes related to erosion and damage
observed at Assinie Beach. As with Output 3.2, no actual follow-up intervention has taken place.
A report on regional littoral sediment budgets was completed in April 2012.

141. The project performance under Component 3 is very patchy with some extremely good
technical products in terms of reports and documentation. However in other cases, the
documentation did not remotely address the expected results in the project logframe. As such
the rating for Component 3 is moderately satisfactory.

Component 4

142. Component 4, reduce land and sea-based pollution and improve water quality, had eight
outputs and 22 activities which describe the steps required to develop strategic programmes to
militate and mitigate transboundary pollution (Outputs 4.4, 4.5 & 6.6) and enhance the capacity
within the region to respond to marine pollution incidents. Key actions include strengthening the
link between NPAs and NAPs (Outputs 4.1 & 4.2), and tightening the relationship between the
CGLME and the Abidjan Convention (Output 4.3). Two demonstration projects, one on reducing
nutrients inputs to the ocean (Output 4.7) and a Waste Stock Exchange (Output 4.8) round up
the suite of initiatives. Component 4 accounted for approximately 12 per cent of the project
expenditure compared to 14 per cent budgeted.

143. An NPA Methodology Manual was developed early in the project, (2006). Some countries as
early as 2005 had presented reports of NPA workshops (Output 4.1 and 4.2). Regionally-
integrated and consistent National Programmes of Action for Land-Based Activities (NPAs-
LBA), including updated inventories of pollution and habitat hot spots have been developed. The
16 NPA reports came up with a number of issues that clearly may be shared problems but are
not transboundary in nature. The completed NPA-LBAs reports have also been validated in all
16 GCLME countries. The activity to create a West and Central African regional node of the
GPA Clearinghouse Mechanism within the GCLME Environmental Information Management
System has not been delivered, and it appears that neither of these two information sharing
systems exists. The use of the project website as a data exchange portal is a poor substitute for
a truly equitable and accessible platform.

144. A series of meetings have been held to assist define the relationship between the project and
the Abidjan Convention as well as development of a protocol on LBSA (Output 4.3). The
Protocol to the Abidjan Convention on LBSA was signed by the first six plenipotentiaries at a
meeting of the Convention Focal Points in June 2012. The national consultations on Output 3.5
and 3.6 on review of legal instruments provided synergy for the review of the status of the
appropriate regional/ international convention by GCLME patrticipating countries for Output 4.3.

145. Outputs 4.4 and 4.5 benefited greatly from the collaboration between IGCC, UNIDO, IMO, and
IPIECA which resulted in the 2007 ®raft memorandum for the sub-regional contingency plan for
preparedness and response to major marine pollution incidents in GCLME regiond Subsequent
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to that, a Marine Pollution Manual, sensitivity maps and draft policies on the use of dispersants
as well as national oil spill contingency plans have been produced with the help of the project. A
draft Regional Oil Spill Contingency Plan developed and agreed by IMO, IGCC and IPIECA
exists and systems for cooperation on cases of marine incidents have been incorporated in
regional spill contingency plans. An amended Emergency Protocol, TORs and Functions of a
Future Regional Coordination Centre and the Regional Contingency Plan were adopted at the
9th Conference of Parties (COP) of the Abidjan Convention.

146. UNIDO, IMO and IPIECA have assisted delivery on Output 4.6, facilitation of a process to
reform legislation in selected countries to adopt and implement international conventions (e.g.,
MARPOL, OPRC) as related to oil and gas activities. A series of high-level meetings were held
under the auspices of the project. Many of the recommendations of these meetings went on to
be incorporated in the Marine Pollution Manual produced by the project. Aspects of the NAP
studies which were related to legal frameworks, were used with other project activities regarding
recommendations for changes in national laws based on the provisions of international and
regional conventions.

147. Output 4.7 was to find the most cost efficient solution to treat nutrient rich waste water effluents
from the Phosphate factory in Kpémé and for the management of the sludge that would not flow
out to sea (See also Annex 7). Consultants identified a solution costing over US$ 10 million and
this is the first listed project in the Togolese section of the document produced by the project on
Country Investment Profiles for the implementation of the GCLME Strategic Action Programme.
In addition, the feasibility of sludge recycling was assessed at the request of the Government of
Togo.

148. The original intention under Output 4.8 was to support a Waste Stock Exchange (See also
Annex 7). In 2007 reports started to emerge from Mamsco Environmental Management
Consortium Ltd, a Ghanaian consulting company contracted to carry out this task. The contract
with the consultant was terminated in 2009 bythe UNI DO&s pr oc ur elThesconipang er vi ce s
had identified priority industrial waste inputs in Ghana and collected some data on the volumes
of waste in 11 categories that could be used as raw material for other industries. A roundtable
for the private sector was held in 2010 which was attended by a large number of companies and
participants from several GCLME countries.

149. The project performance under Component 4 is considered Satisfactory mainly due to the high
quality technical outputs produced in collaboration with UNIDO, IMO and IPIECA.

Component 5

150. Five of the seven outputs under Component 5, regional coordination and institutional
sustainability, were concerned with procedural aspects of project delivery including development
and functioning of a regional coordination mechanism (Output 5.1), a project steering committee
(Output 5.2), and inter-ministerial coordination structures (Output 5.3); involvement of
stakeholders and communication (Output 5.4) and monitoring and evaluation (Output 5.6).
These outputs and activities have been addressed in Annex 5 and are discussed in more detalil
in later sections of this evaluation. See in particular sections C2. Implementation Approach and
Adaptive Management; C3. Stakeholder Participation and Public Awareness; C4. Country
Ownership and Drivenness and C7. Monitoring and Evaluation. Component 5 accounted for
approximately 39 per cent of the project expenditure compared to 34 per cent budgeted.

151. The development of an ecosystem information system (Output 5.5) was one of the regional
demonstration projects. An MoU with the University of Lagos (2005) was signed to set up the
RAC. An undated report (possibly 2008) lists the tasks and requirements for the Centre. The
GCLME/UNILAG Regional Centre of Excellence for Environmental Information Management
and Decision Support System provided GIS services and generated maps for other components
of the project. Unfortunately the Data and Information Management System aspect was never
developed to the extent that data sharing (as opposed to document provision) was possible
among the 16 countries through the RAC. When the evaluators visited the RAC, it had recently
experienced a fire which had destroyed many of the computers as well as accessories such as
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printers, scanners and plotters. The University of Lagos has replaced some of the equipment
destroyed in the fire.

152.0utput5.7addressed O0devel opment of a r ednteomGuineacoor di n
Current Commission followed by establishment of a full-f | edged commi ssion) 0. T
milestone in this process was the preparation and convening of the first Ministerial Meeting in
September 2006, w h i Acbhu j rae sDuel ¢t headgraéimend o Bnetitutionalize
regional cooperation by the creation of a technical Interim Guinea Current Commission (IGCC)
in the framework of the Abidjan Convention. Ministers met for a second time in July 2010 and
issuedt h ®s & De c |, aeitemating suppdrt for creation of a Guinea Current Commission
and launching the consultation process towards its creation. This meeting was premature in
view of the limited progress that had been made in terms of building a consensus with respect to
t he GCCO s aliamasgements, but didnserve the purpose of highlighting to Ministers that
the GCLME project was back on track after the suspension.

153. Progress towards Output 5.7 was hampered by differences in opinion between UNEP and
UNIDO regarding how related activities were conducted and by different interpretations of the
Mi ni stersd i nstr uctih the frameworkcaf thea AbidjantChneentiGna CONEP
expressed strong concerns about the preparation, conduct and fidelity of reporting of the second
Ministerial meeting and argued that there needed to be an analysis of different options related to
creation of the GCC. FAO and UNEP tabled related concerns at the 7" PSC meeting. At the
same time the RCU argued that it was i in its role as IGCC Secretariat i responding
appropriately to the instructions of the Ministers. Tensions were fuelled by i) perceptions of
conflict of interest between the parties (Paragraph 251 & 344) and ii) alleged politicisation of the
issue amongst GCLME countries. UNEP suspended its funding for related activities in this area
in January 2011 and has put on record that it does not consider the Osu Declaration and
meeting report to be an accurate account of agreements reached at the second Ministerial
Meeting.

154. A UNEP option paper comprising five options for establishment of the GCC was presented at a
meeting of the working group established after the second Ministerial Meeting. The working
group declined to consider a preliminary options analysis since this was not part of its mandate
but following a closed session, tasked the UN agencies to reduce the number of options to two
for further consideration by the countries. The results of the interagency meeting organised to
reduce the number of options to two was presented to the PSC in May 2011, and the PSC
requested further information on the two options. Work on this Output recommenced with joint
execution by UNIDO and UNEP in July 2011. An independent review of institutional options of
the GCC was commissioned from the Environmental Law Institute as input for the Technical and
Ministerial meetings on the IGCC organised in May 2012, with strong engagement of legal
expertsinUNEP6 s Di vi si on of Envi r on me@NDOadnd ldatea MAOaThed Conver
process took several months with the effect that the accredited experts meeting that the PSC
had proposed to be held some months before the Ministerial meeting was eventually held just
days prior to that meetinge.

155. Ministers decided at their third meeting in Abidjan in May 2012 that the Guinea Current
Commission should be established as a Commission by a protocol to the Abidjan Convention
(Convention for Co-operation in the Protection and Development of the Marine and Coastal
Environment of the West and Central African Region), reflecting a preference expressed by a
strong majority of countries. However the process leading to this decision was marred by
differing interpretations of documentation and decisions related to process and confusion over
the roles of the experts who met at the start of the week and the PSC. While the decision of the
Ministers paves the way for further development and establishment of the GCC and reflects the
wishes of the countries the overall delivery of Output 5.7 falls short of establishment of a full-
fledged Commission.

156. The overall moderately unsatisfactory rating on component 5 is based primarily on shortfalls
in delivery on the substantive Outputs 5.5 and 5.7, since activities related to regional
coordination are considered in more depth in part C of this report.

® Though not ideal for a process perspective, the back to back organisation of these meetings was pragmatic in the light of
financial constraints.
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157. The overall rating on achievement of activities and outputs is moderately satisfactory. This

rating corresponds to criterion F in the evaluation ratings table.

Relevance

158.The foll owing paragraphs |l ook at three aspects of

objectives and implementation strategies were consistent with: i) sub-regional environmental
issues and needs related to the use and management of the GCLME; ii) the UNEP and UNDP
mandates and policies at the time of project design and during project implementation; and iii)
the GEF International Waters focal area, strategic priorities and the relevant operational
programmes.

159. In terms of sub-regional environmental issues and needs the project brief highlighted that the

environmental goals of the project were consistent with the 1981 Abidjan Convention for
Cooperation in the Protection, Management and Development of the Marine and Coastal
Environment of the West and Central African Region and specifically its identified priorities in
the areas of oils spills, coastal erosion, marine pollution, rational development of coastal zones,
and capacity building. The project as implemented has remained consistent with these sub-
regional issues and needs.

160. Figure 1 shows the distribution of ratings by questionnaire respondents on the relevance of
issues tackled by Components two to four of the project. Ali ssues were identifie

i mpor t an orémore sespondeht§. Only the one issue of introduced species/ballast water
was identified as not very important by one respondent.

Figure 1. Summary of questionnaire ratings on importance of selected project issues (N=6)
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161.The identification and choice of priority project
profilesd has highlighted the ongoing demand for

priorities in terms of management of the coastal and marine environment. Many of these issues
are common rather than shared or transboundary in nature, but there is clear added value in a
regionally coherent approach, including through sharing of experience, promotion of common
standards and possible synergies. Enhancing capability to act at sub-regional level can thus be
expected to yield benefits at the national level and vice versa.
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162. Emerging issues including climate change, new oil and gas developments, increasing incidence
of harmful algal blooms and presence of invasive alien species underscore the continuing
importance of coherent and coordinated approaches to environmental and natural resource
management issues in the GCLME and its 16 countries.

163. With regard to consistency with UNEP and UNDP mandates and policies, the Project Brief
highlighted the roles these agencies were playing to augment institutional capabilities at the
national level and in promoting collaboration and networking to achieve regional
institutionalization of joint mechanisms for comprehensive and durable system wide
management. The Project Brief emphasized the potential contribution to revitalization of the
Abidjan Convention for which UNEP serves as Secretariat. The Project can be seen as broadly
contributing to the aims of the Abidjan Convention. Results in strengthening institutional
capabilities and in promoting collaboration reflect the greater emphasis placed by this project on
regional rather than on national institutionalization as to be expected in a GEF International
Waters project (See C2. Implementation Approach).

164.Furt her details on the projects contr i-iBtandn t o
related Programme of Wor k @oungry Rrogramme decdmertsnadd t o UN
Action Plans in Part Il Section D.

165. The GCLME Project Brief included a lengthy section on consistency with the prevailing GEF
strategies. The Project was identified as contributing to GEF Operational Programmes (OP) 9 -
International Waters: Integrated Land and Water Multiple Focal Area, now falling under the
International Waters focal area, with a secondary contribution to OP 2 - Biodiversity in coastal
and marine ecosystems, now under the Biodiversity focal area. The project has remained
broadly aligned to the OP9 and has made limited but worthwhile contributions to OP2, though
with some shortfalls in implementation in this area.

166. The Project was expected to and has contributed to three of the internal, specific targets
adopted in 2003 under the GEF International Waters Focal Area Strategic Priorities IW-1
(mobilization of resources under TDA/SAPs or equivalent processes) and IW-2 (expanding
global coverage of foundational capacity building). It remains relevant to several outcomes
defined under objectives 2 and 3 of the GEF 5 International Waters Strategy.

167. The project Brief identified substantial linkages with 17 other GEF projects at different stages of
development and implementation and stated that UNIDO would be responsible for assuring
linkages to these projects. In practice these linkages have only been exploited to a limited
degree, notably through recent efforts to reach out to the Basin Commissions for major rivers
draining into the LME.

168. The overall rating on relevance is satisfactory.

Effectiveness

169. The evaluation of effectiveness is based on the project® main objective, to create an
ecosystem-wide assessment and management framework for sustainable use of living and non-
living resources in the GCLME. It considers the objectives for components 2, 3 and 4 that that
were intended to initiate SAP implementation and envisaged substantive outcomes in the areas
of fisheries and living marine resources; biodiversity, degraded habitats and coastal erosion and
pollution and water quality.

170. Table 1 in Annex 6 is based on three overarching indicators of effectiveness established at
purpose level in the original project logframe. Each of these is complemented by specific and/or
measurable and time bound indicators from the original logframe and 2008 revision.

Ul
DI

1 The first overarching i ndi cat or states fParticipat-ing cou

based approach to assessment and management of the living and other resources of the
GCLME by year oderatelydsatisfactory with thedmain achievement in this
area being endorsement of the SAP by the 16 GCLME countries.

i The second overarching i ndi c aatlegal and mstitidtiégndlo pt i on
framework for joint governance Thécountneshavehar ed
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established the IGCC and have agreed to create a permanent Guinea Current
Commission through a Protocol to the Abidjan Convention.

1 The third indicator i s ADemonstration project.
ecosystem and achieve the recovery of depleted fish-stocks, restore degraded habitats
and reduce coast al pollution completed and fun

indicators for each of the demonstration projects were added to the logframe when it was
revised on November 2008 but the projects have not led to stress reduction at any
significant scale.

172.The GEF | W Tracking Tool for projects developed dur
offers another perspective on effectiveness. Table 2 in Annex 6 presents progress against a
generic set of indicators including those designed for SP-2 or foundational /new waters projects
corresponding to expected outcomes from components 1, 5 and the demonstration projects.
The ratings are based on the best match to descriptions on a predefined scale.

1 At this stage the project has achieved high ratings (3) on completion of the TDA and
endorsement of SAP.

i The national demonstration projects have failed to delivery stress reduction at any
significant scale with most remaining at the stage of studies or plans (Part lIA, Annex 5 &
Annex 6). Nevertheless results have been or are being disseminated and four of the five
projects have potential for scaling up and replication (Paragraph 224).

i The ratings related to institutional arrangements are mixed. The GCLME has established
a regional management organization, the IGCC, but is rated poorly against this double-
faceted indicator in view of the absence of voluntary contributions for its functioning (See
also Paragraph 200). At the national level, IMCs are functioning only on an informal
basis (Paragraphs 255 & 256).

i The countries have agreed to create a permanent Commission through a Protocol to the
Abidjan Convention. This process can be expected to take a further two years.
1 An SP-1 (SAP implementation project) indicator on enactment of national or local

reforms has been added in view of the anticipated outcomes related to legal reforms
under Components 2, 3 and 4 of the project. While legal reviews were undertaken as
part of the NAP process, few legal reforms have been enacted and the rating is therefore
zero.

172. The overall rating on effectiveness is moderately unsatisfactory. This rating reflects limited
progress in terms of institutional arrangements over the seven-year life of the project and
absence of impact in the process-oriented demonstration projects.

Efficiency and Timeliness
Sources of cost-effectiveness

173.The GCLME project is unprecedented amongst LME projects both in its phasing, with six
countries having an early start in the GOG-LME project, in its scope combining foundational
activities and implementation in a single project, and in its reach, covering sixteen countries,
four languages, and multiple cultures. In this context, it has not been possible to carry out a
direct comparison in terms of cost and time over results ratios with other similar projects.

174. The decision to establish a single project management structure for what was effectively two
full-sized projects provided a source of cost saving through economies of scale, but placed a
considerable burden on the RCU and especially the Project Manager and finance and
administration staff in UNIDO who needed to work with UNDP and UNEPrépertingar al | el
systems (Paragraph 302). The RCU was rarely capacitated at the staffing level envisaged in the
project proposals but was able to increase its capacity at minimal cost through secondments
and recruitment of interns (Paragraph 242). There was a clear economy of scale in having just
one coordination structure at the national level with significantly reduced transaction costs and
improved synergy compared to two separate projects.

19



175. The cost effectiveness of the GCLME project has been enhanced by its building on the earlier
GOG-LME project that covered six of the GCLME count
Ghana, Nigeria, Togo) and by the participatory PDF phase (Paragraphs 75 & 228) that allowed
lessons from the pilot project as well as experiences from the participating countries to be
shared with the new partners.

176. The GCLME project drew heavily on BCLME outputs during both design and earlier stages of
implementation, including in development of the TDA, the SAP, and the SAP agreement. While
taking inspiration from the approach and structure of BCLME outputs was clearly helpful,
evaluators are concerned about the indiscriminate reuse of some of the BCLME outputs
(Paragraph 113) which belies the originality of the reported consultative process.

177. Following financial losses incurred during the pre-suspension phase of the project, which led to
UNIDO reimbursing funds to the project, UNIDO has taken a rigorous approach to project
management including by recovering funds on contracts where consultants or sub-contractors
failed to deliver, and by strong application of procurement procedures (Paragraph 300). While
the overall circumstances of l eading to the suspe
minimize losses and its acceptance of responsibility related to the irregularities experienced in
the first years of the project can be considered exemplary. Numerous respondents referred
positively to the change in culture in the project during the post-suspension phase though some
were disappointed by changes in direction related to the demonstration projects in particular.

Timeliness

178.The GCLME project started promptly following the PDF phase with the Project Director
recruited within a month of approval of the project by the 1As in October 2004. The first regional
workshop was organized in December 2004 even before the RCU was established in January
2005, and the first PSC meeting was convened in April 2005. There is limited information
available on progress of the project in its early years. Two detailed progress reports to the PSC
made in the first years of the project suggest the project progressed according to expectation,
though the frankness of some of this reporting is questionable. The Mid-term Evaluation states
that the project was Awel | 012007.r ack o0 unt il mi d

179. The effect of the project suspension in 2007 and 2008 and ensuing hiatus due to suspension of
funding had both direct and indirect effects on timeliness. In terms of direct effects, project
activities ceased and then operated at a reduced level for approximately one year, during which
time project expenditure was reduced to a minimum. One major achievement during this period,
however, was the signature of the SAP by all 16 participating countries. Indirect effects included
a loss in institutional memory and a loss of project momentum, in part associated with the
uncertainty and loss of confidence amongst the GCLME countries as to whether and in what
form the project would continue. The convening of the second Ministerial meeting in July 2010
can be seen in this regard as an important milestone in terms of recommitment to the GCLME
process.

180. The project has been extended on four occasions, with a total extension period of three years
according to the original expected completion date (Paragraphs 77 & 80). The reasons for the
extensions include the project suspension and also difficulties and delays in preparing, planning
and scheduling the 2012 Ministerial meeting and associated experts meeting. As project host
and Chair to the IGCC during the later years of the project, the Government of Ghana used the
opportunity of the third Ministerial Conference to express its dissatisfaction with the role played
by the UN agencies i and particularly UNEP 7 in opening up the debate on the institutional
options for establishment of the GCC and blamed this for the delay in project completion.
However it became <c¢lear during the course of the
the majority of countries supported a different option to that presented to them in June 2010.

181. The increase in expenditure on core staff positions associated with the extension has been
offset in this project by under-expenditure on technical advisors who were to be recruited as part
of the RCU, an issue that is taken up in Section C2.

182. Many activities have significantly overrun the timing indicated in the project workplan and
logframe. In some cases this has disrupted sequencing of activities, for example in the failure of
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national monitoring data to feed into the TDA process as was anticipated during project design
(Output 1.2)(See also Annex 5). Similarly, the relatively poor follow up in terms of national
policy can be partly explained by the late start of related studies that were originally intended to
feeds into the TDA process, meaning there was insufficient time in the remaining life of the
project to complete national policy changes.

183. In retrospect the time limits imposed on core activities such as development of the NAPs
appear to have been unnecessarily strict, but these should be placed in the context of i and
indeed illustrate 7 the strong efforts made by UNIDO and the RCU to complete the project in a
timely manner. There have been reported knock-on effects on other projects such as FAOG
EAF Nansen project which was relying on GCLME to cover costs of personnel joining cruises.

184. The overall rating on efficiency is moderately unsatisfactory. This rating takes account of
shortcomings in terms of fiscal responsibility in the early years of the project (reflected in the
reimbursement of funding), the consequences of the project irregularities, including related loss
of time and momentum, and the subsequent strong recovery efforts.

Review of Outcomes to Impacts

185. The following paragraphs examine progress made towards project impacts using a Review of
Outcomes to Impacts (ROtl) analysis. With their emphasis on SAP and NAP development, and
creation of an institutional framework, project components 1 and 5 reflect the foundational
nature of the GCLME Project. Components 2, 3 and 4 were intended to support the TDA and
SAP process and start to address three major issues identified in the preliminary TDA and SAP
towards achievement of the three preliminary environmental quality objectives (EQOSs) that were
later adopted as part of the final SAP. The ROtl analysis spans two phases of the GCLME
initiative: the current foundational/ demonstration phase which include development of the SAP
and early implementation actions, and a future SAP implementation phase.

186. Figure 8.1 in Annex 8 presents the causal chain towards environmental impacts for the GCLME
Project. Similar to the original logframe in the Project Documents, the November 2008 logframe
includes 37 outputs, 54 outcomes and 104 activities spanning the five components. It was not
possible in the context of this evaluation to develop a comprehensive causal chain incorporating
all elements of this logframe.

i The 10 project strategies in Figure 8.1 are derived from the strategic objectives of the
project and address establishment of a regional ecosystem commission and information
system (Component 5), fisheries and living marine resources monitoring, assessment,
and, management (Component 2), biodiversity, habitats and integrated coastal
management (Component 3), pollution (Component 4) and strategic planning and
economic arrangements (Component 1).

1 The project outcomes are derived from the condensed list of outcomes in the Project
Brief.

187. The SAP identifies the desired environmental outcomes for the GCLME, which have been used
to define the impacts of the project. It describes some 94 interventions to achieve these
outcomes, classified into seven intervention types: i) Policy Actions, ii) Legislative /Regulatory
Actions, iii) Institutional Strengthening Actions, iv) Capacity Building Actions, v) Investment
Actions, vi) Scientific Investigation Actions and vii) Data Management Actions. These
interventions are reflected in the drivers and intermediate outcomes shown in Figure 8.1.

188. Falling under the influence but not entirely within the control of the GCLME initiative; the impact
drivers for further progress of the project include individual and institutional capacity, as well as
availability of financial resources reflecting the SAP interventions related to institutional
strengthening, capacity building and investment. Two further impact drivers related to
stakeholder engagement are: i) stakeholders support the need for a regional approach to
GCLME management, a driver that has been partially addressed through GOG and GCLME
processes and remains crucial to the ongoing process, and ii) stakeholder incentives ensure
policy implementation, that the GCLME project has started to address through work on
economic tools.
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189. Two crucial assumptions for achievement of outcomes related to preliminary SAP
implementation were empowerment of national implementation structures and mobilisation of
anticipated cofinance, both of which are factors which have affected project performance.
These issues are discussed further in the sections C4 (Country ownership and drivenness) and
C5 (Financial Planning and Management).

190. The intermediate states in Figure 8.1 are process oriented and address harmonisation of
ecosystem management approaches at regional level, mainstreaming of ecosystem
management approaches at national level, and increased and better targeted budget allocations
and investments. The simple wording belies the complexity of moving from planning to
implementation of an ecosystem management approach in the GCLME particularly at the
national level. Individual causal chains could be constructed for each of the three issues for
which EQOs were developed and in this regard it is worth noting that a causal chain analysis
was used as a tool in developing the preliminary SAP.

191. Figure 8.2 in Annex 8 shows the results of the Review of Outcomes to Impact (ROtl) analysis
based on the standard rating categories. According to this analysis, the overall likelihood of
impact achievement at this stage in the project is rated on a six-point scale as moderately
unlikely (DC). This rating is based on the following observations:

i The rating on achievement of outcomes is D, since not all of the project outcomes of this
ambitious project have been fully delivered. Nevertheless the outcomes of this
foundational project were designed from the outset to feed into a continuing process with
allocation of roles and responsibilities addressed in the SAP.

1 The C rating on intermediate states reflects that measures designed to move toward
intermediate states have started but have not yet produced results at a significant scale.
This result is disappointing since the GCLME project was supposed to deliver results in
priority areas through components 2, 3 and 4 and essentially reflects shortcomings in
follow through of activities that were beyond the immediate control of the Executing
Agency.

i The national demonstration projects have been successful in terms of planning stress
reduction measures, but these have not yet been implemented at any significant scale.
Consequently there is no '+' rating related to impact.

192. The ®Cbdand corresponding moderately unsatisfactory rating presents a rather negative
picture of the extent to which the GCLME project has laid the foundation for future delivery of
significant environmental impacts. However, while arguably the ROtI rating system is not well
matched to SAP design projects (given their emphasis on planning in complex transboundary
contexts rather than on delivery on the ground), the rating also reflects that the project has fallen
short in view of its ambitious design i which included early implementation actions i including
as a result of failure to follow through on activities at national level that fell beyond the
immediate control of the core project management.

B. Sustainability and catalytic role

B1. Sustainability
Socio-political Sustainability

193. More than half of the GCLME countries have either gone through political crises during the
project period or have been recovering from conflict in the years prior to the project. While this
has undoubtedly created difficult operating conditions for Project Directors and Assistants at the
national level, the Project has been surprisingly resilient and has accomplished some
substantial outcomes in a difficult socio-political environment. This bodes well for the future of
the GCLME initiative.
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194. The endorsement of the SAP as well as progress towards the establishment of the GCC (See
Institutional framework below) illustrate the strong overall support for the GCLME initiative, in a
context where GCLME issues are also considered important at national level (Paragraph 160).

195. At the same time, shortfalls in co-finance as well as the largely reactive function of the IMCs
point to limited ownership and appropriation of the project at national level (See Section C4.
Country Ownership and Drivenness). A number of reasons have been evoked including the
limited empowerment of national structures and poor visibility of the project at national level
(Paragraph 294).

196. This dimension is rated as moderately likely.

Financial Resources

197. Looking ahead to eventual impact of the project, continued funding at various levels will clearly
be critical to achieving SAP and NAP implementation. The SAP provides a platform for further
investment in the GCLME in that it represents both a technical consensus on priority investment
areas and a politically endorsed strategy for the future management of the LME.

198. Participants in the seventh PSC meeting and Second Ministerial Meetings in July 2010
mandated the Executive Secretariat and IAs to develop a full SAP Implementation Proposal to
the Global Environment Facility (GEF), to be based on the road map agreed during the seventh
Steering Committee Meeting. Preparatory activities have included several interagency meetings
(linked to other events) to design a proposal and identify roles and responsibilities and
reformulation of the portfolio of propriety projects. Fifteen of the 16 GCLME countries had
endorsed the draft O6Project l dentification Fo
finance had been identified’.

199. The February 2011 Partners Conference of Implementation of the GCLME SAP and NAPs
brought together some 80 stakeholder representatives, including participants from around a
dozen existing and potential partner organisations. There were no firm offers of financial
support and participants drew attention to the difficult global economic situation. NOAA and IMO
offered technical assistance, FAO committed to continue to contribute to the Nansen survey,
and drew attention to their own and other funding opportunities including the Strategic
Partnership for a Sustainable Fisheries Investment Fund in Sub-Saharan Africa; and several
NGOs expressed an interest in collaboration. The RCU has not been authorised to undertake
further fundraising activities, an issue that illustrates inherent difficulties in its dual role as
GCLME project facilitator and interim secretariat for the IGCC (Paragraph 250).

200. The existing proposal for future funding of the GCC is based on a gradual phase-in of country
contributions, with the costs of the GCC expected to be met in the short term through project
funding for SAP implementation. Three concerns in this regard are i) the failure by most
countries to mobilise pledged co-finance for the GCLME project (Paragraph 334), ii) shortfalls in
payments of dues for the Abidjan Convention that underscore difficulties in mobilising funds for
regional bodies, and iii) possible competition for funding with other regional management
bodies.

201. Also of relevance, since the RACs are proposed as SAP implementation mechanisms, the
RACs have largely functioned without GCLME project support and are not dependent on
GCLME funding for their future existence. However the Centres are unlikely to be able to
support GCLME activities without dedicated financial resources since staff and facilities are by
necessity allocated to projects and initiatives that provide for cost recovery. Some interviewees
guestioned the sense in using regional centres and laboratory as regional service providers in
view of cost and logistical issues (for example associated with storing and transport of samples,
or language difference).

! This figure is based on the GEF-5 definition of co-finance which differs to the GEF-3 definition used for reporting on co-
finance contributions to this project.
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202. Finally, a generic list of economic instruments for management of critical zone resources and
pollution reduction was produced as part of Output 1.8 (Paragraph 122). This together with the
roundtable discussions on waste collection, disposal and recycling systems signify the potential
for engaging the private sector in SAP implementation.

203. This dimension of rated as moderately likely based on the strong partner engagement
towards development of a SAP implementation project for further GEF funding. However there
is a strong risk that the process will stall without such catalytic funding.

Institutional Framework

204. The principal institutional outcomes were the creation of a dechnical Interim Guinea Current
Commission (IGCC)6by GCLME Ministers at their September 2006 meeting and the decision
taken in May 2012 to establish a permanent Commission (the GCC) through a protocol to the
Abidjan Convention (Paragraph 81). The functioning of the IGCC was assured through the RCU
but future funding for the IGCC or GCC functioning is a concern. At their May 2012 meeting
Ministers recommended that the IGCC Secretariat should be maintained with support of any
unutilized (project) funds from the UN Agencies after the closure of the GCLME SAP
development project.

205. At the national level the project has encouraged inter-sectoral coordination through creation of
IMCs but these have not been formalised (Paragraph 171).

206. In terms of legal frameworks, the project has contributed to revision of the Protocol Concerning
Cooperation in Combating Pollution in Cases of Emergency in the Western and Central African
Region (Emergency Protocol) to the Abidjan Convention that was adopted in April 2011 and to
drafting of the Protocol on Land-based Sources and Activities (LBSA), dated March 2007. The
LBSA protocol was further approved at a meeting of the Abidjan Convention Focal Points and
signed by the first six plenipotentiaries in June 2012.

207. The rating on this aspect of sustainability is moderately likely based on the recently reiterated
political support for creation of a permanent Commission.

Environmental Sustainability

208. The project approach of a harmonised regional response remains valid in the context of
improving or declining environmental conditions. However there is lack of knowledge on critical
thresholds and tipping points in environmental systems in the GCLME area. If the future flow of
project benefits is to be secured, more research on the functioning of systems needs to be
carried out. In addition there needs to be long term monitoring of the key environmental
indicators and populations of sentinel species. This underscores the continuing importance of
coherent and coordinated approaches to environmental and natural resource management
issues in the GCLME and its 16 countries.

209. Climate change impacts and country response to these impacts could affect project outcomes
in two ways. In the face of increased vulnerability of populations to climate change risks, it has
been assessed that for some West African countries, the needed government response to assist
populations to adapt will be of the same order as growth in GDP i so where national
governments are to put in resources for project delivery it is likely that these resources will be
diverted for disaster management. On the other hand, several governments in the sub-region
have indicated that they wish to follow a low carbon growth pathway (LCGP) or a green
economy agenda. Best practice in LCGP also means a reduction in use of polluting resources
which would positively impact the GCLME.

210. New developments in off-shore drilling techniques and greater attention by oil prospectors have
resulted in some significant oil finds in the Eastern Atlantic. The possibilities for spillage have
increased and as several of these new finds are tapped by deep water wells so has the difficulty
of dealing with the potential spillages. This brings to the fore the need for a regional coordinated
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oil spill response for the GCLME, highlighting the importance of the Regional Oil Spill
Contingency Plan adopted in April 2011.

211. The growth of coastal cities and the lack of proper planning for domestic sanitation and the lack
of sanitary landfills will result in more nutrients entering the ocean with the consequent
eutrophication and increased incidence of harmful algal blooms. The growth of the economies of
the coastal states will also result in an increase in shipping and the associated problems of
invasive alien species in ballast water.

212. The level of interest and attention from national governments related to coastal systems has
increased given other developments in the sub-region including initiatives on climate change
adaptation and mitigation and the increase in national wealth from offshore oil exploitation in
several GCLME countries. The rating on this dimension of sustainability is likely.

213. The overall rating on sustainability is based on the lowest rated individual rating in this section
and is moderately likely.

B2. Catalytic Role and Replication
Catalytic Role

214. The project has contributed to creation of a more enabling environment for management of the
GCLME through its foundational activities linked to institutional strengthening and policy
development and through its substantial investments in individual and organizational capacity
building. Financing is addressed under Sustainability, above.

215. The principal outcomes in terms of institutional change have been the creation of the IGCC and
decision to create the GCC through a protocol to the Abidjan Convention. While this decision
has strong catalytic potential, financial sustainability is a concern (Paragraph 203).

216. The SAP includes a recommendation t h a t the RACs or regional
were recognised in the first year of the project should become central actors in the SAP
implementation. In practice the RACs are operating as service providers in response to requests
and funding from the RCU rather than as drivers or champions of change and their ongoing role
needs further consideration.

217. Institutional change at the national level has been limited since the IMCs are operating on an
informal basis, but the GCLME does now have an identified institutional host in each of the
countries. There is potential for reinforcement of national coordination structures in a future
SAP implementation project.

218. Potentially catalytic activities at the regional level in terms of policy include the amendment and
drafting of protocols to the Abidjan Convention including adoption of the revised Emergency
Protocol and regional emergency plan and anticipated adoption of the protocol on LBSA
(Paragraph 206). A draft regional ballast water convention document has been prepared.

219. There is little evidence of national policy changes in key sectors such as fisheries, pollution and
habitat management, but the legal studies, SAP and NAP, NPAs on land-based sources, and
sectoral plans such as the regional fisheries management plans and biodiversity plans do pave
the way for future actions in this area. Guinea Bissau reported that it had acceded to two IMO
Conventions as a result of the project.

220. With regard to mainstreaming of results of pilot projects, plans developed by two of the pilot
projects 7 the ICZM project in Cameroon and the MPAs project in Benin (including a draft
decree) i were validated at technical level. However there is little real ownership of the results
by the focal institutions and there are no current plans for further implementation in the absence
of dedicated project funding. The project in Nigeria was instrumental in drawing attention to the
importance of mangroves and stimulating increased efforts in mangrove management in the
Federal Ministry of Environment, and the Nigeria representative reported a significant budget
allocation in this area in May 2012.
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221. The project has invested substantially in training of scientific and technical personnel as well as
in strategic planning. This can be expected to bear dividends for a SAP implementation project.
The guidelines and manuals such as those on fisheries and marine productivity developed by
the project can be expected to generate increasing coherence in approaches to data collection
and analysis.

222.The project contracted a study on incentives (Paragraph 121) for catalyzing changes in
stakeholder behaviour which, while not fully developed, does identify areas that could be further
investigated in a SAP implementation project. A second study demonstrated the importance of
GCLME to national economies in the region and established the rationale for continued
investment in securing these benefits. The waste stock management demonstration project has
drawn attention to the economic case for reuse and recycling of waste products

223. Finally the project itself has acted as a champion for closer cooperation amongst Africa LMEs,
and in May 2011 convened a meeting leading to the establishment of the Caucus of Large
Marine Ecosystem Institutions and Programmes in West, Central and Southern Africa.

Replication

224. Four of the five national demonstration projects were designed to address issues of wider
relevance to the host country and to other GCLME countries, while the fifth, related to treatment
of wastes at the phosphates factory in Togo, set out to address a very specific but regionally
important pollution issue.

225. There have been and are ongoing efforts to disseminate the results and lessons of the
demonstration projects.

1 The projects in Benin and Cameroon hosted regional dissemination workshops with
participants from the other GCLME projects who were provided with frank feedback on
the projects and had the opportunity to meet a cross-section of stakeholders involved in
the project. The demonstration project coordinator has been invited to two other GCLME
countries to share his experience with a wider group of national stakeholders as a result
of the workshop.

i A dissemination workshop is bei n g considered for Ctte doél voi
validation workshop was completed. The question of shoreline change is now being
tackled by a wide range of national and regional initiatives and there is potential for
sharing the lessons from the C6te do | voire project through rel a
practice.

1 The mangrove project in Nigeria is preparing a DVD on the lessons learned from the
project, in view of the prevailing security situation in the project area that does not allow
visits. In the meantime, as mentioned above (Paragraph 220), the project has generated

a renewed interest in the countryébés maimgrove s
West Africa.
i The results of all five demonstration projects were presented to the eighth PSC meeting

and generated enthusiastic discussions.

226. The regional demonstration projects were not explicitly designed to be replicable in that they
were to provide services at the regional level. Given the size, language differences, and
practicalities of sharing samples, in the region, however, it would seem sensible in some cases
to replicate services though a network of collaborating centres.

227. The rating on catalytic role and replication is satisfactory in view of the catalytic potential of the
project, the replication efforts for the demonstration projects and the foundations that have been
laid through the regional endorsement of the SAP and political commitments related to the
GCLME.
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C. Processes affecting attainment of project results

C1. Preparation and Readiness

228. The GCLME project was designed over a four-year period through two successive PDF grants
(Paragraph 75). The PDF phases led to substantial outputs including a draft SAP with
preliminary environmental quality objectives (EQOSs), a draft TDA, and a reiteration of political
support for the project. The project was founded on the experience and political momentum
generated by the six-country GOGLME project and developed by an experienced team, some of
whom had been closely involved in the GOG project that was completed in November 1999.
The project moved swiftly from the design to implementation phase without any apparent need
for an inception phase (Paragraph 178) and continuity was assured by employment of key
personnel who had been involved in project development as technical advisors or in partner
organizations (Paragraph 240).

229. The objectives and components of the project as described in the Project Brief are superficially
straightforward and complementary, though there were overlaps in outputs under Component 4
in particular. However, the sheer scale and scope of the project was extremely ambitious,
spanning 16 countries including 10 which were not involved in the GOGLME project, with nearly
40 outputs, over 100 activiti es and over 50 dWhishas preved chalengingim me s 6 .
terms of implementation, scheduling and articulation of different activities, as well as monitoring
and evaluation.

230. The Project Brief anticipated a smaller project with a GEF grant in the order of US$ 12.6 million
instead of the US$ 21 million actually received. The Project Brief refers to three project phases
and is not clear which outputs were expected to be delivered in the different phases nor which
phases were covered by the funding request. No documentation could be found that related to
the decision to increase the GEF grant which was presumably to cover all three phases of the
project described in the Brief and summarized in the UNDP and UNEP Project Documents.

231. With regard to partnership arrangements, the Project Documents describe the roles of the two
implementing agencies and the executing agency in a succinct but clear way although the text
does not explicitly state that UNDP would be the lead IA. Oversight of different project
components was to be divided between the two IAs based on their comparative advantage, and
outputs and activities are assigned to each agency.

232. The Project Documents include reference to establishment of the Project Steering Committee
(PSC) with representation from the 16 GCLME countries and key project partners, some of
which have changed during implementation. Brief terms of reference were appended to the
UNDP project document. There is no attempt to explain whether or how the role of the PSC
would evolve with creation of the GCC.

233. The two Project Documents envisage establishment of a Regional Coordination Unit (RCU)
hosted by the government of Ghana, but they saw slightly different staffing arrangements.
Terms of references for five senior technical positions were appended to the UNDP project
document. In practice the RCU has operated below its full staff contingent both in numbers and
qualifications during most of its tenure. (Paragraph 240).

234. With regard to counterpart funding and support, the very detailed incremental cost analysis in
the Project Brief includes allocation of the GEF funding and co-finance including across
activities, including national partner co-finance. However the in-kind support of the national
partners has been less than anticipated suggesting that counterpart resources were not
sufficiently assured at the design stage (Paragraph 334).

235. While the project indicators and outcomes foresee a significant level of delivery and
mainstreaming at the national level, the arrangements and specific support anticipated for the
project implementation at the national level are not commensurate with these expectations. The
UNDP project document included appended terms of reference for the Inter-ministerial
Committees (IMCs) but the roles of these committees, and other arrangements for project
delivery at national level (including appointment of a national director, and appointment of a
project assistant) are not well developed in either project proposal.
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236. Discussions with project management suggested they were unclear at which point their direct
responsibility for delivery of the project outcomes stopped but generally did not regard this as
extending to delivery of activities beyond their immediate sphere of activity. Arguably national
structures have not been sufficiently empowered or enabled to take a proactive role in this
regard (e.g. Paragraph 256).

237. The rating on preparation and readiness is moderately unsatisfactory, reflecting shortfalls in
terms of clarity and feasibility of project deliverables as well as insufficient attention to definition
of delivery mechanisms for project implementation at the national level, both of which
significantly affected quality at entry of the project.

C2. Implementation Approach and Adaptive Management

238. The following sections look at the project implementation arrangements at regional and at
national level and at overall approaches to and performance of project management. In this
context it should be noted that very limited information is available on project management prior
to 2008 since this was heavily centralised on the Project Manager and Project Director and
there was therefore a loss of institutional memory with their departure. Issues directly related to
the project suspension are addressed in Section C5: Financial Planning and Management.

Project Implementation Mechanisms

239. The Project Brief and Project Documents include a concise section on implementation
arrangements, identifying the implementing agencies, executing agency and executing partners.
They describe arrangements for establishment of an RCU (including overall TOR and TOR for
key roles); as well as the regional PSC and national IMCs. The following paragraphs will look at
how these arrangements were implemented and at their roles and performance.

Regional Implementation Mechanisms

240. An RCU was established in Accra January 2005 following recruitment of the Project Director,
who had led project development, in November 2004. Composition of the RCU staff has varied
over time, with the team in the first phase including an Environmental Officer (involved in project
development as an expert), Administration Officer (formerly with the host Ministry), Fisheries
Scientist, Information Communications and Technology (ICT) Specialist, and, Directors
Assistant /Editor. The team was backed up by a Project Manager in UNIDO Vienna who was
not paid directly by the Project. Two posts - that of Policy, Legal and Institutional Arrangements
Officer, and Public Awareness and Participation Officer remained unfilled. The RCU took on a
senior Administration Officer, an important role that was overlooked in the project documents.
Finally, a regional GPA officer was to be recruited to support all five project components as part
oft he GPA®6s support to the project bandthetpbsgionr el at ed
was not filled.

241.In terms of changes to staffing after the project suspension, a new Project Manager was
recruited in UNIDO Vienna in February 2009 and a new Project Coordinator joined the RCU in
August 2009. There have been several changes in the Fisheries Scientist, and at times the post
has been vacant or filled only on a part-time basis. A Communications Consultant was
appointed from 2009 to mid-2011. The Policy, Legal and Institutional Arrangements post was
never filled despite a recommendation of the mid-term evaluation and a favourable management
response.

242. The shortfall in staffing is both directly and indirectly a result of budget constraints (Paragraph
321), and means that RCU has not been able to realise its full potential in terms of coordination
and technical leadership across all five components of the project. On the plus side, it has been
able to enhance its capacity through recruitment of local interns and by secondment of national
service personnel from the Government of Ghana who have provided valuable technical and
administrative support to the project.

243.The RCU has functioned in difficult circumstances in view of the upheavals associated the
project suspension (Paragraph 298) whose impacts included a loss of institutional memory and
significant loss of momentum. Lesser issues have included its having to move physical location
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twice since the Ken Sherman Building lease expired in 2008, firstly into unsuitable temporary
accommodation at UNI D O Acsra offices, and later into government offices that have been
partly refurbished by the project since the host government has been unable to meet its
commitments in this area.

244.The level of support provided by UNIDO headquarters, particularly since 2007, has been
substantial and far greater than is normally expected to be covered by a management overhead
provided to an EA. The temporary project manager appointed in 2008 following the
investigation, and then permanent and almost full-time Project Manager assigned in 2009 have
been effectively backed up by financial and procurement staff as well as more senior managers
in the Environmental Management Branch. Other groups such as 10S have continued to be
available on a needs basis.

245. Nevertheless the sheer number of ongoing contracts and activities has at times been
overwhelming and engendered a strongly task-driven approach to the project where each
deliverable has tended to be treated in isolation, sometimes at the expense of a more integrated
or strategic perspective. Related to this:

i There has been some loss of sequencing of activities, in particular with regard to
generation of information that was supposed to feed into the TDA and SAP and national
policy processes (Paragraph 182).

i There has been limited follow-through of individual tasks and opportunities to add value
to activities i for example the potential for establishment and animation of networks of
experts as a follow-up to training workshops was not exploited.

i There has been very limited follow through of activities at national level, a situation that
was exacerbated by the loss of institutional memory associated with change in
management. In one striking example the project management did not discover until
2009 that equipment purchased for the Pollution RAC in 2006 and 2007 had never
functioned.

246. The Project Steering Committee (PSC) was established in 2005 and has met on nine
occasions. According to its TOR, membership of the PSC is broad-based, and includes national
and international partners, governments and civil society representatives. The core membership
consulted on key decisions® appears to be the 16 National Project Directors appointed as the
high-level representatives of the GCLME governments.

247. The PSC patrticipants have been kept appraised of project progress, and since 2009 have been
provided with thorough briefings on the project workplan, expenditure and budget by project
management. Documentation has equally been thorough with just minor omissions (e.g.
Paragraph 314). However some participants reported that circulation of key documents was too
late to allow participants to properly prepare for the meetings.

248. Since 2009, the RCU has reported back to the PSC meeting on progress against previous
recommendations that had been variously directed to the countries themselves, the RCU or the
IAs (regarding no-cost extensions). There was no reporting back on recommendations from the
first two meetings that mainly concerned approval of the project workplan, and no
recommendations were made at the third and fourth meetings. The PSC played a role in
preparation of decisions for the Abuja, Osu and Abidjan Ministerial Meetings.

Effects of creation of the IGCC

249. In September 2006, Ministers representing the fifteen GCLME countries that participated in the
First Meeting of the Committee of West and Central African Ministers of the Guinea Current
Large Marine Ecosystem Project i ssued the Abuj a Decl aration whei
institutionalize regional cooperation by the creation of a technical Interim Guinea Current
Commission( | GCC) in the framework of t hdeclaett atanitCloe ve
IGCC willassumeleader shi p and coordination of the GCLME Pr

8 For example at the 9" psc meeting whether the Directors also played a role of IGCC Steering Committee
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250. Following the First Ministerial Meeting, the RCU took on an additional role as Secretariat to the
IGCC. The Project Director and later the Project Coordinator served as Executive Secretary.
While these arrangements were anticipated in the Project Documents, they created some
ambiguity in terms of project governance and accountability, and brought about a situation
where as a project financed body, the Interim Secretariat has not been fully able to meet the
expectations placed on it by Ministers. For example, in practical terms:

i Each of the Ministerial meetings made one or more resolutions or technical decisions
calling for actions by the IGCC Secretariat that fell outside the immediate scope of
activities funded by the project (e.g. Resolution related to toxic and hazardous waste
dumping or instructions related to supporting ratification of the Watercourses
Convention). There is no evidence that these were followed up by the Secretariat, but to
have done so would have placed additional strain on the already stretched human
resources of the RCU.

i The Interim Secretariat has not been allowed to undertake independent fundraising to
ensure its continuity after the close of the project. In the absence of voluntary
contributions from the GCLME countries, funding for the IGCC Secretariat will end in
June 2012 unless the agencies are able to allocate unexpended funds based on un-
liquidated obligations (Paragraph 312).

i The linkage between the project management governance structures and proposed
institutional structures for the IGCC announced in the Abuja Declaration and elaborated
in the SAP were unclear in terms of accountability. This has led to a situation where the
RCU, as IGCC, has sometimes refused to accept the advice or instructions of the IAs
and EA on the grounds that it has taken its mandate from the Ministerial declaration.
Specifically it refused to accept guidance from UNEP related to standard practices in the
conduct of intergovernmental processes even whether this had been agreed by UNIDO.

251. At the same time, assignment of RCU staff to the Interim Secretariat fuelled a perception of
conflict of interest in that the RCU T as IGCC secretariat i was viewed by some stakeholders as
having a stake in and preference related to the outcomes of the process to create the GCC that
it facilitated. This preference was apparent in the series of meetings organised in May 2012
(Paragraph 155) where the IGCC Secretariat i as convener of the meetings i failed to play an
impartial role. The conduct of the meetings was described by one independent observer as
drregular and disrespectfuld

252. The question of the dual role played by the RCU will be taken up under lessons.

National Implementation Mechanisms

253. Each of the GCLME countries appointed a National Director in the Ministry responsible for
Environment and/or Fisheries. In addition, and marking a judicious early deviation from the
project document, National Assistants were recruited for each country and in most cases were
based at the same institution as the National Directors. National Assistants have helped the
National Directors maintain an overview of project activities, have been responsible for
convening workshops and events held in their country, and have convened meetings of the IMC.

254. In general the liaison between the RCU and National Directors and Assistants has worked well.
However, there are few cases where the RCU failed to consult or keep National Directors fully
informed of activities taking place in their country. Establishment of the RACs was identified as
a weakness in two countries, and in one case decisions taken by the country appear to have
been overruled by the RCU. This affected goodwill and compromised integration of activities as
well as visibility of the project the national level.

255. Each country established an Inter-Ministerial Committee (IMC) bringing together specialists
from different Ministries and, in some cases, representatives of civil society. The IMCs have
functioned quite well in terms of building cross-sectoral awareness of project issues, as may be
expected for a foundational project, but have not played the mainstreaming role that would be
expected for an implementation project.
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256.At a practical l evel, the | MCbs work was affected

they have largely functioned in a reactive manner, meeting in order to deliberate on specific
project outputs (such as the NAP) when funds were provided. Several interviewees pointed to
the need for a dedicated budget to empower project coordination at national level and enable
IMCs to work on a proactive basis (See also, Paragraph 294). IMCs have been affected by
frequent changes in membership and/or delegation of junior staff from partner Ministries. Few of
the participants in the ad hoc IMC meetings arranged for the evaluation visits had been
substantively involved in project activities and some were not even aware of the nature of
project activities.

257. Failure to establish effective sectoral coordination at the national level has led to some missed
opportunities. For example the project on development of a network of marine protected areas
in Benin was carried out entirely independently from the national GEF project, Community-
based Coastal and Marine Biodiversity Management Project (GEF ID 1234), despite the close
collaboration between the demonstration project coordinator (an NGO) and the IMC. Similarly it
proved difficult to create links with the UNIDO Collaborative Actions for Sustainable Tourism
(COAST) project active in three of the same countries (Cameroon, Ghana, Nigeria), that UNIDO
suggested would have to have been realized at national level.

Regional Activity Centres

258. One major change in project direction was a decision to recognise and support five Regional
Activity Centres (RACs) as centres of excellence in the areas of marine productivity, fisheries,
environmental information management, pollution and risk. The first three of these RACs came
to be identified with delivery of the three regional demonstration projects on the same themes®.

259. The process and rationale behind selection and creation of the RACs is not well documented
and appears to have been rather ad hoc. The concept of RACs was introduced in the Project
Director® report to the first PSC meeting in May 2005 in the context of regional networking. The
further development of RACs is frequently attributed to a decision taken at this meeting, though
the recommendations of the meeting reflect this only indirectly in the adoption of the workplan.

260. MOUs were signed between the Project Director and the University of Ghana, University of
Lagos, Governor of Imo State, and Ministry of Environment on Gabon between April 2005 and
April 2006 for the centres on Productivity, Environmental Information Management Systems
(EIMSC), Pollution and Risk (CYNDYNIQUE). Although their legal status is highly questionable,
these have been considered valid during the life of the project. The project invested substantially
in equipment for the two centres in Nigeria (Paragraph 325) and supported the establishment of
CYNDANIQUE through two consulting contracts.

261.The RAC work programmes were aligned and har moni ze

2010 at a workshop for National Programme Assistants and RAC Coordinators was organized in
March 2009. Budgets were revised with a view to available funding which fell significantly short
of the expectations set out in proposed budgets and workplans that had submitted by some of
the centres. Project related tasks have been contracted to the RACs on Productivity and
Fisheries and to the EIMSC. The Pollution Centre was involved in the organisation of the 2011
Seaboard Training Workshop that was hosted by the Nigerian Institute for Oceanography and
Marine Research (NIOMR).

262. The SAP includes a recommendation to the IGCC that six Centres of Excellence or Activity
Centres, addressing the five themes listed above plus @il Spill Contingency and Emergency
Responsed should play a major role in implementation of the SAP. In this context, it will be
important to consider issues raised by informants during this evaluation about the practicalities
of having regional facilities, especially laboratory facilities, and preferences expressed for
services that can effectively serve a multilingual region spanning 16 countries.

263.See Annex 7 for more details on issues and performance of the RACs and regional
demonstration projects.

® The report of the second PSC meeting refers to a fourth regional demonstration project having been established but the fourth
project is not named and there are no further references to this.
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Other management issues

264.The above paragraphs have provided a general overview of the performance of project
management and delivery structures and some of the adaptations made in the project lifetime.
The following paragraphs highlight some cross-cutting issues.

265. By the time the project re-launched in 2009, new project management faced a situation where
roughly seventy per cent of the project budget had been used but several fundamental activities
including development of the NAPs and implementation of the national demonstration projects
were outstanding. Budgets that had been submitted by project partners for functioning of the
RACs and implementation of the demonstration projects exceeded the remaining project
budget.

266. The fifth meeting of the PSC in June 2009 served as a stocktaking meeting where participants
adopted a revised project logframe, workplan, and budget. These reflected a new approach to
the demonstration projects and RACs (Annex 7 and Paragraph 261) amongst other changes.
The Project Manager together with UNIDOG6s procuren
outstanding contracts and following due procedure, terminated a number of outstanding
contracts.

267.The IAs and EA have maintained a collaborative relationship during most of the life of the
project, including in working effectively together to re-orientate the project after the suspension.
However the relationship between project management, particularly the RCU, and UNEP
became strained in mid- 2010 due to differences in opinion concerning implementation of Output
5.7 (Development of a Regional Coordination Mechanism) that was supervised by UNEP. The
activity was suspended by UNEP for some months during the first half of 2011 and continued to
be the subject of at-times heated debate.

268. In general, country partners who responded to the questionnaire expressed satisfaction with
day to day management of the project (Figure 2). The more negative ratings (indicated in red in
Figure 2) concern:

i IMC function and stakeholder participation, with reference to limited empowerment of
national structures;

i Implementation of RACs and demonstration projects, with reference to their being
allocated to and benefits being enjoyed by just a few countries;

i Administration of contracts and payments with some concerns about timeliness of

payments, with one specific reference to enabling consultants to pay for access to data
during the course of their assignments.

269. Finally, in a region where countries use four different official languages, the primary working
language of the project has been English. Core documents such as the SAP have been
produced in English and French, policy documents in English, French, Portuguese and Spanish,
and countries have been allowed to use their own language for certain outputs such as NAPs.
The issue of inadequate funds for translation was raised at the first PSC meeting but not
addressed, and the question of accessibility to documents has been raised in the context of
workshop evaluation and in some questionnaire responses. In practice most of the burden of
day to day translation fell on the already-stretched RCU staff.

270. The rating on implementation approach and management is moderately satisfactory, a rating
that recognises strong turn around in management since problems were identified in 2007 and
reflects the satisfaction with day to day management expressed by GCLME regional and
international partners during evaluation interviews and questionnaires. Nevertheless this section
has highlighted a number of issues of a more strategic nature that will be taken up in the
conclusions section of this report.
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Figure 2. Satisfaction with Implementation Approach and Management (N=6)
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C3. Stakeholder Participation and Public Awareness
Engagement of Stakeholders in Project Design and Implementation

271. The GCLME project was prepared through an extended participatory process that built on the
six-country GOGLME project. Approximately 100 participants are reported to have attended the
First Regional GCLME Stocktaking workshop that kicked off the project development phase in
May 2001. The Project Brief indicates that a draft stakeholder engagement strategy was
prepared during the project development phaselo.

272. The project stakeholders include the direct recipients of the project objectives identified in the
Project Brief (Paragraph 73), as well as project partners such as IMO and FAO who played a
role in project implementation, NOAA, regional organizations such as NEPAD, and regional
projects.

273. The project set out to actively engage stakeholders in project implementation through:

1 The project governance structures including the PSC that has broad-based membership and
participation, and the IMCs;

9 Regional project activities including completion of the TDA and SAP;

1 Development of national strategies and plans including the NPAs on land-based sources of
pollution and the NAPs;

1 Approximately 80 regional workshops on scientific and technical issues and regional or
national policy development related to GCLME issues;

1 The national demonstration projects with those in Ghana and Togo involving the private
sector, and those in Benin, Cameroon and Nigeria engaging a range of stakeholders at local
and national level.

1% This document, like the other optional annexes attached to the Project Brief, is no longer available.
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274.In addition the project built strong and effective partnerships with UNEP GPA, FAO, IMO,
IPIECA and the Abidjan Convention Secretariat in programme areas that contribute in a
strategic manner to the objectives of both the organisations concerned and the project. NOAA
has continued to provide technical support on LME management processes, fisheries issues
and to some of the demonstration projects. Their ongoing interest has been strongly welcomed
by the PSC.

275. Efforts were made to engage the regional NGO community and by encouraging creation of a
regional NGO network with a chairmanand a O6bureaud that involved som
in the demonstration projects. However, the group has not been able to function in the absence
of a dedicated budget to allow participation in PSC and other meetings.

276. Systematic engagement of stakeholders at national level has been constrained by the limited
function and infrequent meetings of the IMCs, and the project has therefore remained heavily
identified with the host institution, which in most cases has been in the Ministry responsible for
environment. The absence of systematic follow up with Fisheries ministries is particularly
regrettable. Several IMCs also appear to have restricted their membership to government
agencies. One example where engagement of different sectoral participants appears to have
worked well is Cameroon, where the ICZM demonstration project involved many of the same
agencies as the IMC but shifted the management focus from national to provincial (coast) level.

277.The GCLME training workshops brought together scientists and technicians from research,
training and government institutions. However, opportunities for follow-up by creation of
practitionersd networks were not formalised, and
training at national level in the absence of dedicated funding. Some individuals attended
workshops spanning diverse disciplines and it is questionable in these cases whether sufficient
effort was made to identify an appropriate participant. For example one individual attended 32
workshops/meetings between April 2005 and August 2007 on topics as diverse as fish trawl
surveys, nutrient reduction and capacity building for lawyers and journalists.

278. The project worked with a limited pool of consultants and experts, and as with the training
workshops, many individuals appear to have been involved in a wide range of project activities.
While the project was able to benefit from the experience, commitment and drive of some key
individuals, this has had the effect of creating something of a GCLME&clubéto the exclusion of a
wider group of participants, consultants and experts.

279. Awareness of the project amongst senior officials has been boosted through the three
Ministerial meetings related to establishment of the GCC. However the absence of tangible
deliverables, particularly in countries not implementing a demonstration project or hosting a
RAC, has meant the project had limited visibility at the national level (Paragraph 294).

Public Awareness Activities

280. Public awareness activities are given a high profile in the UNDP Project Document, which
includes TOR for a Public Awareness and Participation Officer, and indicates that Public
Participation and Awareness (PPA) consultants will be recruited at regional and national levels.
A Public Participation and Awareness Work Plan was supposed to be developed under Output
5.3 of the project.

281. The project employed a dedicated communications officer in 2009 and 2010. Communications
were covered by a project assistant / editor during the early years of the project, with support
from other RCU staff, and by an IT or ITC officer during the rest of the project. Neither the mid-
term evaluation nor this evaluation found any evidence that any formal PPA plan was produced.
Despite this shortfall, the project has made good efforts to disseminate information to
stakeholders already engaged in the project as well as interested parties in the region and
beyond, such as researchers, consultants, potential technical or funding partners, and other
projects.

282. The main point of access to information on the project has been the project website, originally
set up as an independent site in English and French. The site was migrated to the IW:Learn
Platform in 2011, assuring its permanence and increasing its accessibility to the international

34



waters community, though the bulk of content is currently available in English only. The website
is attractive, up to date, and provides access to key reports and publications, qualities
recognised in its being ranked second in the Sixth GEF Biennial International Waters
Conference &Vonderful OutstandingWebd co.nt est

283. Other communications efforts include:

i Monthly newsletters from May 2005 to May 2008 and quarterly newsletters from January
2010, with a mailing list of about 600 individuals;

i Two DVDs on GCLME issues and the project - Africa on the Cutting Edge (2007) &
Interim Guinea Current Commission (2011) i as well as clips for YouTube.

Leaflets, pamphlets, folders, and an annual calendar;
Invitation of press, radio and TV journalists to project meetings and events;
A project Facebook page;

Project presentations to a wide range of international and regional meetings including the
Africa LME Caucus and GEF biennial conferences organized through IW:Learn.

=A =4 =4 =4

Future Engagement of Stakeholders

284.In terms of future engagement of stakeholders, the SAP and NAPs implicate a wide range of
governmental and non-governmental partners, though their roles in implementation are not
described in any detail.

285. The SAP includes clear statements of intent regarding stakeholder and public engagement,
though strategies in this area are not well-developed. The section on stakeholders identifies
6 m a stakeholderséwho would be directly involved in SAP implementation and states that dhe
Stakeholder Participation Plan will be reviewed and updated for the purpose of SAP
i mpl ement at sectiord public parficipation refers to dissemination of information,
engagement of the public in regional decision making processes including through the Regional
NGO Network. It proposes strengthening the institutional framework and institutional capacity for
engaging stakeholders at the national level.

286. The NAPs do not include a specific section on stakeholder engagement, but typically reference
a broad based approach to stakeholder engagements in their guiding principles for both NAP
development and implementation. Responsible parties including government, NGOs,
associations and the private sector are identified in the NAP logframes and some NAPs identify
roles for different groups of stakeholders in implementation mechanisms. The current IMC
mechanism is not considered adequate for this purpose.

287. Further work will be required with regard to formalisation of the GCC structure and future
stakeholder engagement since the related section in the SAP was largely lifted from the Project
Brief and is no longer current.

288. The overall rating on stakeholder engagement can be considered moderately satisfactory.
However it should be emphasised that stronger stakeholder engagement in the public sector
and private sector will be crucial for SAP implementation and this is likely to require a radically
different approach to coordination at the national level. There also needs to be much greater
investment in capacity building and financial commitment by countries to sustain stakeholder
engagement.

C4. Country Ownership and Drivenness

289. The GCLME project built on the 1998 Accra Declaration where the governments of the six Gulf
of Guinea countriesagr eed t hat ithe devel opment of a Strate
Transboundary Diagnostic Analysis leading to the second phase of the Project to include all the
countries bordering the Guinea Current Large Marine Ecosystem, should be accelera:
16 GCLME countries were involved in the development of the GCLME project and GEF focal
points from all 16 of the GCLME countries approved the project brief between April and
September 2003.
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290. The GCLME project has maintained the political momentum of the GOG LME project, with
Ministers from all 16 countries signing the Abuja Declaration of 22 September 2006 and the Osu
Declaration of 2 July 2010 related to the establishment of the GCC. Similarly all 16 countries
have endorsed the SAP.

291. In terms of institutional support, each of the GCLME countries appointed National Directors in
the Ministry responsible for Environment and/or Fisheries who has taken part in PSC meetings.
UNIDO recruited a project National Assistant for each country who in most cases was based at
same institution as the National Director. The focal institutions established and convened
meetings of the Inter-Ministerial Committee (IMCs) bringing together specialists from different
Ministries and, in some cases, representatives of civil society. However these have met
relatively infrequently and have largely functioned in a reactive manner (Paragraph 256) and
there appears to have been little systematic engagement outside host institutions (Paragraph
276).

292. The questionnaire responses and reports submitted by National Assistants reflect quite
different approaches to the project, with some describing a straightforward facilitation role for
regionally coordinated project activities, and others placing the project in the context of national
efforts to project the marine and coastal environment including with reference to activities not
directly supported by the project. Countries have engaged actively in activities facilitated by the
RCU, participated in PSC meetings, workshops, and key national level activities such as NAP
development.

293. There is limited reference to policy development with notable exceptions such as Guinea
Bissau that used the project to advance accession to the Abidjan and IMO Conventions. There
does not appear to have been any systematic follow up on policy-related GCLME activities at
national level despite anticipated outcomes in the areas of fisheries management, introduced
species, biodiversity, and oil and gas development (Paragraph 171). Consultants who
conducted legal reviews in these areas were not aware of any processes to take forward their
findings.

294. The limited country drivenness of the project is partly a manifestation of the regional nature of
many project activities. Other reasons evoked include:

i Lack of empowerment of national structures which were not given a strong mandate or
budget to pursue project activities at the national level (Paragraph 256).
i Low visibility of the project at national level, particularly in countries without a

demonstration project or RAC, compounded by the long-term nature of the project.
Directors were unable to mobilise political support around planning processes in the
absence of tangible outcomes.

i Failure to fully engage directors and assistants in activities taking place at national level
or in regional activities such as workshops being hosted by a national institution.
i Loss of momentum and uncertainty during the project suspension, with several partners

reporting that they were unsure the project would continue. This was exacerbated by the
absence of official communication during the suspension that allowed rumours
concerning the likely early termination of the project to take hold.

295. Counterpart funding has proved difficult to mobilize in the GCLME countries (Table 4 and
Annex 9). Two of the six respondents to the questionnaire indicated that they had raised less
than 50 per cent of committed co-financing, three raised 50-100 per cent and one over 100 per
cent. Reasons evoked during country visits and in the questionnaire responses included lack of
visibility of the project at national and ministerial level; time passed since the Project Brief was
approved in 2003; lack of direct funding from the project to leverage co-finance; difficulties in
mobilizing co-finance at the start and close of a the project due to budget cycles; shortfalls in
resources; and, inability to capture in kind contributions of other national institutions.

296. The rating on country ownership and drivenness is moderately satisfactory and reflects the
balance between the strong regional policy support for the project and SAP but limited
appropriation of the project at national level.
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C5. Financial Planning and Management
Application of Standards

297. Financial planning to the GCLME project was thorough and documented in a very detailed
incremental cost analysis and in project budgets for the complementary grants to UNDP and
UNEP.

298. Financial management in first years of the GCLME project was blighted by fconsistent
irregularities, relating to local procurement transactions, inappropriate use of project financial
resources for personal gain, and lack of disclosure of familial relationships during recruitmentd-.
Afactf i nding mission was c¢onductSemgemlbey2007 dodDWés | OS &
2008, and the project was suspended on 14 December 2007. The Project Manager in UNIDO
was dismissed in February 2008 and the Project Director resigned in April 2008.

299. Project expenditure was effectively suspended in 2008 as UNDP delayed re-phasing of the
2007 budget and UNEP requested that disbursements be suspended. Project activities were re-
launched in January 2009 following an interagency meeting on the suspension in October 2008
and a joint UNEP UNIDO mission to Accra in November 2008 that led to preparation of a
revised workplan, logframe and budget. The new UNIDO Project Manager assumed duties in
October 2008 and was assigned as t he Gilityaim n all ot
February 2009. The new Project Coordinator commenced work in August 2009.

300. UNIDO reported to the fifth PSC meeting on the administrative, managerial and operational
measures undertaken to prevent recurrence of such irregularities, and to provide continuity to
the project. The measures have been strongly appreciated by project partners with only minor
complaints about excessive reporting measures and, occasionally, about delayed payments
linked to a backlog of approvals on technical reports. Two weaknesses observed in the
evaluation are i) repeated use of SSA contracts for long term staff (Paragraph 321) that was
explained on the basis of cost-effectiveness and ii) the expressed preference for working with a
relatively small pool of pre-identified experts and specialists including for consulting work and
participation in workshops and training, that was explained on the basis of efficiency (Paragraph
278).

301. UNIDO further reported to the sixth PSC meeting that it had reimbursed US$ 528,500 to the
project, equivalent to 95 per cent of its management fee on the UNDP budget. This amount
corresponded to the net direct loss identified in the 10S report and was credited to the UNDP
budget since the grant to UNDP covered management (RCU) costs. It does not affect the
overall project cost.

302. In terms of financial management and reporting, UNIDO has had to work at the interface of its
own and UNDP and UNEP®& reporting and administration systems. U N | D Odhtsrprise
resource planning system, Agresso,i s a dynamic system which requires
budget line is change or carried forward to a new financial year, meaning that dozens of
revisions have been recorded. It differs significantly to the systems used by UNDP (ATLAS) and
UNEP (IMIS) and the workload associated with financial reporting can be considered equivalent
to managing two separate projects.

303.The Fund Management Officer (FMO) in UNEP has maintained a close oversight of
expenditure and learned to accommodate and adapt reporting from the Agresso system. UNEP
works on the basis of funding advances which are replenished on the basis of cash advance
requests backed by documentation of expenditure. The focus on overall expenditure is not
compatible with the Agresso system that blocks funds on the basis of financial obligations, and a
delay in one replenishment created significant administrative hurdles.

304. Responsibilities for financial oversight in UNDP were split between the national and regional
level, an arrangement that the Resident Representative in Ghana felt should be reviewed for
regional projects since a national office has a limited remit in terms of oversight. UNDP funds
were fully advanced at the start of the project, an approach that considerably simplified planning

1 Aide memoire. Interagency Meeting GCLME Project. 8 October 2008
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and management in the Agresso. Annual controls were based on the annual spending limit and
U N D P d@pproval was required for re-phasing of funds.

305. UNEP has recorded five formal project revisions based on project extensions and revised
budget. UNDP has recorded three revisions that address changes in the annual spending limit.

306. There is an unconfirmed report that an audit was undertaken in 2006 but no documentation is
available. The projec t has subsequently been audited
wide audit, according to standard procedures.

Overview of Expenditure and Variance

307. The Project Brief and incremental cost analysis provided a detailed breakdown of expenditure
of GEF funding and co-financing for the five technical components of the project based on the
lower anticipated GEF grant of US$ 12.7 million. The UNDP and UNEP Project Document each
contain a fully-developed budget and the UNDP Project Document contains a summary of
expenditure by Component.

308. Annex 9 provides an overview of expenditures by UNDP and UNEP. Table 9.1 shows actual
expenditure to 31 December 2011 and expected expenditure to project closure according to the
budget lines maintained in ATLAS. Table 9.2, shows actual expenditure to 31 December 2011
and expected expenditure to project closure based on records maintained by the Fund
Management Officer (FMO) in UNEP using the IMIS system.

309. UNDP expenditure to 31 December 2011 was US$ 11,419,385 or 97.7 per cent of the total
budget, and UNDP envisaged spending the full GEF grant by the close of the project. The
UNDP budget reflects the reimbursement of funding by UNIDO in 2009 (Paragraph 301) but it is
not clear over which periods this was booked. The records indicate that 70% of the UNDP grant
had been expended by the end of 2007. There is no suitable baseline by which to measure
variance but this can be expected to be of a similar nature to that seen in the UNEP
expenditure.

310. It is not possible from the data provided to determine the level of expenditure on management
(RCU) that was covered by the grant to UNDP. However UNIDO has reported that it was
successful in its efforts to keep this below 10% of the total GEF grant.

311. UNEP expenditure to 31 October 2011 was US$ 8,625,842 or 95 per cent of the total, and
UNEP also envisaged spending the full GEF grant by the close of the project. Funding had
been set aside in the 2012 budget for the third Ministerial meeting planned for May. US$ 7.2
million of the UNEP funds had been advanced to UNIDO by April 2007 and no further funds
were advanced until 2010.

312. UNIDO provided updated financial figures to the ninth PSC meeting in May 2012 indicating that
there would be an unexpended budget of around US$ 25,000 at the close of the project. The
Project Manager also indicated that un-liquidated obligations would be recovered during the
administrative closure period. It was not yet possible to provide a good estimate of the amount
that was expected to be between US$ 24,000 and US$ 700,000.

313. There is substantial variance between the figures for expenditure at end of project and those at
the start of the project. These have largely been accounted for in the project revisions, with
variance exceeding 20% compared to the latest revision on just two items, namely, a small
under-spend on premises and an overspend on evaluation, since the terminal evaluation was
not budgeted. There are large variations on almost all budget lines compared to the original
budget of which the greatest in terms of magnitude are:

1 A reduction in expenditure of US$ 1.38 million under the budget line subcontracts to

organizations, including substantial reductions on national demonstration projects in
Benin, Cameroon, Ghana and Togo and in the budget for field sampling.
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i An increase in expenditure of US$ 0.97 million on group training which is partly
accounted for the organization of NAP workshops in each country and the high cost of
the Benin demonstration project dissemination workshop;

i An increase of US$ 0.40 million on non-expendable equipment which is largely
accounted for by provision to equipment to the Pollution and EIMS RACs (Paragraph
325).

i A new allocation of US$ 0.17 million to ship rental linked to the at-sea sampling training

courses in 2006 and 2010.

314.Table 9.3 in Annex 9 presents a general overview of expenditure by Component on the
combined UNDP and UNEP funding based on information prepared by the UNIDO Project
Manager for reporting to the PSC. It should be stressed that these data are illustrative only and
include pre-final figures and variable reporting intervals. The documentation provided at the
eighth PCS meeting did not include expenditure figures for UNDP and the detailed data used to
develop the presentation for the meeting is no longer available.

315. Variance on the two UNEP-only components indicates that expenditure on Component 1 (SAP
related) was 4 per cent higher than planned and expenditure on Component 4 (Water quality)
was 13% less than planned. Expenditure on Component 2 Fisheries) was at least 4% higher
than planned; Component 5 (Regional coordination) was at least 11% more than planned; and,
Component 3 (Habitats) was up to 31% lower than planned.

Reporting

316. Technical reporting to the 1As has improved during the life of the project in terms of quality,
completeness, punctuality and frankness. The standard reporting to UNDP included quarterly
progress reports based on a very limited word count and an annual Project Implementation
Report (PIR). Roughly two thirds of the quarterly reports to mid 2011 are available.

317.The standard reporting to UNEP comprised half yearly reports, and all thirteen reports
supposed to be delivered to mid 2011 are available. The reports are perfunctory, with minimal
narrative text and in sharp contracts to the detailed and analytical reports seen in other projects
such as the UNEP-GEF Volta project.

318. UNEP introduced a requirement for a detailed PIR in 2008 since it was not possible to reach
agreement on project ratings with UNDP, which were based on a rather partial presentation of
project progress. The 2010 PIR was not finalised but a very detailed PIR is available for 2011
with a frank discussion of project challenges and risks. Nevertheless it has not been possible to
substantiate progress reported in some areas.

319. More detailed Pr o j e ¢t s &nd thendPtoject Berformance Evaluation Reports (PPERS) or
updates were prepared by the RCU for the PSC meetings. Since 2009 these have been
complemented by detailed financial presentations that have been appreciated by participants.

Other Administrative Processes

320. The GCLME project got off to a relatively fast start with the first disbursement of funds just four
months after the project was endorsed by the GEF CEO in August 2004 and rapid recruitment of
the RCU staff, several of whom had been involved in the earlier GOG-LME project and GCLME
project development.

321. Staffing levels at the RCU have generally been below the level anticipated in the project
documents (Paragraph 240). Most of the RCU staff has been employed through annually-
renewed Special Service Agreements (SSAS), a source of dissatisfaction and some uncertainty
among staff. Frequent turnovers in the Fisheries Officer Post have been attributed to the part-
time or short-term nature of contracts offered and at least two incumbents have moved to more
stable international roles.

322. The repeated project extensions have inevitably resulted in an increase in core staffing costs.
UNIDO has been conscious of GEF guidance that states the overall project management costs
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should remain under 10 per cent of the project budget meaning the extension has had the effect
of reducing flexibility in overall RCU staffing.

323. Approximately 30 subcontracts to organisations are listed in the six-monthly reports to UNEP.
Fifteen contracts addressed small grants for coastal monitoring, several of which were cancelled
in 2010 (See activity 1.2.3 in Annex 5). Most of the remaining contracts were concerned with the
demonstration projects and since 2008 these have been issued and managed through a
rigorous procurement process with payments based on deliverables. Progress reports to
UNIDO have been reviewed by the RCU.

324. Letters of agreement signed with IMO and FAO have been the basis for effective collaboration
in delivery of joint activities under Components 2 and 4 of the project that have contributed to
the strategic objectives of both sets of partners.

325. Memoranda of understanding (MOUs) were signed with four of the five RACs early in 2005 and
2006. These are generally of poor quality with only general commitments and without reference
to budgets, reporting requirements, or timing. One is undated. Nevertheless in two cases
(EIMSC and Pollution) they appear to have been the basis for endowment of the centres with
equipment valued at nearly US$ 680 000 between 2005 and 2007.

326. Much of the work of the project has been delivered on the basis of well over two hundred
consulting contracts (SSAs) to individual experts including RCU staff, national assistants and
national and regional specialists. In addition the RCU has organised around 80 regional
workshops during the course of the project, equivalent to one every four to five weeks during the
active life of the project. It should be noted that several of these were back to back with the
same participants, reducing the logistic workload.

327. Contracts and payments have been rigorously tracked since 2009 with payments to individual
consultants and organisations based on deliverables. At the same time, proper application of
UN procedures has at times made it difficult to cancel contracts where individuals or
organisations were not performing adequately or where an individual role was called into
question.

328. At a more day to day level, consultants and partners reported that they were largely satisfied
with the responsi venesistandfpayment sihéldles dypirgahe pose me
suspension phase of the project, with few cases of delays reported. Four of the six respondents
to the questionnaire were satisfied or very satisfied with administration of contracts and
payments but two were dissatisfied or strongly dissatisfied (Paragraph 268). One country asked
that the national assistant be withdrawn from the project once having established that he had no
institutional affiliation and seemed to be acting simply as a conduit between the responsible
ministry and RCU.

Co-financing

329. The UNDP project document anticipated total co-financing of US$ 33,971,442, comprising US$
30,356,442 from the GCLME countries, US$ 330,000 from the implementing and executing
agencies, US$ 2,085,000 from the government of Norway, US$ 600,000 from NOAA and US$
form the private sector. The UNEP proposal included an additional US$ 10 million based on
US$ 6 million from the private sector (that appears to have its origins in an early proposal for the
Ghana waste stock management demonstration project) and US$4 mi | I i on from o011 MR/
The UNDP proposal has been taken as a baseline since it corresponds more closely to the
figures in the incremental cost analysis.

330. The incremental cost analysis attached to the Project Brief includes allocation of each partnersé
co-finance by activity suggesting that in depth discussion on co-financing took place during
project development. However it has not been possible to find any documentation that describes
the split between cash and in kind co-finance. Letters of support for the project were reportedly
signed by each of the 16 participating countries between July and September 2003 but are no
longer available and may not have contained this information.
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331. Table 9.4 in Annex 9 provides an overview and notes on the co-financing that has materialised
during the course of the project based on information received up to 29 February 2012"% The
data is summarised in Table 4 below.

Table 4. Summary of Co-finance and Associated Funding

Co financing Cash and In Kind Associated Funding Total
(Source/Type) US$ x 1000 US$ x 1000 US$ x 1000
Planned Actual Planned Actual Planned Actual
IA/EA own Financing 330 1060 0 0 330 1,060
Governments 32,441 8,037 0 26,210 32,441 34,247
Other 1,200 600 0 3,374 1,200 3,914
Totals 33,971 9,997 0 29,524 33,971 39,521

332. Despite encouraging recommendations by the PSC and the second Ministerial meeting, there
has been very little reporting to the RCU on co-financing. Most of the information in Table 9.4 is
based on data provided to the RCU by national assistants from 10 countries during their
October 2010 meeting. The RCU developed estimates for 2011 that have not been
substantiat ed. One <country provided
updates in 2012.

333. The data that was collected includes substantial funding by third parties to projects that are
broadly related to the GCLMEG6s devel opment
the outputs and activities set out in the project document and were not generated as a result of
the project. This is categorised in Table 9.4as 6 as s o ¢ i aandecdnceins foud of thg 10
countries which provided data.

334. The total amount of co-financing reported, including associated funding, is US$ 39.5 million,
which exceeds the expected total by about 16 per cent. However, if associated funding is
excluded, the total reported co-finance comes to just US$ 10.0 million, or 29 per cent of the
amount pledged. This reported total can be considered a significant underestimate since it
excludes contributions from six of the GCLME countries as well as almost all GCLME country
contributions for 2011 and 2012".

335. The national demonstration projects were associated with over US$ 7 million of co-finance in
the Project Brief. The requirement to run the demonstration projects through an independent
tender process may have had the unintended effect of isolating these projects in financial terms
since contracted executants could not be assumed to have any responsibility or influence with
regard to generating co-finance. Further background on difficulties experienced in mobilising
co-finance is provided in Paragraph 295.

336. Table 9.4 shows that two countries i Cameroon and Gabon i together with UNEP mobilised
co-finance that exceeded the amounts pledged, and this difference of US$ 2 million can be
considered as leveraged resources. Part of this is accounted for by funding to the RAC in
Gabon, while leveraged resources from UNEP include substantial cash and in kind support
through the GPA, Abidjan Convention secretariat and Division of Environmental Law and
Conventions. The total does not include important but unreported contributions from partners
such as IMO and FAO.

337. The overall rating on financial planning and management is moderately unsatisfactory. This
rating takes account of the irregularities experienced prior to suspension of the project but
recognises the good recovery through proper application of financial, contracting and
procurement standards since the project restarted in January 2009. It also reflects shortfalls in
co-finance as well as weaknesses in reporting through the life of the project.

12 Together with updated information from UNEP provided in July 2012

* The difference between the figures reported here and those reported in the UNDP PIR is explained by inclusion of
6associated fundingbé in the data provided to UNDP and by
overestimated by approximately US$ 7 million.
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C6. UNEP & UNDP Supervision and Backstopping

338. The Project Documents state that the project will be jointly implemented by UNDP and UNEP
and identify the components and outputs for which each agency will be responsible. UNDP and
UNEP are identified as members of the PSC and reporting requirements are identified, but little
further information is given on their supervisory roles. The UNDP proposal states that UNDP
will provide staff for monitoring and supervision of the project and implementation and execution
support from its project offices and the UNEP proposal states that UNDP and UNEP shall be
responsible for monitoring performance to ensure conformity with project objectives and
advising the Executing Agency on Implementation issues. As the GEF agency receiving the
largest grant, UNDP was to act as lead IA in this project.

339. There have been two successive Regional Technical Advisors (RTAs) within UNDP, with the
current RTA taking over at the end of 2010, at which time the project was due to close just a few
months later. The handover briefing for this project was therefore limited and the current RTA
has very little background documentation on the project. Similarly there have been two
successive Task Managers (TMs) within the UNEP Division of GEF Coordination (DGEF)
provided for oversight and accountability during the life of the project, with the current incumbent
commencing in 2009.

340. UNDP and UNEP have participated actively in the PSC meetings, with UNEP represented by
the Abidjan Convention focal point and GPA programme officer at some of the earlier meetings.
Both IAs took an appropriate interest in the process and results of the I0OS investigation and
follow up and UNEP was closely involved in supporting the re-launch of the project with the TM
participating in detailed planning meetings with UNIDO and the RCU and in late 2008. UNEP
has been able to leverage significant additional resources for the project (Paragraph 336)
including through the support of the GPA, Abidjan Convention and Division of Environmental
Law and Conventions that were important in terms of technical and institutional outcomes for the
project.

341.Both  UNEP and UNDP supervisors have struggled to find the time necessary to
comprehensively supervise this large and at times difficult project; a reflection of the heavy
workloads of the RTA and TM whose portfolios include many other projects*. The demands of
this project required over 30% of the TMés ti
UNIDO to co-execute Component 5.7"°.Heavy workloads together with the need to consult
internally with similarly occupied colleagues has led to some delays during critical consultations
related to conclusion of the project, and to parallel development of the PIF for a SAP
implementation project that is being undertaken at the request of the PSC and IGCC Ministers.

342.0ne UNDP Project implementation report (PIR) was made available for this evaluation dated
2011 and included ratings and cumulative comments and ratings for the period 2008-2010. The
information in the UNDP PIR as well as quarterly reports to UNDP tend to put a rather positive
gloss on project progressls, in part reflecting the limited documentation available from the early
life of the project and in part a somewhat defensive approach to progress-reporting amongst
project officers that may stem from the earlier problems encountered by the project. The
Resident Representative, one of several UNDP officers who provide an overall rating on the
PIR, remarked that it is difficult to maintain a good perspective on regional projects while
operating with a national remit.

343. UNEP introduced a requirement for separate PIRs in 2008 as a result of failure to agree on the
UNDP PIR ratings. UNEP PIR reports are available for 2008 to 2011 with the 2010 PIR in draft
form only). The 2011 report includes a systematic evaluation of progress against outputs and
activities, though referring to some deliverables such as the PPA plan that cannot be
substantiated. It includes a candid analysis of issues and risks. It acknowledges areas where
relations between the project management and UNEP have become strained, particularly
around Output 5.7 that UNEP suspended for some months in 2011.

4 Just 30% of the UNDPRTA8 s t i me i s aMaterard &overmhnce Rortfolib vehich includes several other projects.
!> UNEP support at this stage extended beyond DEPI to include the Division of Environmental Law and Conventions.
'8 Two examples are specifically referred to in this report, namely co-financing and gender balance in workshops.
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344.In early 2011, the UNEP TM and FMO were reassigned to the Freshwater & Marine
Ecosystems Branch in U N E P Digision of Environmental Policy Implementation (DEPI) as a
result of internal restructuring in UNEP. This is the same branch that is responsible for
oversight of the Abidjan Convention and the move fuelled a perception amongst some
stakeholders t h a t UNEPG6s s uper v Development offa R€gionabQoardination7  (
Mechanism) was biased or partial. UNEP has nevertheless made clear efforts to distinguish its
project supervision role from its wider institutional role as Secretariat to the Abidjan Convention
and the TM considers that senior managers respected and supported this separation of roles.

345. The rating on supervision and backstopping is moderately satisfactory. The rating reflects
good overall support through the life of the project but some shortcomings in reporting,
handover and responsiveness.

C7. Monitoring and Evaluation
M&E Design

346. The original GCLME project logframe included 36 outputs, each associated with one or more
activities (121 of which many were multi-faceted) and one or maBineotalh. oThet c o me s 6
project logframe or results framework included objectively verifiable indicators (OVIs) and
means of verification at output level, with many OVIs essentially describing delivery of an
activity. These were measurable and relevant and about half of them were time-bound.
Individually each output can be regarded as attainable based on the original project concept.
However the sheer breadth of activities and outputs made this an ambitious programme of work
even after the November 2008 revision.

347. Arrangements for monitoring and evaluation were described in main text of the Project Brief
and two Project Documents. The documents put a heavy emphasis on reporting reflecting a
template text for reporting on GEF projects. Differences in the UNEP and UNDP documents
reflect the different internal reporting processes and sign-off. The Project Brief also stated that
the project would identify Process Indicators (Pls), Stress Reduction Indicators (SRIs) and
Environmental Status Indicators (ESIs) relevant to the SAP/EQQOs and that these would be used
to monitor the project and SAP implementation starting in year two.

348. A revised project logframe was prepared November 2008 for approval by the PSC at its fifth
meeting which was to serve as a stocktaking meeting. Changes including splitting of one output
into two parts and removal of one internally focused output (5.8. on capacity building for the
IGCC/GCC). The 104 activities and 54 outcomes were also modified, and open-ended
out comes (such as 6pol | ut i omrd Thes @Miscwemr Gignificargly e bet t
revised and expanded but remain at output (process) rather than outcome level. This revised
project logframe has been used for reporting on achievement of outputs and activities in Section
1A of this evaluation and in Annex 5.

349. A more detailed M&E plan was also developed at the end of 2008, based on the plan prepared
for the Mediterranean Action Plan GEF project”. The plan includes detailed description of
reporting requirements and responsibility and suggests that indicators for M&E will be
developed at subsequent workshops. Anticipated reporting and planning includes a stocktaking
report to be prepared after the stocktaking meeting, half yearly reports and annual project
reports and PIRs with detailed analysis performance and constraints, quarterly expenditure
reports, annual workplans, and a project terminal report. The M&E plan noted that UNEP would
take the lead in organising the terminal evaluation.

350. Baseline levels for performance indicators were included in the UNEP PIR introduced in 2008
and essentially refer to the partial or non-existence of the expected deliverable for each activity.
The baseline data in the PIRs is supplemented by an extremely detailed incremental cost
analysis in the Project Brief that describes the situation with and without the support provided by
the project, though again essentially reflecting management activities rather than outcomes.

Y This represents the only evidence of any kind of training or experience sharing training to meet the M&E
requirements of the project.
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351. Project activities that have augmented the baseline include the nine national water quality
reports that were completed and the FAO EAF - Nansen surveys. Development of the TDA
development and preparation of NAPs and 10 national and one regional state of marine
environment reports, as well as compilation and digitalisation of thematic data by the EIMS
centre have improved awareness and accessibility of data.

352. The rating on M&E design and arrangements is moderately satisfactory.
Budgeting and funding for M&E activities

353. According to the M&E sections of the Project Brief and UNDP proposal, the funding allocated
for M&E was US$ 300 000 or approximately 1.5% of the GEF funding. The figure for activity 5.6
(activity Vf), M&E, in the incremental cost analysis was US$ 499,470 comprising US$ 179,470
of GEF funding, US$ 130,000 UNDP co-finance, US$ 100,000 UNDP co-finance, and US$
90,000 country partners co-finance. This latter figure thus recognises and provides a
reasonable description of the contribution of partners that was further supplemented by
(unbudgeted) staff time in UNIDO headquarters and the RCU.

354. The detailed GEF budgets included allocations for M&E consultants, tripartite reviews and a
mid-term evaluation (UNDP, totalling US$ 263,000) and for Demonstration Project Monitoring
and Evaluation (UNEP, totalling US$ 48,000). Allocations were also made for environmental
monitoring or assessment activities undertaken as part of the wider project, though the small
grants for monitoring at national level were insufficient (Paragraph 110). There was no budget
allocation for the terminal evaluation (Paragraph 313).

355. A revised budget is included in the 2008 M&E plan (Paragraph 349) but does not appear to
have been incorporated into budget revisions (that, for example, to not include the new
allocation for the terminal evaluation).

356. The expenditure data related to M&E is fragmented but it is clear that major activities such as
the PSC meetings have gone ahead.

357. The rating on budgeting and funding for M&E is moderately satisfactory.

M&E Implementation

358. Project reporting has included brief quarterly reports to UNDP that present a synopsis of
progress according to the guidelines and word count (Paragraph 316). Half-yearly reports to
UNEP were based on the standard format but are rather perfunctory with minimal narrative text
and analysis (Paragraph 317). The reports are of substantially lower quality and usefulness than
those prepared by of reports seen in other UNEP implemented projects. Reports were not
always timely, were sometimes submitted in batches, and the record is incomplete. Report to
the IAs have been complemented by occasional detailed reports (called PPERs, Project
Performance and Evaluation Reviews) prepared for meetings of the PSC (Paragraph 319) and
more recently by detailed presentations to the PSC.

359.The quality of Pl Rs has i mproved during imhhe | if
particular including a very detailed analysis of issues, constraints and risks. As seen above
(Paragraph 342) the reporting to UNDP has been rather superficial and consequently ratings
appear unduly positive. The UNEP PIRs report on some deliverables in the early years of the
project that could not be substantiated despite the detailed project archive maintained by the
RCU having been made available for the evaluation (Paragraph 343).

360. Since 2009, day to day tracking of project progress has been based on the project workplans
and associated budgets have been presented for approval to the PSC meetings. The focus has
been on activities directly delivered by the EA (Paragraph 245). Progress on subcontracts and
individual contracts (SSAs) has been rigorously tracked according to milestones with a dual
system of quality control involving the Project Manager and RCU. Reporting at national level
has been variable and there has not been any systematic tracking of outcomes at the national
level (Paragraph 292).
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361. There is no evidence that the planned SRIs and ESIs were developed. In practice the stress
reduction and environmental impact indicators would have been extremely costly to measure,
and beset by issues of timing (with changes expected only after completion of the project) and
attribution. I n this regard the pr oj eolatiod and
strengthening of baseline information for the SAP was arguably more appropriate. Data in the
region remains patchy and it is beyond the scope of a single project to fully address data gaps.

362. A mid-term evaluation was undertaken from 22 March 2007 to July 2008. While a management
response was presented at the fifth PSC meeting, this has only been partially implemented. It
appears to have been generally accepted amongst the EA and IAs that the difficult
circumstances under which the evaluation was undertaken (including without access to senior
management) compromised the usefulness of the report.

363. The rating on M&E implementation is moderately unsatisfactory. The rating reflects that
despite sound management follow up of individual tasks, there is no overall monitoring system
that reflects progress at output or outcome level. It has been difficult for the evaluators to piece
together a full and accurate account of project progress using available documentation.

D. Complementarities with the UNEP, UNDP and UNIDO strategies and programmes
D1. UNEP

364. The GCMLE project was formulated more than six years prior to the completion of the UNEP
Medium Term Strategy (MTS) 2010-2013 and related Programme of Work (PoW) for the period
2010-2011. Nevertheless, there are a wide set of complementarities with four of the six cross-
cutting thematic priorities (ecosystem management; environmental governance; harmful
substances and hazardous waste; and resource efficiency i sustainable consumption and
production), and their expected accomplishments as outlined in the MTS. Of particular note are:

i Under ecosystem management: the project has established a foundation for contributing
to all three Expected Accomplishments related to the objective, that countries utilize the
ecosystem approach to enhance human well-being, though mainstreaming of ecosystem
management approach remains a challenge;

i Under environmental governance: the project has contributed to three Expected
Accomplishments by its support to strengthened institutions for achievement of
environmental priorities: i) through establishment of the IGCC ii) by providing a
foundation for mainstreaming of environmental sustainability in national development
processes through the SAP, NAPs, and NPA-LBSs; and, iii) by improving access to
sound science and policy advice, particularly in the area of marine fisheries and pollution.

Alignment with the Bali Strategic Plan (BSP)

365. The GCLME Project was well aligned to the Bali Strategic Plan for Technology Support and
Capacity-building adopted in December 2004 for the following reasons:

i Objective A in strengthening the capacity of governments of developing countries to
achieve their environmental goals, targets and objectives through individual and
institutional capacity building;

i Objective B through supporting development of the RACs and in demonstration projects,
notably direct technology support to the Kpeme project;

i Objectives D and F in encouraging participatory and multi-stakeholder approaches to
strategic development (NAPs and SAP) with full national ownership; and

i Objective G, through emphasising the identification and dissemination of best practices

and fostering of entrepreneurship, notably through the demonstration projects

Gender
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366. Gender was not specifically targeted in the UNEP Project Document, though the document
does recognise one of the o ptopairtgactive grassrdots anGOG pr o
gender participation in discussion, decision-making and interventions in environmental and
resources managemento . The Project Brief and UNi®eP Proje
primary target beneficiary of this project is the population of the Guinea Current countries, in
particular the fishing communities with an emphasis on womend and suggests th
r e s u l enhanicen cofdition of and opportunities for womeno . I n practice t
nature of this project, with its emphasis on capacity building and creating enabling conditions,
means there have been few direct benefits for the target beneficiaries, including men and
women.

e pr
he f

367. Gender issues have been addressed to a limited extent in the three demonstration projects
which involved community participation (Benin, Cameroon, Nigeria). For example the one of the
five micro-pr oj ects in Kribi, Camer oon, was awarded to
Promotion and Assistance Association (WOPA) to work on alternative livelihood activities for
women in coastal areas.

368.1 n terms of monitoring, Thel ebNBOM sPloR igreoldwede sr ed ad
amongst other themes, but no lessons have been put forward in this category. The UNDP PIR
has a section on gender where responses to specific questions are, i) that the project did not
conduct a gender or social needs assessment, and, ii) that the project does not specifically
target women or girls.

369.T h e UNDP PIR states t hat t he project i has endea

participation o f men and women in al | activitieso and, b
conscious effort was made to increase the share of female participants in workshops and in the

i mpl ementation of activities at nati onaHisislnetv el fro
borne out by an analysis of whch ndicate a faidyrconsisient! i st s f

80:20 ratio in male: female participation from year 2 of the project.
South-South Cooperation

370. South-South Cooperation was central to this regional project that provided opportunities for
formal networking and for discussions and networking around edges of meetings and technical
workshops. Informal collaboration has continued to a limited degree amongst scientists
involved in these activities.

371. The demonstration projects provide practical examples of South-South Cooperation with two
projects drawing on experience gained through visits to other countries during their design and
implementation phases (experts from the Nigeria Nypa palm demonstration project visited
Malaysia while the Benin MPAs project drew on experience in Senegal).

372. The dissemination workshops for the demonstration projects in Cameroon and Benin were
attended by participants from the majority of GCLME countries. In addition the Nigeria project is
planning to disseminate its findings on DVD and the Round Table Meeting for the Private Sector
on Waste Collection, Disposal and Recycling Systems brought together participants from five
countries plus Ghana. Presentation of the demonstration projects was well received by the
PSC and led to lively discussion. The coordinator for the Cameroon ICZM demo has undertaken
a follow up visit to Ctte doél voir @ardgaph&db)ar e | esson

373. Exchange of experience with the wider international waters community has been assured
through the projectds active participation i n i n
addition:

i The GCLME project convened the May 2011 meeting to establish the Africa LME
Caucus which held its second meeting in Paris in July 2011;

1 An exchange with the Yellow Sea LME project to look at multi-trophic level aquaculture
was facilitated through IW:Learn.

D2. UNDP
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374.1In terms of alignment to UNDP country programming, the project objectives were defined
several years prior to the current UNDP Country Programme Documents and Action Plans
(CPD & CPAP) for the GCLME partner countries. Nevertheless a rapid review of the fifteen
country strategies available® for the GCLME countries indicate that environmental protection
and management is identified as a priority theme in fourteen strategies, with the GCLME project
contributing to identified sub-themes including natural resources management, biodiversity
conservation, extractive industries, waste management and disaster risk reduction (see below)
and approaches including capacity building and various aspects of institutional strengthening
and environmental mainstreaming.

375.The project also contributes in general terms to Focal Area 4 (Energy, Environment and
Sustainable Development) of the UNDP Regional Programme Document for Africa (2008-2011)
through strengthening of regional mechanisms for managing shared environmental resources.

376.The project brief and project documents identified a range of beneficiaries, including the
population of the Guinea Current countries and in particular the fishing communities with an
emphasis on women. In practice this foundational project has had only limited and local effects
on local livelihoods, primarily as a result of identification of income generating activities through
the demonstration projects in Nigeria and Cameroon. In the longer term, the potential for the
GCLME project to contribute to poverty alleviation, better livelihoods and human well-being,
including through direct employment opportunities, as a result of improved natural resource
management and better management of pollution, is substantial.

377.The project was not intended to contribute to country and regional efforts to mitigate and
respond to natural disasters and efforts to establish a regional activity centre in this area met
with limited success (Annex 7). Nevertheless the SAP includes a policy section on actions
related to effective assessment of environmental variability including development of an
environmental early warning system and enhancement of predictability of extreme events, with a
particular emphasis on harmful algal blooms and global climate change. Implementation of
these aspects of the SAP, including though establishment of a centre or coordinated network
would represent a valuable contribution in terms of mitigation and response to natural disasters.

D3. UNIDO
378.UNI DOb6s Programme and Bu eglé proviles a braath @veryiew ofithed 2010
Organi zationb6s work and indicates that work init.@i

relevant and aligned in the current period. LMEs are mentioned under Section E: Environment
And Energy in Programme Component E.2: Resource-efficient and Low-carbon Industrial
Production, t hat s haidna and tediomal politymakers and institutions in formulating
and implementing measures to ensure the protection and sustainable use of Large Marine
Ecosystems (LMESs), involving transboundary maritime areas and their associated coastlands. 0
There is a further specific mention of LMESs in the sub-section on Sub-Saharan Africa that states

t h arégardirfy the environment, programmes in relating to large marine ecosystems and those
financed through global funds (POPs, GEF) will be reinforceda

379. In addition:

i The GCLME work on industrial effluents in Togo and on waste stock exchanges systems
in Ghana contributes specifically to Programme Component D.5: Corporate Social
Responsibility for Market Integration, and the UNIDO contribution, Businesses
demonstrate improvements in their social and environmental performance.

i General contributions to Programme Component F.2.2: South-South Cooperation, are
addressed in Section D1 above.

380. The Programme includes a section on Special Resources for Africa, to which the GCLME
Project can be considered a contribution, and further emphasizes that support to least
developed countries (LDCs)19 is a cross-cutting theme prioritized in all UNIDO services and
thematic programme components of major programmes.

'8 Downloaded at http://www.undp.org/africa/programme.shtml. The strategy for DR Congo is not available
9 Ten of the GCLME countries are classified as LDCs: Angola, Benin, Democratic Republic of the Congo, Equatorial Guinea,
Guinea, Guinea-Bissau, Liberia, Sao Tome and Principe, Sierra Leone and Togo.
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Part lll. Conclusions and Recommendations
Conclusions

381.The GCLME project was first and foremost a foundational project designed to produce a
Strategic Action Programme for management of the GCLME and to contribute to the creation of
enabling conditions for its implementation through capacity building and development of a
Guinea Current Commission. The project also set out to implement demonstration and priority
activities in the areas of fisheries, habitats and pollution, including through implementation of six
national and three regional demonstration projects.

382.The project was intended to be implemented over five years. It was extended on four
occasions, with the last extension to June 2012 implying an operational phase of seven and a
half years.

383. With five components, 37 outputs and over 100 activities spanning 16 countries supported by a
GEF budget of over US$ 20 million, the GCLME project was a substantial undertaking. Progress
towards each of the project objectives is addressed in Part Il Section A of this report. Important
milestones during the life of the project have been the completion of a transboundary diagnostic
analysis (TDA) and strategic action programme (SAP) that was endorsed by the governments of
the 16 countries of the region, creation of the Interim Guinea Current Commission (IGCC) and
the decision to create a permanent Guinea Current Commission (GCC) through a protocol to the
Abidjan Convention. At the national level, 15 of the 16 countries developed national action
plans (NAPs). Six national demonstration projects were completed in six countries and results
were disseminated appropriately. The project invested substantially in individual capacity
building with over 80 workshops organized. These represent important foundational steps
towards the project development goal, to create an ecosystem-wide assessment and
management framework for sustainable use of living and non-living resources in the GCLME.

384. Delivery and outcomes in the areas of fisheries and living resources, biodiversity and habitats,
and water quality fell short of those anticipated in the project document. Key outputs in this area
T reflecting strong partnerships with UNEP GPA, FAO, IMO and the Abidjan Convention
(Paragraph 274) 1 include development of regional fisheries management plans, national plans
of action on land based sources of marine pollution (NPAs-LBS), adoption of the Protocol
Concerning Cooperation in the Protection of the Marine and Coastal Environment from Land-
Based Sources and Activities (in June 2012), and adoption of the amended regional Protocol
Concerning Cooperation in Combating Pollution in Cases of Emergency in the Western and
Central African Region and a related Regional Contingency Plan (in April 2011).

385. The principal change made to implementation during the life of the project was the decision to
set up five regional activity centres (RACSs), three of which came to be associated with the
regional demonstration projects on productivity, environmental information management and
fisheries (Paragraph 93 and Annex 7). However the project lacked the resources to finance and
supervise the RACs to the level anticipated and only the productivity centre was able to fulfil its
mandate of providing a proactive region-wide service to the GCLME countries.

386. Challenges affecting performance that are taken up in the lessons and recommendations below

include:

1 The project suspension which led to a loss of continuity and institutional memory as well
as loss of confidence amongst partners (Paragraph 179);

i Insufficient staffing of the RCU which was never staffed to the capacity anticipated in the
project proposals (Paragraph 242);

i Insufficient appropriation of the project at national level (Paragraph 294), including as a

result of lack of empowerment of national structures and low visibility of the project at
national level, particularly in countries without a demonstration project or RAC;

i Limited mobilisation of co-finance (Paragraph 295, 334).
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387.The ratings in Table 5 reflect consideration of the full set of issues affecting or characterising
project performance and impact that are discussed in Part Il of the report. The summary
comments highlight aspects of the assessment that best illustrate the rationale for the rating
given.

388.The overall rating for this project based on the evaluation findings is Moderately
Unsatisfactory/Moderately satisfactory.

Lessons Learned

389. Part Il of this report draws attention to a wide range of issues associated with the scale and
complexity of the GCLME project and to its suspension and ensuing hiatus in 2007 and 2008.
The following lessons are based on the above findings (Paragraph 386) and relate to some of
the key constraints experienced during this project that may be of relevance to other regional
and international waters projects in the expanding GEF portfolio.

RCU Capacity

390. The RCU was not staffed to the level anticipated in the UNDP and UNEP Project Documents.
While this appears to have been a deliberate choice in the early years of the project, core
staffing was affected in later years by budgetary shortfalls and by rigorous effort to keep
expenditure on project management below 10 per cent of overall project expenditure, in line with
GEF guidelines (Paragraph 322). Turnover in the fisheries officer position was exacerbated by
the short term nature of contracts offered (Paragraph 321).

391. The shortfall in technical staffing is associated with shortfalls in delivery on components 2, 3
and 4 of the project, including in supervision of and support to the RACs, and to a lesser extent
in communications (Paragraph 240). While engagement of technical partners (Paragraph 274)
provided important expertise in these areas, it is likely that additional technical support in these
areas would have ensured greater continuity and follow through at national level, and overcome
the rather fragmented delivery in some parts of the project (Paragraph 245).

392. A general lesson related to RCU capacity is to ensure sufficient resources are allocated to
ensure stable strategic and regional level technical support for planning, pilot implementation
activities and development of national policy in specific thematic areas, alongside the more
general support for foundational activities. Budgeting options include either a more generous
interpr et a?b peocent cufedfor tregonab dtojects with specific reference to technical
roles that provide for better coordination and economies of scale in project execution or
inclusion of key regional positions in activity budgets. Precedents for the latter option include the
2005-2010 WIO-LaB project. This lesson is of relevance to GEF International Waters (IW)
projects and potentially to other regional GEF projects.
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Table 5. Summary of Ratings based on Performance Criteria described in Part Il of the Report

Criterion Summary Assessment Rating
A. Attainment of project objectives The overall rating for this criterion is based on the effectiveness rating™ MU
and results (See A)

1. Effectiveness The effectiveness rating reflects limited progress in establishment of a legal and | MU
institutional framework for GCLME management, relative to anticipated
outcomes at regional and national level, and weak results in terms of
environmental stress reduction.

2. Relevance The project is relevant to regional and national issues, and contributing to the | S
UNDP and UNEP strategies identified in Project Documents and to GEF
Strategic Priority IW-2.

3. Efficiency The rating reflects loss of time and momentum due to the project suspension, as | MU
well as shortcomings in fiscal responsibility in the early years of the project.

B. Sustainability of project outcomes The overall rating on this criterion is based on the weakest rating for sub-criteria | ML
(See B1)
1. Socio-political The GCLME initiative has proved resilient to socio-political change or instability | ML
in the region
2. Financial Continuation of the initiative will be dependent on further GEF funding; the rating | ML
reflects the support of several GEF agencies
3. Institutional framework The GCLME countries remain committed to development of an institutional | ML
framework and have agreed to create a Guinea Current Commission by a
Protocol to the Abidjan Convention,
4. Environmental There are no specific environmental threats that will render the current L
management approach invalid, but this will need to be expanded to address and
increasing range of issues at national and regional level.
C. Catalytic role The rating is satisfactory based on the foundational activities of the project (SAP | S
(See B2) and institutional development)
D. Stakeholders involvement The rating reflects good efforts to communicate the project to an informed MS
(See C3) public, but some shortfalls in stakeholder engagement at regional and national

levels
E. Country ownership / drivenness The rating reflects the balance between the strong regional policy support for MS
(See C4) the project and SAP but limited appropriation of the project at national level
F. Achievement of outputs and The project has delivered substantially across all five components but with MS

activities
(See A)

weaknesses in terms of quality or originality of some outputs, and shortfalls in
terms of policy change at national level.

 The overall rating in this category cannot exceed the ratings given in the ratings provided for either relevance or effectiveness




backstopping (See C6)

Criterion Summary Assessment Rating
G. Preparation and readiness The rating reflects shortfalls in clarity and feasibility of project deliverables as | MU
(See C1) well as insufficient attention to definition of mechanisms for project
implementation at the national level
H. Implementation approach The rating recognises the strong turn-around in management since problems MS
(See C2) were identified in 2007 and reflects the satisfaction with day to day management
expressed by a majority of GCLME regional and international partners
I. Financial planning and management | This rating takes account of the irregularities experienced in the first years of the | MU
(See C5) project and shortfalls in co-finance
J. Monitoring and Evaluation The overall rating on this criterion is based on rating for M&E Implementation MU
(See C7)
1. M&E Design The project anticipated supervision activities, reporting, development of PI/SRI MS
and ESls, and improvement of baseline information, with limited attention to
roles and responsibilities
2. M&E Plan Implementation Reporting and tracking of project outcomes has been weak particularly for MU
activities beyond the immediate control of the EA
3. Budgeting and funding for M&E Funds were allocated for oversight, reporting, one evaluation and improvement | MS
activities of baseline data
K. UNEP and UNDP Supervision and The rating reflects good overall support through the life of the project, MS

General Ratings

HS = Highly Satisfactory HL
S = Satisfactory L
MS = Moderately Satisfactory ML
MU = Moderately Unsatisfactory MU
U = Unsatisfactory U
HU = Highly Unsatisfactory HU

Ratings for sustainability sub-criteria

= Highly Likely: There are no risks affecting this dimension of sustainability

= Likely: There are minor 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

= Highly Unlikely: There are very severe risks that affect this dimension of sustainability
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Dual role of the Regional Coordination Unit /Interim Guinea Current Commission Secretariat

393. The assignment of the RCU as Secretariat for the IGCC in 2006 was envisaged in the Project
Documents and had the potential to save funds and provide a long term vehicle for sustainability
of project results. In retrospect the approach can be seen to have engendered difficulties in a
number of areas. The dual role created confusion in terms of accountability and generated a
false sense of security in terms of financial support for the (N)GCC (Paragraph 250). The
structure made the RCU a champion for the future GCC but made it inherently difficult for it to
play an impartial facilitation role (Paragraph 251). In addition the IGCC Secretariat was unable
to deliver on requests of the Ministers that fell outside the immediate scope of the project
(Paragraph 250).

394. The nature of the relationship between regional GEF projects and the regional institutional
mechanisms that they help to create and establish can be expected to differ on a case by case
basis. However, the lesson from this project of relevance to GEF International Waters and other
regional projects is to ensure a clear independence between a GEF project and the institutional
mechanism from the outset of planning for such a mechanism, while ensuring that the RCU, EA
and IA(s) continue to provide an appropriate supporting role.

Mobilisation of Co-finance

395. The total reported co-finance comes to just US$ 10.0 million, or 29 per cent of the amount
pledged, with much of the deficit accounted for by the GCLME countries (Paragraph 334). The
shortfall reflects both a failure by countries to mobilise pledged funds (Paragraph 295) but also
the limited reporting of cash and in kind support by project partners (Paragraph 332).

396. Reasons for failure to mobilise co-finance evoked during country visits and in the questionnaire
responses included lack of visibility of the project at national and ministerial level; time passed
since the Project Brief was approved in 2003; lack of direct funding from the project to leverage
co-finance; difficulties in mobilizing co-finance at the start and close of a the project due to
budget cycles; shortfalls in resources; and, inability to capture in kind contributions of other
national institutions (Paragraph 295). Many of these are issues that may have been at least
partly averted had the RCU maintained a dialogue regarding co-financing from the outset of the
project. However, they also point to repercussions associated with the relatively low visibility of
GEF foundational projects with an emphasis on regional planning compared to shorter term
national implementation projects.

397. The problems associated with mobilising co-finance in this project will not necessarily recur in
future GEF projects in view of the revised approach to co-finance in the GEF-5. However general
lessons for all GEF projects can be drawn in terms of the need i) to maintain a dialogue with
GEF focal points and future partners regarding programming of cofinance and ii) to
systematically track contributions so that any issues can be identified at an early stage.

Communications related to Suspension

398. This evaluation has not looked specifically at the nature and causes of irregularities that led to
the project suspension in 2007 and 2008 since these were thoroughly investigated by UNIDO
IOS and appropriate follow up actions were taken (Paragraph 298 - 300).

399. Repercussion of the suspension included loss of time, loss of institutional memory and loss of
momentum, in part associated with the uncertainty and loss of confidence amongst the GCLME
countries as to whether and in what form the project would continue (Paragraph 179).

400. A straightforward lesson for any GEF projects experiencing suspension or other discontinuities
in activities is to ensure regular communication is maintained with project stakeholders, even if it
is not possible to provide definite information regarding the prospects for project continuation.

52



Recommendations

401. The following recommendations are anchored in the main findings of the evaluation and are
included as recommendations rather than lessons in view of their pertinence in the context of a
future GCLME SAP implementation project. The nature of the recommendations reflects the high
level of support of the GCLME countries as well as FAO, UNDP, UNEP and UNIDO for a follow
on project. One of the recommendations targets the immediate aftermath of the project while the
remainder are directed to a future project and have immediate relevance for the team developing
the Project Identification Form and project brief and/or project documents.

Project Closure and Interim IGCC Secretariat

402. The GCLME project is scheduled to close on 30 June 2012, after which the project manager in
UNIDO will support administrative closure of the project including through reconciliation of
outstanding contracts and un-liquidated obligations (Paragraphs 250, 312). At the same time a
number of outstanding technical deliverables of the project are being finalized for translation
and/or publication.

403. Although the amount of funding remains uncertain, this evaluation supports the
recommendation made at the third Ministerial meeting building on discussions at the ninth
Steering Committee Meeting to allow any un-liquidated obligations to be used to support a
skeleton staff (e.g. officer-in-charge and assistant) at the IGCC Secretariat. This would enable
the Secretariat to finalize reports and publications from the GCLME project and establish a fully
indexed project and IGCC archive, would provide for continued communication with GCLME
stakeholders during further project development, and, if funds are sufficient, may allow for
experience from the existing project to be taken into the project development phase for the SAP
Implementation project.

404. The timeframe for this recommendation is approximately six months, to be implemented by
UNIDO with the support of UNDP and UNEP as Implementing Agencies.

Empowering National Level Implementation

405. Despite strong political support for the GCLME project and creation of a the GCC, the
evaluation has identified country driveness and ownership as a weakness in this project,
associated with lack of empowerment of national structures, and low visibility of the project
particularly in countries without a demonstration project or RAC (Paragraph 294).

406. The Inter-Ministerial Committees (IMCs), with the support of national consultants, played an
active role in development and endorsement of the NPAs-LBS and NAPs but otherwise met only
infrequently and experienced difficulty in maintaining consistent representation (Paragraph 276).
Neither the GCLME focal agencies nor IMCs were provided with financial support or technical
facilitation for follow-up project activities at national level (Paragraph 256). As a result, while the
IMCs have functioned quite well in terms of building cross-sectoral awareness of project issues,
they have not played the mainstreaming role that would be expected for an implementation
project (Paragraph 255). Opportunities to build linkages and create synergies with other
initiatives, including other GEF projects, have been missed (Paragraph 257).

407. A challenge for a future implementation project will be to foster establishment of more robust
institutional arrangements (or reinforce existing arrangements) for cross-sectoral coordination to
address LME issues at the national level, clear decision making processes with links to line
ministries. IMCs or equivalent structures will need to be task-oriented, with a broad-based
composition and more consistency in participation, in order to ensure that they are able to
influence policy, practice and investment across a wide range of sectors and amongst relevant
actors including NGOs and the private sector. In some cases this may be best achieved by
working with existing mechanisms (such as national sustainable development committees)
rather than establishing a (potentially) parallel function.
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408. It is recommended that the design team for the future SAP implementation project consult with

countries on how best to establish effective long-term national coordination mechanisms building
on existing examples and models, and allocate resources and technical support at national and
regional level to empower these bodies to influence policy, practice and investment.
Complementing this, emphasis should be placed on ensuring that tangible demonstration
activities are supported in all of the countries as an early implementation action involving a broad
cross section of national actors.

409. The timeframe for this recommendation is approximately 18 months, corresponding to the

project development phase, and the recommendation is to be implemented under the oversight
of the proposed implementing agencies.

Regional Activity Centres

410. The GCLME SAP includes a recommendation to the IGCC that six Centres of Excellence or

Activity Centres, addressing marine productivity, fisheries, environmental information
management, pollution, risk, and oil spill contingency and emergency response, should play a
major role in implementation of the SAP (Paragraph 262). However the weak performance of
RACs during the existing GCLME project (Paragraph 385, Annex 7) together with concerns
raised by informants during this evaluation about the practicalities of having regional facilities,
especially laboratory facilities, in a large multilingual region, indicates that the future role of
RACs should be given further consideration (Annex 7 Paragraph A-12).

411.Lessons from the existing centres include the need to provide cost-effective and cost-

recoverable services in order to ensure services can be sustained, and point to the advantages
of having such centres based in established host institutions that will themselves benefit from
and support the work of the centres, including through contribution to peer-reviewed
publications.

412.1t is recommended that the design team for the future SAP implementation project should

undertake a further appraisal of scientific and technical information and services needed to
reinforce the evidence base for and effectively implement the SAP and consult with countries on
their preferred options. The appraisal should take into account the differing capabilities and
priorities of the GCLME countries, should seek to actively build linkages to exiting universities
and research centres, should investigate the potential of facilitated networks and should identify
specific results and deliverables. The suggestions in Table 6 are indicative.

413.The timeframe for this recommendation is approximately 18 months, corresponding to the

project development phase, and the recommendation is to be implemented under the oversight
of the proposed implementing agencies.

Table 6. Considerations for future investment in RACs or alternative capabilities

Information
management

There is a continued need for a regional clearing house mechanism
providing for exchange of information and data (or meta data) amongst the

GCLME countries. One option would be to establish a bi-directional
information flow scheme based on a hub and spoke model with an EIMS in
the centre that may be hosted by the (I)GCC or Abidjan Convention
Secretariat. Specific data compilation tasks could be assigned to different
national nodes according to their specialisations or availability.

Pollution Difficulties associated with centralisation of a pollution monitoring facility

include difficulties in preserving and transporting samples and issues of cost
allocation. Many of the GCLME countries already have laboratory facilities
that could be readily upgraded to enable and track implementation of the
LBSA Protocol. Rather than support a central facility it is proposed that a
future SAP project support development of a network of collaborating
centres in each or most of the GCLME countries, building on existing
facilities in universities or government research bodies.
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Oil spill contingency

Options for this Centre need to be reviewed in the context of the amended

and emergency | Emergency Protocol, the TORs and Functions of the Future Regional

response Coordination Centre the Regional Contingency Plan adopted in April 2011
with a view to reinforcing oil spill preparedness in key areas.

Risk assessment | The appraisal should conside r the need for a co

and management

related to identification and assessment of emerging issues.

Productivity

The Productivity Centre in Ghana has undertaken analyses of samples
collected during the FAO-Nansen cruises. The centre has worked with and
trained scientists from the different GCLME countries and it is suggested it
continue to provide a regional service in this highly specialised area.

Fisheries

There is a need to reinforce networking amongst countries and to reinforce
linkages between regional scientists, managers and fisheries bodies. This
could be enhanced by a network of collaborating centres across the
GCLME region.
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Annex 1. Evaluation Terms of Reference
A. Objective and Scope of the Evaluation
1. In line with the UNEP Evaluation Policy®*, the UNEP Evaluation Manual®® and the Guidelines for

GEF Agencies in Conducting Terminal Evaluations®, the terminal evaluation of the Project
fiCombating Living Resources Depletion and Coastal Area Degradation in the Guinea Current LME

through Ecosystem-based Regional Actions (GCLME)0 i s wundertaken at the &end
assess project performance (in terms of relevance, effectiveness and efficiency), and determine

outcomes and impacts (actual and potential) stemming from the project, including their sustainability.

The evaluation has two primary purposes: (i) to provide evidence of results to meet accountability

requirements, and (ii) to promote learning, feedback, and knowledge sharing through results and

lessons learned among UNEP, UNDP, UNIDO the GEF and their partners. Therefore, the evaluation

will identify lessons of operational relevance for future project formulation and implementation. It will

focus on the following sets of key questions, based on the projectds intende
be expanded by the consultants as deemed appropriate:

0 To what extent has the project supported GCLME countries to undertake strategic
planning for concrete actions to develop sustainable fisheries, restore habitats and
improve water quality in the GCLME, including the formulation of economic arrangements
that will assure the sustainability of the action program?

0 How successful was the project in supporting GCLME countries to establish an
ecosystem-wide fisheries/LMR monitoring, assessment, and management system, fill
technical gaps in understanding the current status of fisheries and take actions to aid in
the recovery and sustainable use of living marine resources including development of
mariculture in the GCLME?

o] To what extent did the project assist GCLME countries to undertake strategic planning for
conserving biodiversity and integrated coastal management, demonstrate activities to
restore priority degraded habitats, and develop strategies for reducing coastal erosion in
the GCLME region?

0 How well did the project support GCLME countries to develop strategic programmes for
reducing land and sea-based sources of transboundary pollution and enhance regional
ability to address wastes, oil spills, and other major marine pollution incidents?

0 How successful was the project in facilitating the creation of a regional network with
broad stakeholder participation and a sustainable institutional structure for addressing
identified threats in the GCLME, including the development of a regional ecosystem
commission and information system?

o] Is the project well underway to contribute to the expected impacts in terms of a) recover
depleted fish stocks; b) Restore degraded habitat; and c) reduce land and ship-based
pollution in the GCLME?

0 Are there any lessons to be learned from this project with regard to the a) design and b)
implementation of future initiatives in similar (especially LME-related) fields?

B. Overall Approach and Methods
2. The termin a | eval uat i oombdtingtliving Ré3oucgs Bepletioriand Coastal Area
Degradation in the Guinea Current LME through Ecosystem-based Regional Actions (GCLME)0 wi | | be

conducted by independent consultants under the overall responsibility and management of the UNEP
Evaluation Office (Nairobi), in consultation with the UNEP GEF Coordination Office (Nairobi), the
UNDP GEF Unit (New York), the UNDP Evaluation Office (New York) and the UNIDO Evaluation
Office (Vienna). UNDP Country Offices will provide logistical support to the evaluation team for country
visits.

2 http://www.unep.org/eou/StandardsPolicyandPractices/UNEPEvaluationPolicy/tabid/3050/language/en-

US/Default.aspx
2 http://www.unep.org/eou/StandardsPolicyandPractices/UNEPEvaluationManual/tabid/2314/language/en-

US/Default.aspx
= http://www.thegef.org/qgef/sites/thegef.org/files/documents/TE _quidelines7-31.pdf
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3. It will be an in-depth evaluation using a participatory approach whereby key stakeholders are
kept informed and consulted throughout the evaluation process. Both quantitative and qualitative
evaluation methods will be used to determine project achievements against the expected outputs,
outcomes and impacts.

4. The findings of the evaluation will be based on the following:

o  Adesk review of project documents® including, but not limited to:

1 Relevant background documentation, inter alia UNEP, UNDP and GEF policies,
strategies and programmes pertaining to international/transboundary waters; the
Abidjan Convention documents; the Accra Declaration (1998); and the TDA and
preliminary SAP prepared under the PDF-B grant preceding the project;

1 Project design documents; Annual Work Plans and Budgets or equivalent, revisions to
the logical framework and project financing;

1 Project reports such as progress and financial reports from countries to the RCU and
from the RUC and UNIDO to UNEP and UNDP; Steering Committee meeting minutes;
annual Project Implementation Reviews and relevant correspondence;

1 The Mid-term Evaluation report, Aide Memoire between EA and IAs and other
documentation related to the project suspension in 2007-2008;

1 Documentation related to project outputs such as: the updated TDA, the final, adopted
SAP for the GCLME; NAPs; the GCLME Regional Biodiversity Survey and Action Plan;
the Draft Protocol to the Abidjan Convention Concerning Cooperation in the Protection
of the Marine and Coastal Environment From Land-Based Sources and Activities in the
West and Central African Region; the Economic Valuation Report of the Eco-system
Services provided by the GCLME; the Ballast Water Management Convention; National
Action Plans to combat pollution; the Pollution Monitoring Manual; progress/completion
reports of demonstration projects; the Draft Sub-Regional Oil Spill Contingency Plan;
the draft Treaty on the Establishment of the Guinea Current Commission etc.

) Interviews® with:

1 Project management and execution support in the RCU (Ghana) and at UNIDO
(Vienna);

1 UNEP Task Manager and Fund Management Officer (Nairobi); UNDP Principal and

Regional Technical Advisors to the project and the UNDP Fund Manager and other

Country Office staff as appropriate;

Country lead execution partners and other relevant partners;

Relevant staff of GEF Secretariat;

Representatives of other multilateral agencies (e.g. IMO, FAO) and other relevant

organisations.

= =4 =4

0 Country visits to demonstration projects. The evaluation team will visit all regional
(RACs) and national demonstration projects.

C. Key Evaluation principles

5. Evaluation findings and judgements should be based on sound evidence and analysis, clearly
documented in the evaluation report. Information will be triangulated (i.e. verified from different
sources) to the extent possible, and when verification was not possible, the single source will be
mentioned?®. Analysis leading to evaluative judgements should always be clearly spelled out.

6. The evaluation will assess the project with respect to a minimum set of evaluation criteria
grouped in four categories: (1) Attainment of objectives and planned results, which comprises the
assessment of outputs achieved, relevance, effectiveness and efficiency and the review of outcomes
towards impacts; (2) Sustainability and catalytic role, which focuses on financial, socio-political,

 Documents to be provided by the UNEP and UNDP are listed in Annex.
® Face-to-face or through any other appropriate means of communication
% ndividuals should not be mentioned by name if anonymity needs to be preserved.
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institutional and ecological factors conditioning sustainability of project outcomes, and also assesses
efforts and achievements in terms of replication and up-scaling of project lessons and good practices;
(3) Processes affecting attainment of project results, which covers project preparation and readiness,
implementation approach and management, stakeholder participation and public awareness, country
ownership/driven-ness, project finance, UNEP and UNDP supervision and backstopping, and project
monitoring and evaluation systems; and (4) Complementarity with the UNEP, UNDP _and UNIDO
strategies and programmes. The lead consultant can propose other evaluation criteria as deemed
appropriate.

7. Ratings. All evaluation criteria will be rated on a six-point scale. However, complementarity of
the project with the UNEP, UNDP and UNIDO strategies and programmes is not rated. Annex 3
provides detailed guidance on how the different criteria should be rated and how ratings should be
aggregated for the different evaluation criterion categories.

8. In attempting to attribute any outcomes and impacts to the project, the evaluators should
consider the difference between what has happened with and what would have happened without
the project. This implies that there should be consideration of the baseline conditions and trends in
relation to the intended project outcomes and impacts. This also means that there should be plausible
evidence to attribute such outcomes and impacts to the actions of the project. Sometimes, adequate
information on baseline conditions and trends is lacking. In such cases this should be clearly
highlighted by the evaluators, along with any simplifying assumptions that were taken to enable the
evaluator to make informed judgements about project performance.

9. As this is a terminal evaluation, particular attention should be given to learning from the
experience. Therefore,t he fAwhy?0 shoastdi e at front of the consul
the evaluation exercise. This means that the consultants needs to go beyond the assessment of
Afwhat o the project performance was, and make a serio
fi w h thedperformance was as it was, i.e. of processes affecting attainment of project results (criteria
under category 3). This should provide the basis for the lessons that can be drawn from the project. In
fact, the usefulness of the evaluation will be determined to a large extent by the capacity of the
consultants to explain fiwhy things happenedo as they
direction, which goes well beyond the mere assessment

D. Evaluation criteria
1. Attainment of Objectives and Planned Results

10. The evaluation should assess the relevance of the
these were effectively and efficiently achieved or are expected to be achieved.

o] Achievement of Outputs and Activities: As s es s, for each component ,
success in producing the programmed outputs as presented in Table A1.1 (Annex 1),
both in quantity and quality, as well as their usefulness and timeliness. Briefly explain the
degree of success of the project in achieving its different outputs, cross-referencing as
needed to more detailed explanations provided under Section 3 (which covers the
processes affecting attainment of project objectives). The achievements under the
regional and national demonstration projects will receive particular attention.

o] Relevance: Assess, in retrospect, whet her the proj
strategies were consistent with: i) Sub-regional environmental issues and needs related
to the use and management of the GCLME; ii) the UNEP and UNDP mandates and
policies at the time of design and implementation; and iii) the GEF International Waters
focal area, strategic priorities and the relevant operational program(s).

0 Effectiveness: Appreciate to what extent the project has achieved its main objective to
create an ecosystem-wide assessment and management framework for sustainable
use of living and non-living resources in the GCLME and its component objectives as
presented in Table 2 above. To measure achievement, use as much as appropriate the
indicators for achtievmmeéavelodpmdrt Ailjngcti ved o
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November 2008 revised version of the Logical Framework Matrix (Logframe) of the
project, adding other relevant indicators as appropriate. Briefly explain what factors

affected the projectds succegderencingas neededkty i ng

more detailed explanations provided under Section 3.

0 Efficiency: Assess the cost-effectiveness and timeliness of project execution. Describe
any cost- or time-saving measures put in place in attempting to bring the project to a
successful conclusion within its programmed budget and (extended) time. Analyse how
delays, such as delays in recruitment of consultants and the project suspension in 2007-
2008, have affected project execution, costs and effectiveness. Wherever possible,
compare the cost and time over results ratios of the project with that of other similar
projects. Give special attention to efforts by the project teams to make use of / build upon
pre-existing institutions, agreements and partnerships, data sources, synergies and
complementarities with other initiatives, programmes and projects etc. to increase project
efficiency.

0 Review of Outcomes to Impacts (ROtl): Reconstruct the logical pathways from project
outputs over achieved objectives towards impacts, taking into account performance and
impact drivers, assumptions and the roles and capacities of key actors and stakeholders,
using the methodology presented in the GEF Eval uati on Officeds
Handbook?®’ (summarized in Annex 8 of the TORS). Appreciate to what extent the project
has to date contributed, and is likely in the future to further contribute to changes in
stakeholder behaviour as regards: i) Biodiversity conservation; ii) Restoration of degraded
habitats and reduction of threats to habitats; iii) Sustainable fishing and use of LMRs
including the development of mariculture; iv) Measures to reduce land and sea-based
pollution; and v) Measures to protect coasts against erosion, and the likelihood of those
leading to changes in the natural resource base: a) recovery of degraded coastal and
marine habitats including coastal soils and ocean waters; and b) recovery of living marine
resources including fish stocks.

2. Sustainability and catalytic role

11. Sustainability is understood as the probability of continued long-term project-derived results
and impacts after the external project funding and assistance ends. The evaluation will identify and
assess the key conditions or factors that are likely to undermine or contribute to the persistence of
benefits. Some of these factors might be direct results of the project while others will include
contextual circumstances or developments that are not under control of the project but that may
condition sustainability of benefits. The evaluation should ascertain to what extent follow-up work has
been initiated and how project results will be sustained and enhanced over time. E.g. the evaluation
will have to ascertain that the SAP and NAPs developed under the project are going to be carried out
after the project ends. Application of the ROtl method will assist in the evaluation of sustainability.

12. Four aspects of sustainability will be addressed:

0 Socio-political sustainability. Are there any social or political factors that may influence
positively or negatively the sustenance of project results and progress towards impacts?
Is the level of ownership by the main national and regional stakeholders sufficient to allow
for the project results to be sustained? Are there sufficient government and stakeholder
awareness, interests, commitment and incentives to execute, enforce and pursue the
programmes, plans, agreements, monitoring systems etc. prepared and agreed upon
under the project?

0 Financial resources. To what extent are the continuation of project results and the
eventual impact of the project dependent on continued financial support? What is the
likelihood that adequate financial resources®® will be or will become available to
implement the programmes, plans, agreements, monitoring systems etc. prepared and

27

Rotl_handbook.pdf
* Those resources can be from multiple sources, such as the public and private sectors, income generating activities, other

development projects etc.

http://www.thegef.org/gef/sites/thegef.org/files/documents/Impact _Eval-Review_of Outcomes_to_Impacts-
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agreed upon under the project? Are there any financial risks that may jeopardize
sustenance of project results and onward progress towards impact? How financially
sustainable are the Regional Activity Centres?

0 Institutional framework. To what extent is the sustenance of the results and onward
progress towards impact dependent on issues relating to institutional frameworks and
governance? How robust are the institutional achievements such as governance
structures and processes, policies, sub-regional agreements, legal and accountability
frameworks etc. required to sustaining project results and to lead those to impact on
human behaviour and environmental resources?

0 Environmental sustainability. Are there any environmental factors, positive or negative,
that can influence the future flow of project benefits? Are there any project outputs or
higher level results that are likely to affect the environment, which, in turn, might affect
sustainability of project benefits?

13. Catalytic Role and Replication. The catalytic role of GEF-funded interventions is embodied in
their approach of supporting the creation of an enabling environment and of investing in pilot activities
which are innovative and showing how new approaches can work. UNEP, UNDP and the GEF also
aim to support activities that upscale new approaches to a national, regional or global level, with a
view to achieve sustainable global environmental benefits. The evaluation will assess the catalytic role
played by this project, namely to what extent the project has:

o] catalyzed behavioural changes in terms of use and application by the relevant
stakeholders of: i) technologies and approaches show-cased by the demonstration
projects; ii) strategic programmes and plans developed; and iii) assessment, monitoring
and management systems established at a national and sub-regional level;

o] provided incentives (social, economic, market based, competencies etc.) to contribute to
catalyzing changes in stakeholder behaviour;

0 contributed to institutional changes. An important aspect of the catalytic role of the project
is its contribution to institutional uptake or mainstreaming of project-piloted approaches in
the regional and national demonstration projects;

0 contributed to policy changes (on paper and in implementation of policy);

0 contributed to sustained follow-on financing (catalytic financing) from Governments, the
GEF or other donors;

o] created opportunities for p a champioosb ar t on diaviad ya
change (without which the project would not have achieved all of its results).

14. Replication, in the context of GEF projects, is defined as lessons and experiences coming out of
the project that are replicated (experiences are repeated and lessons applied in different geographic
areas) or scaled up (experiences are repeated and lessons applied in the same geographic area but
on a much larger scale and funded by other sources). The evaluation will assess the approach
adopted by the project to promote replication effects and appreciate to what extent actual replication
has already occurred or is likely to occur in the near future, with special attention to the nine
demonstration projects conducted under the GCLME project. What are the factors that may influence
replication and scaling up of project experiences and lessons? In this particular case, the evaluation
will assess how the project has made sure that plans, programmes, institutions, agreements and
management systems developed are going to be put to good use in the subsequent SAP
implementation project(s).

3. Processes affecting attainment of project results

15. Preparation and Readiness. Wer e the projectébés objectives and
and feasible within its timeframe? Were the capacities of executing agencies properly considered
when the project was designed? Was the project document clear and realistic to enable effective and
efficient implementation? Were the partnership arrangements properly identified and the roles and
responsibilities negotiated prior to project implementation? Were counterpart resources (funding, staff,
and facilities) and enabling legislation assured? Were adequate project management arrangements in
place? Were lessons from other relevant projects properly incorporated in the project design? Were

61



lessons learned and recommendations from Steering Committee meetings adequately integrated in
the project approach? What factors influenced the quality-at-entry of the project design, choice of
partners, allocation of financial resources etc.?

16. Implementation Approach and Adaptive Management. This includes an analysis of

approaches used by the project, its management

conditions (adaptive management), the performance of the implementation arrangements and
partnerships, relevance of changes in project design, and overall performance of project management.
The evaluation will:

(0]

Ascertain to what extent the project implementation mechanisms outlined in the project
document have been followed and were effective in delivering project outputs and
outcomes. Were pertinent adaptations made to the approaches originally proposed?

Assess the role and performance of the units and committees established and the project
execution arrangements at all levels. Verify whether the double role played by the project
RCU as project coordination entity and secretariat for the Interim Guinea Current
Commission gives cause to any conflicts of interest;

Evaluate the effectiveness and efficiency of project management by UNIDO and how well
the management was able to adapt to changes during the life of the project;

Assess the extent to which project management responded to direction and guidance
provided by the Steering Committee and IA supervision recommendations;

Identify administrative, operational and/or technical problems and constraints that
influenced the effective implementation of the project, and how the project partners tried
to overcome these problems®.

17. Stakeholder® Participation and Public Awareness. The term stakeholder should be
considered in the broadest sense, encompassing project partners, government institutions, private
interest groups, local communities etc. The assessment will look at three related and often overlapping

processes:

(1) information dissemination between stakeholders, (2) consultation between

stakeholders, and (3) active engagement of stakeholders in project decision making and activities. The
evaluation will specifically assess:

(o]

the approach(es) used to identify and engage stakeholders in project design and
implementation. What were the strengths and weaknesses of these approaches with
respect to the projectds objectives and
What was the achieved degree and effectiveness of collaboration and interactions
between the various project partners and stakeholders during the course of
implementation of the project?

the degree and effectiveness of any public awareness activities that were undertaken
during the course of implementation of the project;

how the results of the project (strategic programmes and plans, monitoring and
management systems, sub-r e gi onal agreements etc.)
communities and their institutions in improved management and sustainable use of the
natural resource base of the GCLME.

18. The ROl analysis should assist the consultants in identifying the key stakeholders and their
respective roles, capabilities and motivations in each step of the causal pathway from activities to
achievement of outputs and objectives to impact.

19. Country Ownership and Driven-ness. The evaluation will assess the performance of the
Governments of the 16 countries bordering the GCLME, namely:

® The effects of the irregularities in procurement, use of financial resources and human resource management, the
subsequent suspension of the project in 2007-2008, and the measures taken by UNIDO to prevent such irregularities in the
will be analysed under the parameter AFinanci al Pl anning a
% stakeholders are the individuals, groups, institutions, or other bodies that have an interest or stake in the outcome of the
project. The term also applies to those potentially adversely affected by the project.

future
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0 in how the Governments have assumed responsibility for the project and provided
adequate support to project execution, including the degree of cooperation received from
the various contact institutions in the countries involved in the project and the timeliness
of provision of counter-part funding to project activities;

0 to what extent the political and institutional framework of the participating countries has
been conducive to project performance. Look, in particular, at the extent of the political
commitment to enforce (sub-) regional agreements promoted under the project;

0 to what extent the Governments have promoted the participation of communities and their
non-governmental organisations in the project; and

0 how responsive the Governments were to UNIDO coordination and guidance, to UNDP
and UNEP supervision and Mid-Term Evaluation recommendations.

20. Financial Planning and Management. Evaluation of financial planning requires assessment of
the quality and effectiveness of financial planning and control of financial resources throughout the
projectos | if et i nlelook af hctual prgjestecasts meactivitiesvcompared to budget
(variances), financial management (including disbursement issues), and co-financing. The evaluation
will:

o] Verify the application of proper standards (clarity, transparency, audit etc.) and timeliness
of financial planning, management and reporting to ensure that sufficient and timely
financial resources were available to the project and its partners;

o] Appreciate other administrative processes such as recruitment of staff, procurement of
goods and services (including consultants), preparation and negotiation of cooperation
agreements etc. to the extent that these might have influenced project performance;

0 Present to what extent co-financing has materialized as expected at project approval (see
Table 1). Report country co-financing to the project overall, and to support project
activities at the national level in particular. The evaluation will provide a breakdown of
final actual costs and co-financing for the different project components (see tables in
Annex 4).

o] Describe the resources the project has leveraged since inception and indicate how these
resources are contributing to the projectds ul
additional resourcesd beyond those committed to the project itself at the time of
approvald that are mobilized later as a direct result of the project. Leveraged resources
can be financial or in-k i nd and they may be from other don
governments, communities or the private sector.

21. Analyse the effects on project performance of the irregularities in procurement, use of financial
resources and human resource management, the subsequent suspension of the project in 2007-2008,
and the measures taken by UNIDO to prevent such irregularities in the future. Appreciate whether the
measures taken by UNIDO are adequate.

22. UNEP and UNDP Supervision and Backstopping. The purpose of supervision is to verify the
quality and timeliness of project execution in terms of finances, administration and achievement of
outputs and outcomes, in order to identify and recommend ways to deal with problems which arise
during project execution. Such problems may be related to project management but may also involve
technical/institutional substantive issues (e.g. the process leading up to the creation of the GCC) in
which UNEP or UNDP have a major contribution to make. The evaluators should assess the
effectiveness of supervision and administrative and financial support provided by UNEP and UNDP
including:

0 The adequacy of project supervision plans, inputs and processes;
0 The emphasis given to outcome monitoring (results-based project management);
0 The realism and candour of project reporting and ratings (i.e. are PIR ratings an accurate

reflection of the project realities and risks);

0 The quality of documentation of project supervision activities; and
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0 Financial, administrative and other fiduciary aspects of project implementation
supervision.

23.  Monitoring and Evaluation. The evaluation will include an assessment of the quality,
application and effectiveness of project monitoring and evaluation plans and tools, including an
assessment of risk management based on the assumptions and risks identified in the project
document. The evaluation will appreciate how information generated by the M&E system during
project implementation was used to adapt and improve project execution, achievement of outcomes
and ensuring sustainability. M&E is assessed on three levels:

0 M&E Design. Projects should have sound M&E plans to monitor results and track
progress towards achieving project objectives. An M&E plan should include a baseline
(including data, methodology, etc.), SMART indicators and data analysis systems, and
evaluation studies at specific times to assess results. The time frame for various M&E
activities and standards for outputs should have been specified. The evaluators should
use the following questions to help assess the M&E design aspects:

A Quality of the project logframe as a planning and monitoring instrument;
analyse/compare logframe in Project Document, revised logframe (2008) and
logframe used in Project Implementation Review reports to report progress towards
achieving project objectives;

A SMART-ness of indicators: Are there specific indicators in the logframe for each of
the project objectives? Are the indicators measurable, attainable (realistic) and
relevant to the objectives? Are the indicators time-bound?

A Adequacy of baseline information: To what extent has baseline information on
performance indicators been collected and presented in a clear manner? Was the
methodology for the baseline data collection explicit and reliable?

A Arrangements for monitoring: Have the responsibilities for M&E activities been
clearly defined? Were the data sources and data collection instruments appropriate?
Was the frequency of various monitoring activities specified and adequate? In how
far were project users involved in monitoring?

A Arrangements for evaluation: Have specific targets been specified for project
outputs? Has the desired level of achievement been specified for all indicators of
objectives and outcomes? Were there adequate provisions in the legal instruments
binding project partners to fully collaborate in evaluations?

A Budgeting and funding for M&E activities: Determine whether support for M&E was
budgeted adequately and was funded in a timely fashion during implementation.

o] M&E Plan Implementation. The evaluation will verify that:
A the M&E system was operational and facilitated timely tracking of results and
progress towards projects objectives throughout the project implementation period;

A annual project reports and Progress Implementation Review (PIR) reports were
complete, accurate and with well justified ratings;

A the information provided by the M&E system was used during the project to improve
project performance and to adapt to changing needs;

A projects had an M&E system in place with proper training, instruments and resources
for parties responsible for M&E.

4. Complementarities with the UNEP, UNDP and UNIDO strategies and programmes
UNEP

24. UNEP aims to undertake GEF funded projects that are aligned with its own strategies. The
evaluation should present a brief narrative on the following issues:
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0 Linkage to UNEPO&s Expected Ac-200lmphe UNER MESHNt s and

specifies desired results in six thematic focal areas. The desired results are termed
Expected Accomplishments. Using the completed ROtl analysis, the evaluation should
comment on whether the project makes a tangible contribution to any of the Expected
Accomplishments specified in the UNEP MTS. The magnitude and extent of any
contributions and the causal linkages should be fully described. Whilst it is recognised
that UNEP GEF projects designed prior to the production of the UNEP Medium Term
Strategy (MTS)*!/ Programme of Work (POW) 2010/11 would not necessarily be aligned
with the Expected Accomplishments articulated in those documents, complementarities
may still exist.

0 Alignment with the Bali Strategic Plan (BSP)*. The outcomes and achievements of the
project should be briefly discussed in relation to the objectives of the UNEP BSP.

0 Gender. Ascertain to what extent project design, implementation and monitoring have
taken into consideration: (i) possible gender inequalities in access to and the control over
natural resources; (ii) specific vulnerabilities of women and children to environmental
degradation or disasters; and (ii) the role of women in mitigating or adapting to
environmental changes and engaging in environmental protection and rehabilitation.
Appreciate whether the intervention is likely to have any lasting differential impacts on
gender equality and the relationship between women and the environment. To what
extent do unresolved gender inequalities affect sustainability of project benefits?

o] South-South Cooperation. This is regarded as the exchange of resources, technology,
and knowledge between developing countries. Briefly describe any aspects of the project
that could be considered as examples of South-South Cooperation.

UNDP

25.  UNDP projects financed by the GEF are key components in UNDP country programming. As
such, the objectives and outcomes of GEF projects managed by UNDP should be in harmony with
UNDP country programme strategies. The evaluation should therefore assess how the project has
successfully mainstreamed other UNDP priorities, including poverty alleviation and the prevention and
recovery from natural disasters, in addition to gender and south-south cooperation strategies (covered
above in the UNEP section).

26. The evaluation should assess and discuss whether:

0 project objectives conform to UNDP priorities in the GCLME partner countries, as
indicated in the current UNDP Country Programme Document and Action Plan (CPD &
CPAP);

0 it is possible to identify and quantify positive or negative effects of the project on local

livelihoods (including income generation/job creation);
0 there is evidence that project outcomes have contributed to country and regional efforts
to mitigate and respond to natural disasters.

UNIDO
27. The evaluation should comment on the alignment of the project with the relevant strategic
objectives as set out in the UNIDO Programme and Budget for the period 2010-2011.

E. The Consultantsdé Team
28. For this evaluation, a team of two independent consultants will be hired, preferably of mixed
gender, at least one of which is from the project sub-region. The evaluation team will combine the

following expertise and experience:

0 Evaluation of environmental projects

%! http://www.unep.org/PDF/FinalMTSGCSS-X-8.pdf
%2 http://www.unep.org/GC/GC23/documents/GC23-6-add-1.pdf

65


http://www.unep.org/PDF/FinalMTSGCSS-X-8.pdf
http://www.unep.org/GC/GC23/documents/GC23-6-add-1.pdf

0 Expertise in regional planning, cooperation, institutions, treaties and politics in the field of
international waters

0 Extensive knowledge of UNIDO as well as UNEP and UNDP GEF work

o} Large marine eco-system management

0 Expertise in the establishment of marine protected areas, protection and restoration of
marine and coastal eco-systems and/or marine pollution management

0 International fisheries

0 Management of large regional development projects: planning, multi-stakeholder

coordination, finances and administration, monitoring etc.

29. The Team Leader will be responsible for coordinating the data collection and analysis phase of
the evaluation, and preparing the main report. (S)He will ensure that all evaluation criteria are
adequately covered by the team. Annex 6 provides a matrix which presents the distribution of
responsibilities between evaluation team members (to be finalized in consultation with the Team
Leader).

30. The Supporting Consultant will prepare a technical working paper that will be appended to the
main report, the content of which will be agreed upon with the Team Leader. The Supporting
Consultant is also expected to contribute to selected sections of the main report as agreed with the
Team Leader, and provide constructive comments on the draft report prepared by the Team Leader.

31. By undersigning the service contract with UNEP/UNON, the consultants certify that they have
not been associated with the design and implementation of the project in any way which may
jeopardize their independence and impartiality towards project achievements and project partner
performance. In addition, they will not have any future interests (within six months after completion of

their contract) with the projectbds executing or

F. Evaluation Deliverables and Review Procedures

32.  The main evaluation report should be brief (no longer than 35 pages i excluding the
executive summary and annexes), to the point and written in plain English. The report will follow the
annotated Table of Contents outlined in Annex 2. It must explain the purpose of the evaluation, exactly
what was evaluated and the methods used (with their limitations). The report will present evidence-
based and balanced findings, consequent conclusions, lessons and recommendations, which will be
cross-referenced to each other. The report should be presented in a way that makes the information
accessible and comprehensible. Any dissident views in response to evaluation findings will be
appended in footnote or annex as appropriate.

33. Technical working paper. The format and contents of the working paper prepared by the
Supporting Consultant should be agreed upon with the Team Leader and approved by the UNEP
Evaluation Office before any data collection and analysis work is undertaken. It is recommended that
the working paper follows the same structure as the main evaluation report, for easy reference by the
Team Leader (Annex 2). The Team Leader will carry out a first review of the working paper and
provide comments to the Supporting Consultant for improvement. Only a version acceptable to the
Team Leader will be submitted to the EO as an appendix to the draft main report.

34. Review of the draft evaluation report. The Team Leader will submit the zero draft report latest
by 15 November 2011 to the UNEP EO and revise the draft following the comments and suggestions
made by the EO. The EO will then share the first draft report with the UNEP GEF Coordination Office
(Nairobi), the UNEP Division for Environmental Policy Implementation (DEPI), the UNDP GEF Unit
(New York), the UNDP Evaluation Office (New York) and the UNIDO Evaluation Office (Vienna) for
review and comments. UNEP/DEPI will forward the first draft report to the other project stakeholders,
in particular the Regional Coordination Office of the project, the Country National Programme
Assistants and their country-level host institutions, for review and comments. Stakeholders may
provide feedback on any errors of fact and may highlight the significance of such errors in any
conclusions. Comments would be expected within two weeks after the draft report has been shared.
Any comments or responses to the draft report will be sent to the UNEP EO for collation. The EO will
provide the comments to the Team Leader for consideration in preparing the final draft report. The
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Team Leader will submit the final draft report no later than 2 weeks after reception of stakeholder
comments. The Team Leader will prepare a response to those comments that contradict the findings
of the evaluation team and could therefore not be accommodated in the final report. This response will
be shared by the EO with the interested stakeholders to ensure full transparency.

35. Consultations will be held between the consultants, EO staff, the UNEP/GEF, UNEP/DEPI,
UNDP GEF Unit and key members of the project execution team, including UNIDO project staff.
These consultations will seek feedback on the proposed recommendations and lessons.

36. Submission of the final Terminal Evaluation report. The final report shall be submitted by
Email to:

Segbedzi Norgbey, Head

UNEP Evaluation Office

P.O. Box 30552-00100

Nairobi, Kenya

Tel.: (+254-20) 762 3387

Email: segbedzi.norgbey@unep.org

37. The Head of Evaluation will share the report with the following persons:

Maryam Niamir-Fuller, Director

UNEP/GEF Coordination Office Igor Volodin, Chief

P.O. Box 30552-00100 Water Management Unit

Nairobi, Kenya UNIDO/ Programme Development
Tel: (+254-20) 762 4686 and

Email: maryam.niamir- Technical Co-operation Division
fuller@unep.or Vienna, Austria

Email: l.volodin@unido.org

Ibrahim Thiaw, Director

UNEP/DEPI Saraswathi Menon, Director
P.O. Box 30552-00100 UNDP Evaluation Office
Nairobi, Kenya One UN Plaza, DC1

Tel: (+254-20) 762 4782 New York, NY 10017

Email: ibrahim.thiaw@unep.org Tel: (+1-212) 9065095

saraswathi.menon@undp.org

Yannick Glemarec, Executive
Coordinator

UNDP / GEF Unit

304 East 45th Street, 9th Floor
New York, NY 10017 USA.

Tel: (+1-212) 9065143

Email: yannick.glemarec@undp.org

38. The final evaluation report will be published on the UNEP Evaluation Office web-site
www.unep.org/eou and may be printed in hard copy. Subsequently, the report will be sent to the GEF
Office of Evaluation for their review, appraisal and inclusion on the GEF website.

39. As per usual practice, the UNEP EO will prepare a quality assessment of the zero draft and
final draft report, which is a tool for providing structured feedback to the evaluation consultants. The
quality of the report will be assessed and rated against both GEF and UNEP criteria as presented in
Annex 5.

40. The UNEP Evaluation Office will also prepare a commentary on the final evaluation report,
which presents the EO ratings of the project based on a careful review of the evidence collated by the
evaluation team and the internal consistency of the report. These ratings are the final ratings that the
UNEP Evaluation Office will submit to the GEF Office of Evaluation.
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Annex 2. List of Interviewees

Name

Designation

PROJECT COORDINATION AND OVERSIGHT

UNIDO Regional Coordination Unit/ Interim Guinea Current Commission

1. Stephen Maxwell Kwame
Donkor

Regional Coordinator & Executive Secretary

Napoleon John Gbolonyo

Administrative Officer

Jacques Abe

Environment Officer

Helen Davies

Regional Fisheries Officer

GRENIFRREN

. Yao Modenou

ICT Officer

UNIDO

6. Christian Susan

GCLME Project Manager, Water Management Unit

7. Heinz Leuenberger

Director, Environmental Management Branch

8. Igor Volodin

Chief, Water Management Unit

9. Johannes Dobinger

Evaluation Officer

10. Vitali Pleskatch

Finance Officer

11. Walther Lichem

UNIDO Consultant

UNEP

12. Kelly West

Task Manager, Freshwater and Marine Ecosystems Branch

13. Rodney Vorley

Fund Management Officer

14. Jacquie Alder

Director, Freshwater and Marine Ecosystems Branch, DEPI

15. Michael Carbon

UNEP Evaluation & Oversight Unit

16. Abou Bamba

Abidjan Convention

UNDP

17. Mame Dagou Diop

RTA Green, Low-emission and Climate-Resilient
Development Strategies & Water-Ocean Governance
Team

18. Andrew Hudson

Head, Water & Ocean Governance Programme, UNDP

19. Stephen Duah-Yentumi

Assistant Resident Representative Programme, UNDP
Ghana

20. Horace Agossou

Bilingual Programme Associate (by email)

GEF Secretariat

21. Al Duda

Senior Advisor, International Waters

PARTICIPATING COUNTRIES

Ghana

22. G.K. Scott

Chief Director, Ministry of Environment, Science and
Technology (National Director)

23. Sylvia Osei Nsenkyire

National Assistant (based at GCLME RCU)

24. Osmond D Ansa Asare

Water Quality specialist, WRI, CSIR

25. Larsey Mensah

Legal specialist, EPA

26. Paul Anson

Anson Fish Farms

27. Henry Ansah

Anson Fish Farms

28. Samuel Quaatey

Fisheries Commission
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Name

Designation

29. George Wiafe

Productivity Centre, Dept of Oceanography and Fisheries
University of Ghana (RAC),

30. Francis KE Nunoo

Department of Oceanography and Fisheries, University of
Ghana

31. Sosthenes Kwadzo
Kufogbe

Department of Geography and Resource Development,
University of Ghana

32. Carl Fiati

Environmental Protection Agency

33. Martin Asamoah-Manu

MAMSCO (National Demonstration Project)

Togo

34. Marc K.A. Guinhouya

Chef
Assistant)

Di vision, Di r ect i(Mational g

35. Kissao Gnandi

Maitre de Conference, Université de

Consultant)

Lomé (NAP

36. Harbour Master

Kpene Phosphates Factory (Representing demonstration
project partner)

Benin

37. Sikirou Kolawolé Adam

Director Exécutif, CEDA Consult (Demonstration project
coordinator)

38. Cyriaque Agbon

Consultant, CEDA Consult

39. Roger Djiman

Centre de Recherches Halieutiques et Océan

40. W. Marcos

(@)}

Direction G®n®rale de | Envi

41. B. Agbossouto

42. Ayité Marcel Baglo

Direction G®n®rale de | 6Envi
Minist re de | 06l ntRubligueur et

Nigeria

43. Halima Bawa-Bwari

GCLME Project Desk Officer Federal Ministry of Environment

44, Peter C. Nwilo

GCLME/UNILAG Regional Centre for Environmental
Information Management System

45, Oscar Uluocha

University of Lagos

46. EA Ajao

Nigerian Institute for Oceanography and Marine Research
(SAP facilitator)

47. Nkechi S. Onumajulu

Permanent Secretary, Petroleum and

Environment, Imo State

Ministry  of

48. Thomas Akujobi

Director, RAC for Pollution Monitoring and Assessment

49. Chijioke Amadi

Programme Assistant, RAC for Pollution Monitoring and
Assessment

50. N. Sokomba

Bioresources Development and Conservation Programme
(Demonstration project coordinator)

Cameroon

51. Amadou Wassouni

Direction du suivi de la conservation et de la promotion des
ressources naturelles, (National Director)

52. Jean Folack

Environment and Resource Protection /ENVIREP

(Demonstration project coordinator)

53. Timothee Mbella

NAP Consultant - Legal

54. Mary M. Fosi

NAP Consultant - Policy

PROJECT PARTNERS

NOAA

55. Bradford Brown

NOAA contractor

56. Ken Sherman

NOAA contractor
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Name Designation

IMO

57. Jose Mathieckal | Head Technical Coordination and Major Projects

FAO

58. Kwame Koranteng ‘ EAF-Nansen Project Coordinator

OTHERS

59. Andrew Cooke NAP Regional Consultant

60. Abdoulaye Ndiaye UNOPS (Former UNDP Task Manager)

61. Carl Bruch Senior Attorney and Co-director International Programs,
Environmental Law Institute

Other stakeholders met:

Participants in the 8th GCLME Project Steering Committee Meeting of May 2011
RCU support staff and interns
Participants in the ad hoc IMC Meeting in Togo

Participants in the ad hoc IMC Meeting in Benin

o > N RE

Information Management System, Lagos

IS

Participants in the ad hoc IMC Meeting in Nigeria

Participants at presentations of the GCLME/UNILAG Regional Centre for Environmental

Stakeholders for the ICAM Cameroon Micro projects including Véronique Folack Sijou,  Guillaume

Gaudin, Oumar Ndoumbe Ekoko,

8. Participants in the ad hoc IMC Meeting in Cameroon

Participants in the IGCC Regional Technical Meeting, the 9th GCLME Project Steering Committee

Meeting, and 3rd Ministerial Meeting of May 2012

70



Annex 3. Evaluation Timeline

Dates

Activities

May 2011

Presentation of evaluation process to 8" Project Steering
Committee meeting and meetings with participants
(Including RCU, UNIDO, UNEP, GEF Secretariat)

September /October 2011

Review of available documentation

23-27 October

Meetings with RCU and project stakeholders in Accra,
Ghana
Visit to RAC on Productivity

28-29 October

Meetings with project stakeholders in Lomé, Togo
Visit to Kpene demonstration project/ Société Nouvelle des
Phosphates du Togo (SNPT)

30-31 October

Meetings with project stakeholders in Cotonou, Benin
Visit to MPAs demonstration project

1-4 November

Meetings with project stakeholders in Lagos and Abuja,
Nigeria

Visit to GCLME/UNILAG Regional Centre for
Environmental Information Management System (RAC
EIS) in Lagos

Visit to RAC on Pollution in Owerri

5-8 November

Meetings with project stakeholders in Yaoundé, Cameroon
including Inter-ministerial Committee meeting
Visit to ICAM demonstration project in Kribi

9-10 November

Meetings with RCU in Accra

28-29 November

Meetings at UNIDO Vienna

5 December Meetings at FAORome (Li nked t o consul

January 2012 - Questionnaire to national directors and project assistants
Telephone interviews

April 2012 Submission of preliminary draft pending updates from May
meetings

May 2012 Presentation of preliminary results to o™ Project Steering
Committee meeting and meetings with participants at the
technical, PSC and Ministerial meetings

June 2012 Submission of formal review draft
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Annex 4. List of documents reviewed or consulted

Project Definition and Reporting

Project Brief (November 2003) including incremental cost analysis

PDF-B and Supplemental PDF-B requests (April 2000 and November 2002)
UNDP Project Document dated 9 June 2004

UNEP Project Document dated 12 July 2004

Half yearly reports to UNEP to June 2011 (13 reports)

Quarterly reports to UNDP to March 201 (Missing 2 reports in 2005, all 4 in 2008, and 2 in 2010)
Workplans and budgets presented to 5", 6" and 8" PSC Meetings

UNEP Project Implementation Reviews (PIR) (2008, 2009, 2010 draft, 2011)
UNDP Project Implementation Review (PIR) of 2011 covering period from 2008
Periodic reports produced by GCLME National Assistants

Aide memoires, Internal memos and trip reports

Examples of demonstration project reports

=a =4 -4 -4 & -4 -8 -8 _—a a8 _—a A

Legal Instruments and Financial Reports

1 LOAs signed with FAO and IMO

1 MOUs signed for Regional Activity Centres (UNILAG undated; Gabon Ministry of Environment

2005; UGL 2005; Imo State Government 2006)

Examples of individual (SSA) contractsi ncl udi ng nati onal assistantds col
Examples of sub-contracts

UNIDO HQ records including extracts from Agresso

Summary financial data from UNDP and UNEP

= =4 -8 —a

Reports and Documentation for Project Meetings

1 Project Steering Committee Meeting Reports (9 Meetings to May 2012)
1 Reports of technical and training workshops

Selected Technical Outputs

1 GCLME. Transboundary Diagnostic Analysis. Feb 2006.

1 National Plans of Action related to Land based Sources of Marine Pollution.

1 Second Draft Protocol to the Abidjan Convention Concerning Cooperation in the Protection of the
Marine and Coastal Environment from Land-Based Sources and Activities in the West and Central
African Region. (As presented to the November 2007 COP)

1 IGCC. Strategic Action Programme. Sept 2008

1 GCLME Project. Country Investment Project Profiles for the Implementation of the GCLME
Strategic Action Programme (Undated but prepared in 2010).

1 National Action Programmes for the 15 of the 16 GCLME countries.

1 IGCC/UNIDO. State of the Marine Ecosystems in Guinea Current Large Marine Ecosystem

Region. Aug 2010.

1 IGCC/UNIDO. The Economic and Social Value of the Guinea Current Large Marine Ecosystem: A
First Approximation. 2011.

1 Documentation related to Establishment of the Guinea Current Commission (Draft Treaty, etc)

Outreach and Promotional Outputs

Project newsletters

DVDs: Africa on the Cutting Edge (2007) & Interim Guinea Current Commission (2011)
Project website in English http://gcime.org/

UNIDO GCLME project summary http://www.unido.org/index.php?id=1000769

GCLME Facebook page http://www.facebook.com/pages/lgcc-gclme/118750378181439
GCLME site on IW:Learn http://iwlearn.net/iw-projects/GCLME

Project development site in English and French (covers PDF phase) http://gefgcime.chez.com/

=4 =4 -8 -8 _a_98_-9

Other Reports (Selected)

1 UNDP Country Programme Documents for 15 of the 16 GCLME Countries (spanning 2008-2013)
http://www.undp.org/africa/programme.shtml.
1 UNDP Regional Programme Document for Africa (2008-2011)
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UNEP Medium-term Strategy 20107 2013

UNEP Proposed biennial programme and support budgets for 2010-2011

UNIDO Programme and Budgets, 2010-2011, Proposals of the Director-General May 2009
Bali Strategic Plan for Technology Support and Capacity-building (February 2005)
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Annex 5.

Progress on Activities and Outputs

The activities and outputs in table are those in the November 2008 logframe that was developed by the executing and implementing agencies in November
2008 and used as a basis for developing the workplan approved by the PSC at its fifth meeting in June 2009. Any subsequent revisions are recorded in the

comment s. St atuso

refers

t o

telse asst aotfu s3 0o f D ei cnepnhbeemre n2 0alt i ownn loefs sa catihvartwi s e

such as RCU operations and PSC meetings are generally rated as 100%. The output rating is not necessarily the average rating across contributing activities
as these activities vary in importance and in some cases are sequential.

Component 1

Outputs and Activities Status | Comments Rating
(%)

COMPONENT 1. Finalize SAP and develop sustainable financing mechanisms for its implementation

Output 1.1: Filling of gaps in regional monitoring | 100% - Manuals were produced during the project life span to standardise regional | S
methods/standards/etc. by training and at-sea monitoring processes
demonstrations for contaminant levels in water, - Training of over 80 Scientists and Managers was done
sediments, and biota - EAF Nansen (FAO) project assisted in at sea sampling

- Coastal wetlands loss not reported by all 16 countries

1.1.1. Develop and implement regional training 100% | - Manual produced on Marine Pollution based on courses developed by | S
courses in monitoring methods for coastal and consultants to GCLME
marine pollution (oceanography, chemistry) -

1.1.2. Perform ecosystem-wide at-sea sampling for 95% - Through partnership with the FAO GEF Ecosystem Approach to Fisheries 7 | S
practical training in acquisition of sediment, water- Nansen project there have been several ship board training sessions on
column, and biota samples for characterization of marine pollution, fisheries, benthos and marine productivity the last in 2011
priority pollutants - The break in project activities created a data vacuum and loss of information

vital for time series analysis
1.1.3 Train scientists in the sampling and analysis of | 100% - Workshops have been held covering several indicators (fishes, plankton and | MS

ecosystem-wide indicators and priority pollutants
for nearshore water monitoring and adoption into
the respective instituti

benthos, nutrients, pollution)
Institutions did not adopt, at national level, systematic monitoring programmes
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Outputs and Activities Status | Comments Rating
(%)
COMPONENT 1. Finalize SAP and develop sustainable financing mechanisms for its implementation
Output 1.2: Identifying and filling of gaps in the 100% - The TDA report describes the development process for the TDA, that started | MS
TDA, including biodiversity, socio-economic in the PDF phases
conditions, legal/ regulatory review, - The TDA includes chapters on the physical and biogeochemical setting and
stakeholder analysis, hot spots, contaminant socio-economic and development setting, based primarily on a literature
levels. review in view of the patchy nature of information in national reports.
- The background on the legal, regulatory and institutional setting is cursory;
and this work was revisited during NAP development.
1.2.1. Develop work plan for filling gaps based on 100% - There is no evidence of the workplan but this rating is based on the fact that | S
initial TDA, after reviewing and refining the gaps the TDA was completed and published
1.2.2. Establish regional working groups to fill gaps 100% - The TDA was developed through several meetings of the regional TDA | S
working group, starting in the PDF phase.
414.1.2.3. Acquire new data through targeted | 60% - Small contracts for monitoring and assessments were issued to 15 institutions | MU

monitoring and assessments

in 16 countries (a 16th contract for Gabon concerned the proposed RAC).

The work was significantly under-resourced and just nine coastal Monitoring
Reports were delivered several years after completion of the TDA. The
remaining contracts were terminated.

The rating reflects that these inputs were too late to serve their intended
purpose of providing input to the TDA.

There have been ongoing efforts to update information of the state of the
marine environment in the GCLME that were not specifically related to this
output.

75




Outputs and Activities Status | Comments Rating
(%)

COMPONENT 1. Finalize SAP and develop sustainable financing mechanisms for its implementation

Output 1.3: Updating of TDA following filling of 100% - The TDA was published in February 2006 MS/
gaps - The rating reflects concerns with the derivative nature of two substantive | MU

sections of the TDA but also that fact the TDA did provide an adequate basis
for moving on to SAP and NAP development, with the latter enabling
information gaps to be addressed.

1.3.1. Establish regional TDA working group 100% | - The TDA report describes the development process for the TDA including | S

through several meetings of the regional TDA working group.

1.3.2. Using new data from project and other 100% - A training workshop on TDA/SAP was organized in August 2005 with 36 | MU
sources, update TDA using methodological participants from the 16 countries, based on the UNDP/GEF Training course
guidance from TDA/SAP Best Practice Note and on the TDA/SAP approach in the GEF International Waters Programme.
Train-Sea-Coast TDA/SAP course to prepare - The BCLME TDA which was viewed as a good example of prevailing best
Ecosystem Status and Trends reports in year 3 and practice, was used as a model
5 - Chapters on Analysis of Root Causes (Ch 6) and Priority Areas of Future

Interventions (Ch 7) appear to have been largely copied from the BCLME TDA
(including budgets despite the far larger GCLME area). Three of 16 action
areas were added but not fully developed in Chapter 7 and one action area
was modified. The remaining action areas are unchanged.

- A State of the Coast report was produced in August 2010 based on 10National
State of the Environment Reports and a literature review to complete
significant gaps in information for all 16 countries. This report is moderately
satisfactory.

1.3.3. Widely disseminate TDA to stakeholders, 100% - The TDA was published in hard copy and electronic format (PDF) in English | S
governments, and other regional projects and French and is available through the project website (currently in English

only).

Output 1.4: Preparation and endorsement of 95% - NAPS have been developed by 15 of the 16 BCLME countries. Angola i which | MS
National Action Plans falls within two LMEs 1 plans to produce a NAP at a later date.

- The NAPs are substantive technical plans with limited attention to
implementation arrangements.

- The NAP preparation process was time constrained; the need to define priority
investment projects ate into the time available to complete NAPs.

- The portfolio of priority projects has had to be retrofitted to better fit the SAP.

1.4.1. Develop training modules for formulation of 100% | - Guidelines as well as a workplan and NAP template were completed in | S

National Action Plans based on TDA/SAP
methodology developed under Train-Sea-Coast

December 2009 based on a systematic review of best practice based on over
100 examples of actions plans, strategies and other documents.
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Outputs and Activities Status | Comments Rating
(%)

COMPONENT 1. Finalize SAP and develop sustainable financing mechanisms for its implementation

TDA/SAP Course - There has been some uncertainty as to whether NAPs should include only
transboundary concerns, or include all work required at national level for
delivery of SAP objectives. NAPs were intended to build on existing action
plans and strategies.

1.4.2. Implement national and regional training on 100% | - The NAP development process was facilitated by a by bilingual team and | MS/S
National Action Plans carried out in a structured manner

- A Regional Trainers workshop for the development of the NAPs was organized
in December 2009, providing guidance and context for NAP development but
with participation by just 10 GCLME countries. The workshop was well
received but participant ratings reflected that documentation was available
only in English.

- 15 GCLME countries organized inception workshops

- A mid-term review workshop was organized in July 2010 with participants from
14 GCLME countries

1.4.3 Establish teams to develop NAPs 100% - NAP coordinators as well as Biodiversity, Legal, and Socio-economic experts | S

were recruited in each of the countries.

1.4.4. Achieve internal consensus-building for NAPs | 100% - NAP coordinators were responsible for engagement with the IMCs. NAPs | MS
through broad stakeholder, intersectoral and include identification of stakeholders and describe the consultations
Interministerial processes undertaken, that were very comprehensive in some cases.

- Reflections on the process during the mid-term review reflect some difficulties
in engaging stakeholders at national level and in obtaining access to relevant
information as well as concerns with limited funding available for the process
and some administrative delays.

- Discussions during evaluation visits indicated overall satisfaction with the
process.

1.4.5 Obtain national endorsement of NAPs at 90% - NAP Validation workshops were organized for 14 countries between | S

highest level

November 2010 and February 2011 (based on available workshop reports).
Endorsement was at the level of Inter-Ministerial Committees or Steering
Committees established for the purpose of this project, with one NAP signed
by a Minister.
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Outputs and Activities Status | Comments Rating
(%)

COMPONENT 1. Finalize SAP and develop sustainable financing mechanisms for its implementation

Output 1.5: Finalizing and endorsement of 100% - The main achievement in this area is the endorsement of the SAP at | MS/S
regional Strategic Action Programme using Ministerial level, providing a foundation for development of NAPs and for
methodological guidance from Train-Sea-Coast eventual SAP implementation.
TDA/SAP course -

1.5.1. Develop regional working group for SAP 100% - There is very little information on the SAP preparation process that was | S
following development of draft NAPs coordinated and facilitated by qualified regional consultants during the first

year of the GCLME project.

- A 6Training Workshop on Transbound
Strategic Action Programme (SAP)d& wa

- The SAP was developed before and provided a framework for the NAPs

1.5.2. Through national and regional workshops, 100% - A Technical Review Meeting on the GCLME Strategic Action Programme and | MS
develop consensus on elements of updated SAP Suite of Indicators undertook detailed editing of an advanced draft of the SAP,
including a discussion of indicators, in December 2006.

- There is no evidence of national consultations in the post-PDF phase and the
derivative nature of some sections of the SAP suggests that consultations in
these areas were limited.

1.5.3. Finalize SAP 100% - The SAP was finalised in mid -2007 and was published in English and French | MS
in September 2008

- The SAP annexes (analysis of issues, indicators, interventions), are based
around the preliminary EQOs from the draft SAP developed in the TDA and
presented in the project brief.

- The Ministerial statement, description of the challenge (Sections 1.1.1 1 1.1.7),
applicable principles for cooperative action (Section 2.1) and many of the
policy actions (Section 3.1) are strongly based on the BCLME SAP published
in 1999.

- There is little detail on operationalisation of the SAP; the NAPs were to be an
integral part of this.

1.5.4. Obtain endorsement of SAP at highest levels 100% - The SAP was adopted at technical level at the Consultative Meeting on | HS

in each country (SAP issues will be implemented
through NAPS)

GCLME Activities held immediately before the fourth PSC meeting in February
2007

It was further endorsed at High Level Meeting for the Finalisation and Adoption
of The LBS/A Protocol to the Abidjan Convention (25-26 June 2007) and the

Strategic Action Programme (SAP) (27-29 June 2007)
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Outputs and Activities Status | Comments Rating
(%)

COMPONENT 1. Finalize SAP and develop sustainable financing mechanisms for its implementation

- The Ministerial Statement endorsing the SAP was signed by Ministers of the
16 GCLME countries between September 2007 and June 2008

- The SAP was published by the IGCC in September 2008 in English and
French

Output 1. 6: Hol ding of (100% |- The donorsd conference did not | eaqMU
mobilize commitments to SAP implementation financing but partners remain interested in the GCLME initiative.

1.6.1. After SAP is endorsed, organize and host a 100% - A portfolio of country investment project profiles for the implementation of the | MU
donorsdé meeting to mobil GCLME SAP was developed on the basis of priority projects included in the 15
implementation NAPs . Country partnersd have high ¢

- A First Partnersdéd Conference was hel
handful of donor organizations represented. There were no specific
commitments to project funding.

- Organisation of national partners meetings has been proposed but as yet none
appear to have taken place.

- The RCU has not been allowed, in its capacity as IGCC, to attempt to raise
funds outside the scope of the current GCLME project and future (GEF)
implementation project

1.6.2. Formalize SAP commitments through 30% - There are ongoing discussions with GEF agencies and the GCLME countries | MU
appropriate memoranda on development of a SAP implementation project.

- General cooperation agreements have been drafted with a number of potential
regional and international partners but there status and feasibility is not yet
clear

- The rating reflects that progress in these areas is unlikely except in the context
of the GEF supported GCLME implementation project.

Output 1.7: Contacts, outreach to and networking | 100% - Note: This output was significantly modified in November 2008. The original | S
with pertinent regional and international output concerned sustainable financing for ecosystem management of the
institutional LME stakeholders and GCLME, in line with the overall component objective. There has been little
organizations established for SAP/NAPs progress in this area (U rating). The S rating refers to the revised output.
implementation

1.7.1. Presentation of SAP/NAPs at the next GEF Iw | 100% - The RCU and project manager have participated in and presented at GEF IW | S
conference and/or at high level private sector meetings as well as international LME meetings.
fisheries forum/meeting

1.7.2. Develop linkages with existing institutions 100% - The project has had good working relationships with FAO and IMO (See | S

(regional and supra-regional, such as the Abidjan

components 2 & 4) and FAO has been identified as an Implementing Agency

79




Outputs and Activities Status | Comments Rating
(%)
COMPONENT 1. Finalize SAP and develop sustainable financing mechanisms for its implementation
Convention), and international collaborations (such for a future GEF implementation project.
as with IMO and FAO) - The project has contributed to the development of two Abidjan Convention
(AC) Protocols. Discussions on the relationship between the future GCC and
AC were ongoing at the time of the evaluation.
- Other organisations such as NEPAD have participated in PSC Meetings.
- The IGCC has initiated discussions and drafted MOUs for future collaboration
with several organizations but their status is uncertain (See 1.6.2).
Output 1.8: Development and recommendation 70% - The project commissioned two reports which have addressed the identification | MS
of economic instruments and incentives to of tools and the overall economic evaluation
promote preventive measures to decrease both - The reports do not come out with a specific blue-print for the selection of
land and sea-based sources of pollution as well appropriate tools. The correct application of economic instruments is too much
as promote adequate ecosystem management dependent on the specific socio-economic situation in different countries
in the region - The rating reflects that the second output of private sector involvement in
pollution control was not adequately addressed
1.8.1. Identify appropriate tools such as 90% - Reports produced in 2010 based on non-GCLME case studies and examples. | S
conservation easements, land-use zoning, property - The OVI determination of economic value of intervention not achieved as due
rights to promote sustainable ecosystem to a lack of both qualitative and quantitative in some study areas,
management and awareness creation, free transfer - The estimations presented here should have been improved through either
of know-how, tax incentives, and other types of specific studies covering ecosystem services in the GCLME region
incentives and economic instruments to control
pollution and encourage the adoption of less
polluting technologies
1.8.2. Identify appropriate incentives for private 50% - A generic list of economic instruments for the management of critical zone | MS
sector participation in monitoring and prevention of resources and pollution reduction/abatement in the GCLME area was
pollution produced, however country specific economic incentives were not identified in
sufficient detail for immediate follow on action
1.8.3. Develop and assist in the improved 90% - A report produced, to been seen as a first approximation of the quantification | S

guantification of economic benefits of land-based
and maritime pollution prevention, including, for
example, reduced insurance costs, protection of
tourism assets, fisheries resources, etc

of the value of ecosystem services in the GCLME
- Requires significant in country investment to develop quantification techniques
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Component 2

Outputs and Activities Status | Comments Rating
(%)
COMPONENT 2. Recovery and sustainability of depleted fisheries and living marine resources including Mariculture
Output 2.1: Demonstration of ecosystem-wide stock | 95% - - For many years the region has lack the means to gather data on fish | MS
assessment methods including regional surveys stocks, the project has enabled the deployment of the EAF-Nansen vessel to
(Regional Demonstration Project) collect data and also to share methods on stock assessment to the GCLME
countries
2.1.1. Review of existing data and diagnosis of 70% - - There is no diagnosis of the condition of fisheries stock rather a report of | MS
condition of fisheries stock the status quo
2.1.2. Develop common methodology for joint 100% - - Areport on the launching of the 2005 GCLME fish trawl survey and on the | MS
ecosystem-wide stock assessment and perform workshop on fisheries resources, survey, planning and methodologies
initial joint ecosystem-wide stock assessments - - Areport on EbFM with emphasis on fish diet was produced in 2009 which
led to the GCLME book on Fish Diet User Guide
2.1.3. Perform demonstration of ecosystem-wide 95% - Through the operation of the EAF-Nansen project and collaboration with FAO | MS
survey, including oceanography, productivity, and IMO surveys were as follows:
ecological and introduced species sampling 2005: 3 surveys (3/571 31/5; 4/6 7 3/7; 471 15/7)
2006: 3 surveys (28/47 16/5; 18/571 7/6; 9/6 1 20/7)
2007: 1 survey (21/41 4/5)
2008: NIL
2009: NIL
2010: 1 survey
The last three surveys were co-financed by the GCLME project. The break in
survey in 2008/9 was as a result of the project hiatus
2.1.4. Determine a mechanism for on-going stock 70% - Beyond continued engagement with the EAF-Nansen, no regional mechanism | MU
assessment has been determined.
- Plans for regional stock assessment exist in the GCLME Fisheries Manuals
- Stock assessment of fish resources in the region has always been hampered
by the lack of vessels and where vessels exist, the funds available to run the
vessels appropriately.
Output 2.2: Development of methods and estimates | 100% - The development of methods and calculation of MSY is of limited value if the | MU
for sustainable yields for dominant commercially- means to use the methods and information in fishery management is absent
important fisheries species
2.2.1. Through workshops, determine methods for 80% - Methods for estimating sustainable yields determined and in use, MS
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Outputs and Activities

Status
(%)

Comments

Rating

COMPONENT 2. Recovery and sustainability of depleted fisheries and living marine resources including Mariculture

estimating sustainable yields for dominant fisheries

2.2.2 Based on demonstration of ecosystem-wide 70% - As early as April 2005 a workshop was held for the estimation of maximum | MU
stock assessment, estimate sustainable yields for sustainable yields for dominant fisheries, however regular estimates of MSY
dominant fisheries were not forthcoming.

2.2.3 Through the Interim Guinea Current | 90% - A guide for the production of Fisheries management plans was produced in | MS
Commission, and later Guinea  Current 2009
Commission, perform estimates of sustainable - Management plans for just three of the commercially important species have
yields for annual status of stocks reports for the been produced
purposes of implementing fisheries management - Estimates of the MSY of commercial species not available
measures on commercially- important species in
the region

Output 2.3: Evaluation of productivity with regards to | 90% - A start has been made on estimating carrying capacity, the use of remote | S

its carrying capacity for living marine resources of sensed data will be a valuable alternative that would reduce the cost of data

the ecosystem (Regional Demonstration Project) collecting, traditionally based on ship borne methods

2.3.1. Initiate ecosystem-wide time series of 90% - A large and comprehensive report produced by the Productivity RAC in 2010 S
productivity and plankton measurements from - Time series data sets presented but many are in the pre 2000 period
research vessels, Ships of Opportunity (SOOP)
and data from satellite remote sensing operations
(regional demonstration project)

2.3.2. Review existing state-of-knowledge and 90% -Time series data sets too s hoascertaineg | S
preliminary carrying capacity analysis and define whether primary and secondary production had reached the carrying capacity
gaps to support |living resources?o

- Major gap identified was the lack of knowledge on macro fauna with several
major groups completely unstudied

Output 2.4: Development of Regional Agreements 100% - MoU signed with, COREP, FAO, FCWC S

and Guinea Current Commission - agreements signed with IGCC as GCC still does not yet exist

2.4.1.Support GCLME countries in negotiations, 100% - The project has been very active with the support of WWF since 2006 in | S
endorsement and ratification of regional assisting countries conform to best practice
agreements for sustainable use of fisheries
resources

2.4.2 Establish Cooperation with the Fishery 100% - Cooperation has been established by MoU in 2011 S
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Outputs and Activities Status | Comments Rating
(%)
COMPONENT 2. Recovery and sustainability of depleted fisheries and living marine resources including Mariculture
Committee for the West Central Gulf of Guinea - Document is silent on how sustainability will be achieved
(FCWC) and explore mechanism for sustainability
Output 2.5: Assessment and modifications drafted 100% - The documentation as it pertains to fisheries is scattered and some aspects | MS
to the National legal Frameworks to achieve are also covered by assessment of legal frameworks on coastal resources and
sustainable fisheries protected areas
2.5.1. Review existing national laws and regulations | 70% - Reviews were carried mainly for fisheries related international agreements but | MS
on fisheries and Mariculture and pertinent less so for mariculture
international agreements such as FAO Code of
Conducts, straddling stocks, WSSD, fisheries
agreements and other instruments.
2.5.2. Draft modifications to national laws and 100% - National reports exist for all 16 GCLME countries where suggested | S
regulations on fisheries modifications to national laws have been made
- Some of the suggested amendments are rather generic and could be for any
country (this is as a result of long term trend data of fish stocks)
2.5.3. Facilitate the approval of new or reformed laws | 100% - Alarge (70 participants) workshop was carried out in 2006 to build capacity for | MS
and regulation on fisheries environmental lawyers and journalists
- No direct evidence/acknowledgement of this facilitation was found even when
new laws on fisheries, incorporated elements of GCLME regional approaches
Output 2.6: Development of fisheries Management 100% - Plans have been developed for small pelagics, shrimp and Sciaenidae and | MS
Plans for at least three fisheries Sparidae
- The plans give no indication of a secured funding base for the sustainable
implementation of the plans
2.6.1 Develop and facilitate ecosystem-wide fisheries | 100% - -Plans have been developed in 2010/2011 for small pelagics, shrimp and | MS
management plans for at least three single or multi- Sciaenidae and Sparidae
species fisheries using adaptive approach - No mention is made in the plans of the adaptive approach
2.6.2 Through the Interim Guinea Current 50% - No mention is made in the plans of the adaptive approach in the management | MU
Commission/Guinea Current Commission, initiate of the fisheries
adaptive approach to management of these
fisheries
Output 2.7: Assessment of existing coastal 50% - At some point post November 2008 Logframe the focus on mariculture was | MU

aquaculture and mariculture and determination of
ecosystem sustainable capacity for future
development, including identification of investments
and legislation for SAP

lost and project has concentrated on freshwater aquaculture

No clear procedure for the selection of aquaculture facilities for project support
A demonstration project on aquaculture was carried out in Nigeria (2005-6)
which involved GCLME support seems to have had no MoU or project
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Outputs and Activities Status | Comments Rating
(%)
COMPONENT 2. Recovery and sustainability of depleted fisheries and living marine resources including Mariculture
documentation apart from consultants report

2.7.1 Review existing status and trends and 70% A AHigh Level o Mini -AdeaeutturenPgjeco was hékl ini| MS
ecosystem impact of coastal aquaculture and 2010 with participants from the Yellow Sea LME
Mariculture

2.7.2 Determine maximum practical limits on coastal | 0% There is no evidence that this was done or indeed the precursor - analysis of | U
aquaculture and Mariculture based on analysis of ecosystem effects of such activities was ever carried out
ecosystem effects of such activities

2.7.3 Develop guidelines for best environmental 50% A i g e gueleline dor BET/BAAT was produced by a consultant for in 2010 MU
practices/best available technologies (BEP/BAT) as
they relate to aguaculture and Mariculture

2.7.4 At national levels, assure laws and/or 20% There is no evidence that new or modified laws and/or regulations governing | U

regulations governing coastal aquaculture and
Mariculture reflect the limits developed under this
project and best environmental practices/ best
available technologies

coastal aquaculture and Mariculture reflect the limits developed under this
project
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Component 3

Outputs and Activities Status | Comments Rating
(%)

COMPONENT 3. Planning for biodiversity conservation, restoration of degraded habitats and development of strategies for reducing coastal

erosion

Output 3.1: Development of GCLME Ecosystem- 100% | - A regional eco-system wide Biodiversity Action Plan (BAP) has been | MS

wide Biodiversity Action Plan, including Protected developed but with a limited participatory stakeholder base (especially civil

Areas based on Biodiversity Action Plans society inputs)

3.1.1 Organize a workshop to identify the elements | 100% | - Workshop held in 2007 of the technical advisory group on biodiversity MS
for a GCLME ecosystem-wide Biodiversity Action - Country reports presented of varied quality and content
Plan. - Several country inputs were closely based on pre-existing National Biodiversity

Plans and as such lacked specific focus on the coastal and marine areas.

3.1.2 Review existing national practices of coastal 100% - Inventory of all MPAs in the GCLME completed, omissions were noted MU
habitat use, conservation, and restoration, - NAP present information on legal instruments
protected areas, list of threatened and endangered - List of threatened and endangered species (incomplete in most cases with
species. several key taxa missing)

3.1.3 Elaborate an ecosystem-wide Biodiversity 100% - A ecosystem-wide Biodiversity Action Plan was prepared in 2006 MU
Action Plan and carry out a broad regional - The BAP was based on the inputs from national reports and national plans and
consultation on the proposed Biodiversity Action as such has varied content and detail for each country. Some being very
Plan. comprehensive with detailed maps and species lists while others are very

sketchy.
- There is no evidence of a broad regional consultation beyond the immediate
GCLME partners

3.1.4 Using National Biodiversity Action Plans and | 70% - National Plans incorporated into Regional Biodiversity Action Plan and 16 | MS
other sources, identify priority biodiversity areas National Biodiversity Experts made inputs into the NAPs.
and issues of ecosystem-wide concern - Several of these experts did not address the stated ToRs

3.1.5 Promote the endorsement and 10% - There are four parts to the output and no evidence was found of: U

implementation of the ecosystem-wide Biodiversity
Action Plan and review existing and proposed
protected areas, and develop ecosystem-wide
strategy for protected areas

Promotion of the endorsement of the ecosystem-wide Biodiversity Aaction
Plan

Promotion of the implementation of the ecosystem-wide Biodiversity action
Plan

An ecosystem-wide strategy for protected areas

An ecosystem-wide strategy for protected areas nationally endorsed
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Outputs and Activities Status | Comments Rating
(%)
COMPONENT 3. Planning for biodiversity conservation, restoration of degraded habitats and development of strategies for reducing coastal
erosion
3.1.6  Review existing and proposed threatened 30% - list of rare and endangered species available in the Biodiversity documents but | MU
and endangered species, and develop ecosystem- this is based on Activity 3.1.2 so with the national problems scaled up to the
wide list of threatened and endangered species regional level
requiring special protection - no additional species were proposed as threatened or endangered
3.1.7  Through a participatory process, develop, 20% - No evidence of a participatory process, to develop, review and nationally | U
review and nationally endorse ecosystem-wide endorse ecosystem-wide Biodiversity Action Plan
Biodiversity Action Plan
Output 3.2: Demonstration of establishment of 100% - All the steps required for the establishment of the MPA have been taken. MS
Marine Protected Area in Benin - This output would have been rated as Highly Satisfactory (HS) if it could have
been observed as functioning
- There are plans for other activities in the MPAs which could affect their ability
to delivery in the future
3.2.1 Identify priority areas for marine protection 100% - A Report on a detailed description of the 4 MPAs in Benin was completed and | S
in Benin based on ecosystem approach disseminated.
- Though ecosystem based principles were used in the formulation of the plans,
the ecosystem based approach for the establishment of marine parks was not
folloed to the letter.
3.2.2  Finalize implementation and adaptive 100% - Final report on Establishment of MPA in Benin completed and Disseminated | S
management plan for Marine Protected Area in in the Region.
Benin - Legal Instruments submitted for parliamentary consideration
3.2.3  Monitor, evaluate, and disseminate results 90% - Exchange visits from GCLME countries organized as part of Workshop to | MS
of Demonstration Project disseminate results.
- As there is no on the ground activity, there is nothing to monitor or evaluate on
a continued basis
Output 3.3: Demonstration of restoration of priority 100% - Note: This output was significantly modified in November 2008. The original | N/A
mangrove areas (National Demonstration Project output concerned clearance of Nypa Palm in the effort to eradicate it
Nigeria Nypa Palm) - Only a few GCLME countries have Nypa
- Due to security concerns, the Evaluators did not visit the demo activity
3.3.1 Identify priority mangrove areas in the 100% - Priority mangrove areas identified in ldua Assang Community in Cross River | MS

region (Nigeria for restoration) based on ecosystem
approach

State, Nigeria.
- Asland was selected close to a structure owned by the NCF which was to be
used as a nursery
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Outputs and Activities

Status
(%)

Comments

Rating

COMPONENT 3. Planning for biodiversity conservation, restoration of degraded habitats and development of strategies for reducing coastal

erosion

- As part of this activity, a visit by the consultant was made in 2007 to German
coastal national parks

3.3.2 Finalize adaptive management and 100% - Starting in January 2010, a series of 12 reports were produced by a local | MS
implementation plan for restoration of mangrove consulting group Bio-Resources Development and Conservation Programme
areas in Nigeria, including clearing, cleaning, (BDCP) which detailed the development of the management plan.
planting, monitoring, and annual review of - In 2008 a study tour was made to AIT, Thailand to get firsthand experience of
restoration activity how to manage and use Nipa

3.3.3 Monitor, evaluate, and disseminate results of | 90% - This is part of the proposed Management plan. MS
Demonstration Project - No evidence of continued monitoring and evaluation since the demonstaion

project consultants completed their final report.

Output 3.4: Demonstration of use of Integrated 100% - A project brief was prepared as far back as in 2003 on Integrated Management | MS

Coastal Area and River Basin Management (ICARM) of the Kiribi-Limbi Coastal Area. The identification of the project has its roots in

and assessment of Physical Alteration and the earlier 6-country GoG project.

Destruction of Habitat (PADH) for habitat protection - The project brief was not revised as these were viewed as an integral part of

(National Demonstration Project Cameroun) the original project however weaknesses as well as unrealistic budgets were

noted in a stocktaking exercise.

3.4.1. Using ICARM and PADH methodology, finalize | 100% - Implementation of the ICAM Demonstration Project in Kribi-Campo, Cameroon | MS
approach for implementing demonstration project completed.
on Integrated Coastal Areas and River Basin - Stakeholder/Dissemination workshop carried out by local NGO
Management

3.4.2. Implement demonstration project 100% - The actual implementation was carried out with a set of Micro Projects in 2010. | MU

- Selection of micro projects was done by a local steering committee facilitated
by a local consultant

- The documentation required for the amount of money (US$ 5,000) that was to
be released was comprehensive, perhaps too comprehensive for most SMEs
or Local NGOs to deal with.

- Several issues arose in the roll out of the micro projects which resulted in
accusations of lack of transparency in project selection

- Success of the micro projects was variable from 0% delivery to very engaged
stakeholders
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Outputs and Activities Status | Comments Rating
(%)
COMPONENT 3. Planning for biodiversity conservation, restoration of degraded habitats and development of strategies for reducing coastal
erosion

3.4.3. Monitor, evaluate and disseminate results of Monitoring of the micro projects was done by the local steering committee S
Demonstration Project

Output 3.5: Assessment of status of introduced 100% Through the collaboration with UNIDO/IMO/GloBallast, a number of high | S

species and their threats to the biodiversity of the quality technical reports have been produced

GCLME region; development of legal/regulatory These reports have applicability beyond the GCLME

mechanisms for their control.

3.5.1. Prioritize national and regional risks and 70% There is no available information on research outputs on the numbers, | MU
threats from introduced species by researching the ecological niches, and spread of introduced species
numbers, ecological niches, and spread of Prioritization was carried out at the Second Regional Workshop and Task
introduced species, as well as their method of Force Meeting on The Ratification and Implementation of The IMO Convention
introduction (based in part on results of regional on Ballast Water Management in 2009
survey of Component Il fish trawl survey) Terms of reference were adopted for a regional task force

Angola and Liberia were absent from that meeting

3.5.2. Working with IMO and GloBallast, to 100% Regional training workshop on compliance, monitoring and enforcement | S
incorporate results of GloBallast activities to (CME) of the ballast water management (BWM) convention and third regional
determine extent of introduction of alien species in workshop and task force meeting on the ratification and implementation of the
ballast water, through cooperation with regional IMO convention on ballast water management was held in Lome, Togo, in
task force, communication and public awareness, 2011
training, port biota baseline surveys (part of Port baseline studies were carried out
national activities and regional survey in The methodology used in these baseline studied did not follow the same
demonstration project of Component Il (regional approach in each country
fisheries demonstration project), risk assessment Ballast issues feature in NPA and NAPs
and incorporation into National/Regional Action
Plans

3.5.3 Support the development/amendment of 100% The TDA refinement required that countries analyse their legal frameworks for | S
legal/regulatory mechanisms for the control of introduced and invasive species
introduced species Legal and regulatory aspects addressed as integral elements in the NAPs

Output 3.6 Performing of analysis of gaps in national | 100% Gaps in legal and regulatory aspects addressed as integral elements in the | S

legislation and drafting of improvements to legislation
regarding key elements of biodiversity and habitats
identified in the TDA

NAPs and NPAs by consultants in the 16 GCLME countries through country
reports.
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Outputs and Activities Status | Comments Rating
(%)

COMPONENT 3. Planning for biodiversity conservation, restoration of degraded habitats and development of strategies for reducing coastal

erosion

3.6.1 Review existing national laws and regulations | 100% | - Legal and regulatory aspects addressed as integral elements in the NAPs S
on biodiversity - The quality of these reviews is variable ranging from five page overviews to

detailed analysis of laws regulations and international convenetions

3.6.2 Relying on existing information such as 100% | - Gaps in legal and regulatory aspects addressed as integral elements in the | S
National Environmental Action Plans and other NAPs and NPAs by consultants in the 16 GCLME countries
previous documents, determine gaps in laws of - The gaps have
each of the 16 GCLME countries, concerning land- -
based activities, marine-based pollution, introduced
species, fisheries, and related areas of concern

3.6.3 Draft modifications to national laws and 100% | - Each of the 16 GCLME countries have proposed draft modifications in the | S
regulations on biodiversity legal and regulatory aspects of biodiversity conservation and management

- Itis not clear the mechanism that will be used by each country to ensure that
these modifications are taken up

3.6.4 Facilitate the approval of new or reformed 10% - No evidence of facilitation of new or reformed laws U
laws and regulation on biodiversity common to all - No harmonized laws on biodiversity at the regional level
countries

Output 3.7 Development of cost-effective mitigation | 100% - Coastal erosion mitigation features in almost all submissions for country | MS

strategies for protection of shorelines and critical investment plans, most at multi-million dollar levels

coastal habitats, including studies, investments for - Cost effective does not mean low cost and the two terms seem to have been

SAP/NAPs, and legal/regulatory mechanisms used interchangeably

(National Demonstration Project)

3.7.1 As part of filling gaps in TDA, review regional 50% - Publication on Sedimentary Dynamics of the Gulf of Guinea available MU
littoral sediment budgets and evaluate changes to - No region wide recent (project time period) quantitative data on changes to
sediment budget arising from human activities sediment budget arising from human activities including damming rivers,
including damming rivers, interrupting littoral interrupting littoral sediment drift, sand mining was seen
sediment drift, sand mining. - The ERM April 2011 progress report identified no anthropogenic root causes

related to erosion and damage observed at Assinie Beach

3.7.2 Based on priorities of human impacts on 0% - No prioritization on changes to sediment budget arising from human activities | U

littoral sediment budgets, recommend low-
technology and low-cost protection measures and

including damming rivers, interrupting littoral sediment drift, sand mining was
seen
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COMPONENT 3. Planning for biodiversity conservation, restoration of degraded habitats and development of strategies for reducing coastal

erosion

mitigation strategies for restoring littoral transport

and sand resources (e.g., dredging in reservoirs
and restoring sediment to rivers; redesign and
modification of major shoreline structures
interrupting littoral transport such as in ports,
harbours, breakwaters; elimination of beach and
near-shore sand mining).

- No evidence of detailed consideration (cost benefit analysis, impacts on
provision of ecosystem services) of low technology/low cost options for
addressing coastal erosion

3.7.3 Review existing incidences and baseline
information on coastal erosion and identify best
practice technologies for low cost strategies for
coastal erosion control (National Demonstration

Project: Cote DO6Ilvoire)

100%

- ERM report on ESIA of coastal erosion control at Assine beach CI looks at
impacts of project on humans

- Cost of Civil and Coastal Engineering Consultancy Services proposal is US$
167 per metre of protected coastline
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Component 4

Outputs and Activities Status | Comments Rating
(%)
COMPONENT 4. Reduce land and Sea-based pollution and improve water quality
Output 4.1: Facilitation of development of regionally- | 100% | - A wealth of information has been generated or collated under this component, | MS
integrated and consistent National Programmes of unfortunately as very little of the GCLME information has been published as
Action for Land-Based Activities (NPA-LBA), peer reviewed literature, this information will remain as grey literature.
including updating inventories of pollution and habitat - The updating of inventories of pollution and habitat hotspots needs to be
hot spots continuous
4.1.1. Assist countries in developing realistic and 90% - A training manual was developed in 2006 heavily drawn from the (UNEP) | S
regionally-integrated National Programmes of Handbook on the development and Implementation of a National Programme
Action for land-based sources of pollution and of Action (Report Series No.6 of 2002).
activities - A training workshop was held in 2009 on NAP development, the report of that
meeting indicate that Angola and Equatorial Guinea were absent from the
meeting while the Aide Memoir from the meeting indicates all 16 country
directors participated in the training
- The plans developed were reoriented towards regional perspectives during the
training workshop
4.1.2. Determine and address training needs in the 90% - A Scoping workshop was undertaken in 2009 where national consultants were | MS
region for LB sources of pollution and activities to assess their country status.
- The human capacity building needs for LBSA have been identified in the
National Plans of Action
- There is no evidence that the training needs were addressed at the country
level
4.1.3 Develop and implement a West and Central 0% - There is no evidence that this West and Central African regional node of the | U

African regional node of the GPA Clearinghouse
Mechanism within the GCLME Environmental
Information Management System (Component 5)

GPA Clearinghouse Mechanism within the GCLME Environmental Information
Management System exists
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Outputs and Activities Status | Comments Rating
(%)
COMPONENT 4. Reduce land and Sea-based pollution and improve water quality
Output 4.2: Integration of NPA-LBA into NAPs 100% - There was a high level of integration between these two products as in many | S
cases at the country level, it was the same people were involved in the
preparation of the material for the NPA and NAP
- The quality of the documents is variable and as the same people were
involved, errors, omissions and clarifications were not addressed.
4.2.1 Analyze NPA-LBAs 100% - The National Programmes of Action for land based activities were finalised for | S
all 16 GCLME countries (in 2011 for Sao Tome and Principe and Angola) and
a gap analysis carried out
- Ranging from 33 pages to 120+ and averaging about 50, these 800 pages
contributed to the preparation of the document on the State of the Coastal and
Marine Ecosystems in the GCLME
4.2.2 Incorporation of NPA-LBA priorities into NAPs 100% - The National Programmes of Action for land based activities were incorporated | MS
into the various NAP reports
- The recommendations given in the report on NPA Training and analysis of five
countries (Guinea, Sierra Leone, Cameroon, Gabon and DR Congo) in 2007
do not seem to have been followed-up by the project
- A large stakeholder base was created in the process of the NPA and NAP
production
Output 4.3: Development of a protocol on LBA for 100% - A protocol has been developed and was adopted at a meeting of COP Focal | S
the Abidjan Convention Points, in June 2012, with signature by six Plenipotentiaries to the Abidjan
Convention
4.3.1 Prepare and develop protocol through sub- 100% | - Meetings were held in 2007 in conjunction with the SAP high level meeting to | S
regional and regional stakeholder workshops as well develop the Protocol to the Abidjan Convention on LBSA to be discussed at
as legal and technical expert meetings the COP9 of the Abidjan Convention
4.3.2 Review gaps in National regulatory/ legislative 0% - No evidence of a formal review of laws or a gap analysis regarding | U

framework including the review of the status of the
appropriate regional/ international conventions by
GCLME participating countries, and assist in
developing plans for those that have not yet ratified
the Abidjan Convention (led by secretariat of Abidjan
Convention)

domestication of international conventions

- In the NAP and national biodiversity plans there has been a review but not in a
systematic way.

- No GCLME documentation was found on how the Abijdan Convention was
going to develop plans

- With the signing by Guinea-Bissau 12th February 2012 only four of the
GCLME countries are NOT party to the Abidjan Convention (Angola, DR
Congo, Equatorial Guinea and Sao Tome and Principe) so this gap analysis is
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(%)
COMPONENT 4. Reduce land and Sea-based pollution and improve water quality
essential for the GCLME
4.3.3 Facilitate the GCLME countries in negotiations | 100% National consultations have taken place and the protocol was adopted at a | S
the ratification of the LBA protocol to the Abidjan meeting of COP Focal Points, in June 2012 with signature by six
convention Plenipotentiaries to the Abidjan Convention following approval at the April
2012 COP
Output 4.4: Completion of ecosystem-wide 100% A Marine Pollution Manual, sensitivity maps, and draft policies on use of | S
assessment of marine maritime pollution prevention dispersants as well as national oil spill contingency plans have been produced.
measures, contingency planning, and spill response The collaboration with other partners resulted in high quality technical outputs
capabilities (as with ballast water [IMO] and Fisheries WWF and FAQO]).
4.4.1 Conduct a survey of the existing integrated 100% Information was acquired during the production of the NPA/NAPs MS
approach/ system for the management of all types of There is no evidence to indicate that the results of the survey were reported
marine wastes in port cities and towns separately
4.4.2 Conduct a survey/ study on port reception 100% In 2006 national surveys were carried out on port reception facilities and a | S
facility requirements and costs in some of the regional workshop held in Accra.
countries and review the A resolution emanated from the workshop set out 10 priority areas (fields) and
infrastructure with particular regard for survey and activities for technical cooperation
inspection requirements as set out in IMO
Conventions
4.4.3. Assess marine pollution, preparedness and 100% National reports were produced in 2009 including from South Africa, Cape | S
response system for oil spill, and spill-combating Verde and Namibia countries outside the GCLME (facilitated by UNEP)
equipment needs in each of the countries Some of the contingency plans are very comprehensive and detailed, for
example the plan of Cameroon is over 500 pages and breaks down equipment
needs to the level of number of mobile phones required.
The contingency plans of other countries are covered in less than 15 pages.
4.4.4. Support institutional capacity building for oil 100% IGCC/UNIDO/IMO/IPIECA collaboration resulted in several workshops to | S
spills response through training and regional/national address oil spill response in the region.
seminars, workshops, etc.,; national workshops and These workshops over a three year period have raised the national capacity
seminars conducted for 1) institutional capacity for oil for several of the GCLME countries (Cameroon had already developed theirs
spill response 2) assessment of national equipment by the time of the workshops)
requirements , 3) raise awareness for appropriate The inputs that countries had to bring to the workshops meant that they had to
equipment assess their nation equipment requirements.
Output 4.5: Development of regional systems for 100% Collaboration between IGCC/UNIDO/IMO/IPIECA resulted in the 2007 Draft | S

cooperation in cases of oil spills and any other major

memorandum for the sub-regional contingency plan for preparedness and
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(%)

COMPONENT 4. Reduce land and Sea-based pollution and improve water quality

marine pollution incidents (customs, response to major marine pollution incidents in GCLME region

communications, response) COP9 of the Abidjan Convention adopted a revised Emergency Protocol and
Regional Contingency Plan.

4.5.1. Development and completion of regional 100% A regional contingency plan was developed following meetings in 2007 and | S

contingency plan, and adoption at ministerial level adopted in 2011 at the COP9 of the Abidjan Convention

4.5.2. Need for a regional centre of excellence for oil | 100% At the IGCC/UNIDO/IMO/IPIECA First Meeting of the Technical Advisory | MS

spill response identified and draft TORs developed Group on Development of Sub-Regional Contingency Plans and Sub-Regional
Agreements for Co-Operation in Cases of Major Marine Pollution Incidents
(2007) the need was identified.
The TORs and functions of a regional centre of excellence for oil spill
response were adopted at COP9 of the Abidjan Convention

Output 4.6: Facilitation of process to reform 100% During the process of preparing the NAPs and NPAs the current legal | MS

legislation in selected countries to adopt and frameworks were reviewed. However the proposed reforms have not yet been

implement international conventions (e.g., MARPOL, adopted in national law

OPRC) as related to oil and gas activities

4.6.1 Hold high-level meeting of government 100% At COP 9 of the Abidjan Convention, conventions on the oil and gas sector | S

officials, parliamentarians and the oil and gas was an agenda item and featured in the decisions from the meeting)

companies (stakeholders) with IMO and other

personnel to discuss conventions related to oil and

gas sector, including their benefits and obligations

4.6.2 Provide technical assistance to countries in 0% There is no evidence that technical assistance was provided by the project U

translating the provisions of the Conventions that do

not fall under the mandates of the convention into

their national legislation

Output 4.7: Strengthening, improvement, and 100% Studies were carried out and a consultant report has been prepared MU

demonstration of methods to reduce nutrient influx to A 6bankabl ed project proposal has be

the ecosystem (National Demonstration Project

Togo)

4.7.1 Based on an identified priority nutrient input, 100% A 2006 document states @AThi schabnelnmuchs MU

conduct demonstration project on controlling nutrient
fluxes to the ecosystem

needed resources to addressing this nagging problem with view to controlling
both the discharge and deleterious impacts. Envisaged actions include the

establishment of low cost, low technology measures for making this problem a
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COMPONENT 4. Reduce land and Sea-based pollution and improve water quality
thing of thepast . 6 Cl early there is a disc
and what the GCLME project could deliver
- A consultant report has been prepared and the indication is that the cost of
solving this problem is of the same order of magnitude as the GCLME project
4.7.2 Monitor, evaluate and broadly disseminate 100% - Given the very specific nature of this point source discharge of waste, it is not | MU
the results of the Demonstration Project throughout clear how dissemination of the results of the Demonstration Project throughout
the region for future replication the region would contribute to future replication
4.7.3 Facilitate a series of 10 UNESCO/IHE, 70 - Three workshops were run in Ghana in 2008 in conjunction with the GH-EPA, | MU
UNEP/GPA Train Sea Coast training courses on not all coastal areas
municipal waste water management - ltis not clear from the workshop reports what the role of the GCLME was
- This activity is missing from the GCLME report database
Output 4.8: Needs to be defined in line with doc for | 80% - This output (from the November 2008 logframe) remains unclear. MU
demo projects (National Demonstration Project) on
Waste Stock Exchange
4.8.1 Based on identified priority industrial waste 70% - The contract to deliver on this demonstration project was terminated in 2010 | MU
inputs, conduct demonstration project on waste stock based on non-compliance to contractual reporting conditions by the consultant
exchange management system for controlling -
industrial waste inputs into the ecosystem
4.8.2 Based on demonstration projects, and 100% - A Round Table Meeting for the Private Sector on Waste Collection, Disposal | MS
through broad stakeholder involvement, conduct two and Recycling Systems was organized in 2010
regional workshops to develop ideas for investment - Among t he recommendati ons was it he
opportunities for the SAP to reduce ecosystem programmes between producers. This will bring significant gains in cash
threats savings in raw materi al s natmatin peojea onghis
in Ghana was terminated, no alternative approach was put in place to create a
Waste Stock Exchange
- It is not clear from the project documentation whether a second regional
meeting was held
4.8.3 Based on priority investments identified 100% - Country Investment profiles have been developed with several project | S

through the public participation process, develop
investment portfolios for the SAP process

concerned with pollution reduction. Echoing the evaluation comment made
about the project documents produced at the end of the GOG-LME project
many of the estimates and budgets are unrealistic
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Component 5

Outputs and Activities

Status
(%)

Comments

Rating

COMPONENT 5. Regional coordination and institut

ional sus

tainability

Output 5.1: Development of a regional project
coordination mechanism

100%

See also Section C2 - Implementation Approach

MS

5.1.1. Establish, staff and equip a Regional
Coordination Unit (RCU)

100%

The RCU was established in promptly on approval of the project and some
personnel were brought in from the PDF phase, including the Project Director
who had directed the earlier GOG L ME
The Project maintained a core staff during the project suspension in
2007/2008 and was successful in recruiting a senior Project Coordinator in the
aftermath of the suspension

It has proved difficult to retain a full time fisheries officer, and this appears in
part be due to short-term nature of contracts offered to technical experts; at
least two incumbents left for permanent positions in other organizations.
Support to communications has also been variable.

The RCU has had to move twice, the first time to temporary accommodation
following the project suspension that coincided with the prevailing rental
agreement being withdrawn in order for the building to be redeveloped.
Agreements related to the renovation of the new office have not yet been fully
implemented by the Government of Ghana as project host.

MS

5.1.2. Develop national project coordination
structures/mechanisms in each country

100%

National directors were nominated by participating governments in focal
institutions

National assistants recruited at the national level were employed on UNIDO
Special Service Agreements (SSAs) with final contracts terminating in March
2012.

The main coordination mechanism at national level is the inter-ministerial
committee (See output 5.3) but short term coordination mechanisms have
been established for specific tasks such as development of the NAPs.

The SSA arrangement has functioned in broadly satisfactory manner, though
national assistants have sometimes been on short-term contracts and the
selection process for candidates was called into question in at least one case.
The rating reflects the limited investment in national coordination mechanisms

and which was one factor in limiting their effectiveness.

MS
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Outputs and Activities Status | Comments Rating
(%)

COMPONENT 5. Regional coordination and institutional sustainability

Output 5.2: Development of effective Steering 100% | - See also Section C2 - Implementation Approach S
Committee

5.2.1. Demonstrate value of project to high National 100% - National Directors were appointed in each of the GCLME countries and served | MS
Officials to assure continued project support at high as members of the Project Steering Committee (PSC)
levels - Awareness of the project amongst senior officials has been boosted through

the two Ministerial meetings related to establishment of the GCC.

- However the absence of tangible deliverables particularly in countries not
implementing a demonstration project or RAC, has limited visibility at the
national level.

5.2.2. Conduct once or twice-yearly Steering 100% - Brief terms of reference (TORs) for the PSC were included in the UNDP | MS
Committee meetings for Governance of Project and project proposal
Project M&E - The PSC has held 9 meetings with substantive agendas, documentation and

reporting from Meeting 5 onwards.

- The MS rating reflects some concerns with timeliness of documentation, and
takes into account the rather superficial nature of earlier meetings and
associated documentation.

5.2.3. Include broad stakeholder participation in 100% | - The PSC comprised project directors of the 16 GCLME countries and i | S
Steering Committee activities to assure project according to its TORs 1 representatives of international organizations including
clarity and transparency the GEF agencies, international technical implementation partners (e.g. FAO,

IMO, NOAA), and representatives of civil society.

- Formal decisions of the PSC are those of the participating country members.

- Other participants (observers) included NGOs, representatives of other
projects, representatives of collaborating organisations, as well as technical
experts on a needs basis.

- The PSC was supported by a secretariat comprising the RCU and UNIDO
project manager.

Output 5.3: Establishment of Intersectoral/ 100% | - See also Section C2 - Implementation Approach MS
Interministerial/ Ministerial Coordination

5.3.1. Determine appropriate national 100% - Brief TORs for the Inter-Ministerial Committees (IMCs) were included in the | MS

Intersectoral, Interministerial, and/or Ministerial
coordination requirements to assure broad
participation in project

UNDP project proposal

Participation in IMCs includes technical staff in the focal institution and other
relevant Ministries. Experts have participated for specific activities. Overall
there appears to have been limited systematic NGO or private sector
participation though a wider range of stakeholders were involved in larger
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Outputs and Activities Status | Comments Rating
(%)
COMPONENT 5. Regional coordination and institutional sustainability

meetings such as those related to NAP development.

- It has proved difficult to maintain consistent participation with contact persons
in other ministries often delegating meeting participation to different and poorly
briefed staff. It is uncertain to what extent reporting back to line Ministries was
effective but clearly this lack of engagement and continuity has affected
progress towards mainstreaming activities under components 2-4 of the
project.

- The MS rating reflects that the IMCs have delivered on key foundational
outputs, but reflects that the structures have not been adequately resourced or
empowered to take a play a proactive role. This is reflected in shortcomings in
delivery of édmainstreamingd actividi

5.3.2. Establish clear communications procedures
nationally and regionally to track, monitor and
facilitate project execution

100%

- National assistants have provided a general overview of progress at national
level, including of IMC meetings and activities, in their periodic reporting to the
RCU. Some reports are comprehensive and include all national activities that
can be broadly related to GCLME, others are more strategic or analytical, and
others simply record lists of tasks.

- The IMCs have reported on key project undertakings such as NAP validation
through reports of funded meetings.

- Reports on consultations such as those related to the GCC were made by the
relevant consultants.

- There has been little systematic effort to track national co-finance.

- Some interviewees and questionnaire respondents said they would have liked
more frequent visits from the RCU to maintain momentum.

MS

Output 5.4: Identification, strengthening and
involvement of stakeholders and
communication

See also Section C3 - Stakeholder Participation and Public Awareness

The activities were changed under output 5.4 were substantially modified in the
November 2008 workplan revision. The new outputs were ambitious in view of the
funding situation and the overall rating in this area reflects the more modest
outputs in the original logframe.

There have been several changes in staffing policy related to this role and, despite
strong efforts by all concerned, the lack of continuity has affected progress in this
area.

MS

5.4.1. Analysis of the current stakeholder
involvement and communication patters in the

- There is no evidence that the Public Participation and Awareness (PPA) Work

Plan referred to in the PIR was produced; the mid-term evaluation reported

MU
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Outputs and Activities Status | Comments Rating
(%)

COMPONENT 5. Regional coordination and institutional sustainability

GCLME project that is was not the case. The project has reached to an informed public as
appropriate for a regional project. Engagement of stakeholders in project
activities has been variable.

5.4.2. Make recommendations (with possible 0% - There is no evidence of such recommendations U
inclusion of stakeholder participation tools used
successfully in other LME projects) to ensure
adequate stakeholder participation and
communication in the project

5.4.3. Implement recommendations on stakeholder | 0% - There is no evidence of such recommendations U
involvement and communication

5.4.4. Develop stakeholder communication and 100% - The SAP includes a brief section on stakeholder participation, identifying broad | MS
public participation strategies for SAP/NAPs stakeholder groups and states that the stakeholder implementation plan will be
implementation updated. It also includes a section on public participation with reference to the

regional NGO group (See 5.4.6)

- The NAPs include identification of institutional and other stakeholders and
some NAPs identify roles and responsibilities for different actors.

5.4.5. Establish regional information networks and | 100% - The project developed an attractive and regularly updated website, produced | S
information exchange mechanisms to disseminate regular and high quality newsletters and two DVDs, and explored use of
information in West and Central Africa through communications tools such as Facebook and Youtube.
newsletters, a web page, and publications on the - Key documents such as the SAP and TDA have been published in hard copy
progress of the project in order to enhance the and PDF.
replication of successful experiences (facilitated by - Most of the communications have been in English and French, though the
IW Learn, GPA and the Abidjan Convention French web content is no longer accessible after migration of the project
secretariat) website to IW: Learn.

- Opportunities for media outreach linked to key events have been exploited but
there has been limited longer term engagement of journalists on GCLME
themes and issues.

- The potential to develop regional networks such as networks of scientists or
practitioners around thematic areas has not been actively exploited.

- Dissemination workshops have been organized by two of the demonstration
projects.

5.4.6. Integrate private sector participation in - - NGOs and Private Sector have been included in some GCLME project | MS

GCLME activities (inter alia industry, shipping,

fishing, tourism, mining )

activities, particularly the demonstration projects (e.g. the Ghana roundtable
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Outputs and Activities Status | Comments Rating
(%)
COMPONENT 5. Regional coordination and institutional sustainability
on waste management; Togo fertilizer factory).

- There have been some efforts to activate and engage a regional NGO
network. However the network has had limited means to participate in project
activities and NGO participation has mainly been at the level of individual
NGOs.

- This was an ambitious and perhaps unrealistic activity in the absence of a
dedicated budget and the rating is intended to recognize efforts in this area.

5.4.7. Develop and conduct training workshops for | - - Training workshops have principally concerned scientists and technical | U
stakeholder groups experts, some of whom are associated with NGOs or technical consultation

groups.

- Training at the local level has taken place through some of the demonstration
projects.

- The strategic intent of this activity is unclear.

Output 5.5 Development of Ecosystem 10% - A MoU with the University of Lagos (undated but presumed to be 2005) was | U
Information System (EIS) for GCLME, including signed to set up the RAC. A undated report (presumably from 2008) gives two
cooperation with other available regional EIS figures in the budget required for the operation of the RAC (US$ 2,625,900
(Regional Demonstration Project) and 4,016,000) No formal collaborative links apparent.

5.5.1. Building on existing institutional arrangement 0% - Data and Information Management System not established, either as web- | U
where feasible, establish a Data and Information based or in a set of laid out procedures for data sharing.

Management System for the GCLME to facilitate - Ironically, all the GCLME Report database activity folders for Output 5.5 are
the updating of the TDA and data sharing with empty of content
other regional/global projects - The RAC did provide information for updating the TDA

5.5.2. Develop mechanisms for the sharing of data 0% - There is no evidence of such mechanisms for the sharing of data and | U
and information for input into the Data and information The PIR FY10 claims that data sharing mechanisms are under
Information Management System for the GCLME development by the RAC

5.5.3. Create standards and protocols for the 0% - There is no evidence of such standards and protocols for the collection; | U
collection, processing, analysis and compilation of processing, analysis and compilation of data and GIS information have been
data and GIS information specifically developed for the GCLME. Industry standard of good practice are

in use

5.5.4. Develop a centralized system for access and 0% - There is no evidence of such a centralized system for access and distribution | U

distribution of the data to the organizations involved of the data

in the GCLME project, as well as other
stakeholders

- For documentation and reports, the award winning project web site has been
used as a top down means of passing information to the claimed 1200 people
on the project contact list.
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Outputs and Activities

Status
(%)

Comments

Rating

COMPONENT 5. Regional coordination and institut

ional sus

tainability

5.5.5. Support all aspects of the GCLME project in
their data and information requirements

50%

Regional GIS Maps on pollution hotspots, fisheries nursery grounds,
mangrove areas are available, but most output maps are heavily slanted to a
limited number of GCLME countries
The PIR FY10 claims that this support is being is institutionalized but no
evidence was available to verify this

MU

Output 5.6: Monitoring and Evaluation (M&E)

100%

See also Section C3 1 Monitoring and Evaluation

MS

5.6.1. Develop and implement M&E plan

100%

The project document included a logframe and brief overview of M&E
arrangements with an emphasis on reporting. It was substantially revised and
elaborated in late 2008 in anticipation of the project re-launch, with a continued
emphasis on reporting roles and responsibility.

More detailed progress indicators have been built into the PIR templates and
the modified November 2008 logframe.

There is no evidence that the planned Stress Reduction and Environmental
Status Indicators were developed for this project; these would have had limited
applicability.

The December 2006 M&E /indicators workshop focused on the development
of indicators for the SAP.

MS

5.6.2. Quarterly telephone conferences and annual
meetings of Project Coordination Group

100%

This activity was introduced in November 2008. There has been regular
telephone and email contact between the 1As & EA, sometimes hampered by
t ask manager so heavy wor kl oads. Th
meetings and on an ad hoc basis at international events.

5.6.3. Timely submission of key monitoring reports
(PIR, half yearly reports, QOR, quarterly finance
reports, annual GEF tracking tool) in accordance
with M&E plan

100%

PIRs have been prepared annually by UNDP, and since 2008 by UNEP
Quarterly reports were prepared by UNDP according to the specification, with
a very restrictive word count.

Half yearly reports to UNEP are perfunctory with minimal narrative, and
contrast to the very detailed reports prepared by other UNEP IW projects.
Reports have sometimes been delayed and submitted in batches, with some
gaps outstanding.

Financial reporting has been complicated by the different systems used by
each of the agencies and efforts have been made all sides to accommodate
these difference.

The GEFt racking tool for I'W 6foundati
demosdé6 (SP3) has been used.

MU
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Outputs and Activities Status | Comments Rating
(%)
COMPONENT 5. Regional coordination and institutional sustainability
5.6.4. Perform mid-term and final evaluations 100% - A mid-term evaluation (MTE) was completed in March 2009. It was conducted | NA
under difficult conditions since the evaluators had not been informed of the
project suspension and had limited access to documentation. A management
response was prepared but it was subsequently agreed the recommendations
had limited applicability in view of the circumstances of the MTE.
- This rating is not provided terminal evaluation is not considered in the rating

5.6.5. Monitoring of all Progress and Stress 100% - Progress indicators have been used in PIR reporting MS
Reduction Indicators as per M&E plan and - The rating reflects the limited applicability of stress reduction indicators in this
dissemination of results project where the main implementation activities are demonstration activities

or enabling activities (capacity building, policy development. etc).

Output 5.7: Development of regional coordination - The September 2006 Ministerial me e t| MU
mechanism (an Interim Guinea Current agreement to institutionalize regional cooperation by the creation of a technical
Commission, followed by establishment of a Interim Guinea Current Commission (IGCC) in the framework of the Abidjan
full-fledged Commission) Convention

- The July 2010 Ministerial meeting
support for creation of a Guinea Current Commission and launching the
consultation process towards its creation.

- Ministers decided at their third meeting in Abidjan in May 2012 that the Guinea
Current Commission should be established as a Commission by a protocol to
the Abidjan Convention

5.7.1. Develop, agree and coordinate on the - Documentation prepared in this area provides a foundation for further | U
responsibilities, duties, structure, and authorities of development of the IGCC but remains incomplete and in some areas is
a GCC and its relations with the Abidjan inappropriate given the option for establishment of the GCC selected by the
Convention and other institutions GCLME countries. Significant further work in this area is required.

5.7.2.  Through a regional agreement, formally - Ministers decided at their third meeting in Abidjan in May 2012 that the Guinea | MU
establish the GCC Current Commission should be established as a Commission by a protocol to

the Abidjan Convention; a process that may take a further two years.
5.7.3. Develop sustainable financing mechanisms - A financing model has been proposed whereby countries will take on steadily | MU

for the operation of the GCC

increasing share of GCC costs, with the larger share of contributions in the first
years expected to be met by GEF through a GCLME SAP implementation
project. The IGCC has not yet received any voluntary contributions and its
continued function after the close of the project (and prior to the start of a SAP
implementation project) is expected to depend on mobilisation of un-liquidated
obligations from the current project.
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Annex 6. Summary of Effectiveness

Table 6.1

The indicators in this table are those presented at objective and purpose level in the November 2008 logframe that was used as a basis for developing the

work plan approved by the PSC at its fifth meeting in June 2009. They have been grouped under three main themes.

Main Objective:
To create an ecosystem-wide assessment and management framework for sustainable use of living and non-living resources in the GCLME

Indicators of Achievement from | Comments Overall
November 2008 logframe Rating

1) Participating countries endorse an IS
ecosystem-based approach to
assessment and management of
the living and other resources of
the GCLME by year 1

a) Updated TDA available and | - The TDA was published in February 2006. Two substantive sections of the TDA appear to | pmS
adopted within Year 1 (Output 1.3) have been copied from the BCLME TDA. Nevertheless the TDA did provide an adequate

basis for moving on to SAP and NAP development, with the latter enabling information
gaps to be addressed.

b) Under aegis of IGCC, revised SAP | - The SAP was endorsed at Ministerial level by all sixteen countries by early August 2008, | Mms
including set of ecosystem roughly 18 months later than envisaged. It includes eight targets which are well-specified
indicators available and endorsed and time-bound, but may not be achievable in the timeframe proposed, each with a set of
at Ministerial level by year 2 indicators.

(Output 1.5)

¢) Completed and endorsed National - The National Programmes of Action for land based activities were finalised for all 16 | g
Plans of Action by year 2 (Output GCLME countries (in 2011 for Sao Tome and Principe and Angola)

4.1)
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Main Objective:

To create an ecosystem-wide assessment and management framework for sustainable use of living and non-living resources in the GCLME

Indicators of Achievement from | Comments Overall
November 2008 logframe Rating
d) Build critical mass of scientists, During the project life span and building of the participating experts from the Gulf of Guinea | g
technicians, managers in Large Marine Ecosystem project, a large number of individuals have been exposed to
ecosystem-based approach by aspects of the EbA (over 10 workshops related ecosystems and management attended by
year 5 (Output 1.1 & and others) about 500 people). However an examination of scientific literature from 2007 to date does
not reveal a marked increase in research output from authors based in the GCLME region
or studies on GCLME systems. From that point of view, critical mass has not been reached,
though significant capacity has been built.
2) Adoption by countries of legal and MU
institutional framework for joint
governance of the shared
ecosystem by year 4
a) Completed and adopted Regional The 9th Conference of the Parties to the Abidjan Convention), was organized by UNEP, in | g
Programme of Action on LBA and Accra 28 March April 2011. At this meeting the 2007 Draft Protocol to the Abidjan
Protocol to the Abidjan Convention Convention Concerning Cooperation in The Protection of the Marine and Coastal
of land-based sources of pollution Environment from Land-Based Sources and Activities (LBSA) in the West and Central
(GPA/LBA) by year 4 (Output 4.3) African Region was to have been adopted. This is still pending.
b) IGCC established within Year 1 The IGCC was established in 2006 (Year 2) following the decision at the first Ministerial | g
(Output 5.7) meeting as set out i.ThetREE fulidledbthe jola of the IGCCdurang
the life of the project.
c) Establishment of Guinea Current Countries continued to support the idea of a permanent Commission and a decision as | My

Commission (GCC) by year 4
(Output 5.7)

taken at the third Ministerial meeting (Year 8) that this Commission should be created
through a Protocol to the Abidjan convention.
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Main Objective:
To create an ecosystem-wide assessment and management framework for sustainable use of living and non-living resources in the GCLME

Indicators of Achievement from | Comments Overall
November 2008 logframe Rating

d) Policy, regulatory, and/or legal Outcomes at national level were anticipated related to sustainable fisheries, aquaculture | My
framework adopted/modified in all and mariculture, invasive species, biodiversity, and oil and gas. There has been some
GCLME countries (Outputs 2.5, reported progress related to fisheries, notably in Ghana. However progress in this area has
2.7.,3.5.3.6,&4.6) not been systematically tracked.

e) Strengthened national/regional The main output at national level was the establishment of the IMCs that functioned within | pms
executing and regulatory the context of this project. See 2d for regional institutions.
institutions by year 5 (Output 5.3)

3) Demonstration projects to reduce MU
the declining state of the
ecosystem and achieve the
recovery of depleted fish-stocks,
restore degraded habitats and
reduce coastal pollution completed
and functional by year 5

a) Carrying capacity of GCLME Detailed studies have been carried out on some species, mainly through information gained | pu
evaluated based upon ecosystem by the Nansen cruises (for fisheries and benthos) and including ships of opportunity for
wide productivity and plankton zooplankton. The carrying capacity of the entire ecosystem, including all the species and
assessments (Outputs: 2.1; 2.2; potential coastal aquaculture is not a useful measure as the carrying capacity depends on
2.3 nutrient loading which can easily be affected by changed in land use and waste disposal.

b) Adoption and implementation of This has two parts, the adoption and then the implementation of the management plans. | pms
management plans for 3 Three plans have been drawn up and adopted by the countries. To date, the contents of
ecosystem wide fisheries (Output those plans are not being implemented by any country. Some countries have included
2.6) elements of these management plans in their national policy frameworks.
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Main Objective:

To create an ecosystem-wide assessment and management framework for sustainable use of living and non-living resources in the GCLME

Indicators of Achievement from
November 2008 logframe

Comments

Overall
Rating

¢) Environmental Information System
operational and accessible to all
key stakeholders (Output 5.5)

d) Invasive species (Nypa palms)
eradicated and natural mangrove
vegetation community restored on
X ha (Output 3.3 revised)

The GCLME/UNILAG Regional Centre for Environmental Information Management and
Decision Support System did not live up to expectation. By the end of 2011, the project did
not have an operational EIS or a central repository of data. For example, the data on
macrobenthic community composition was obtained during monitoring cruises of the
IMR/FAO/GCLME Nansen Program as part of Component 2; however, the data produced
by the program is kept at laboratories of University of Ghana (i.e., Productivity &
Biodiversity Centre) and University of Bergen, Norway. The RCU web page was taken as a
proxy for an EIS but in reality was just a publication sharing portal without the mechanisms
for participating countries and research units to upload data into a meta-database or search
for data.

Many of the outputs/products from the EIMS-RAC were obtainable from other sources such
as Google Earth® (Road maps of GCLME countries; drainage map of Africa) or national
rather than regional in scope (Nigerian: industries; mangroves and coast, hot spots in
Lagos state, maps of the Niger delta). With the migration of the webpage to IW-LEARN,
francophone content has been lost.

The original indicators for achievement for this demonstration project were drastically
modified in the November 2008 logframe asitbecame apparent t ha
Nypa would be impossible.

U

N/A

e) Best practice in the identification
and establishment of Marine
Protected Areas of ecosystem wide
concern demonstrated in Benin
(Output 3.2)

A series of coastal sites deemed suitable for the establishment of marine parks and
protected areas have been demarcated on maps. On the ground, small pillars have been
placed indicating the land position of these MPA, There is no actual management of these
areas, the process seems stalled and other government supported ventures directly at odds
to the MPA concept are being planned in the same areas. However the process of
stakeholder consultation used is a good example for the other GCLME countries.
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Main Objective:
To create an ecosystem-wide assessment and management framework for sustainable use of living and non-living resources in the GCLME

Indicators of Achievement from | Comments Overall
November 2008 logframe Rating
f) 350,000 ha of coastal land in Management plans were produced, but no action taken so the effectiveness of these | MU
Cameroon sustainably managed plans could to be established as the demonstration project was severely hampered by lack
using ICARM methodology of funding for actual activity beyond dissemination (to a small group of stakeholders) of the
(Output 3.4) plans. A number of alternate livelihood micro-projects were instituted which were
implemented with various levels of effectiveness from absolute zero to autochonous take
up of the micro project concept by other stakeholders.
g) Nutrient effluents from International As with comment on 3.f above, there is a plan but no action on the ground, the plan is | mu
Fertilizer Groupfd described in project documentation as a 0
in Togo reduced (Output 4.7) basins and a mechanism for moving the recovered sediment away from the coast. The cost
of this intervention is of the same order of magnitude as the entire GCLME project (> US$
10,000,000). To date, no moves have been made by the government or the operator to
construct even a test basin
h) Coastal erosion reduced on 3000m As with comment on 3.f above, there is a plan, there has been stakeholder consultation but | pmu
shoreline by demonstration of best no funds to implement any real demonstration activities. Apart from a series of early
practice low cost technology workshops in 2005 and 2006 on ICZM and coastal engineering, an Environmental and
(Output 3.7) Social Assessment has been carried out but no coastal erosion has been reduced to date.
i) 80,000 t/annum of waste oil, As with comment on 3.f above The original project was not implemented, the reasons was | My

20,000 t/annum of sawdust and
12,00 MT/annum (Output 4.8)

based on the scaling of operations with the mechanism of supply of waste oil too low to
sustain the interest of the large-scale processor

107



Table 6.2. Application of GEF 3 Monitoring Tool

Rating|

0

1

2

3

Evaluation Comments

Agreement on TB Priorities and
Root Causes (TDA Development
and Completion)

CORE Process Indicator: SP-2

No progress on TDA

Priority TB issues identified a
agreed but based on limited
environmental/socioeconomic
impact information; none or
inadequate root cause analys

Priority TB Issues agreed bas
on solid baseline of envir and
socioecon impacts info; root

cause analysis is inadequate

Regional agreement on priority TH
issues drawn from valid
enviro/socioecon impacts baseling
immediate and root causes
properly determined

The TDA includes a baseline derived from a literature|
review and reinforced by the State of the Environment
report. Data remains patchy. Substantial parts of the
analysis were copied from the BCLME TDA, but are
nevertheless relevantin the GCLME.

SAP Approved

CORE Process Indicator: SP-2

SAP neither developed, nor
approved

SAP developed and agreed af|
highest technical level (e.g.
project Steering Committee)

SAP developed and endorsed
minimum 50% Of countries

SAP endorsed by all ministers of
countries sharing the TB water
body or adopted by relevant inter-
governmental body

The SAP was endorsed by all environment Ministers.

Regional Management
Organisation Capacitated

CORE Process Indicator: SP-2

No TBW institution in place

TBW institution established but
functioning is quite limited;
Countries contributing dues on
voluntarily basis

TBW institution established
and functioning with limited
effectiveness, 50% of countrie
contributing dues on voluntaril
basis

TBW institution established
and functioning in general, 7§
or more of countries
contributing dues

The countries agreed to creation of an Interim Guinea
Current Commission, a role fulfilled during the life of t
project by the RCUAs yet there are no voluntary
contributions.

Regional Agreement Adopted

CORE Process Indicator: SP-2

No legal agreement in place

Legal agreement signed

More than one country ratified
the legal agreement

Legal agreement ratified by
necessary quorum and in forcq

The project contributed to development of i) a draft
protocol on LBSA expected to be adopte din June 2013
ii) proposed revisions to the Emergency protocol, und{
the Abidjan Convention. The countries agreed that the
Guinea Current Commission should be established b
Protocol to the Abidjan Convention; a proces that may
take a further two years to complete.

Functional National Inter-Ministry
Committees (IMC)

OPTIONAL Process Indicator:
1&SP-2

No IMC established

IMCs established but not
functioning effectively or at all

IMCs established and functioning
on informal basis

IMCs established, functioning
and formalized through legal
and/or institutional
arrangements

IMCs were established in all countries and have
validated key project outputs such as NAPs. There is
evidence of IMCs having been formalised in the conte
of these projects. Constraints to effectiveness are
discussed in more detail elsewhere in this report.

National/Local Reforms
Enacted/Implemented

CORE Process Indicator: SP-1

Agreed reforms neither enacted
nor implemented in majority of
countries

Most countries have enacted
reforms but less than 50% are
implementing

50-80% of countries have
enacted and are implementin
reforms

80% or more of countries have
enacted and are implementin
reforms

This indicator has been included in view of anticipate
outcomes related to legal reforms under Components
and 4 of the project. Legal reviews were undertaken a
part of the NAP process but no legal reforms have beg
enacted.

On-the-Ground Results
(Demonstrations and Investments|

CORE: Stress Reduction
Indicator: SP-2*

No progress on implementing
demonstrations or investment

Demos/investments are
designed and agreed with
stress indicators and targets
set

More than 2/3 of
demos/investments underway as
designed but insufficient
information available to
guantitatively document stress
reduction

All demos/investments
achieved the targets, projected
stress reduction documented,
results fully disseminated

Five national demonstration projects were completed
and results are being disseminated including through
two regional meetings organised in 2010. None of the|
demonstration projects has resulted in stress reductiol
as a result of support provided by the GCLME project.

SP-1 Projects are SAP implementation projects
SP-2 projects are doundationaléor dvew watersoprojects focused on TDA and SAP development and creation of an institutional framework
* This SP-2 indicator is also used for SP-1 projects but with the rating scale based on more stringent criteria
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Annex 7.  The Regional Activity Centres and National Demonstration Projects

A-1. This Annex provides an overview of status of the five RACs and the six demonstration projects
based on a rapid assessment with the intention in the case of the demonstration projects to inform
questions raised in the overall project evaluation on the status, achievements and effectiveness,
relevance, replicability and the lessons learned.

A-2. The assessment is based on:

1 A desk review of documentation including the Project Document and Annexes, Project Inception
Report, demonstration project proposals, meeting reports, MOAs, and reports produced by the
projects.

9 Visits to the RACs in Ghana and Nigeria as well as to demonstration projects in Togo, Benin and
Cameroon during the evaluation visits.

Regional Activity Centres

A-3. The GCLME project has recognized five regional activity centres (RACs) during the course of its
implementation. The process and rationale behind selection and creation of the RACs is not well
documented and appears to have been rather ad hoc. There is no explicit reference to
establishment of RACs in the Project Brief or the UNDP and UNEP Project Documents.
Nevertheless the idea of establishment of RACs appears to have been considered early in the life of
the project with the first reference to the EIMS RAC made in December 2004, before the RCU was
established.

A-4. The following paragraphs provide more detail on the establishment and performance of the five
RACs, starting with a general chronological overview and then looking at the work of the individual
centres in more detalil.

A-5. The concept of Regional Activity Centres (RACs) was introduced to the participants at the first PSC
meeting in May 2005. Specifically the Project Dir
report states the following:

i A Regional Marine Productivity Laboratory was being set up at the University of Ghana,
Legon;

i A Regional Environmental Information Management (EIMS) Centre had been created at the
University of Lagos;

i A Regional Pollution Monitoring and Research Centre was in the process of being setup in the
facilities of the Imo State Environmental Protection Agency (ISEPA), in Owerri, Nigeria.

1 An Activity Centre for Comprehensive Risk Analysis would be set up in Libreville, Gabon

i A Fisheries Activity Centre would be set up in Luanda, Angola.

A-6. No formal decision was taken at the first PSC meeting related to creation of the RACs though such a
decision is referred to in subsequent accounts as the justification for investment in RACs, which in
some cases was considerable. MOUs were signed between the Project Director and the University
of Ghana, University of Lagos, Governor of Imo State and Ministry of Environment on Gabon
between April 2005 and April 2006 and, although their legal status is highly questionable, have been
considered valid during the life of the project.

A-7. The GCLME SAP finalised in 2007 includes a recommendation to the IGCC that six Centres of
Excellence or Activity Centres, addressing the five themes listed above plus Oil Spill Contingency
and Emergency Response, should play a major role in implementation of the SAP.

A-8. Following the relaunch of the project in January 2009, a workshop for National Programme
Assistants and Coordinators of Regional Activity Centres was organized in March 2009 where the
work programmes of Regional Activity Centres were al i gned and harmonized w
workplan for 2009-2010 based on available funding.
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A-9. In June 2009, the UNIDO project manager made a proposal to the fifth PSC meeting to replace the
MOUs signed in 2005 with new MOUs signed by the IGCC. However this proposal appears not to
have been implemented following a query at the meeting as to whether the IGCC was allowed to
sign MOUs since it was not a legal entity.

A-10. The regional centres on productivity, fisheries and environmental information management where
identified as playing a role in the coordination and implementation of the regional demonstration
project in the progress report presented to the sixth PSC meeting in February 2010.

A-11. Despite strong expectations on all sides, to date only one of these RACs - the Productivity and
Biodiversity Centre at the Department of Oceanography and Fisheries, University of Ghana (or
®roduct i v)-thas delivared seevites to the GCLME project in a proactive manner. The
Fisheries and EIMS centres were delivery specific project tasks on a contractual basis and in hosting
events and the Pollution Centre was involved in organisation of the 2011 Seaboard Training
Workshop that was hosted by the Nigerian Institute for Oceanography and Marine Research
(NIOMR).

A-12. The issue of the future role of RACs is taken up in the evaluation recommendations in view of raised
by key informants during this evaluation about the practicalities of having of regional facilities,
especially laboratory facilities, and preferences expressed for networked centres in a multilingual
region spanning sixteen countries including several island states

EIMS

A-13. The EIMS Centre, established in April 2005 at the University of Lagos (UNILAG), serves as a
Reference Laboratory for Environmental Information Management and Decision Support System. It
has an office and GIS laboratory at the University of Lagos and is the project nerve center for the
collection, analysis, management, storage and retrieval of all environmental information necessary
for decision making. The undated MOU signed indicates that UNILAG will provide space and assign
support staff while the GCLME will provide state of art equipment and costs of workshops,
consultants, analysis and visiting fellows.

A-14. The EIMS was to serve the research and training needs for the GCLME region and the University of
Lagos, as well as collaborate with national/international programmes and institutions in related
activities. A number of experts form the core staff of the center, also equipped with various facilities,
and offers GIS and remote sensing Training programmes and numerous digital maps and products

A-15. The EIMS was set up with a number of specific objectives, these are:

1 To establish an integrated GIS database for the Guinea Current LME, including collection of
existing data as well as data generated through the various activities of the GCLME project.
i To make arrangements for networking and exchange of data electronically among the various

institutions participating in the project and to establish links to relevant international
information resources via the Internet.

i To strengthen capacities users and providers of environmentally related information for
countries in the region through strengthening of the scientific and technical capabilities of
countries in the region to use computerized EIMS in order to monitor, store and manage
environmental change information.

i Develop and/or enhance communications and connectivity between users within countries.
The goal is to enhance communications and connectivity between the users and providers of
information related to environmental change, risks and remediation activities required to
reverse change in the GCLME countries.

1

A-16. Establish an integrated GIS database for the GCLME: Data on hotspots, coastal sensitivities,
mangroves, erosion fish breeding areas have been analysed for the GCLME. Maps have been
generated for some of the national demonstration projects. Data flow seems to be unidirectional, and
during the evaluation visits, there was some concerns raised about sending possibly sensitive
information to a centralised facility without a clear mechanism for assessing the data when required.
At least two of the other RACs (Pollution and Productivity) have created their own GIS laboratories
despite the existence of the GCLME EIMS.
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A-17.

A-18.

A-19.

Make arrangements for networking and exchange of data: The sharing of information through the
EIMS has not worked. Equipment in national stakeholder units, internet connectivity, bandwidth and
the cost of bandwidth have contributed to the problem. However the main issue is the lack of a
system for uploading and downloading information, and the lack of a meta database that would
inform users on what is available.

For example, the data on macrobenthic community composition was obtained during monitoring
cruises of the IMR/FAO/GCLME Nansen Program as part of Component 2, the data produced by the
program is kept at laboratories of University of Ghana (i.e., Productivity & Biodiversity Centre) and
University of Bergen, Norway. The RCU web page was taken as a proxy for an EIS but in reality was
just a publication sharing portal without the mechanisms for participating countries and research
units to upload data into a meta-database or search for data. Due to the connectivity issues, the links
to relevant international information resources via the Internet has not happened. The IW-LEARN
portal has performed this function to a certain degree.The EIMS suffered a major setback with a fire
destroying much of the equipment in mid-2011, shortly before the evaluation visit. The University of
Lagos has initiated some actions to replace some of the equipment.

The GCLME project document refers to data sharing mechanisms in place by year 3. This has not
happened and the current project website does not replace the needed information clearing house
mechanism that was envisioned. This needs to be established and then could serve the needs of the
IGCC (as well as other bodies such as the Abidjan Convention) using a bi-directional information
flow scheme based on a hub and spoke model with an EIMS in the centre and corresponding units in
each of the 16 countries.

Fisheries

A-20.

A-21.

A-22.

A-23.

A-24,

A-25.

The Regional Steering Committee of the GCLME Project Meeting in Accra, Ghana held from 25 to
27 April 2005 approved the designation of the National Institute for Fishery Research (INIP), Luanda,
Angola to serve as the Regional Activity Centre for Fisheries Management. The Institute was to lead
and coordinate activities, both national and regional, under the Fish and Fisheries Module of the
GCLME Project.

All activities of the GCLME countries in the field of fisheries, coordinated under the regional
demonstration project Sustainable Management of Fisheries in the GCLME Region, were identified
as being closely associated with the INIP. The main objective of this demonstration project was to
establish an ecosystem-wide fisheries monitoring, assessment and management system and fill
technical gaps in understanding the current status of fishery in the region.

The main task of the centre was to provide scientific and technical support for the sustainable
management, utilisation and protection of fisheries and other living marine resources of the GCLME
region. To fulfil so, it is primarily aimed at improving the structures and capacities of the sixteen
countries to deal with problems and issues, which occur across the national boundaries in order to
manage the ecosystem being managed as a whole.

The RAC was to provide scientific and technical support for addressing the challenges of integrated
management, use and protection of shared stocks; the sustainable use of the marine and coastal
resources of the GCLME countries and its environment; and improving the structures and capacities
of the countries to deal with problems and issues that occur as a response to natural and man-made
impacts on the ecosystem.

There are a number of activities and outputs of the INIP, since it was formed. Two sub-regional
workshops on the shared stock Sardinella between the Republics of Angola, Congo, RDC and
Gabon were held in 2006 and 2007. There was a working visit in 2008 to the countries of the Sub-
region that share the Sardinella stock. This was headed by the coordinator of the Regional Centre of
Activities of Fisheries. Three regional workshops, held in 2006, 2007, and 2009, were carried out
mainly to analyse the stomach content of several species of fish gathered on board of the R/V Dr.
Fridtjof Nansen in the coastal borders of Nigeria, Cameroon, Sao Tomé and Prince, Gabon, Congo
and Angola. A Sardinella Joint Survey was also carried out for assessing shared stock of Sardinella
among 4 countries: Angola, Congo, RD Congo, and Gabon.

A number of publications highlighting the function, activities and outputs of the INIP have also been
produced. These include a brochure describing the function of the RAC; the elaboration of the
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A-26.

A-27.

Angola Report of the Coastal and Marine Environment for the year 2006 submitted to the Regional
Coordination Unit in Accra, Ghana; the revision and update of the Angolan Coastal Profile document
(2008); translation of the Strategic Action Plan (SAP) into Portuguese to be signed by the Angolan
Ministers; and the preparation of the Angolan National Action Plan.

A fish wet lab was set up to host all fisheries activities at the regional level. The Regional Workshop
in Douala in 2009, assessed country inputs on its fisheries and the workshop proceedings were
published as the Fisheries Management Plans, A Guide to Formulation and Implementation. This
publication provides frameworks for the management of a variety of living resources once abundant
in the Gulf of Guinea area; actions being taken; what the stakeholders need to accomplish
immediately; and sets out strategic fisheries management objectives.

Based on past data and the region wide fish trawl and productivity surveys in 2005, 2006, 2007 and
2010, the GCLME project is able to provide insight to the extent of fishery depletion, the carrying
capacity of the ecosystem and maximum sustainable yields as well as shifts in biological diversity.
Based on these, a number of decisions have been taken during regional consultations organized by
the Regional Coordination Unit of the GCLME/Interim Guinea Current Commission. These include
licensing restrictions, enhanced national monitoring measures, and country fisheries management
plans.

Pollution

A-28.

A-29.

A-30.

A-31.

The UNIDO/GCLME Regional Activity Centre for Pollution Management was established by an
MOU between the GCLME Project and the Government of Imo State, Nigeria, in April 2006 and
commissioned on 28 November 2007. It is responsible for assessing and monitoring marine and
coastal pollution in the GCLME region and assisting member countries in obtaining pollution data,
analysis, conduct periodic specialized training, host quality control and quality assurance systems for
stake holders in the GCLME member countries. The centre is being hosted by the Imo State
Environmental Protection Agency (ISEPA) that has a standard Environmental Laboratory and is
involved in investigative scientific studies and general pollution control and monitoring activities
within and outside of the Imo State.

The focal point institution in Nigeria was asked to draw up criteria for the identification of the EIMS
and Pollution Centres but the project Director was subsequently informed that the centre in Owerri
had been created even though it did not meet all the criteria (such as location in a coastal state).

Equipment was supplied to the Centres in Nigeria including high value analytical equipment for the
Pollution Centre. The RCU learned in early 2011 that the gas chromatograph had never been
installed and at the time of the evaluatorsé
of problems that emerged during its extended storage. The Atomic Absorption Spectrophotometer
had also never been used due to a problem with the cooling unit.

A number of significant outputs in the area of pollution control have been achieved in the project
lifespan to date:

i Under the GCLME and in collaboration with the International Maritime Organization (IMO), a
regional oil/chemical spill contingency plan was updated and refined through consultations and
was adopted by all countries. A number of countries also progressed with their national plans.

i Regional consultations and activities were organized related to prevention of pollution from
shipping activities, Implementation of MARPOL 73/78; Port State Control; Marine Pollution
Preparedness and Response as well as Ballast Water Management and Port Reception
Facilities. As part of the GloBallast programme, a Regional Introductory Course in Ballast
Water Management was organised in Accra from March 31 to April 3, 2009 to build capacity in
the GCLME region in the management of alien species in ships ballast waters. These efforts
resulted in the establishment of a Port Reception facility for waste oil/water in Tema Harbour,
Ghana which can serve as demonstration facility.

1 In regard to pollution from Land Based Activities, industrial hotspots in the region were
identified and formed the basis for the preparation of a GIS based Regional pollution hotspots
map at the EIMS Centre in Lagos.

1 Sampling of industrial hotspots by National institutions was standardized, which provided
background for harmonizing national and regional effluent standards during 2009-2010.
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