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Project Identification Table

GEF project ID: 2129 IMIS number: GFL/2328-2732-4987

Focal Area(s): International Waters GEF OP #: 10

1, 2 & 3 (Innovative
demonstrations for; restoring

GEF Strategic biological diversity, reducing | GEF approval date:

Priority/Objective:

contaminants and addressing 2 August 2007
water scarcity)
Implementing Agency | UNEP Executing Agency UNIDO
Approval date: Nov 2007 First Disbursement: 06 Dec 2007
Actual start date: 17/11/2008 Planned duration: 60 months
Intended completion 31 October 2012 Actual or Expected 15 November 2013
date: completion date:
Project Type: FSP GEF Allocation: $5,388,200
PDF GEF cost: $626,400 PDF co-financing: -
Expec_tedl MSP/FSP Co-| $23,456,816 Total Cost: $29,471,416
financing:
Mid-term review/eval. 3%or 4" quarter 2011 Terminal Evaluation N/A
(planned date): (actual date):
Mid-term review/eval. July-December 2011 No. of revisions: None

(actual date):

Date of last Steering 07/2011

; P Date of last Revision*: N/A
Committee meeting:

- P s -
Disbursement as of 30 | $2 This needs to be provided Date of financial closure: N/A

June 2010 (UNEP): by the UNEP FMO.
Actual expenditures
Date of Completion: N/A reported as of 1 December US$ 2,331,215
2011
Tota_1| co-financing US$ 11,074,745 Actual expendnures Us$ FTHeseIResdis be
realized as of 30 June entered in IMIS as of 1 ided b
2010: December 2011: et bIEINERRRRO

At least US$100,000, but needs

Leveraged financing: confirmation

! Based on figures provided by the Regional Cootttinanit, which are based on what was reporteiti ip to 1 July 2011. However, it is not clear
whether this figure includes contributions whictoskl be classified as leveraged funds, and indeischot clear how much of these relate directly to
COAST Project activities, particularly in relatitmco-financing claimed for Nigeria.
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Executive Summary
Introduction

1. The full sized projecbemonstrating and Capturing Best Practices and Tfieldgies for the Reduction of Land-
sourced Impacts Resulting from Coastal Tourisma’s designed to (i) demonstrate the feasibilitgt application of
innovative approaches and techniques (globally gtedeBest Available Practices and Technologies P8BATS)
involving public-private partnerships at the lodalel to reduce tourism-related stresses on coastdl marine
environments within participating sub-Saharan Adniccountries, (ii) develop and implement mechanisiors
sustainable tourism governance and managemen); gésess and deliver training and capacity requargsn
emphasising an integrated approach to sustaineblgction in coastal ecosystem and environmentaladiegion; and
(iv) develop and implement information capturepinfiation processing and management mechanisms&rchation
dissemination. It also aims to contribute to susthie coastal livelihoods and poverty alleviatiantiese countries.
The Project objective is toDemonstrate best practice strategies for sustamaburism to reduce the degradation of
marine and coastal environments of transboundaggificance.

2. The Project was designed to be implemented oveyeab period. It officially started in November ZQQvith
an initial finishing date of November 2012, but doedelays did not begin operationally until Novean2008, and
consequently its finish date was extended to Nowwen2013. Key actors in the project are the impleimgnagency,
the UNEP; the executing agency, UNIDO, which esshleld a Regional Coordination Unit in Nairobi, Kanyhe
UNWTO who is a lead partner and subcontractor; ahd, governments of the 8 sub-Saharan Africa c@amtr
countries, namely Cameroon, The Gambia, Ghana, &eMozambique, Nigeria, Senegal, and Tanzania with
Seychelles contributing as a ninth country throagparallel GEF Project (UNDP-GEF Mainstreaming Biedsity
project). Lead Agency of each country, usually Misistry of Environment, is sub-contracted by UNID®carry out
national activities, and nominates two nationald&deoints (FPs), who are high-level individualse arach from the
ministries of environment and tourism. These assisted by a Demo Project Coordinator (DPCs), whipsh
coordinate activities with local Demo Site Managem@ommittees (DSMCs) to deliver project activitatsthe local
level.

3. The overall project budget at submission to GEF gonject implementation was US$ 29,417,416. This
comprised a GEF grant of US$ 5,388,200 (givinglt&&F financing with the PDF-B funds of US$ 6,0180% and
co-financing of US$ 23,456,816 (giving a total @wafhcing with PDF-B funds of US$ 24,006,816). Exgiaure on the
GEF financing as of December 2011 was US$ 2,331,215 corresponding.8948f the GEF project financifg

4. The Mid Term Evaluation (MTE) was undertaken twal @anhalf years into implementation (taken to bévatr
of the RPC in Nairobi), and 22 months after adaptbthe Inception Report by the Project Steerimgn@ittee (PSC)
and ran from July to December 2011. The key questfor the MTE revolved around the status of dejiva project
results, whether the Project can realistically echiits intended objective, outcomes and outputiinvithe time
remaining (by Nov 2013), and if not what can re&aly be achieved in each country in the time agrmg. Of
particular concern for the MTE was whether the capaand institutional arrangements of each partrganization,
including the UN agencies involved, was adequatsufaport the timely execution of project activifiesid how this
aspect could be improved. Progress towards the&tropjective and outcomes is addressed in Pagction A of this
Report while explanatory factors and challengesadFessed in Part Il Section C.

Findings and Conclusions

5. The overall rating obnsatisfactoryon ‘Attainment of project objectives and planneduits’ (Part Il Section A)
reflects the low efficiency of the Project due toe tsignificant delays that have afflicted the Pebjeince
implementation began (occurring at a number oflteaed for a variety of reasons), and evidencedbggests that the
COAST Project ishighly unlikely to fully deliver on its current objective and ooimees within its present timeframe
and form.

6. In terms of challenges that have affected perfogeathe COAST Project has been handicapped by B poo
original design, with a wide spread of countriesoas West and East Africa, too many activities detho sites, a
complex project management and administration stradnvolving interconnected global, regional,ioaal and local
decision-making bodies and three UN agencies, amthtively small GEF budget. Overall, the origidakign was too
large, confusing and lacked coherence. Attemptseweade during the inception stage to address thiswere
insufficient. It is alschighly unlikely that the Project can achieve its desired long-tenmact of reducing levels of
pollution, contamination and environmental degraxtatiue to tourism in its target sub-Saharan Africauntries.

2 These figures are from UNIDO, rather than UNEP.
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7. Insufficient capacity has been a significant prabl®r the Project, combined with limited engagemefthe
Project at the national level, partly as a restiloe motivation of the FPs, and inadequate ledaprand management
input by UNIDO/RCU (including its Country Officesé3ks in the region). The high turnover of projeetspnnel,
notably the national FPs, has not helped understgrahd communication of project aims or deliveapd the poor
involvement of the local DSMCs in decision-makiragshed to low ownership of the Project at the ldeat| and raises
concerns about the impact and sustainability ofgetaesults. Almost all of the project actors tioral partners, RCU,
UNIDO, UNWTO, UNEP - expressed dissatisfaction witlanagement and administrative aspects of the &®yoje
which have generated significant operational delaysr contracts and payments which has aggravatkedians
amongst many actors, and UNWTO should have beeimtgxecuting Agency.

8. There continues to be a lack of clarity over thrasabf the COAST Project, even amongst key projecsgnnel
including many national FPs (most people intervig\lg the MTE believed the COAST Project is a tauri poverty
alleviation project rather than addressing envirental aims). There has also been, as yet, no stegtegy and plan
for how project results will be integrated into tism sector policy and practice. The MTE also haiscerns over the
reporting and delivery of co-financing pledged bgjpct partners and there appears to be a signifiaortfall at the
MTE stage.

9. The overall rating for this project based on thaleation findings isModerately Unsatisfactoryalthough the
International Consultant considers the COAST Ptaditle below this rating, based on his experenf other MTEs.
The ratings in Table 1 reflect consideration of fak set of issues characterising or affectingjgco performance,
impact and sustainability that are discussed im IPaf this report.

10. The option to recommend closing the project wassictamed in view of the challenges to date (undete@on

Al and A3), many of which continue, the substaniiis to achieving a satisfactory outcome assediatith limited

ownership and national motivation (Criterion E) asslies over the implementation approach (CritedpnHowever,
the MTE believes that there is potential to sulittiy improve this rating and to reach a Satiséagtrating by end of
project if a number of changes are made.

Table 1: Summary of MTE ratings

Criterion Rating
A. Attainment of project objectives and results Unsatisfactory

2. Relevance

B. Sustainability of project outcomes

Moderately Satisfactory

Moderately Unlikely

1. Financial

Moderately Likely

2. Socio-political

Moderately Unlikely

3. Institutional framework

Moderately Likely

4. Environmental

Moderately Likely

C. Catalytic role

Moderately Satisfactory

D. Stakeholders involvement

F. Achievement of outputs and activities

Moderately Satisfactory

Moderately Unsatisfactory

G. Preparation and readiness

Moderately Unsatisfactory

|. Financial planning and management Moderately Unsatisfactory

3. Budgeting and funding for M&E activities

Moderately Satisfactory

K. UNEP & UN Partners Supervision and backstopping

Moderately Unsatisfactory

1. UNEP

3. UNWTO

Moderately Satisfactory

Satisfactory

Recommendations

11. The following recommendations address issues #wpiire a decision to be taken by the PSC and/oDdNI
and UNEP. The MTE did consider the alternativeesiclg down the Project — in view of the consistgmbr delivery
on the project, the challenges to date (under @iteAl and A3 in Table 1), many of which contintlee substantial

9
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risks to achieving a satisfactory outcome assatiatieh limited ownership and national motivationrig€rion E) and
issues over the implementation approach (Critertdp However, the MTE believes that if the following
recommendations are implemented than the Projdcbeiiable to deliver on some of its original aiarsd important
meaningful results by the end of the project. Treme 9 main recommendations each of which is bra@mn into
component recommendations.

12. Recommendation 1 - Revise project strategy, objeo#, outcomes and logframe and M&E systemThe

Project is too complex and ambitious for its GEEldet and co-financing, and the long Project Docunaen set of
three separate sets of logframes do not help utadhgling and have handicapped delivery of the Prgad M&E.

Consequently, the Project needs to: review andseethie project strategy and produce a single, mainerent project
logframe, with a reworded Project Objective to it initial mainstreaming activities as set ouPhoject Document,
and set of SMART indicators and realistic targetsd a redesigned project M&E system. A simpleronrefilated
project strategy and annotated logframe are prapdseAnnex 10. Essentially, the proposed revisewitagy

(re)focuses on 1) identifying appropriate BAPs/BAd@sd 2) mainstreaming them into tourism sector gsses
(policies, regulations, plans, programmes, etc)e Rroject’'s capacity building and awareness am#viire then
orientated to delivering these two elements with dluitcome that sustainable tourism governance amhgement is
strengthened.

13.  Recommendation 2 - Reduce the scope and ambition GOAST Project to fit with reality. There are now
only two years left before the end of the Projed asufficient time to complete all Project adiies. In addition, a
significant part of the Project’s budget has begens (with few concrete results). Even with reuvisiaf the project
strategy (Recommendation 1) it will be necessargutosome activities and possibly some countriesriter to ensure
that the Project delivers some meaningful resu@ensequently, it is recommended that the Progitify activities
sets that can be cut in those countries and aettiemo sites which have not been performing, ahdipder review
others that are considered unlikely to deliver iteseefore end of project.

14. Recommendation 3 — Strengthen review of BAPs/BATsnd linkage with activities at demo sites.The
global Review of BATPs/BATs is weak, does not pdevisufficient guidance on what should be testethatdemo
sites, and the ST-EP programme is not identifiech dbest practice’. Consequently, there has beeakwakage
between the Review and activities developed ati#mo sites. It is recommended to strengthen thialiReview with
more specific guidance for the demo sites, and ghhtief review of the benefits to biodiversity fiothe ST-EP
programme approach.

15. Recommendation 4 — Improve ownership, delivery andustainability of project activities at demo site.

There is relatively low ownership of the Projectivities at the demo site level, and there a lacklarity, a framework
and agreement for what EMS and reef recreation gemant activities should be undertaken at the dsiteo

(ecotourism is being implementing through ST-EPjgmis), and there has been confusion over proptgedrated

Coastal Zone Management (ICZM) planning activitiésnix of recommendations is suggested to addfessetissues
including: developing EMS and reef recreation petgehrough a similar participatory approach ta thadertaken for
the ST-EP projects, with a clear ‘project brieft #ach project; amending the TORs for both the @GRE& DSMCs to
give greater decision-making authority to the DSM@wdertaking a study to determine the financiats@nd benefits
of elements of the EMS, ecotourism and reef remeabanagement models being piloted and any ecanoroéntives

to promote their uptake; and cutting future ICZMities from the Project.

16. Recommendation 5 - Improve communication and facilate mainstreaming of project results. Public
awareness of the Project’s aims is low, even amrmoost key stakeholders, suggesting the focus oPtbgct has been
lost to some extent. There is also no proceduredpturing the results and lesson learning froting BAPs/BATSs at
the demo sites, which is worrying, given this isdamonstration’ project. Key recommendations aredevelop a
detailed Project Communication and Mainstreamirrgt8gy and Plan (CMSP); produce a revised 20-3@ fagject
brief' that acts as the technical reference sofimcehe Project; develop a framework for capturgxperiences and
lessons learned from Project; and identify oppatiemto mainstream COAST Project results intottheism sector in
partner countries.

17. Recommendation 6 — Provide and build capacity to eble stakeholders to fully participate in COAST
Project. Low capacity across the Project has negativelyactgr delivery. Training Needs Analyses were uiadtert
during the first year, but do not precisely refledtat is needed in terms of delivery of the subvtbgrojects at demo
sites. Key recommendations are to: undertake cypaeeds assessments for delivery of the indiviguajlect elements
at demo sites (building on the TNAs) and delivdevant training courses; and identify capacity rsetml facilitate
mainstreaming of project results into national @gliregulatory and planning processes, and deloagacity
building/training programmes.

18. Recommendation 7 — Clarify and document all co-finacing and leveraged fundsLevels of co-financing are
still not clear and need to be re-confirmed. Caiiicing also needs to be reassessed in light of MAi&

10
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recommendations, as cutting some activities andiplyscountries will impact sources of co-financifg addition,
additional leveraged funds need to be fully calmdaand documented.

19. Recommendation 8 — Strengthen management, administtion and project oversight. A wide variety of
issues were identified related to project managénesministration and oversight. The key recomméada aim to
address them include: UNWTO and Ministry of Tourishould take the lead on mainstreaming activiti@st¢ome 2,
under revised project structure) with TORs of TenriFP revised, whereas the UNIDO and Ministry ofiomment
takes responsibility for delivery of the demo puoge (Outcome 1); review and renew the current dapand
experience/skills mix of the RCU to deliver thetrestured Project within the next two years; natioNIDO
COs/Desks should provide more direct support thegeRr (particularly facilitating transfer of funds demo site and
requests for payments); examine the options foatgreuse of volunteers to provide support at deites;sand host an
‘Extraordinary Steering Committee Meeting’ shoule eld in April 2012 to present, discuss and apprine MTE
recommendations, including cuts to activities, desitv@s and countries.

20. Recommendation 9 — Approve project extension of 62Lmonths. Even with the smaller, more streamlined
structure, suggested under Recommendation 1, sbthe ®roject’s activities cannot be completed initthe current
time frame as they are dependent on other reseitgytdelivered first. Consequently, there is arctesed for a 6-12
month project extension taking the end of projeatedo between May - November 2014. Recommendato®go:
develop a detailed proposal for a project extensfofr12 months based on a realistic workplan &vised budget for
delivery of the demonstration projects and intagrabf project results into national tourism poliepd planning
forums, based on the restructured (MTE recommenpegjct; submit proposal to thExtraordinary PSC meeting’
(4™ for comments and approval; depending on decidimmalize project extension and revised budgeh wiNIDO
and UNEP, and revise contracts with country pastremd consultants delivering the EMS, ecotourisd ezef
recreation management sub-themes.

Lessons learned

21. Inview of the relatively early stage in projectglementation, there are few lessons and theseaggely based
on straightforward issues that have emerged retatpdoject design, co-financing and payment tggmtopersonnel.

22. The main lessons learned are: ‘a badly designe@girieads to operational problems during impleragon’;
‘projects with many and unclear objectives andvite¢s are unlikely to deliver well’; ‘budgets neéadl be based on
reality and not optimism’; ‘letters of commitmembfn Governments and other project partners nedx teenewed at
the inception phase especially when there is aenebetd period (e.g. more than two years) between GIEP approval
and the effective start of project implementatigfuring the development of the budget for GEF gty is to work
with national GEF Focal Points to ensure that them clear understanding of the nature of fundingilable for staff
remuneration in order to manage expectations flmroutset of the project and, where appropriatbutial allowances
into national co-financing in order to be in harmarith other development partners’ practices.
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I. Evaluation Background
A. Context

23. Coastal states in sub-Saharan Africa are home ¢o 485 million people (2005 figure) and many anectly

dependent on marine and coastal resources andgbati@l goods and services they provide. The COR®ject was
developed within the context of growing concernsutuncontrolled and destructive tourism developnadong these
coasts. Sub-Saharan Africa contains 32 coast&ssfatit of a total of 44 states) bordering bothAtantic and Indian
Ocean, with a combined coastal length that excd&800 km and offers enormous potential for coatatism

development. The ecosystems resources shared bg tmeintries are encompassed by five distinct Ldlgene

Ecosystems (LMEs), all of which are recognizedmapdrtant for their globally significant marine diséy and high
productivity, with rich fishery resources, oil agds reserves, precious minerals, and their poteotidourism. The
marine and coastal ecosystems in this region stigpdiverse complex of productive habitats, suctt@sl reefs,
seagrass meadows, mangrove forests, estuariesl@dplain swamps and several major coastal upvgelob-
ecosystems that are ranked among the most produmiastal and offshore waters in the world.

24. Tourism is presently one of the most dynamic arsteft economic growth sectors around the world, and
countries within sub-Saharan Africa are increagirigining to tourism as a viable option to accdketheir economic
growth and address poverty reduction goals thrawghisms contribution to generating incomes, inwvestt, jobs,
social welfare, external debt reduction, and enagimg economic diversification. Unfortunately, mumhthe tourism
development activity in the coastal environmentthgse countries over the last few decades hasdream by short-
term economic gains at the expense of the livingmeaesources and the environment, which has bracerbated in
the absence of careful planning, regulation andirenmental management practices. For instance, ewttie
sustainability of the tourism industry itself dedenon a clean and attractive environment (pollutedches and
degradation of coastal zones reduces the “attexudss” of affected areas as a tourist destinatamibs results in
declining visitor arrivals and revenues), thera tendency for many hotel developers to ignorerenmental concerns
and focus on short-term profitabilttyparticularly in the absence of legally enforceabhvironmental standards and
consumer pressure, and there are particular cama@out pollution and contamination originatingnirdourism-
related sources with related high volumes of wastglitter. The expansion of coastal tourism has aften resulted in
uncontrolled migration adding to increased densitiuman coastal populations as well as to disionatin the social
fabric of many communitiés

25. The COAST Project is being implemented in nine Sabaran African countries (Cameroon, The Gambia,
Ghana, Kenya, Mozambique, Nigeria Senegal, Seyeheadhd Tanzania), which are at various level®aigconomic
development and all have attractive and varied tabagsources that support high levels of globafhportant
biodiversity, such as coral reefs and mangroved have considerable coastal tourism potentialdmes cases already
contributes a significant portion of export sergiead GDP, e.g. Seychelles).

26. Coastal tourism in these countries has developeiiffatent rates, but typically development hasgoessed in
anad hoc,un-planned and uncontrolled manner. In additiorati of, or inadequate, solid and liquid wastatmeent
infrastructure and management, uncontrolled watersemption, the positioning of tourism developmeintclose
proximity to sensitive biological areas, controlwiitor numbers and activities in environmentalnsitive areas and
the regulation and/or control of other tourism-tethactivities based on the coastal and mariner@mvient, such as
diving, snorkelling, fishing and yachting (e.g. hoc damage and physical breakages by divers/sierkehave also
highlighted as threats for these countries (Prdpmstument and other PDF-B phase background docwnent

27.  Prior to the Project, all nine countries had redoegh the need to plan and sustainably manage ¢bastal and
marine environment and resources, and were partglevant regional and international conventionstghly the
Abidjan and Nairobi conventions on the developmemd protection of the coastal and marine envirorimént the
line ministries responsible for addressing theseds — ministries of environment and tourism - éatckhe required
tools, capacity and financial resources.

3 This was directly encountered during MTE interviewith three hotel managers who stated that ‘thegonent’ was responsible for cleaning up
the beach in front of their hotel, even if theilegts had been partly responsible for its state;iaeés not the role of the private sector’.

“ As the project Document points out, local comniesibften lack adequate business skills to copetiiadestricts their ability to participate in the
benefits from tourism, which results in resentmafourists and the tourism sector by locals. Iditoh, the lack of local community participation
leads conflicts of interest between resource usstsicted public access to beaches for recreatimhloss of livelihoods through loss of convenient
fish landing sites.
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B. Evaluation approach, objectives, scope and meldiogy

28. According to GEF monitoring and evaluation poligiasd in line with the UNEP Evaluation Poficgnd the

UNEP Evaluation Manu§) all full-sized GEF-funded projects must undergo a-teith evaluation (MTE), half way
through project implementation. The MTE seeks ttedrine whether the project is on-track, promoteoaatability

for the achievement of GEF objectives through theeasment of project performance and results ® (daterms of

relevance, effectiveness and efficiency), idertifahallenges and risks to achievement of the prajbectives, and
derives corrective actions needed to achieve maxiimmpact and sustainability of project resultsadtdition, the MTE

is expected to promote learning, feedback and kedgéd through sharing of results and lessons leanethgst GEF
and its partners.

29.  With this in mind, a MTE of the project entitléBemonstrating and Capturing Best Practices andritdobies
for the Reduction of Land-sourced Impacts Resulfirgn Coastal Tourism’ (short title ‘COAST Projeet'was
initiated by the Evaluation Office of UNEP as th&Implementation Agency to assess the actual peeioce and
results of the Project against the planned prajetivities and outputs, at the regional, natioaat] local levels.

30. The MTE assessed the Project with respect to anmimi set of GEF and UNEP evaluation criteria grouiped
four categories:

i Attainment of objectives and planned resyltghich comprises the assessment of outputs adhieekevance,
effectiveness and efficiency and the review of omotes towards impacts;

ii. Sustainability and catalytic role which focuses on financial, socio-political, ihgional and ecological
factors affecting sustainability of project outc@nand also assesses efforts and achievementsnis &
replication and up-scaling of project lessons amoldgpractices;

Processes affecting attainment of project resultashich covers project preparation and readiness,
implementation approach and management, stakehgh@deticipation and public awareness, country
ownership/driven-ness, project finance, UNEP supiEm and backstopping, and project monitoring and

evaluation systems; and
iv. Complementarity with UNEP strategies and programmes

31. In addition, because of concerns over the poowelsfiof project results, the MTE was asked to fozns set of
key project specific questions (see MTE Terms of Refeeein Annex 1), which help guided the overall se@md
framework of the evaluation. These included:

* What are the key challenges to project implemeonati

« Can the project realistically achieve its intendégectives, outcome and outputs within the timeaiging (by
Nov 2013)? In the current context, what can reahdly be achieved in each country in the time rigning to
the project?

e In particular, what is the status of the demoni&tnaprojects and can these be delivered under tinesrt
arrangements?

* Is the project in a position to achieve its targetspelled out in its M&E Logical Framework? Whativities
should be prioritized so that the main outputs alnjéctives can still be achieved in a timely mafner

» Is the capacity and institutional arrangements aafhepartner organization at the national level adég)to
support the timely execution of the demonstrationjgets within the remaining time frame? If notwhoan
this aspect be improved?

¢ Is the operational, managerial and administrativepsrt deployed by UNIDO to support the countryelev
demonstration projects adequate to the task at‘hand

* What are the main issues underlying the significktays incurred so far in project execution? Haw these
issues be addressed within the limits of existegpurces and within the project timeframe?

e Can the project ensure the completion, wide dissatitin and adoption of proposed measures and fdans
the sustainable development of costal tourisméntdéinget countries and areas?

* Is the project in a position to develop and supploet uptake of the intended highly innovative picast in
coastal tourism? How innovative are these ‘prastinecoastal tourism’?

* What is the likely expected impact of the projecthe current context?

32. The MTE rated various project achievements, aslddtan the Annex 2 of the MTE Terms of referent®R,
see Annex 1), according to the GEF project revietenia, using the ratings of Highly SatisfactoryS), Satisfactory
(S), Marginally Satisfactory (MS), Marginally Ungsdactory (MU), Unsatisfactory (U), Highly Unsatigftory (HU)
and Not Applicable (NA).

S http://www. unep.org/eou/StandardsPolicyandPrastig’l EPEvaluationPolicy/tabid/3050/language/en-U $#Dit.aspx
8 http://www.unep.org/eou/StandardsPolicyandPrastigil EPEvaluationManual/tabid/2314/language/en-UgDleaspx
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33. The MTE employed a variety of methods including:

e Semi-structured interviews using questionnaires with key project individuals, partners, stakehodde
consultants and project beneficiaries, mostly thhodace-to-face meetings, or via skype and telephon
(skype/telephone interviews were largely held irgst, September and late December 2011);

e Missionsto Senegal (16-24 July 2011), The Gambia (24-u@ Jand Kenya (22 November to 13 December
2011), withfield visits to five of the COAST Project's demonstration sifdemo sites) in these countries
(Saly and Ngasobil in Senegal, Kartong and Dentddd® in The Gambia, and Watamu in Kenya), but also
with face-to-face interviews with representativestite three Demostration Site Management Committees
(DSMCs) from Tanzania (Bagamoyo, Kinondoni and ldfiland) while they were attending a workshop in
Watamu, Kenya (23-25 November 2018nd details of the itineraries of the MTE missiare given in
Annex 2;

« Attendance at the COAST Project’s 8 Steering Committee Meeting(SCM) held in Saly, Senegal in late
July 2011, which also allowed face-to-face intemsewnith several national Focal Points (FPs) of ¢oes that
could not be visited (Cameroon, Mozambique, Nigefianzania, although no intensive interviews whh t
latter), and other project partners such as UNWR@WNIDO staff;

* A review of relevant project documentationprovided by UNEP-GEF, UNIDO, the COAST Projecffstas
well as documents obtained from the internet, idiclg the Project Document, Project Implementati@eviBw
(PIR) reports, demo site reports, budgets, workglaBack to the Office Reports (BTORs) and other
monitoring reports, Project Steering Committee (P&@eting (referred to in project literature as SGM
minutes, and other relevant correspondence anchuamtation related to project outputs, posted orptbgect
website fittp://coast.iwlearn.oryy/and received from other relevant parties (alfsilgiven in Annex 3);

* In-depth analysisandinterpretation of data collected following the missions.

34. Interviews were held with more than 110 people frtma UNEP (project and financial management staff
including current and former UNEP Task Managers BBNW Portfolio Manager, and Fund Management Offine
Nairobi), UNIDO (staff at headquarters in Viennadaseveral Country Offices/Desks), staff at the RBeal
Coordination Unit (RCU) in Nairobi, Kenya, most ioaial Focal Points (at both the ministries of eaminent and
tourism), several of the lead contractors (e.g. UMYV sustainable tourism consultants, EcoAfrica)yesal
Demonstration Project Coordinators (DPC) and membea number of Demo Site Management Committe&M0D)
and other relevant local stakeholders. A full ifthose interviewed is given in Annex 4.

35. The COAST Project MTE also draws on the result$efMTE of the UNDP-GEF ‘Mainstreaming biodiversity
management into production sector activities’ Rioje the Seychelles (hereafter Seychelles MBD d@itpj which was
led by the same International Consultant, duringt&aber and October 2011. This is the ‘sister’gubfo the COAST
Project with some common activities, including desication sites and exchange of lessons learnee.tdirism
element of the UNDP-GEF MBD Project represents rif@n contribution of Seychelles to the COAST Prbjec
Participation of the International Consultant i tITE for the MBD project allowed an additional twlemo sites
(Constance Ephelia Hotel and Denis Island) to sessed and results included in the COAST ProjedEMT

36. The MTE adopted a participatory approach in whicterviewees were encouraged to discuss (among other
things) their own experiences of the COAST Projedtat impact it had made on their own lives and mamity or
organization, what they felt had been its succeasesfailures to dafeand what needed to be changed to strengthen
delivery of the Project objective. Throughout thealaation, particular attention was paid to recogdindividual
stakeholders’ viewsand it was also explained that the purpose ofMA& was not to judge performance in order to
apportion credit or blame but to determine waysirbprove implementation to ensure the Project’'s essful
conclusion and to gather lessons for the wider GBftext. Wherever possible, information collecteas cross-
checked between various sources to ascertain itacityg particularly if there were conflicting clas. The
confidentiality of all interviews was stressed.

37. The MTE was originally due to begin in January 20Hawever, as it was not possible to assess amyfisant

progress at the local level at this time, as nafigrartners were still at the inception stagesheirtplanned work,
UNEP and UNIDO took a joint decision to delay th@®by 6-9 months. The MTE missions and data gatlyeriere
conducted over a period of 43 days between lateahd mid December 2010 by a single internationabkaltant (no
national consultants were contracted to supporMME). It was carried out over a number of month®ider to allow

" There were insufficient funds to visit all coussiand demo sites within the MTE budget. These tdesfsites were selected by the UNEP
Evaluation Office, in coordination with UNEP, UNID&hd the RCU, giving due consideration to costetiffeness, budget and time factors as well
as the need for an adequate and representativéestmmgupport the findings of the evaluation.

8 Such questioning often reveals less tangible litsnafid impacts that are not identified within anstard GEF project M&E system heavily reliant
on logframe indicators, but which can nevertheleesimportant to stakeholders, useful for improvipmpject partnerships, and essential for
delivering project with real sustainable and meghihimpacts.

9 Different participants in a project often haveyveifferent ideas on what constitutes success aiaré. Local people’s views are no less important
than those of a Minister, and it was important tilatelevant beneficiaries or stakeholders hadfh@ortunity to participate in the MTE.
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time to visit several demonstration site projectd attendance of the International Consultant @atZhPSC meeting
held in Saly, Senegal in July 2011, and accommoti@dnternational Consultant’'s contract to undertthe UNDP-
GEF MTE for the MBD Project, in Seychelles.

38. A briefing on the preliminary findings and recomrdations of the MTE was given at the Regional
Coordination Unit (RCU) to the COAST Project teddNEP staff, representatives from UNIDO headquartei®) in
Vienna and the UNIDO Kenya Country Office on™Becember 2011, immediately prior to the departir¢he
International Consultant from Kenya, and a copg @7-page ‘Interim Report’ (both written documentl&@owerpoint
presentation) with initial findings and preliminalgcommendations was left with the RCU. Feedbackheninterim
Report from UNEP, UNIDO and national and local stadders was provided to the International Conatl(kC) on
10 February 2012. A draft MTE Report was producadlé March 2012 and the Final Report was compleféest
receipt of comments from project stakeholders, doated by the UNEP Evaluation Office in Nairobi 85 April
2012.

39. As with the majority of evaluations, the main liatibns for this MTE were the time and resourceslaivie to
collect and analyze data, and not everyone condettih the COAST Project could be interviewed (altgh some
people were interviewed more than once). TherefeeeM TE represents a sample of all possible stdkers although
most of the key individuals were interviewed ameijaresentative number of demo sites were visited.

C. The COAST Project

1. Background and rationale

40. The COAST Project has had a long and slow evolutidme Project originates from the 2002 Cape Town
Declaration on Responsible Tourism in Destinatiovisich affirmed the commitments of African lead&ssstrengthen
cooperation through the relevant existing global eggional agreements, programmes and institutioredhanisms,
including the UNEP Global Program of Action for tiReotection of the Marine Environment from Land 8ds
Activities (UNEP-GPA/LBA®), and through the coordinating framework of theididn and Nairobi Conventiofs
This resulted in a UNEP-GEF Medium Sized ProjecS@) entitled theDevelopment and Protection of the Coastal
and Marine Environment in Sub-Saharan Aftjeammmonly referred to as the ‘African Process’.

41. During the UNEP-GEF MSP, a portfolio of 19 FramekvBroposals were developed to address a broad cdnge
priority issues, including four interrelated proplssthat addressed coastal tourism:

« Development of Sustainable Coastal ToufsRolicies & Strategies;

* Promoting environmental sustainability within treutism industry through implementation of an ecdifieation
and labeling pilot programme for hotels;

* Preparation of National Ecotourism Policies/Stragegnd Identification of Pilot Projects for Implemation;

» Pilot Measures to demonstrate best practice ingsliithg Environmental Impacts of Tourism-Reef retioea
management.

42. These proposals were endorsed by (among others)Aftiean Union’s New Partnership for Africa’s
Development (NEPAD) Thematic Group on Coastal, Karand Freshwater Ecosystems meeting held in Fgbrua
2003 in Abuja, Nigeria, and formed the basis f@ BDF-B phase of the COAST Project and subseqeeiapment

of a full-sized GEF project.

43. The COAST Project entered the Global Environmentilfda (GEF) pipeline on 16 June 2003, a Project
Development facility (the PDF-B phase) grant wapraped on 7 January 2004 and the design and plgrptiase
(PDF-B) lasted from late 2004 to March 2006, wheanroject was endorsed by UNEP for financing e@&EF.

1 The UNEP Global Program of Action for the Protestof the Marine Environment from Land Based Aciias (UNEP GPA/LBA) recognizes that
the main cause of degradation of the marine enwigont is due to land-based activities including nibation and coastal development. It provides a
framework for action, and targets activities toldeith all land-based impacts upon the marine emvinent (sewage, persistent organic pollutants,
radioactive substances, heavy metals, oils (hydboces), nutrients, sediment mobilization, littendathe physical alteration and destruction of
habitats).

* hitp://www.unep.org/abidjanconventioandhttp://www.unep.org/nairobiconvention/

2 Sustainable Tourismrefers to a level of tourism activity that canrbaintained over the long term because it resultsriet benefit for the social,
economic, natural and cultural environments of dhea in which it takes place, (ICOMOS, ICTC, 20@2y, socio-cultural and environmental
impacts are neither permanent nor irreversible.
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44. The Project received GEF CEO endorsement on 2ndugtu2007 as a Full-sized Project under Operational
Programme 10 (Contaminarlts)and as part of International Waters StrategiorRiés 1, 2 & 3 (innovative
demonstrations for; restoring biological diversitgducing contaminants and addressing water sgpmitthe GEF
Business Plan. UNEP acting as the Implementing dgemd UNIDO as the Executing Agency, signed thgjeRt
Document (Pro Doc) in November 2667nd first disbursement was offf ®ecember 2007. However, it took a
considerable period to recruit a Regional Projezbr@inator (RPC, also called the CTA of Technicabfglinator in
some project documentation), and the COAST Prajethot formally start until nearly a year later b November
2008, with the arrival of the RPC in Nairbbi During the last week of November 2008, UNIDO dsWTO
representatives met in Nairobi in order to estabdisvork plan for the inception phase. During tbkéofving 8-month
inception phase the Project’'s Regional Coordinatimit (RCU) and Office were established, equipmamd furniture
purchased, and a Project secretary recruited. deption period culminated in an Inception Workshog £ Project
Steering Committee Meeting, held in Bilene, Mozaauigi, on 13-14 July 2009.

45. Initially, the COAST Project was planned to run & months with a completion date of 31 October2®lit
the PIR for 2011 gives a revised end of projeceds 15 November 2013. The MTE understands thisdeas to
reflect the delay over the recruitment of the RPChis decision was formally agreed at th® RSC meeting
(documented in Outcome Report doc Final Versior93@9, item 5 which states “The RCU after considtatvith
UNEP is proposing the project ends in November 20%s is being formally requested during this SQWNIDO
Project Manager). All members of the SCM agreedh wits proposal.”).

2. Concept and Design

Concept and strategy

46. The COAST Project was originally designed to resptncauses of environmental degradation associaited
tourism development in selected sub-Saharan Afritates that threaten coastal and marine habitatsspecies of
international importance, such as mangroves, marirttes, and many species of migratory birds ie thgion. A
lengthy and detailed analysis of the threats tomeaand coastal habitats in the participating caoestis given in the
Project Document, where the principal ones ideadifare:

« Damage from Tourism Related Pollution and Contationa
« Direct Destruction and Degradation of Coastal aratiive Ecosystems; and
¢ Unsustainable Use of Natural Resources by the Sou8ector.

47.  The Project Document lists the principal barriershte adoption of a more sustainable approachuiesto that
would mitigate land-based impacts and contaminasits

 Inadequate institutional arrangements and pooossatoordination;

* Fragmented and uncoordinated legislation, poliay management approaches;

» Absence of comprehensive baselines data on whifiriio policy and management decisions;

» Inadequately trained and insufficient human resesirc

» Limited access to information and case studies est bvailable practices and technologies for suaide
tourism;

» Limited or absent awareness of value of ecosystemetions and services to tourism and to all sectdrs
governance and society;

» Lack of effective protection or effective managemarenvironmentally sensitive areas and landscapes

48. The COAST Project aims to address these threat®eertome these barriers through adapting, demnatimgir
and adoption of ‘best practice’ strategies andstéal sustainable tourism that can reduce the dagjen of marine and
coastal environments of trans-boundary significalteis adoption of these practices would directirersgthen
sustainable tourism governance and managementgs@o®l practice). Specific areas to be addressedgth the
COAST Project are: Environmental Management Syst@EMS) and voluntary eco-certification and labedlireco-
tourism to alleviate poverty through sustainabkerahtive livelihoods and to generate revenuescéorservation of
biodiversity; and reef recreation management fer ¢cbnservation of coastal and marine biodiversityie Project’s
main strategy is to test and adapt various EMStoecsm and reef recreation management approaekbstlogies

2t also contributes to OP9 (integrated land antewamanagement) and OP2 (biodiversity in marinecastal ecosystems).

4 Project endorsement from the participating Goveamisiwas reflected in their endorsement lette@066 (listed in the Project Document) thereby
negating the need for them to sign the Project Desu.

%5 Although the agreement between UNEP and UNIDO awtisated in November 2007, the delay over recresithof the RC meant that there was
nearly a 3-year ‘gap’ between PDF-B and projectiémentation.

® UNEP commented that ‘the decision was also baserange of other management considerations iimgutie quite apparent overall delay in all
aspects of project delivery...accrued also afterd¢iceuitment of the RPC.’
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that are recognised as ‘best practice’ internatipn@ the sub-Saharan Africa context and show hmarism
development can be done in such a way as to bemfionly local communities and businesses butibérdity and
with much reduced environmental impacts. The ma@iverable from the COAST Project at the natideaél will be
in the form of guidelines, mechanisms/strategiastanls for policy and regulatory reforms that wéduce land-based
and anthropogenic impacts from coastal tourismetbged through a variety of project activities urdihg testing and
piloting these Best Available Practices (BAPs) @®bt Available Technologies (BATs) at a number afetully
selected demonstration sites, and through assessmdnrecommendations of other ways to strengthisitamable
tourism governance and management (which the BA®E#Bwill feed into). At the site level, the Projesill produce
practical advice and models for how individual isor enterprises, e.g. hotels, tour agencies, cdunceetheir impact
on the environment. Every participating countnaiso to receive targeted training and capacityding to suit their
specific requirements, with a particular focus oflaborative resource management mechanisms.

49.  According to the Project Document, there were tthbee overall ‘indicators of success’ for the Bobj

i Adoption by the participating countries of sustaileatourism management and development policies and
strategies that clearly reflect the Africa Procesgectives and those of GEF, with a particular foan
reduced land-based sources of pollution.

ii. A noticeable reduction in environmental stress hie toastal and offshore environments as a result of
unsustainable tourism, which will be confirmed thgh measurable target indicators to be definec:pentry
at implementation (e.g. water quality, critical habdistribution, ‘hotspot changes’ and/or speciesnbers,
energy/water consumption per head, number of tqeraiors implementing EMS, visitor awareness on
critical environmental issues, etc).

iii. Improvement of benefits from tourism to host comitias e.g. through enhanced alternative livelihgaasl
secured access and landing rights.

50. In terms of specific weaknesses, the Project'sesssais particularly wedk and confused (see paragraph 294),
and indeed there were three separate sets of togfravithin the Project — one for the overall prbje&nnex B of
Project Document), one for the three ‘thematic sirdanvironmental management systems, ecotouristh raef
recreation management, Appendix A of Project Doaujpeand, apparently, individual logframes for each
demonstration site (these were supposedly includefippendix A of the Project Document, but not hretversion
supplied to the MTE). It has never been clear hmegé¢ three levels relate and interact with eacéroth

51. Another serious weakness in project design relatdbe national demonstration sites. These werarapply
chosen through national consultation processef@bdsis of their value as important biodiversigaa where tourism
development was taking placed or planned and haaimggative impact. Details on these sites arengfee each
participating country in Appendix A of the Projé@bcument. However, detail on activities to be utalan at the sites
presented are very sketchy and in most casesTleegGambia, presented as little more than a vergtigy ‘shopping
list' of activities that need to be undertaken fasntioned demo site logframes were not included wie Project
Document).

52. Cameroon was not included among the target cosrdtiehe project concept and early PDF-B stagesadued

at a later date before the project was submittg@Bé. It was not clear why Cameroon was formerghided as it was
not one of the countries participating in the Adrierocess (although several other countries indoligh the Africa

Process were not included in the COAST Project, etartote d’'lvoire, Mauritius and South Africa). Aarcling to

information received during MTE interviews, Camer® inclusion was due to lobbying by one of theisen
consultants involved in designing the full proposeio was himself a Cameroonian.

Objectives and Components

53.  According to the Project Document provided to thE®f, the overall Goabf the COAST Project is testipport
and enhance the conservation of globally significgsastal and marine ecosystems and associatedvieisity in sub-
Saharan Africa, through the reduction of the negagnvironmental impacts which they receive assalt®f coastal
tourism’.

54. The Project_Objectives to ‘demonstrate best practice strategies for sustamafolurism to reduce the
degradation of marine and coastal environmentsarigboundary significance

55. The Project Document lists five Qutcom(esso termed ‘Components’ in the Project DocumeFtgse are:

7 Described by one MTE interviewee as a ‘typical GEEhristmas tree’ project. In other words, marten poorly related activities were hung off
the central trunk of the GEF project.

8 Confusingly, there appear to be at least two wésiaf this. That provided to the MTE and usedhgyRCU was ‘revision 3', date dated ‘07-09-07"
and had 253 pages.
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Outcome 1: Demonstrated reductions in Sewage anstaater Discharges and Damage to Critical Habitatghe
Coastal and Marine Environment from Touri¢@omponent 1: Capture of Best Available Practaes Technologies)

This Outcome has two Outputs:

® Qutput 1A: Identification of Best Available Pracix (BAPs) and Best Available Technologies (BATS) €
global scale) applicable to sustainable tourisnhiwithe sub-Saharan African situation

® Qutput 1B: Implementation of National Demonstrasido elaborate Best Available Practices (BAPs) Bedt
Available Technologies (BAPs) for Sustainable Tenri

In addition, Output 1B has 3 elements in the Ptdpmrument:

i. Establishment and Implementation of Environmentanislgement Systems and voluntary Eco-certificatimh a
Labelling schemes
ii. Development of eco-tourism to alleviate povertyotlgh sustainable alternative livelihoods and geeera
revenues for conservation of biodiversity and thedjit of the local community
iii.  Sustainable reef recreation management for theecoasion of coastal and marine biodiversity

Outcome 2: Enhanced National Policies, Regulatond @&conomic Incentives Supporting Sustainable Fouri
Governance and Manageme(omponent 2: Development and Implementation ofchmisms for Sustainable
Tourism Governance and Management)

This Outcome has three Outputs:

® Qutput 2A: National reviews and assessments ofcpoliegislation, institutional arrangements andafioial
mechanisms to identify needs and requirements

® Output 2B: Development of model guidelines and vidlial national strategies and work-plans for Sustale
Tourism based on 2.A and the Outputs from Compohent

® OQutput 2C: Implementation of individual nationaiasegies and work-plans for Sustainable Tourism

Outcome 3: Enhanced Institutional Capacities SuppgrSustainable Coastal Tourism managem@uamponent 3:
Assessment and Delivery of Training and Capacitgurements emphasising an Integrated Approach stafiable
Tourism)

This Outcome has three Outputs:
® OQutput 3A: Assessment of national baselines andireents within various sectors
® Qutput 3B: Development of sectoral model packagesgauidelines for national dissemination

® OQutput 3C: Adoption and implementation of natiopedgrammes for T&CB (with agreed work-plans) tanggt
relevant sector

Outcome 4: Widespread Public Knowledge and Infoimmafvailability about Tourism Impacts on the Cahsind
Marine Ecosystem@omponent 4: Information Capture, Management@isdemination)

This Outcome has five Outputs:

® OQutput 4A: Establish a Regional Information Cooedion House (RICH) and an associated Environmental
Information Management and Advisory System (EIMAISt coordinates information and provides guidaare
materials for the capture and analysis and disssioimof data pertinent to Sustainable Tourism.

® Qutput 4B: Identify national data capture and managnt needs (including GIS, mapping, zoning, moinitp
presentation, etc)

® Qutput 4C: Develop national models for Environméni@ormation Management and Advisory Systems
(including feedbacks between data gathering anidypahaking needs).

® Qutput 4D: Implement national work-plans for EIMA8option and institutionalisation

® Qutput 4E: Develop and implement national deliverggrammes for targeted awareness raising packaugts
policy level sensitisation

Outcome 5: Established Project Management Capaaity Institutional MechanismgComponent 5: Project
Management Coordination, Monitoring and Evaluation)

This Outcome has four Outputs:
® OQutput 5A: Establish Project Coordination Unit

18



COAST Project — Mid Term Evaluation Report

® Qutput 5B: Establish Regional Coordination MecharsigSteering Committees and Technical Advisory @spu

® Qutput 5C: Establish National Coordination Mechargs(National Stakeholder Committees and Technical
Advisory Groups)

® Qutput 5D: Adopt appropriate indicators and neagsB®.E procedures (including assessment and evialoaif
post-project sustainability)

56. Consequently, as can be seen, the COAST Projeotjgirally designed, is a large complex projecthwnany
components, and largely because of this, many Istédters have found it difficult to understand.

57. The title and focus of the COAST Project have beleanged several times during the proposal developme
process and since implementation began. At theegrgoncept stage (10 June 2003), the project itled tReduction

of environmental impact from coastal tourism thrbube implementation of pilot demonstration pragegiromoting
the development of sustainable tourism policies stnategies and strengthening public-private parshép’. At the
PDF-B proposal stage (3 November 2003) this has bemlified to Reduction of Environmental Impact from Coastal
Tourism through Introduction of Policy Changes asftengthening Public-Private Partnershipsut in the final
Executive Summary submitted to GEF (24 March 208&) the Project Document, the Project had beeitled-ts
‘Demonstrating and capturing best practices and netbgies for the reduction of land-sourced impaessulting from
coastal tourisrh Confusingly, the report of the Project’s Inceptiworkshop held in July 2009, calls the Projecthsy
title it held during the early PDF-B phase, but ifoplementation purposes it was agreed at the traepVorkshop to
call the Project Collaborative Actions for Sustainable Tourism which was shortened to ‘COAST’ for ease of
reference.

58. The COAST Project was initially envisaged as falinnder ‘GEF Strategic Priority: IW-3: Undertake
innovative demonstrations for reducing contaminamtd addressing water scarcity issues’ but it vdenstted under
IW-1, 2 and 3 reflecting its greater demonstratiale.

3. Project Preparation - implementation arrangemets, main partners, and financing

Organisational arrangements

59. UNEP is the GEF-designated Implementing Agency (&Wd the United Nations Industrial Development
Organization (UNIDO) is the GEF Executing AgencyAjEor the Project, and the United Nations Worldufism
Organisation (UNWTO) acts as a collaborating exeguagency.

60. UNEP has undertaken a number of sustainable tousistnecotourism development initiatives glob&lignd
has managed a large number of GEF Internationaéi&/g@rojects. UNEP is responsible for overall prbgipervision
to ensure consistency with GEF and UNEP policie$ grocedures, and is expected to provide guidancinkages
with related UNEP- and GEF-funded activities. UN&Bo has a responsibility for regular liaison witle EA on
substantive and administrative matters, and faligpating in key meetings and workshops as apjat@rThe UNEP
Task Manager (TM) and Financial Management Offig&vO) provide assistance and advice to the EA mjept
management (e.g. revisions of work plan and bujlgeis policy guidance in relation to GEF procedureguirements
and schedules. The UNEP TM and FMO are responsilelearance and transmission of financial andgpess
reports to the GEF. UNEP is expected to review gourove all substantive reports produced in accarelavith the
schedule of work.

61. UNIDO is responsible for technical, administratimed financial management of the project and forelym
production of financial and progress reports to BNEhe part-time UNIDO Project Manager (UNIDO Pig)iased at
the UNIDO Headquarters in Vienna, but his role asgély administrative and supervisory; day-to-dagjgct

management is the responsibility of a Regional éatofCoordinator (RPC, termed CTA or Technical Cowtbr in

some project documents), who is based at a Regi@oatdination Unit (RCU), which is which is hosteg the

UNIDO Kenya office in Nairobi. UNIDO HQ in Vienndso provides an additional part-time administratsopport to
the Project. UNIDO services can be summarised |ksvs:

* Recruitment and management of international anal loject staff (RCU staff);
» Financial control and management of project budgetexpenditure;

«  Timely production of financial and progress repoot&) NEP/GEF;

* Management of sub-contracts;

® See - http://www.unep.fr/scp/tourism/
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*  Arrangement of regional trainings and workshops;
e Procurement of project equipment; and,
¢ Regular reporting to UNEP/GEF and other partieegsired.

62. UNIDO'’s involvement as EA was based on its experenf the tourism sector through two of its Brarsche
(Private Sector Development and Trade Capacitydimg) who offer various services, including poliagd capacity
building activities, enhancing private sector map@tion and building public-private partnershigs, industries
including the tourism sector. In addition, its Istment and Technology Promotion Branch and Energly Gleaner
Production Branch, had prior experience relevanth® Project in treating pollution and contaminatiocluding
promotion of cleaner and environmentally sound nedbgies and implementing environmental managersgstems
and certification schemes.

63. UNWTO is a lead partner and subcontractor and leas linvolved with the COAST Project since the PDF-B
phase. It is responsible for most of the Projeetstourism related activities and is leading onpsupfor the eco-
tourism work through development of ‘SustainableuiTam - Eliminating Poverty’ (ST-EP) programffigrojects at
many of the demonstration sites, contributing tmeaf the regional training activities, and promglisupport for much
of the policy and tourism strategy development segithin the project. A Letter of Agreement (LoAjigts between
UNIDO and UNWTO setting out collaboration, respilgies and arrangements (signed September 2010).

64. The Lead Agency of each country, usually the Miyistf Environment, is sub-contracted by UNIDO targa
out national activities, and nominates two natidfaadal Points (FPs), who are high-level individualse each from the
ministries of environment and tourism. The leadama! Focal Point (FP) in each country, who haslénge brief, is
responsible for:

» Managing and coordinating the implementation atiéigj including development of the annual work pdaual
monitoring budget expenditure;

» Ensuring that Government co-financing for the prbje made available as per the project document;

* Coordinating national level activities for the COR8roject;

e Oversight of the implementation of the demonstrapmject(s);

e Linkage with other government and development paréigencies, and ensuring intersectoral coordimatio
within their country, to facilitate uptake of projgesults and as a step towards sustainability;

* Close liaison and coordination with the Ministry Bburism Focal Point on tourism sector support tago
the COAST project activities at national and dem@ti®n level; and,

* Representing their country at Project Steering Cdtemmeetings.

65. It was realized during the inception phase follayvifiscussions between the RPC and national FResimers
at the demonstration sites and others that thaé theeded to be additional capacity to support-Pe to manage all
day-to-day interventions, inputs, reporting and ommications at the national and demonstration &teels.
Consequently, a new position of Demo Project Camatdir (DPC) was established, funded through reatioe from
other GEF budget lines (largely redirected from @uate 4). DPCs are responsible for a number of Spdasks in
relation to the work plan of the COAST Project witkhe geographic area of their demo site, inclgdm

* Coordinate with local partners and stakeholdersnisure that project activities are carried outriretficient
and effective manner in accordance with the prgestnual work plan;

¢ Ensure that information and data required for naitiy and evaluation work are collected and collate
(tabulated) and forwarded to the Lead National FBoint on a regular (quarterly) basis;

* Report on progress within the project area on aleedasis (quarterly) to the Lead Focal Point;

*  Work with all COAST project consultants or staff meers and project visitors to ensure that theyaaie to
carry out their work or visit in a well informed émwell coordinated manner;

* Inform the Lead National Focal Point as early assfiie on any unforeseen issues or difficultiesciviimay,
or are likely to, lead to delay or disruption objact implementation;

* Maintain a tabulated database/list of all loca#jervant stakeholder representatives and partnersoampdate
this regularly and forward a copy to the Lead Nagid-ocal Point;

* Represent the demo project partners and stakebaddemy national (and possibly international esjefrom
time to time, and to inform and advise other orgatidns, entities, or visitors about the progrést® project
in their area.

66. According to the Project Document, each country alas supposed to establish a National Steeringr@itige
(NSC), which was to be chaired by the national F&mants. Each demonstration site has also estadgligpro bono

2 http://step.unwto.org/en/content/background-anigaitves
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Demonstration Site Management Committee (DSMC), m@sing representatives of local community groupsvate
sector and government (they differ markedly in cosipon, dependent on the local situation), which @sponsible
for overseeing the implementation of project atitgi at the demonstration site.

67. The Project Steering Committee (PSC), in which grbjversight rests, is composed of the two FocaitP
from each country, representatives of UNEP, UNIDDIWTO, as well as invited technical experts. Menshgr was
also to include other co-funders including NGOs pridate sector partners. The PSC meets annuattyotator project
progress and is primarily responsible for;

*  Overall strategic policy and management directmthe COAST Project;

* Review and assessment of progress and demo projects

* Review of draft strategies for improving sustaifighbf environmental benefits and their replicatithrough
institutional arrangements and policy instrumemedted by the project;

* Monitoring and reviewing of co-financing delivertmithe project in line with GEF requirements anel th
project document; and,

* Reviewing and approving the annual work plan andigiet.

68. An additional ‘consultativead-hocinter-agency management committee’ consisting NilD, UNEP, WTO,
NEPAD, AU-STRC, key donors and the Regional Coatiin was also proposed to ensure regular consritati
briefing and adequate feedback on project impleatEmt and management. However this management grasmot
empowered ‘to take decisions on the nature andecortf the substantial outputs of the project’ §omaph 227 of
Project Document), so its value was debatable amtbés not appear to have ever been constitutegioRRd and
national Scientific/Technical Task teams were &tsbe created for the COAST Project, which werelged crucial to
the success of the project’, as they were to bgpesible for preparing detailed design and cogtegosals for
regional and national ecotourism demonstrationgatsj (paragraph 228 Project Document). Howeveeséehalso
appear not to have been established.

Stakeholders

69. The Project Document mentions the following primstgkeholders: National tourism administrationsymam

marketing authorities; Ministries of Environmentjriétries of Tourism; Ministries of Land Use / Ptang; Town &

country planning authorities; Ministries of IndystMinistries of Culture & Heritage; Ministries afocal Government;
National Parks Authorities; Marine Parks Authosti®lGOs; Local Communities and CBOs; Hotel Assamist, Tour
operators; and Chambers of Commerce & Industry.

Financing

70. The overall project budget at submission to GEF pooject implementation was US$29,417,416. This
comprised a GEF grant of US$5,388,200 (giving t&BF financing with the PDF-B funds of US$6,014,5GMhd co-
financing of US$23,456,816 (giving a total co-fisamg with PDF-B funds of US$24,006,816). Whilststinnay appear
very significant, almost all of the co-financing'iis-kind’ and the GEF funding was to be dividedween nine sets of
national activities (although not equally betweenrdries) and for a significant set of regionaidties, consequently

it was recognized at the submission stage thatifigndias probably not going to be adequate to aehtbe very
ambitious aims of the COAST Project.

4. Readiness

71. The RPC made visits to all 9 countries during theeption period in 2009 in order to meet with nagiband

organisational partners identified during the pcojdevelopment phase to re-establish links (after riearly 3-year
break), to review and further develop national- dechonstration site-level project activities, irdihg discussions on
establishment of the DSMCs the Project and prefmranplementation, and to build working relatiofsh with key

stakeholders.

72. The Project strategy and framework for implementatvere revised and several major changes madeggiine
inception stage by the RPC with input from the th&dEP Task Manager, UNIDO TM, national Focal Poiatsl
discussion with other stakeholders, and a reworkgframe and management arrangements were presantbd
endorsed at the"PSC meeting in July 2009.

73. Unfortunately the changes made to the Project'$rdmge during the inception period only served toisea
further confusion as Project Outcomes were chabtgédbjectives’ so that the COAST Project logframerently has
four ‘Objectives’ (rather than just the one which @GEF projects should have). In addition, the sexd logframe
elevates the original sub-outputs that addresshtte® activity ‘sub-themes’ (sometimes called sames$ called ‘sub-
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objectives’), covering EMS, ecotourism and reefeation management to ‘outconf@sThe indicators associated with
these new ‘objectives’ and ‘outcomes’ are alsdedint to those presented in the original projegframe. This
revised logframe has served as the basis for thd&e Mi&mework and progress reporting by the RCU, UNIBnd
UNEP ever since (although a number of MTE targetdseweduced by the PSC (post-Cameroon PSC meeisngdt
likely to be achieved).

74. A further ‘sub-theme’ was added at the Inceptionrk§bop and discussed at th& PSC meeting in
Mozambique, titled Integrated (1.a;1.b;1.¢)in Table 2 of the Inception report (but not indkd in the revised
logframe presented in the Inception Report) focusedictivities in Kenya and Tanzania. This wasrlatgpanded to
‘Integrated Coastal Zone Management and land usmenplg’ which was added and adopted by the RCU fasirgh
sub-theme in the revised logframe, although this at been formerly endorsed by the PSC at anjeif theetings
(see paragraph 294 for more details on changeseamain elements of the project’s logframe madenduthe
inception period).

75. In terms of changes to specific outcomes (‘obje&stiin the revised logframe) made during the inicepstage,
the single biggest were the removal or modificatbérthe components dealing with the creation argtihg of a data
centre (Regional Information Clearing House - RIGH} associated national Environmental Informakitanagement
Advisory Systems (EIMAS), under original Outcome &)d deletion of Outcome 5 which deals with project
management, whose tasks were subsumed into othteor®es (this makes sense as project managemeot iann
outcome of a project but required to achieve it is & means to an end, not an end in itself). REDd EIMAS were
replaced with a simpler, cheaper (and more sudiEpadess ambitious and more achievable alteraatithe ‘virtual
information coordination and clearing house’ (ted"eRICH’), where data on Project results (e.g. BAATs tested
models) and other relevant information would be enadailable through the COAST Project website wisdmked to
the GEF-funded International Waters Learning Exgeamnd Resource Network (IW:Learn) webSiteAnother
important change made at the inception stage tpapeethe project for implementation was the creatibthe Demo
Project Coordinator posts (see paragraph 65, 228, 2

76. Demonstration site narratives were also revisddr(gainto account new developments in each cousitrge the
end of the PDF-B phase) and together with workpfanghe first year of implementation work and meted at the
inception meeting, and demonstration sites in Keanyé Ghana (one site each) were dropped from thjed®ras each
country considered it had too many sites for tharicial resources available. A full project-levabbet revision was
also prepared and presented. The first meetingeoPSC took place immediately following the InceptiVorkshop at
which were presented the country workplans, revisedrall budget, logical frameworks (regional levahd

demonstration level) and outline workplans for pleeiod up to July 2010 were discussed and apprduather, minor,
revisions to the original project logical framewarlere approved in the 2nd PSC meeting in mid 20d0G¢h make
less ambitious assumptions about what the Prgjetesigned to deliver.

77. The Inception Report presents an updated set dhgracountry demonstration documents (narrative and
‘logframe’) and a revised and adjusted global budgea 5-year implementation period of the projécgives a good
overview of the Project and was an attempt to redhe 253-page Project Document down to a more geaide and
comprehensible project brief that would be moreeljidead and used by project partners and staketsld

Il. Project Performance and Impact

A. Attainment of objectives and planned results

78. There has been relatively little progress towar@eting the Project’s objective and outcomes aMR& stage.
However, assessing progress is not straightforwtargely due to the weak design of the Projectiaitsgy and
logframe and changes made to the logframe since.

79. Since the revised logframe, approved by the PSi@s & meeting in July 2009 with further minor changes
agreed at the"2 SCM in Cameroon in July 2010, has been used abasis for project planning and reporting by the
RCU, UNIDO and UNEP during implementation, the Mfigs used this revised version as the basis fossisge
project progress rather than the original logfrar@wever, the revised logframe lacks the origimaject objective but
an assessment of its achievement is presented bafwalthough it is not included in the revisedfiame, it is

2L Although these are not shown linked to a sped@ibjective’ under the new structure the MTE hasuassd that they contribute to achieving
‘Objective 1' (BAPs/BATS strategies for sustainatdarism demonstrated).
2 http:/fiwlearn.net/
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assumed that this has not changed. Also, impoytaibtls not directly reported on in the 2011 Pobjémplementation
Review (PIR); instead only the overall global enmimental objective is addressed.

Achievement of Project objectives, outcomes and quits
80. Inthe original logframe, there are three indicatior measure success in achieving the Project @lgec

1. Sustainable tourism development policies and gjieseadopted by participating countries that cleeeflect
the objectives of GEF and the aims of Operationragfamme 10, with particular focus on Land-based
Sources of Pollution (LBS) and embracing the cotxepthe Global Plan of Action for LBS;

2. Noticeable reduction in the degradation and ovdost of coastal and offshore environments as altres
unsustainable tourism; and

3. Benefits from tourism to host communities improedy. through enhanced alternative livelihoodsusst
access and landing rights, etc).

81. Although no specific mid-term targets are giventfegse indicators in the Project Document, thers gearly
no significant delivery of any of the indicatorstaé MTE stage and the MTE feels that it is unijkiflat most can be
achieved by November 2013 (see Table 1). It isiptesthat the COAST Project may be able to ach&veast one of
the two targets set for indicator 3A¢l increase of at least 10% per capita ‘above-ssthsice’ livelihoods within
communities associated with newly- sustainableisouoperations and activiti§sby the end of the project, through
the ST-EP projects at selected demo sites. Iniaddithe Project may be able to facilitate uptakédest practices to
address tourism-related environmental pollution degradation within national decision-making preessbut is very
unlikely to be able to achieve the extensive adoptf these within specific policies and planstesRroject’s delivery
on inputs required (policy briefs, guidelines, mioBAPs/BATs to adopt, etc), are seriously delaysele(below) and
their actual_adoptiomlepends on the willingness and resources of otfyedsrequires governments to move through
regulatory processes which take time, all of whioh beyond the Project’s control.

82. Achievement of indicator number 2 is the most peaidtic; the COAST Project is not aiming to directguce
degradation and loss of coastal and offshore enmiemts over a wide area — it is essentially a detnation,
mainstreaming and capacity building project, witbsinproject activities concentrated in very smedlaa (demo sites).
Consequently, the target thaldtional Indicators adopted by the Project (e.g.tevaquality, critical habitat
distribution, critical species numbers, etc) dentmate a minimum 20% reduction in negative impactsr. gpuntry
cannot be achieved. In addition, it is not cleamthational indicators’ are to be used. This aspéthe project has
not yet been developed and there is unlikely tamegood baseline in many cases. The Project itselbt measuring
levels of degradation at the demo sites, althoughpossible that some of the mapping data todiileated through the
Reef recreation management programme may provid&ulubcal baseline. However, developing ‘sets afional
indicators’ (and their baseline) for environmergallution, contamination and degradation is beytra scope of the
COAST project (and a separate GEF Project in jtsalid no GEF funds should be spent on this froendirrent
project.

83. A detailed listing and ratings of the achievemeaftthe Project's Outcomes (termed ‘Objectives’ un@wised
logframe) and those sub-outputs (termed ‘Outcoritetfie revised logframe) is given in Annex 5. A snary of the
main results is given below.

Outcome (‘Objective’) 1 - BAPs/BATS strategiessiastainable tourism demonstrated

84. This project outcome has two important elemenRewiew of international ‘best practices’ to redyaglution,
contamination and environmental degradation inGRAST Project’s three ‘sub-theme’ areas of EMS t@wism and
reef recreation management that might be applicatiteén the sub-Saharan Africa context (Outputdnd adaptation
and demonstration of these Best Available PractiBédPs) and Best Available Technologies (BATs) $oistainable
tourism at local level (demo sites) in partner ddes (Output 2), although not all demo sites hawtvities related to
all three ‘sub-themes’.

85. The rationale for the Review of ‘best practicetlie original project proposal was that it wouldritiy specific

approaches, measures and activities in the thite¢h&me areas to reduce pollution, contaminatiahenvironmental
degradation caused by tourism, that could be dyrectapted and demonstrated at local sites (theodgtes). In other
words the Review would be used to guide designsatettion of demo site projects and activities.

2 This is To support and enhance the conservation of glotsigjgificant coastal and marine ecosystems andcatenl biodiversity in sub-Saharan
Africa, through the reduction of the negative eamimental impacts which they receive as a resultastal touristh As it is the wider
environmental goal to which the GEF project contiéls, but cannot, on it own, achieve, the COASTjeRtais not required to report on its
achievement.
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Table 1: Achievement of COAST Project Objective aMTE (with comments on indicators, targets and badmes)

Project Description of indicator Baseline level Target and achievement at MTE | MTE
Objective Rating
To 1. Sustainable tourism development policies and gfiedi Little or no sustainable tourism policies Effective and sustainable touris MU
demonstrate adopted by participating countries that clearlfetfthe recipient countries policies drafted and under
best practice | objectives of GEF and the aims of Operational Rrogne 10, negotiation by at least 7 countries
strategies for | with particular focus on Land- based Sources oluffoh (LBS) | MTE Comment: Some good baseline datg and full adopted and under
sustainable and embracing the concepts of the Global Plan éibAdor on tourism policies collected as part of implementation by 4 countries by
tourism to LBS national Tourism Governance and end of project year 4
reduce the Management Reports, and locally throughy
degradation of | MTE Comment: Indicator does not ‘indicate’ that the Project] development of ST-EP proposals at some] MTE Comment: Not achieved by
marine and has ‘demonstrated’ best practices/technologiesttier words | demo sites, e.g. Watamu, Kenya MTE (although no MTE target set)
coastal poor linkage with objective. Not clear whether ®®AST andUnlikely to be achieved by
environments | Project will deliver ‘sustainable tourism policiesid their November 2013.
of implementation is beyond the influence of Projsottarget not
transboundary | realistic (and probably never was). Indicator degpm revised
significance logframe and not reported on in PIRs for 2010 dri2@lthough
it should have been).
2. Noticeable reduction in the degradation and al/&rss of Coastal and marine environment currently] National Indicators adopted by the] HU

coastal and offshore environments as a result sfistainable
tourism

MTE Comment: This is not an indicator, rather a project
impact in itself, and it does not ‘indicate’ thhetProject has
‘demonstrated’ best practices/technologies.

Indicator dropped in revision of original logfraraed not
reported on in PIRs for 2010 or 2011 (it shouldehbeen)

being degraded and lost as a direct result
unsustainable tourism development and
activities

MTE Comment: No quantitative baseline
data existed at PDF-B stage and not
collected since so impossible to measure
changes. However, there has been mappi
of the distribution of habitat types at some|
demo sites (in Kenya and Mozambique)
which could possibly be used as baseline,
although changes in these due to Project
activities are unlikely to be seen by end of]
project and impact likely to be small due t
‘demonstration’ nature of project

oProject (e.g. water quality, critical
habitat distribution, critical species|
numbers, etc) demonstrate a
minimum 20% reduction in negati
impacts (see M&E Plan) per count

hTE Comment: Not achieved by
hYITE (although no MTE target set)
andHighly Unlikely to be achieved
by November 2013. Target is
worded as combined indicator/targ

No national indicators have been
developed by the Project and
therefore indicator data not being

collected (e.g. no direct collection

pf
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Project Description of indicator Baseline level Target and achievement at MTE | MTE
Obijective Rating
water quality offshore from coas!
developments at demo sites targefed
by the Project).
3. Benefits from tourism to host communities impgrd\(e.g. Minimal equitable sharing or transfer of Measurable improvements to MU

through enhanced alternative livelihoods, secucegss and

landing rights, etc)

MTE Comment: Indicator does not ‘indicate’ that the Project|
has ‘demonstrated’ best practices/technologies

Indicator dropped in revision of original logfraraad not
reported on in PIRs for 2010 or 2011 (it shouldéhbeen)

benefits from tourism sector to host
communities. Limited livelihood
opportunities associated with sustainable
tourism. Limited or no access rights to
beaches or traditional fish landing and
preparation areas. Al of these factors
contributing to poverty issues in local
communities

MTE Comment: No quantitative data
collected at PDF-B or inception period,
although some good baseline data collect
locally through development of ST-EP
proposals at some demo sites, e.g. Watar]
Kenya

livelihoods. An increase of at least|
10% per capita ‘above-subsistenc
livelihoods within communities

associated with newly- sustainablg
tourism operations and activities.

Confirmation of traditional access
rights at 50% of tourism locations

MTE Comment: Not achieved by
MTE, althoughLikely to be
pdichieved through ST-EP projects
selected demo sites. Target on
humprovement on livelihoods needs
to be reviewed to be in line with ST
EP projects. Traditional access
rights not yet a focus for Project a
not measured at tourism locations

by Project.
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86. The Review was completed by a team of consultaittinithe first year of implementation (during 2Q1hd
their report is available on the COAST Project vilehdWhilst a substantial amount of work was dooethis review,
the MTE feels it is weak and of limited value asnibstly presents a mixture of ‘case studies’, nyastim outside of
Africa, some of which are not really appropriatethe COAST projeéf. There is also a short summary that puts the
case studies in context, and some general guidandee COAST Project but it does not give adequitection on
what specific BAPs/BATs should be piloted at indival demo sites. In other words, the Review esagnfust
illustrates what has been attempted in other mdrtee world and what kind of activities could biéofed through the
COAST Project, and it is too general (althougheéddir, the consultants did not have the opporjutitvisit individual
demo sites). This may be a reflection that, juddiogr MTE interviews with some of the consultantsadlved with the
three project sub-themes (EMS, ecotourism and ne@kation management), there is no internationakensus on
what constitutes ‘best practice’ or ‘best technglag these areas, as comparative studies havbe®t undertaken (no
guantitative, scientific comparisons of the vari@gproaches/techniques which show which are mdsttafe and
efficient in a particular situation — ‘evidence-bdsractice’).

87. Crucially, the Review does not appear to have fegtty into the design and selection of EMS, eadsm and

reef recreation management activities at the deitee s there has been little if any linkage evesutih the sites are
supposed to ‘demonstrate’ the ‘best practices’ tifled in the Review. For instance, the ‘Sustaieaflourism -

Eliminating Poverty’ (ST-EP) programme is not idéet as a ‘best practice’ or even given as a cssdy in the

Review, yet ST-EP projects have either been deeélap are planned for demo sites in most of th&nparcountries.

This begs the question whether the ST-EP prograsanée considered as an international ‘best peiaiind whether
ST-EP projects should have been developed undeC@A&ST Project. Consequently, it is not clear weetthe

Project is taking advantage of most recent ‘besttires’ in costal management as was the origmahtion.

88. Judging from MTE interviews, the Review has notrb@edely used. Few MTE interviewees mentioned this
‘best practice’ Review and, and although the refsoavailable on the COAST Project website, it doesseem be used
as a source document to any significant extentRs, BPCs or DSMCs. Many FPs were either unawaiteoothadn’t
read it or they knew of it but didn’t see a stramgnection between it and activities at the’3ite

89. The MTE feels that the original Terms of Refere(it®R) for the Review were probably not specific egio
and the consultants didn’t know enough about tbellsituation at the demo sites.

90. In terms of the second major element of this outenthe delivery of activities at the demo sitehis was

found to be very limited at the MTE stage. Apadnfr some awareness raising and training activithese was little
evidence of concrete project activities on the grbat the MTE stage, which has led to frustratiafisappointments
and ‘dashed expectations’ among many of the DSM@bees interviewed by the MTE. All countries, bupesially

in West Africa, are behind on delivery of theirigities at the demo sites (typically around 2 ygaEssentially, there
has been no delivery at Senegal Site 2, in GhaNigaria, and very limited delivery in Cameroonttwactivities at
demo sites in Tanzania only beginning in Deceml@dri2(and only at Konondoni and Bagamd§op summary of
achievements at each site at the MTE stage is givAnnex 6.

91. Project activities are most advanced at the detes 81 Kenya (Watamu, where there had been sorpkanging

of mangroves) and Mozambique (Inhambane, wherageraf partners have agreed common activities)tamdlesser
extent The Gambia (mostly Kartong and Denton Bridged Senegal (Site 1, Saly, mostly relating terest in water
and energy saving measures among local hotels§ilfpecause there were strong existing relatimssbhetween
participating groups at these sites so cooperaiipRroject activities has been easier to arrange.

92. Lack of progress at the demo sites can be attidbtateeveral factors including poor understandifhthe Project
among locals and the DPCs combined with the lack ofear vision over what activities should be utalen in
relation to the three sub-themes, particularly EAM@ reef recreation management (less so over etatodue to the
adoption of ST-EP projects at most sites), whichdssurprising given the long confusing list ofigities given in the
demonstration narratives in Appendix A of the PebjPocument (used to produce the ‘logframes’ arsbeisted
Annual Work Plans for the demo sites). Lack of pesg has also been due hold-ups in disbursemdonds to the
demo sites due to problems over contracting arraegés and financial management between the leadrgament
agency and UNIDO (see paragraph 263), and, in sa®es, e.g. Ghana, slow transfer of funds from JeiRse

24 Apparently, the Review was largely undertaken ubto a search of available information on the irggrand did not include widespread
consultation with acknowledged experts in the tleethemes.

2 UNIDO commented that this may have been becaheeBAP/BAT were presented at the first project sitgecommittee (meeting) and since then
almost all 18 focal points have changed’, but thiggests that they were not informed by the RCUlitth@ presence and importance of the Review.
% There was also very limited development of dente giojects in Seychelles by the MTE of the UNDPFQEBD Project with only two sites
properly established and issues on how many otbeufd be realistically developed before the forremtl of the project (see Varty, N. and
Bastienne, L. (2012). ‘Mainstreaming biodiversitamagement into production sector activities’ — Bejles’ (Atlas Project Number 53107, PIMS
2053). Report of the Mid Term Evaluation Missiopd4th February 2012. Expected to be available tHrdul§DP evaluation websiterc.undp.org/

In meantime it is available from UNDP-GEF.
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93. Of the three sub-themes, activities relating toebetourism component are most advanced (actiderab sites
in 7 countries), largely because of progress iivdehg the UNWTO ST-EP projects, which has beeaselm as the
‘best available practice’ for demonstrating susthie ecotourism at these sites. The ST-EP prograstnueture
provided an already well-tested framework for depetent and delivery of ecotourism projects, prawidan easy
structure that local groups have been able to waitk and adapt, although some DSMC members repdtiatl
development of a proposal required considerable &amd effort (but it does introduce a rigorous pes}. At the MTE
stage, neither the EMS not reef recreation managesub-themes had developed specific project dietsvat the demo
sites (captured in project proposals or projecuduents that describe what was to be done).

94. BAPs/BATS for reducing pollution and contaminanthich is dealt with largely through the EMS componef
the COAST Project, is a key focus in the Projectioent (indeed it's in the original objective), kit reality
relatively little attention has been paid to thidbg¢heme compared with ecotourism. Up to the MTiEré had been one
EMS training workshop in Tanzania for the East édn countries but the focus had been on certifindtr ISO14001
auditors, which was considered too technical ariderably useful in terms of developing activitiasdemo site level,
according to participants interviewed by the MTEhfaftunately, at the MTE stage, there had beenlear set of
agreed EMS activities for demo sites, except pbgsibSaly (Site 1) in Senegal, or a plan for theiplementation. In
part, this is because EMS ‘BAPs/BATSs’ that are appiate at demo sites had not been identified (ihegd to be
cheap and make a significant financial impact). eer, contracts with two independent consultantdetiver the
EMS activities were signed shortly after the MTEae.

95. In terms of activities related to the reef recr@atnanagement sub-theme, again, there have beecoiewete
activities as yet at demo sites, again due in fmatack of direction and agreement on what exastiguld be done.
Some demo sites, e.g. Watamu, have begun activsiesy GEF funds that they consider in line with tiverall theme
but which are not detailed in their annual worknpéetivities, e.g. mangrove replanting. Other aiigig to date have
involved an element of GIS support. For Kenya (Whatp the Project utilized the services of a GlSumtéer resident
in Kenya who undertook the necessary field worknewnity discussions and GIS map production workaatost to
the Project. This work was then utilized by thejecbthrough the short-term services of a UN Vodentto create
interest and encourage similar work to begin in Mobique (the technical part to develop maps forMlegambique
demo site was then sub contracted to a governmanin®land Coastal management agency based in Xpiatal in
Cameroon, where the COAST Project was able to kefief the outputs of another GEF-supported priojgice
Guinea Current Project — GCLME), with one outpuingea coastal zonation map. In addition, a regignbhsed
consultant group - EcoAfriéa— which has a strong technical reputation for gssn assessment and management
and links in all the East Africa partner countribsd been contracted to provide technical supmotielp define
activities at sites and the consultants had jasted work at the MTE point.

96. In terms of the likelihood of delivery of the outpuassociated with this outcome by the end of ptoje
(November 2013), the Review of BAPs/BATSs can beeekgpd to be expanded and strengthened in timeit @ntkely
that most of the activities at the demo sites carcdmpleted in time (Nigeria and Ngasobil in Sehegam unlikely
and Ghana and Cameroon may also not deliver),ffieigmt effort is given to them.

Outcome (‘Objective’) 2 - (Mechanisms for sustaieaburism governance and management established)

97. This element of the COAST Project seeks to enhaatienal policies, regulatory and economic incesgithat
support sustainable tourism governance and manademehe original project formulation it compristhree outputs:
i) national reviews and assessments of policy,slatibn, institutional arrangements and financiatchmnisms
produced; ii) model guidelines and individual natibstrategies and workplans for sustainable toudsveloped; and
i) individual national strategies and work pldios sustainable tourism implemented. At the MTagst, only the first
of these had been completed.

98. National reviews of sustainable tourism governaaceé management have been developed by a teameef thr
international experts contracted by UNWTO, with gon from national consultants and the MinistryT@iurism Focal
Points in partner countries, and a regional overvieport has been produced (in draft form df C&cember 2011).
The national reports seen by the MTE were excelleminprehensive, and of high quality, and were @adgccurate
and ‘useful’ by the FPs interviewed by the MTE. J¥hepresent one of the most successful resulthefroject so
far’®. The intention was to deliver these reports amsnute their findings at a number of workshops tchbk in the
region in early 2012. However, the MTE feels thesekshops would be more effective, in terms of rsa@aming
project results, if they were held later in 2013. tBat stage, some of the results of the piloting adaptation of the
BAPs/BATSs (from Outcome 1) at the demo sites shaweldin to be delivered which would expand on, ane greater
impact to, the recommendations in the sustainaliesm governance and management studies. In adgdit be most
effective specific ‘entry points’ to key tourismwadopment processes and forums need to be idehtfiel a coherent

27 http:/www.ecoafrica.co.za/
2 UNWTO's flexibility to be able to *headhunt’ theebt consultants in the field for the task, has zeemajor reason they have been able to deliver
quality reports.
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advocacy and capacity building/awareness campaiymeeds to be designed. This should take thenfof a Project
Communication and Mainstreaming Strategy and Pdae paragraph 231).

99. Achievement of much of the second and all of thedthutputs of this ‘Objective’ is more problematas the
development, approval, implementation and finanafighational tourism strategies and workplans fostainable
tourism are beyond the direct influence of the &rbj(governments will need to pass them and finathed
implementation, and there is certainly no signiiic@ OAST Project financing for implementing NatibiBustainable
Tourism Plans!). The COAST Project by itself is oa position to ensure the completion, wide @lismation and
adoption of measures and plans for the sustairdshielopment of costal tourism in the target coestand areas and
consequently very unlikely to be able to achiewewlnole of Outcome 2 by November 2013, and its chislikely to
be limited.

100. However, the Project can influence these policy eaglilatory development procesgasd possibly influence
individual sustainable tourism development prograsnand projectd through development of guidelines, policy
briefs, technical papers, targeted reviews, adeicedraft policy/legislation, etc, building on thesults of the first
output and the deliverables from Outcome 1 thathwgin to be produced in the final year of thej€eb(thus it would
deliver the first part of output 2). Combining thisth some capacity building and advocacy work newee effective
targeting of key institutions, individuals, processforums, and mechanisms with project resultveteld in the right
format and at the right time would facilitate thainstreaming of project results into national sgé&s and workplans.
Consequently, the Project would help develop intigeapractices in addressing environmental degradadue to
unsustainable coastal tourism and support theakapbut in a more limited way than originally emged. This would
still be a very worthwhile contribution and valualgroject result.

Outcome (‘Objective’) 3 - (Training and CapacityilBling for sustainable tourism delivered)

101. Originally this Outcome aimed to develop a regiopalgramme to provide national cross-sectoral iingito
enhance the capacity of government agencies, toweigerprises, the environmental services sectar,cammunities
to be able to respond to the environmental chadlermpsed and faced by the tourism sector. Thdrigpand capacity
building element of the COAST Project is broken danto three outputs: (i) assessment of baselindsequirements
within various sectors; (ii) development of sectanadel packages and guidelines for national dissation; and (iii)
adoption and implementation of relevant nationahing and capacity building programmes.

102. The first of these has been partly addressed throagjonal Training Needs Analyses (TNA). Theseehbgen
completed for each country in 2010 and the repamgsavailable on the Project website. They summaar@pacity and
training needs at both national and, to a less@mngxlocal (demo site) level (discussions werel heith the DPCs).
However, these analyses were made before spenifiegb activities relating to the three sub-themwese identified for
the demo sites (only general activities on thedetbemes had been identified based on the demdlagtames’
(which are really ‘results/activities matrices’ theere developed during the inception phase). Gyuresatly, there is a
need for additional capacity assessments to beriah@® to determine training needs in relation étivéry of the
planned sets of EMS, ecotourism, and reef recneatianagement activities to be carried out at teadsites over the
next two years. Thus capacity building /trainingede to be a key element of the development of mapdor the
activities at the demo sites. For the ecotourisi-tteme these have already been examined in thEPSproject
development proce¥s

103. At the MTE stage, the Project had not addressedd¢hend output to any significant extent, and iddiéavas

not clear to the MTE whether ‘model packages arideadimes’ for building capacity for sustainable tistn were going
to be developed by the COAST Project. Again, itngikely that financial resources and time woulbwlthis and this
is another example of the ‘over ambition’ of thegoval project design. However, lessons learneddjitured properly)
from the training workshops and other capacitydiog measures at the demo sites gathered by thecBralong with
the findings of the national Sustainable Tourismv&oance and Management Study reports from ‘Oljec@ on

capacity issues in management, would certainly b&#able Project contribution.

104. The Project has delivered some significant acésiiin relation to the third output, through tragiwworkshops
(or funding participants to training events orgauizby others), and 32 separate training workshéigarés from

29 The ‘double mainstreaming’ approach could alsorkel there at relatively little expense. Followirtgstapproach the COAST Project would
provide tailored guidance on BAPs/BATSs and sustatourism governance and management to develdpmnejects which are alreadeeking to
mainstream better environmental management praditice the tourism sector in sub-Saharan Africee DOAST Project would take advantage of
the existing structures of these mainstreamingeptsjto get wider adoption of ‘best practice’ (etisdly ‘piggy back’ on another existing project),
and the target projects would be able to add valugeir mainstreaming efforts through use of tf@AST Project results, offering a ‘win-win’
situation.

0 UNWTO commented that ‘Depending on the needs énfigtld, the ST-EP project can also include cagauitilding support for the executing
agency (training, baseline infrastructure), espigaiit is the intention that after the completi@f the project this agency will continue playagey
role to promote sustainable tourism in the destinaand if it can use the basic infrastructurgedorm this role.’
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RCU), based on the findings of the TNAs, had beelivered through COAST Project by the MTE. Theseeted a
range of topics, including (among others) reef aratine conservation, ecotourism (ST-EP programmeyitoring
and evaluation, and ICZM, with several hundredipigants (exact figures were not available to thERYl receiving
training. This represents a significant capacitifding effort and is a valuable deliverable of tB®AST Project. The
MTE received generally positive feedback on thesekahops from participants, although there wereequestions
over whether some workshops had targeted the iglitiduals. For instance, several participants thizended the
ICZM workshop in Watamu, Kenya, in November 20latet that they had covered much the same areathén o
workshops, and more importantly that other peop® were much more involved in ICZM decision-makingheir
country had not been included in the workshop. Harethe COAST project has yet to influence theptido of
national training programmes on sustainable touiisrasumably by Ministries of Tourism) in participay countries
by the MTE stage and this also seems unlikely tadigeved by the formal end of project.

105. Overall, the COAST Project will not be able to #eli the national training and capacity developmast
identified in the Project Document, which was siynfdo ambitious, targeting too many sectors, tqpstakeholders,
and levels. For instance, there are 23 separaienahtstakeholder training workshops identified the Project
Document, each one on a different topic, which@@AST Project cannot deliver across 8/9 countrigss simply

unrealistic). Consequently, the Project needs vseeits capacity building efforts, slim them dowand focus on key
target groups, particularly at the demo site level.

Outcome (‘Objective’) 4 - Establishment of a vittirformation coordination & clearing house (eRICH)

106. This ‘objective’ aimed to ensure widespread puktiowledge and availability of information on thepatts of
tourism on coastal and marine ecosystems. This avagnally to be achieved through: establishing agienal
Information Coordination House (RICH) and assodatenvironmental Information Management and Advisory
Systems (EIMAS) that would identify, analyse andrciinate national data and provide guidance anemadg for the
capture, analysis and dissemination of sustaintmlasm related data (Outputs 1-4); and develognd delivering
targeted national-level awareness-raising and ydensitisation programmes (Output 5). Activitissaciated with
this Outcome were to be a major element of theeetdpking up a considerable proportion of the alvdrudget and
GEF financing (US$1,350,000 of GEF financing witB®JUS$4,624,648 of co-financing).

107. However, most of the activities associated witls tRibjective’ were cut at the inception stage wiies Project
was reviewed. The creation of the RICH and regiamal national EIMASE was not considered appropriate or integral
to the delivery of the other elements of the Pitogead simply too costly and ambitious to delivevegi the overall
project funding, especially as it became clear rdutihe inception period that much greater suppas weeded if
delivery of priority activities at the demo sitee(monstration of BAPs/BATSs) was to be achieved ¢Wwhiequired the
creation and funding of the DPC post). The textlos outcome in the Project Document is detailed @omplex and
would have involved many stakeholders. Given theacidy and financial limitations of the partner govments, the
MTE believes it would was probably always unreaisind the MTE agrees with the decision to cut éhksnent of the
Project.

108. However, the COAST Project established and is uggngwn website as an alternative, more cost-gffeand
sustainable mechanism for awareness-raising amatniaftion dissemination. This is designed accordiogthe
IW:Learn format, and many of the project documemtd reports are available for download. As a pltedring house
for project information it is useful, regularly ugted, and compares well with other GEF projectsvéie@r, it does not
appear to be used enough by the FPs and DPCsoasce ®f information and it is also unclear whetbehow it will
link with national data sources as envisaged fer BFiIMAS, or whether the whole idea of establishadEIMAS
framework has been abandoned by the Prtject

Outcome (‘Objective’) 5 — project management cawatibn, monitoring and evaluation

109. During GEF-3, project management activities weterotollected together under a separate outcomiehwitis

‘objective’ reflects, but under GEF-4 these aciiggtwere not treated as a distinct outcome. Coresehyy this outcome
and its outputs were cut from the logframe durimg inception period and its associated outputs,estgblishing the
Regional Coordination Unit (RCU), Project Steerdgmmittee (PSC), National Stakeholder CommitteeSQ)N etc,

treated independently and costs covered under otlieome headings.

31 This was to be hosted within the NEPAD Coastal Miadine Secretariat (COSMAR) in Nairobi with linkegyto the Regional Centre on Integrated
Coastal Management in Calabar, Nigeria, establislyddNIDO with the support of the Government of §sdRivers State Nigeria and the University
of Calabar (Institute of Oceanography).

32 UNIDO (RTC) commented that ‘EIMAS has been droppgdhe project, since we do not have the capdoityrovide the necessary technical
support to national governments to undertake sumtk.\vit is another example of an over ambitiouggubdesign. The COAST project will however
continue to expand and make the IWLEARN websiteemaser friendly and interactive through linkagehwitther web media forms such as
Facebook and Twitter. The Knowledge ManagementGommunication Strategy which is to be discussati@tpcoming (% SCM) will certainly
underpin this work in addition to mainstreamingjped results from the latter part of 2013 and othtvend of project.’
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110. Overall, MTE rating for attainment of Project olijge and outcomes and outputs and activitisrssatisfactory

Relevance

111. The Project was designed to address some of thessnd proposals presented at the MinisteriaHeaatls of
State meeting in Johannesburg at the World Summiustainable Development (2002) and the thematiopgon
coastal, marine and freshwater ecosystems of tHeAE The Project aims to help meet the specifiectijes of the
NEPAD Environment initiativ€ and the objectives of the regional Nairobi anddjmi Conventions, as well as assist
the region in meeting its obligations to the vasisagional and global priorities identified undegehda 21 (Chapter
17).

112. As noted above, the Project Document identifiedutioh and contamination related to tourism as m#joeats
to the integrity of coastal and marine habitathglthe East and West coasts of sub-Saharan AHioaever, much of
the threat and root cause analysis presented ifPtbgct Document (paragraphs 66-96) is rather rgénegith no
guantitative data presented (no quantitative baselias collected during the PDF-B stage), consetyugre extent of
the impact due to tourism (even relative to otheeats) has never been properly evaluated. AlgoRtbject Document
states that thecbastal tourism in the participating sub-Saharamidsn countries is largely nature-basednd is
‘generally considered to be much less damagingecetivironment Consequently, it is not clear just how important
tourism development is as a threat in coastal @ad-shore marine areas in sub-Saharan Africa (eaat in the target
countries). Indeed, various MTE interviewees questd whether tourism development at current leuelsarget
coastal areas, particularly in some of the paritifg countries (e.g. Cameroon), is really a mamrce of pollution
and contamination of coastal waters, and seveggested that oil discharge from ships in territonaters, illegal and
over-fiésllhing, and clearance of coastal habitatsuftvan, tourism and industrial developments arehmaore serious
threats™.

113. This raises the question of why this project wabnsitted to GEF in the first place. However, the MTE
recognizes that tourism is a growing global indusind coastal Africa offers relatively new destioas to European
and North American tourists (compared with the Merdanean, for instance, which is much more develagnd more
or less saturated) and consequently unplanned,outicated and unsustainable tourism developmenidcpose an
increasing future risk to coastal ecosystems in&aibaran Africa (depending on global economic gndwt

114. The Project was submitted under the Internationatefé (IW) Focal Area. Whilst the Project’s inteddecus

on coastal/marine pollution is consistent with té Focal Area, there is clearly major overlap witle Biodiversity
Focal Area. For instance, the Project’s activittes ecotourism to alleviate poverty through sustaimalternative
livelihoods and generating revenues for consermatiobiodiversity is typical of many GEF BiodivergsiFocal Area
projects, and indeed the majority of the ST-EP gutgj being developed through the COAST Projectarliand-based
biodiversity, e.g. alternative livelihoods involgrbee-keeping and training of nature guides. Inteahg Outcome 2
(Enhanced National Policies, Regulatory and Econom@entives Supporting Sustainable Tourism Goveraand
Management deals largely with national tourism policies, wigions and plans that cover both terrestrial and
coastal/marine areas. Consequently, the MTE féwls the Project could probably have been submiied joint
IW/BD Focal Area project.

115. It should be noted that poverty alleviation is arary area of concern for the partner governmesxpressed in
national poverty alleviation strategies, etc), dhd COAST Project is, particularly through the SH-Brojects, is
relevant to these national aims and policies, afjhahe actual contribution will be small becautéhe demonstration
nature of the Project.

116. MTE rating: Moderately Satisfactory

Effectiveness

117. There have been significant delays in implementasimce project outset that have continued up ¢oMAE,
especially with regards to the activation of majontractual arrangements (e.g. with UNWTO, EcoAdrdmd the EMS
consultants), disbursement of funds to countriestha setting-up of teams and operations at alldreonstration sites
and this has negatively affected most elementheoptoject.

% The NEPAD Environment Initiative recognizes thatHealthy and productive environment as a preri¢quisr sustainable development.” It has
targeted eight sub-themes for priority intervensionhe coastal management sub-theme recognisésetbe to protect and utilise coastal resources
to optimal effect”. The environmental governance-tieme also recognises the need to secure ifmtitilit legal, planning, training and capacity-
building requirements that underpin the other hdtes.

% However, it should be noted that there is relilittle formal monitoring of contaminants and faion loads in the region’s coastal waters
(national governments don’t have the resourcesrandequently data on these are very poor andithpact is largely unknown.

% The MTE recognizes that although such shared R projects were encouraged at the time, feveviemded, in part because it was unclear
how resources and management responsibilities wemittivided and how they would work in practice.
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118. The Project is an estimated 18-24 months behinddidb. Delivery of ‘Objective 1’ (piloting best mtices at
the demo sites), which is a key focus for the Ritopemd a major element of the budget, is partitplbehind where it
should be, as demo site activities were envisagdtave been largely completed by the MTE stageresuts feeding
into other components of the project, but are neally only just beginning at most sites (as memtabove, Kenya
and Mozambique and the ecotourism-related elensrtmost advanced).

119. Organisation of international and regional consadtas also suffered lengthy delays. For instarreretwas
considerable delay over finalizing the agreemedt@mntract between UNIDO and UNWTO which would therock

the ST-EP training, ST-EP demo site projects ahérot)NWTO activities (the MTE understands this wag to the
time required for scrutiny of the legal and finaicspects of the Letter of Agreement (LoA) betwden parties as
both UN agencies have different internal rules,cpdures and checks). This negatively impacted élieety of the

ecotourism elements of the Project. However, oheelibA was finalized in September 2010, UNWTO wabée to

move fairly quickly and delivery in some areas,afdy the tourism governance and management reguats been
good and largely to time.

120. The delays in project delivery have been due targety of reasons, including:

Lack of clarity on what Project activities neededbe done and by whom, due to confused projectesiya
(e.g. multiple logframes) and too many unrealistitivities listed for individual demo sites witttle detail
given on what needs to be done within Project Damtimand unfortunately made more confusing by caang
made at the inception stage (see paragraph 294);

Low local ownership of project ideas/activities @hourrent Focal Points, all Demo Project Coordirand
most Demo Site Management Committee members wergvaived in the original project design process i
2004-2006);

Very low capacity in partner countries (personesiperience, financial resources), especially atesdemo
sites (see paragraphs 239, 240);

High turnover of national Focal Points - there mogv only two who (out of 18) were involved at thBRB
stage, and it has taken time for the newcomeretajgto speed

Low interest in the Project by some FPs due to kigtkloads, pressure to spend time on other, usualich
larger, programmes and projects as the COAST Rrijedewed as ‘small fisfi® and has a generally ‘low
profile’ among for most ministries of environmedpubts among FPs over just how the country willlyea
benefit from the Project (again, partly a reflentiaf the small budget available but also becauiseigmot an
infrastructure project so there is little tangitdeshow”); a perception among some FPs that a good deakof
funds for the COAST project has been channeledt@national consultancies and for UNIDO and UNWTO
management costs, as well as the lack of persayahent for their role as FPs by the Project (seagraph
219, 249);

Lack of urgency towards signing of UNIDO contraatsthe part of some national partners (most extremse
being Nigeria) to begin national project activiteesd unlock GEF funds at country, combined withrfegel

of responsiveness and interaction with the RCU/UNIf2am (possibly due to lack of clarity over whoswa
supposed to sign the contracts) and poor commumicat needs/requirements from RCU/UNIDO to nationa
partners;

Initial slow disbursement of funds from UNIB&followed by a lack of understanding among natiqreatners
over UNIDO financial administration and disbursemprocesses and procedures among national partners
(e.g. payments are linked to the provision of rtareaand financial reports), which have led to gslaver
payments (as of 1 December 2012, only two countab received three payments from UNIDO (out of a
planned maximum of nine), four countries had reegitwo payments and two countries only one paynant,
a result the majority of the participating courdrigs/9) had only received their first or secondafioial
installments (narrative and financial reports w&tit missing for Tanzania and Seychelles, and Négeever
signed their contract);

Although much of the latter problem has been addmsthe current challenge if getting payments dmthe
demo sites so it can be spent (problem in Cameioparticularly bad due to reluctance of ME FPdlease
the money unless he visits the site);

Sub-optimal project implementation arrangement$web many ‘layers’ of administration and managemen
(the Project should have had both UNIDO and UNWH&Oequal executing agencies who would both have
been able to deal directly with UNEP instead of e complicated and less efficient current setwvhpre
UNWTO is contracted to deliver project activities BNIDO which is contracted by UNEP); and,

% One FP commented “Why should | spend time on BAST Project when | have a US$20 million World Batroject to deal with?”

%7 One interviewee commented that “the problem is @@AST deals with ideas, nothing concrete — tharanity is largely illiterate and they need
to see something physical, as physical improvengmes them prestige in the local community”.

%8 UNIDO commented thawhile this is true for the initial payment, subsegiuones have suffered delays because of the spegtof the... stated
procedures’(see paragraph X).
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e Slow recruitment of the RPC (took almost a yearJ#NIDO so the inception phase did not start prgperitil
November 2008, which was nearly 3 years after tite &f the PDF-B phase and in the meantime individua
and institutional memory of the COAST Project haet considerably reduced.

121. These delays have caused the COAST Project to flusgs to some extent (more than one interviewee
commented that it had ‘lost its way' another thatwas a ‘sleeping projeé?), and there has been widespread
disillusionment and frustration with the Projectchase of the delays, which has generated a negétve of the
COAST Project which still needs to be overcome angnplaces. Some of the above delays and theiesamild have
been better dealt with by the RCU/UNIDO team (fostance, new FPs could have been provided withrgje€t
training manual’ similar to that given to the DPi@sthe RCU), but others are more complex and not amenable to
action by the project team, such as the issue yhpats to FPs for their participation (these areaflowed under UN
rules - see paragraph 219, 220). The significafidee delays has been recognised by RCU, UNIDOWNX&P and
measures have been put in place to try to addness. tFor instance, in late 2010/early 2011, atittkégation of the
current UNEP TM, existing UNIDO/national partnemtm@cts were replaced with 3-year rolling contrdotsake the
county demonstration activities up to the end @f Broject to avoid the bottleneck over contractiegveen UNIDO
and the national partners.

122. Unfortunately, many of the Project’s activitiesyr@ln others having started or been completed, cuesely
delays have been multiplied, and the planning @ogiencing of project activities have been a sigaift challenge for
the RCU. For instance, a team of three internatidonitoring and Evaluation (M&E) consultants wem@ntracted to
advise on M&E activities at the demo sites, but thudelays there were still no detailed activitand for demo sites
(which they needed to identify indicators and tésp&vhen their contract started so their inputhi® COAST Project
was of very little use (see paragraph 301, 302).

123. As aresult of the delays, the Project was assigmedverall ‘Unsatisfactory’ rating for in the PfBr FY2011,
and is currently under a close supervision plarJBEP, with monthly management meetings between UNESk
Manager, UNIDO Project Manager and Regional Prdpagdrdinator, to closely monitor progress (see gragh 283).

124. Overall it was clear from interviews that many cwies were still at the level of preparatory woeken though
the Project Document was signed in November 200@r(4 years ago) and the RPC arrived in Nairoliake up his
position in November 2008, and the Project has nfadéess progress than expected by the MTE. Is $einse the
COAST Project can be classified as a ‘very inefitiproject’ to date and the MTE rating for projetfiectiveness is
Unsatisfactory.

125. Theoretically, the efficiency of the approaatiopted by the Project — demonstration of inneeagiractices and
technologies at a small number of sites that aer Edopted widely and replicated throughout trggore — compared
with the alternatives, which would be to preveny awmastal tourism development and protect any ave#s high
biodiversity or environmental services value witbificially gazetted reserves, the Project’s apptoean be said to be
‘efficient’, although the Project has yet to deliv@gnificant results (so its approach is still toyged and crucially
depends on convincing the tourism sector to adeptideas and techniques) and no economic, soc&iaronmental
cost-benefit analyses exist for the alternativassarch data are not being collected by the cuRerject.

Efficiency

126. Efficiency has also been low due to the significdatays. For instance, as of December 2011, financial
disbursement from UNEP to UNIDO stood at nearly 560total GEF budget, of which 91% was ‘obligdf&dand
66% disbursed (figures from UNIDO Vienna offica).dther words only 33% of project funds (66% of 886 of the
GEF project funds) had been disbursed by UNIDO Ipehree years after the project properly stari@diyal of RPC
in Nairobi in November 2008). Expenditures givencountry reports have been even lower, indicatiagy Jimited
progress on activities on the ground. Given thatattivities related to the BAPs/BATSs at the deiit@sswvere expected
to be complete by the MTE but only 12.6% of the detdfor Outcome 1 had been spent ByDiecember 2011 (see
Table 2), indicates an inefficient project, andrayle more results would have been expected folE& @roject at the
MTE stage, even with these levels of reported sipgnd

127. There has been significant use of internationakatiants (cost is generally higher than nationaiscdtants),
which is a reflection of general lack of appropelgtexperienced people from participating countrégsd not surprising
given the highly specialised and innovative namiresome elements of the COAST project, e.g. EMShtuld be
noted that this strategy has been key to good elgliof some project results e.g. tourism governamkmanagement
reviews. However, the relatively high use of intional consultants has been criticised by somiefational FPs

% Indeed, the most frequent answer to the MTE quie$tivhat have been the main successes and fatiidate?” was ‘Delays!”
“ Funds are provided from UNEP to UNIDO in advandecl are then allocated to specific activitieshailtgh may not be spent at once (hence
‘obligated’ funds do not match ‘disbursed’ funds.
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who feel that more national consultants shouldnouted in the Project and was raised as at beti?'fhand & PSC
meetings. Since the former meeting the RCU has nirecleased efforts to address these PSC concedhshas
managed to attract some regionally based conssitantindertake Project contracts, notably EcoAfriddch has
offices in two COAST countries (Kenya and Tanzaaia)l is leading on the reef recreation managem#ntteme and
two EMS consultants based in Kenya and Burkina Rdsmare leading on the Project's EMS activiti€onsequently,
the MTE feels that the RCU has made efforts to @skithis issue which should alleviate the conceftise PSC.

128. It should be noted that despite poor project dejive date, UNIDO management costs (at Vienna H@ the
RCU office in Nairobi) have continued to be incalrand the costs of maintaining the RCU, in paldicthe salary of
the RPC, are very high. Based on figures provideti¢ MTE, RCU staff costs (excluding consultanépresent nearly
22% of the total GEF budget. This is relativelythfgr a GEF projeét.

129. Given the delays but continued spending and thl hignagement costs of the Project, the MTE ratorg f
project efficiency idJnsatisfactory.

Review of Outcomes to Impacts

130. This section examines progress made towards priojgacts using a Review of Outcomes to Impacts (ROt
analysis, following the methodology presented ie tBEF Evaluation Office’s ROtl Practitioner's Haodk'
(summarized in Annex 6 of the MTE TOR).

131. Figure 1 in Annex 7 illustrates a causal chain tasanvironmental impacts for the COAST Project.

* The three project strategies are based on the thusupportive approaches adopted by the projecapf
demonstration of measures (BAPs/BATS) to combdupoh, contamination and environmental degradation
due to unsustainable tourism; b) strengthening @fegnance and management for sustainable tourism
development; and c) awareness raising and capadilying (including provision of relevant informati) to
deliver more sustainable tourism in coastal aréasilp-Saharan Africa.

* The project ‘outcomes’ are derived from the listooftcomes in the Project Document logframe thatewer
used as indicators of achievement for the ovetgkaive (with the fifth outcome excluded as itateks to
project management). The Project Document logframesed as the basis for the ROtl analysis ratineam t
the revised logframe in the Inception Report as thcomes in the latter (termed ‘objectives’) are
formulated more as outputs, and because the légieqroject is clearer in the original projeajfiame.

132. The intermediate states presented in the causah cescribe the creation of an enabling environnfent
adoption and implementation of the BAPs/BATSs, anel therefore rather generic in nature. Similartyisinot yet
possible to fully identify drivers and assumptidnsthe theory of change for the take up of BAPs/BAand those
presented are again rather generic, e.g. suffisimfieholder incentives to ensure policy implemtgna

133. Two impact drivers related to sufficient capacitdastakeholder awareness have been added everhttioese
are addressed in direct project outcom&nlifanced Institutional Capacities Supporting Surthle Coastal Tourism
managementand ‘Widespread Public Knowledge and Information Aahility about Tourism Impacts on the Coastal
and Marine Ecosystems’)his is to flag the point that that capacity builgliefforts and stakeholder awareness
activities of the COAST Project are not sufficiesri their own to achieve these outcomes at a levatl would
guarantee progress towards the intermediate ougk@né impacts. In other words, the Project caluéntce these
conditions but cannot accomplish them alone.

134. The weaknesses in both the original and revisefegirdogframe are discussed later (see Table 4gpaphs
295-297, and Annex 5). However, it should be memttbhere that some of the indicators used in bagfrdmes are
actually impacts to be achieved or describe inteiate states, rather than being indictors of adrnent of the
outcomes themselves.

135. Table 1 in Annex 7 shows the results of the Reviévutcomes to Impact (ROtI). The overall likeliltbof
impact achievement at this stage in the COAST Etagerated on a six-point scale aslikely (‘DD’). This rating is
based on the following observations:

“L UNEP commented that this is ‘not within GEF aceethreshold of 10%, which is a major concern fdi8P. Although we can consider the cost
of the Regional Coordinator as not only relatechemagement tasks, but also partly (up to 50-60étajed to technical tasks.” The MTE agrees with
this last point; it is difficult to see how suchcamplex multi-country project could be managed esslthan 10% of the budget, which the MTE
considers an arbitrary figure and not particuléwypful.

“2 hitp:/vww. thegef.org/gef/sites/thegef.org/fileséd ments/Impact_Eval-Review_of Outcomes_to_ImpRais- handbook. pdf
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* The rating on achievement of outcomes is D, siheeproject outcomes have not yet been delivered (or
indeed many of the outputs). If the outcomes caadbéeved there is potential for an AB rating & &md
of the project. However, given the size and comipfesf the COAST Project, lack of clarity of thenas
and deliverables among many stakeholders, slowetgliof outputs and its limited budget, the MTE
considers it is highly unlikelyhat the Project will achieve this rating by tHf&aal end of project. Indeed,
the likely final rating on achievement of outcomagues for redesign of the project strategy and
framework to ensure delivery of some impact froe Bmoject.

¢ The D rating on intermediate states reflects theasnres to move project outcomes toward intermediat
states are only at preliminary stages e.g. delivefythe Sustainable Tourism Governance and
Management Studies, are accepted but need to e fakher. However, such a rating is to be expecte
at this stage in the project life.

* Arating for achievement of stress reduction impactthe sub-Saharan Africa region is not applieatil
this stage since it is too early for results frdme BAPS/BATs demonstration projects, the institugio
capacity building and policy and planning strengthg (through the Tourism Governance and
Management for Sustainable Tourism studies) to hadeany discernable impact (as previously noted th
Project is behind on delivery). The demonstrationjgrts are expected to deliver local impacts trat
relevant and replicable at the sub-Saharan Afdeall

136. The DD and resultiniyloderately Unsatisfactory ratings present a rather pessimistic picture efptbtential for
the project to provide a foundation for future dety of significant environmental impacts. Howeviérshould be
recognised that the ROtI rating system is not weited to a mid-term evaluation, since progressatdw intermediate
states and impacts would not necessarily be expexttéhis relatively early stage in a project. Tisigarticularly the
case here where the emphasis is on small-scale mdgrations, capacity building and awareness-raisind then
mainstreaming activities, rather than on widespi@atisubstantial delivery on the ground.

137. In the MTE’s opinion, the ROtl should be undertalanthe project design stager at the latest during the
inception period, when it could be used as a chedénsure that the project’s logic is sound andistia It is not
particularly useful at the MTE stage when most gctg have only limited results to report, and ittssommended that
UNEP reconsider its use as part of mid term evaloafOR. It should also be undertaken as a joierese with the
whole project team and not as an isolated anabysthe evaluator.

138. Given, according to UNEP practice, that the overaiing for a project’s Attainment of project oljees and
results is taken as the lowest rating of the irdlial elements, the overall rating for this elemehthe Project is
Unsatisfactory.

B. Strategic Issues - Sustainability and catalytwe

Sustainability

139. Sustainability is understood as the probabilitycoftinued long-term project-derived results andaotp after
the external project funding and assistance ends.difficult to assess sustainability at the M3tage as the COAST
Project has yet to deliver the majority of its lestHowever, certain conclusions can already lagvdr Four aspects of
sustainability are considered by the evaluationigpolitical, financial, institutional and envirorental.

Socio-political sustainability

140. Socio-political sustainability is judged as poouedto generally low stakeholder ownership of thejédut,
especially at the demo site level and weak commmitnfiom some national Focal Points (FPs), due t@rety of
reasons.

141. The design stage was dominated by consultantsdant site communities had relatively little invaivent,
and many of original individuals at national leweVolved during that stage (government staff andafF&oints) have
since moved on so ‘institutional memory’ has best'i. In addition, the MTE encountered considerablefusion and
lack of understanding about the objective and eetibles of the COAST Project at national and deiteolevels.
Judging from responses to MTE questibmone sentence, what is the objective of the COASject?, many people
involved with the Project see it as a vehicle foorpoting tourism opportunities, and very few respemts stated that
the project objective was to address pollution @ortamination of coastal and offshore waters dueudsm activities,

3 Only one FP (from Nigeria) remains from the PDptiase; all others have changed.
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or even general environmental aims (and no one ioteett international watef$) This ‘misperception’ over the
objective of the Project needs to be addressed.

142. Many FPs interviewed by the MTE, expressed low esittesm for the Project, evidenced by delays owgisg
of project contracts by some countries, slow dejivef national project reports, frequent and widesg delays in
countries responding to requests from the RCU,ramdattendance at PSC meetings by some FPs (sagragains 120
and 249 for more detail on delays and their cau§d®) MTE believes that efforts are needed to aidteese issues
and to re-engage the FPs, especially the MT FPshese is a risk that project results will not belieered and
sustainability will fail. There needs to be an omkstussion on FPs involvement at the next PSCingeét should be
a specific item on the agenda), especially as thefkloads on the Project will have to increaserdtie next two years
if the Project is to deliver meaningful results dvef its end, and without the full commitment of #fes the project is
highly likely to fail (on outcome 2 in particular).

143. Ultimately, long-term impact and socio-politicalssainability of results will only be achieved ifgpect findings
(e.g. BAPs/BATs recommendations coming out of temd sites) can be integrated into key tourism squibcy and
regulatory instruments and initiatives, which whe briginal aim of Outcome 2. Consequently, thejdtoneeds to
focus on promoting and supporting uptake of projesults within tourism sector development procesh&ing the
remaining two years or mainstreaming will not occBpecific ‘access points’ and opportunities forimsaeaming
project results into decision-making bodies and:esses still need to be identified, although theAdXD Sustainable
Tourism Governance and Management studies provigeelaminary analysis which can be built on. They Kecal
point for mainstreaming into the tourism sectordset be the Ministry of Tourism (MT) rather thdre tMinistry of
Environment (ME), as the MT has generally strorgg@mections/network and influence with the priviatgrism sector

in most countries, as would be expected. Howewelgipg from MTE interviews, the MT FPs have beelatieely
little involved with the COAST Project to date (thenain task has been organizing the in-countrysioiss for the
Tourism Governance and Management consultants fjwth&y have done well). The Project needs to addfes issue
because without greater MT involvement, mainstreanaif project results into the tourism sector widt occur to any
great extent. Furthermore, given its comparativeaathge with regard to tourism and the fact tha leading on the
Project’'s ecotourism activities, it would be selwsiif UNWTO takes the lead on overseeing the magashing
initiatives, rather than UNIDO, in collaboration tlvi and support from UNEP’s Tourism and Environment
Programm&. This will require UNWTO preparing a proposal lwhudget for these extra activities as some reptese
an extension to activities previously agreed undertUNWTO/UNIDO contract and others are new andimdtded in
the original contract.

144. As yet, the Project has not prepared an officiatl gxategy, although this was not really expecethe MTE
stage. However, MTE interviews revealed that thereo clear idea yet of how project results will festained and
enhanced over time, which needs to be addressedgiithe suggested ‘Project Communication and Maaming
Strategy and Plan’ (see paragraph 231).

145. MTE rating: Moderately Unlikely

Financial resources

146. The Project is producing outputs for mainstreaming, demonstrations of how BAPs/BATs can be adbfute
the sub-Saharan African context (Outcome 1) andmecendations for improved governance and managetoent
support sustainable tourism (Outcome 2) that wél daptured through reports, case studies, guidglioedes of
practice, policy briefs, etc, and disseminated ugfoa variety of mechanisms (Outcome 4), with capduuilding
(Outcome 3) to deliver these outcomes and faalitheir integration within national and local tami-sector policies,
regulations, strategies, plans and programmesadogtion by key tourism sector players. Once ptajesults have
been integrated into sector policy and planningstainability’ can be said to have been achievedther financial
inputs will be required for their implementationtktis is not the COAST Project’s responsibilitythaugh in the
original design, output 2.3 suggested it was. Hawgthe risk here is that the participating goveznta won't have the
finances for implementation, although if clear Héadparticularly financial and economic, as wall environmental)
can be seen from adopting Project recommendati@rsitnplementation is more likely. Consequentig, Project will
need to develop an advocacy plan and set of deivid ensure that the key benefits of adoptingttagect results are

“ Examples included: “To protect Denton Bridge sitel engage tourist visiting the site” (The Gambi&p engage local communities in coastal
management and conservation, activities that wenkible them to create business opportunities fastebtourism” (Senegal), “The development of
sustainable tourism” (Mozambique).

—s0 UNEP is just one among many partners. IfM®EAST delivers some results, these can/will beedisated through this platform as well. The
project execution team (UNIDO/WTO/RCU) should bdeato make this link with maximum ease. To my knedge there are no formal ties
between the COAST project and the initiative, stkefy that UNEP can claim to be providing the @eahcing this way (not sure who is funding
the initiative, will investigate anyway)'.
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communicated effectively (again this should beuded in the proposed Project Communication and 8t@aming
Strategy and Plan).

147. There has been relatively poor engagement wittpthate tourism sector so far, where most touristiviy
rests. This is disappointing given that this is vehgroject results are likely to have the greatagiact in the long-term.
This is partly due to the late start of the Proe&MS activities and to the marginal involvemefttee MT FPs in
many countries. Again, if the Project can demonstdear direct or indirect financial benefits teetprivate sector
tourism industry through cost-benefit analyses fSEcomponents e.g. costs saving on water and igiégtuantified
for a set of representative small-, medium- anddssized hotels, demonstrating the negative impactourism
numbers when local environmental concerns are dareasetf, or capturing the economic value of ecotourisrooal
livelihoods, then the private sector will be moilely to fund the BAPs/BATs themselves and uptakgact and
sustainability of project results will be improvellTE interviews in The Gambia, Kenya, Senegal aegcBelles
revealed, as expected, that the single most impoc@nsideration for hotel managers in considevigther to adopt
more sustainable management practices, e.g. irtimgiienergy saving mechanisms, or treating wasim fhotels
rather than discharging it to the environmentjnsiicial, with the key question being “How muchhig going to cost
me?” (Interestingly, it was not “How much will thsave me?”, suggesting initial start-up costs meythe main
barrier). One manager of a very large, globallyoremed hotel interviewed by the MTE commented thenef he is
convinced the key group to influence is his Board that without their backing any new managemerdsuaees would
not be introduced. Again, this argues for the nfeda well-researched and carefully prepared adwpad project
results set out in a COAST Project Communicatiorss Mainstreaming Strategy and Plan (see paragraph 2

148. The UNDP-GEF MBD Project (COAST's ‘sister projedias investigated this issue in much greater diyath
the COAST Project to date and has been pioneeh@giévelopment of a country specific eco-certifamatscheme —
the Seychelles Sustainable Tourism Label (SSTLjh whe aim of getting the majority of hotels/guestbes in
Seychelles to qualify for the label within the n@® years, which is being used as a ‘steppingestian later adoption
of 1ISO14001 within the industry. Consequently, Bikely to be important lessons from the MBD Project how to
promote sustainable measures to a sceptical towsestor that are likely to be valuable for the relsthe COAST
project, and the results could represent a sigmiticontribution to the COAST Project.

149. MTE Rating: Moderately Likely

Institutional sustainability

150. Sustainability of project results will require sofént institutional capacity to facilitate theiptake and use by
both the public and private tourism sector. Manythad national Sustainable Tourism Governance andalglement
studies highlight low capacity as a serious baifoerdelivery of sustainable tourism (although @swbeyond the remit
of the consultants to go into detail).

151. The Project carried out national Training Needs lgses (TNAs) focusing on the capacity weaknesseks an
needs in the three sub-themes (EMS, ecotourismreefirecreation management) and has delivered réfisant
number of training events (based in part on reconutagons from the TNAs covered under the ProjeGigcome 3),
which should help build institutional capacity,taltigh, disappointingly, the Project is not attemgptio measure the
extent of change or the impact or sustainabilityhefse efforts (there is no capacity building iatlic associated with
the logframe, for instané®.

152. However, as pointed out previously, the TNAs weoedticted before individual projects were developed
demo sites and they do not specifically identifyatvimstitutional support is required for mainstréagnproject results
and ensuring their sustainability (again, at theeti thinking on how best to deliver and integraiggzt results was at
an early stage). So far this has not been exanimady detail but it is likely that some additionatgeted institutional
capacity building and awareness-raising will beuregl at national level in order to access poliegiiatory processes
to mainstream project results effectively and, ipatarly, to promote project results to the privagetor.

153. Interms of institutional structures essential§ostainability, whilst the various national minisgrinvolved with
the COAST Project can be expected to continue ist,edkhe DSMCs are more uncertain. Based on MTe&rugws, it
is unlikely that most of these groups will contiraféer Project funding finishes unless an altesgasiource of funding
is found. Members participate onpao bonobasis, although their costs (travel to meetingd efreshments) are

“ 1t would be interesting to undertake a study &tcted demo sites to look at whether targeted bebedn up campaigns have an influence on
tourist behaviour and numbers and to quantifyithiinancial terms (how much local hotels can makése from this).

47 Changes in the score of a modified GEF capacisgsmnent scorecard might be a useful indicator. {R¥eGEF/UNDP/UNEP (undated).
Monitoring Guidelines of Capacity Development in FBperations Capacity Development Initiative, Global Supporbgtamme, andUNDP
(2008). UNDP Capacity Assessment Methodology US€auige.
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covered®® The disadvantage of this model is that it has i@ty high ‘opportunity’ costs, which are espdijia
important for the poorer members of the DSMC ifytlaétend a meeting or demo site event. e.g. fiseermho could
lose the income from a day’s catch, or forest uides who could lose potential clients, and womveo would have
to probably find a child minder as well as takiimgé off work. In addition, as noted above, thereusrently a feeling
of low ownership of demo site activities among B@MCs, which does not motivate members to attenetimgs and
is likely to have an even bigger impact after GHRding for attendance comes to an end. To addnéssthie Project
needs to capture, quantify and better promote tbeefits to members from involvement in the DSMCgl an
development of the COAST Project at the demo Sité®r instance, if the hotel representatives ondBMC can see
clear that they will gain figures on the finandinefits from adopting EMS related BAPs/BATSs (sisipg little data
exist on this for the target countries), then thélybe more likely to engage in the Project andject results are likely
to be adopted and spread more widely in the prisatgor. Financial benefits can probably be quiadtifuite easily
from the Project’s activities, especially as the S projects collect such data as part of their Mi@&nework, and
this could (should) be built into the EMS work witte hotels, although this is more difficult foretheef recreation
management aspect of the Project at demo sites, Algpresent, there is no clear vision for theritof the DSMCs -
whether they would be needed beyond the end oPtbgct, and if they do continue what role they ldoplay and
who would finance them. There needs to be a dssonson these issues within the Project the nextodiths and
options/solutions set out in a project sustaingbdkit strategy.

154. In the original design, the COAST Project was tppsurt a region-wide information analysis and steragstem
(RICH and EIMAS in Outcome 4). This was judged toubitious at the inception stage and an alternatoletion
proposed which was to develop the COAST projectsitelas essentially a ‘clearing house mechanismihformation
on BAPs/BATS for sustainable tourism informationisistill too early to assess the success andtafémess of this as
there are few specific results to promote through Wwebsite yet, but consideration does need toilengo the
sustainability of using the Project website in thianner as it is not clear who will fund the sifeeaGEF funds are
exhausted, and this needs to be addressed adf partoverall ‘exit strategy’ the RCU needs to depein the next 18
months (so completed 6 months prior to end of pihje

155. MTE Rating: Moderately Likely

Environmental sustainability

156. Given the COAST Project’s focus on the coastal aear-shore marine environment, long-term climainge
could negatively impact project successes due ddesel rises, coral bleaching and other associetests but these
are beyond the COAST Project’s control.

157. Some demo sites may also be subject to nearbya®wehts that could essentially eliminate projestlts. For
instance, a deep-water fishing port is plannedafoarea that overlaps the demo site in CameroabijKalthough an
environmental impact assessment is envisaged ifodévelopment.

158. There is a general assumption that 'ecotourisnh’netl significantly damage the local environmemidg¢ed this
is stressed in the Project Document and part ofrdtienale for the COAST Project), but experienaf both the
region and other parts of the world has shown thatmany visitors, irrespective of type of tourisoan have a
negative impact if concentrated in the same arefaroed along the same traflsUnfortunately, very little concrete
data exist on the ecological impact of touristghia coastal areas of the target countries and tiedt ‘ecological
carrying capacity’ (or Limits of Acceptable Changeg in the demo site regions (even, surprisinglhySeychelles).
This is another area to which the COAST Projectidonake a valuable contribution. For instances itikely that as
part of the development of management plans urdereef recreation management sub-theme, limitisemumber of
tourists visiting critical reef areas will need be set. Developing, demonstrating and promotingpkEinways to
understand, measure and estimate the impact abt®and decide on ecological limits (in other veoriidelines on
‘best practice’ methods and models to collect imfation in order to assess carrying capacity) wbelcé very valuable
contribution to developing sustainable tourism nugmaent strategies and practices in the target deanfhese could
be included under the proposed revision and expardgf the Review of BAPs/BATs (see paragraph 3&4here is,

“ |t was not entirely clear to the MTE what costsaveovered which seemed to vary between countriggtere were a number of complaints from
DSMC members to the MTE about this. The Projeetsea clear policy on DSMC payments that is comamyoss demo sites and countries and
this needs to be communicated directly to the DSé@s DPCs) by the RCU.

49 One possible solution to this, aimed particulaythe poorer members, which is being trialled lly YNDP-GEF Mainstreaming Biodiversity
(MBD) Project in Seychelles, is to pay an hononarito community members to attend meetings whengeaific product is being developed or
project task being undertakeffor instance, in the case of the MBD Project payts are made to local fishermen to help develéipheries co-
management plan - effectively, the fishermen aid fm their contribution to its development whighseen as ‘work’. Without this only the rich
fishermen (who have very specific views about mana@nt and do not represent the views of the fisbergmunity) would attend and develop the
plan. The proposal is to make payments to the fiisbr after they attend blocks of three meetingsa(asy to ensure their continued commitment
and input).

% For instance, there are concerns over the nunftibivers at specific sites (coral gardens) in Watavtarine National Park.
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according to the FPs, very little capacity and kieglge of this issue in the target countries (seipgly given the
wildlife tourism trade and level of research ontecoism in Tanzania and Kenya).

159. Depending on the results of this, the COAST Proguuld look to include and promote the adoption of
BAPs/BATSs for ecological carrying capacity assesstsigo they could, for instance, be fed into up-iogrmevision of
environmental protection and environmental impastasment legislation and regulations (again,ritdsgnized that
the COAST Project has little control over whethease are approved by governments, but it shoulsidenpromoting
their adoption).

160. MTE rating: Moderately Likely

Catalytic Role and Replication

161. The Project is largely investing in pilot activei€adaptation and demonstration of BAPsS/BATs wilbpacity
building and improved information availability tegmote their uptake), which are expected to be\atige for sub-
Saharan Africa and will hopefully show how new apmhes can work and the results of these will bmstr@amed
into national processes and forums. Consequertdtgngially, the Project could have a significaniadgic role.

162. Whilst the MTE recommends that the Project try tpport integration of results into national govesmn
processes, the MTE believes that the key to extensatalysis and particularly replication of prajeesults in the
region will be through engagement with the privegetor. Unfortunately, private sector involvemeas been poor to
date (certainly at national level and limited atdddemo level). This has been accepted by thg&rand is due in
part to the delay over the start of significant Em8ject activities, so should improve in the setbalf of the project.

163. Project activities to determine and promote inc@sifor private sector engagement, e.g. cost-ltemediyses of
the introduction of EMS elements to hotels, coulelagly support catalysis, as would identifying ‘of@ons’ within the

private sector (e.g. hotel managers) who are willio promote the adoption of BAPs/BATs and moretasnable

tourism governance and management within their strggu However, the MTE feels that a specific prévatector
engagement plan (included as a specific sectigh@Project Communication and Mainstreaming Stsategl Plan)
needs to be developed by the Project that setsvbatthe target companies/institutions/individuate, ghow they
should be engaged, what the best methods for engageare, give targets and a timeframe for thelively, and

identifies the necessary resources (financial,qrersl, etc) for effective engagement and respohisis. is considered
particularly important as the ministries of envinoent (the lead agencies for the COAST Project istnsountries) do
not have particularly strong contacts with the gtévcoastal tourism sector and neither the ME EP$hre DPCs (who
are staff members of the ME) have worked directlshie private tourism sector (unlike the tourisns =P

164. Replication, in the context of UNEP and GEF prajec defined as lessons and experiences comingfdhe

project that are duplicated (experiences are repeand lessons applied in different geographicsjrea scaled up
(experiences are repeated and lessons appliec isatine geographic area but on a much larger sodléuaded by
other sources). At the MTE point, there has beemepdication of Project results (due to delayedwel of these),
although this was not expected to be significanthat stage. However, the COAST Project lacks anéwork for

capturing and documenting lessons and experierarasg out of the project, which needs to be inséddn order to
promote replication of Project results nor does Breject has no clear replication strategy (ag#iis could be
addressed in the Project's Communication and Magasting Strategy and Plan).

165. However, as yet, there has been no replicatiorr@jeEt results (due to delayed delivery of theaéijjough this
was not expected to be significant at the MTE stage

166. MTE Rating: Moderately Satisfactory

C. Processes affecting attainment of project result

Preparation and Readiness

Project strategy and design

167. Overall, the COAST Project has been too ambitiond impracticable to be deliverable within the Pectie

original timeframe and budget. Implementation af tDOAST Project has been particularly handicappedsbpoor
design. This has been for a variety of reasons.
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168. The COAST Project has three separate sets of logfgproject, ‘sub-theme’ and demo site logframasg, in
the MTE’s opinion, the Project was made more complethe inception stage through poor (re)desigthefsite level
‘logframes’ (these are really results/activitiestritas rather than logframes), which were esséntidveloped by
taking the activities identified for demo sitesthé PDF-B stage and putting them into a table wiibre detail on
targets and timeframes. In addition, extra actsitihat are not specifically covered in the Pro@otument, such as
HIV/AIDS awareness raising activities at most desites”, were added at the inception stage, and othec, asi the
ICZM set of activities, were added at a later d&@. most countries, the demo site activities ¢iste Appendix A of
the Project Document are little more than a ‘wissti.| In most cases, very little detail is givengein case of The
Gambia they are just a list presented as bullettpavith no detail), and many are not relevantpprapriate. Although
there is a budget total for each demonstration bitgken down according to GEF funding and natigmiernment co-
financing, these ‘activities lists’ are not costadd bear no relationship to the overall budgetltoh the case of The
Gambia, for instance, the International Consulestimates it would cost many millions of US Dollaoscarry out all
the 43 of the activities given for the three denti@imn sites, yet the total budget is only justo\S$450,000 and that
includes co-financing (giving just US$150,000 pée sf divided equally). Unfortunately, some natibrpartners,
notably The Gambia, have believed that since th@iernment formerly endorsed the Project Docunme2006, they
are committed to delivery of ALL of the activitidsted in the country narratives in Appendix A dfet Project
Document, despite recognizing that this is simpipdssible with the resources they have. This hasethfrustration
among COAST teams across the Project. In the MTdpimion, these ‘activity lists’ were intended astqutial
ideas/activities that coulthot musy be developed at the sites within the frameworkhef Project’s overall aims, and
national partners should NOT feel that they arernitted to delivering all of thef,

169. In addition, the original Project Objective doest meflect many of the activities proposed in theject
Document. Under the original wording te-demonstrate best practice strategies for suataitourism to reduce the
degradation of marine and coastal environmentsrafigboundary significance the Project is restricted to simply
‘demonstrating best practice strategies’; in otwerds, it does not seek impact or change in belawwough the
adoption and widespread implementation of besttiges’. In order to achieve the original objective agestdt was
only necessary to a) identify relevant ‘best pasi and ‘best technologies’ b) field test and mpttiem for the sub-
Saharan Africa context and ¢) promote awareneskese approaches. However, it is clear from indisafassociated
with the Project Objective and the wording of thlees outcomes in the original project logframe &ndject Document
narrative that the COAST Project was intended toenimeyond merely ‘demonstration’ and aim for thembn and
implementation of BAPs/BATs as well. In other wortti® project was to take a demonstration amainstreaming
approach. The MTE feels that the logframe is cagdiusn this point.

170. The Project’s strategy rests on the argument theally adapted internationally recognised ‘bestcpicas’
(BAPs/BATs) can reduce degradation to environmedi® to tourism development in sub-Saharan Africa.
Unfortunately, ‘best practice’ is never really aefil in the Project Document and has confused staket®lders - it's

a relative term and suggests that there is intemmat agreement on approaches/technologies, whishnentioned
earlier, is not the case for any of the Projediteé sub-themes (EMS, Ecotourism, and Reef reoreatanagement).
This raises the issue of why the phrase ‘best jgelavas chosen by the project design team; ‘gaedfre’ might be a
better, less controversial and clearer term to(as@erhaps ‘appropriate practice’, reflecting lingitations of African
context). The Project itself is ntesting and comparing different approaches anadd number of sites to see which is
most effective (it is not a research project), eati is demonstrating the use of a limited numbeapproaches that
have already been showm be effective (‘good practice’) in other parfstloe world. Given the limited funding for the
Project, this is the only sensible approach. Coneetly, the Project needs to provide clear evidehaethose practices
being piloted at the demo sites have already bbewrsto reduce environmental degradation, pollutios, #trough
other studies — this was the intention of the & giobal Review of BAPs/BATs undertaken shortlyeafproject
implementation (under Outcome 1). However, as presly stated, this Review was inadequate and mablie useful,
and, disappointingly given the importance of theviBe to the development of the rest of the COASjéut, it does
not appear to have been independently assessedyerglevant UNIDO technical Branches, UNWTO or ERNs
Sustainable Consumption and Production Branch)otdin that the advice and case studies givenyeaalbresent
‘international best practice’. This would haveesigthened the document and probably led to thefaathore demo-
site specific guidance much earlier. In the MTE¥néon, such an independent expert assessmeng &teliew should

1 Nobody was able to explain to the MTE where tfis af expensive activities had come from — they rewe mentioned at all in the Project
Document, and are not relevant to an IW Projedtithprimarily seeking to address pollution andteomination of coastal/offshore waters. Although
the MTE recognises the huge social and economi@adéigf the HIV/AIDS epidemic in Africa, these adties should have been funded from a
public health or other development sources and ¥@The COAST Project using GEF funds. All COAST jBeb activities related to HIV/AIDS
should now be stopped.

2 These initial lists and the demo site ‘logframessti annual work plans that were developed from flse®m to have caused a considerable amount
of problems for the national teams, with commentshsas “ We were defeated as to how to implementbrk plan” and “ The idea was good but
how to go about it is not clear”.

3 According to the Chambers 2Century Dictionary, to ‘demonstrate’ means too khow or prove something by reasoning or providivigence.

2 to show how something is done, operates, etc.o3stow (support, opposition, etc) by protesting, rahimg, etc in public.
http://www.chambersharrap.co.uk/chambers/featunesfichref. py/main?query=demonstrate&title=21st
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still undertaken (this could be done in collabamatiwith the sub-theme consultants — UNWTO, EcoAfrand the
Project's EMS consultants) and the Review exparatedl strengthened with a more comprehensive globaiview
and more specific guidance as to what would be mpgtopriate models to pilot at the demo sites améxplanation
as to why.

171. Related to the above, the second indicator of tihgEt Objective - ‘noticeable reduction in the catation and
overall loss of coastal and offshore environmests aesult of unsustainable tourism’ - suggeststti@Project needs
to measure habitat degradation and pollution anitacoination loads along and off the coast, emplpymany
‘national indicators’. This is the expected longatg5-10 year) impact of the COAST Project, althotigere are many
other causes of environmental degradation anddtdbgs that the COAST Project is not addressirtghes no control
over, which makes future assessment of the spemtifitribution due to the COAST Project activitie®hdematic.
What is needed instead are measures of local emagntal degradation/pollution/contamination at dleeno sites to
confirm that the BAPs/BATs being tested and adapted tostleSaharan Africa context dead to reductions in
environmental threat (such information would makenore likely that the modified BAPs/BATs will belapted by
national governments and the private sector aniicegpd widely).

172. Unfortunately, the Project's complexity is not hedipby the Project Document, which is overly lon§3dages,
although fairly typical for GEF-3 project documéntand few people refer to it (few people connectitti the Project
claimed have actually read all of it). The detilaception Report produced by the RCU was an gttémovercome
this problem, by presenting a much shortened summfathe main features of the COAST Project, whiebuld be
much more ‘user-friendly’. The Inception Report sidelfil this need but again, unfortunately, it da®t seem to have
been used very much as a reference source by tharfePDSCs.

173. Interestingly, MTE interviews and internal UNEP dotents seen by the MTE revealed that there was
considerable concern among those UNEP-GEF and UNifa involved during the PDF-B phase about thebility

of the Project, including its overall design, scopad distribution of activities between countriggrticularly in
relation to the proposed creation of an environlettéita centre in Nigeria), as well as the reldyigmall overall GEF
budget and arrangements for project implementagwen though it had undergone a number of sigmificavisions at
the late PDF-B stage. The Project was recognisqzhdiularly ambitious given the size of its budgad number of
countries involved and large number of project\dtigis involved. In the end, the MTE understandst thn internal
decision was taken by UNEP and UNIDO to submit pineposal to GEF and then correct structural andkroth
weaknesses during the inception period. In the MT&pinion, this was done to a very limited extémfortunately,
the logframe, which gives a summary of a projetgic and strategy and is the basis for a GEF ptgeV&E
framework, was made even more confusing. This naag heen because there had been a high turnouMBP Task
Managers (three) and UNIDO Project Managers (twdhe period between the end of the PDF-B stagesaddf the
inception stage, which led to a loss of ‘institadmemory’ of the problems identified at submissio

174. Unfortunately, the various reviews of the draftjpobd proposal carried out by the GEF Secretariainduthe
design process were not rigorous enough and thePSRAview (by a consultant who clearly had very téaui
experience in multi-country project design, impletation and management) was short, misdirectediemaate and
exceptionally poor. Comments by the GEF Secreté@&FSEC) and GEF Council were also not terriblggieating,
although several GEF Council members did highlitite need to revise the logframe, and set up a prb|&E
framework with appropriate indicators and assodid@seline within the first 6-12 months of implertaion, although
these were not acted on by the Project.

175. In the MTE’s opinion, the overly ambitious naturé the project was not sufficiently recognised (or
acknowledged) during the proposal review phasedhiition, there was no independent review of theASD Project
during the inception period, which the MTE cons&armistake (responsibility lies with UNEP and URIs both
were aware of the serious flaws in project desiwphexecution arrangements).

Design of the three sub-theme sets of activities

i. Ecotourism theme activities

176. UNWTO's ST-EP Programmié which has a focus on eliminating poverty by prting ‘sustainable tourism’,
has been adopted as the main ecotourism activibetshowcased at the demo site$he framework for developing
ST-EP projects has been well tested in a wide tyadgkcountries and local situations, and the mobgevelopment and
review process for those COAST Project ST-EP pralsoapproved up to the MTE (Cameroon, Ghana, Kemgh

5 http://step.unwto.org/en

%5 It should be noted that the ST-EP projects hagetlvantage of being essentially an ‘off the shatidel that has been tried and tested elsewhere,
and could be quickly adapted and implemented byCB&ST Project. Consequently, the UNWTO proposalde the ST-EP model as the main
mechanism for delivery of the ecotourism sub-thainthe demo sites was adopted at tHePBC Meeting in Cameroon in 2010. Project acisiti
related to the other two themes — EMS and reeéetion management - have required more thoughtireved

40



COAST Project — Mid Term Evaluation Report

Nigeria approved at 1 December 2011) has beenaugoby UNWTO. Consequently, the MTE is confiderdttthe
suite of ST-EP projects funded through the COASQjdRt can be delivered inside the remaining twayéiall are
started by end March 2012.

177. However, delivery of environmental benefits througle ST-EP projects is less clear. The COAST Ptadgec
supposed to be showcasing examples of ecotouriatmhtive limited environmental impact and are ablgédnerate
financing for biodiversity conservation Oevelopment of eco-tourism to alleviate povertyotigh sustainable
alternative livelihoods and generate revenues famservation of biodiversitand the benefit of the local community’
MTE underlining). However, whilst the ST-EP program has been shown to alleviate poverty, there lig lonited
data on whether ST-EP projects have proven sudnesenerating revenues for conservation of biodsitg'. It is
currently assumed that they do, but the MTE feeds this needs to be sho#n

178. Worryingly, the rationale given in the ST-EP proalssfor benefits to environment in proposals viewegdhe
MTE is weak in some cases, e.g. it will reducertbmber of illegal fishermen operating off Watamenia as it offers
alternative livelihood opportunities. The MTE enntered a degree of scepticism about this argumemingl
interviews at Watamu and it may be that it was dddethe proposal to simply strengthen it as somgttvas needed
for the ‘environmental benefits’ section.

179. There are no direct environmental indicators in 81leEP projects (although there is a good set ofoso
economic indicators and each ST-EP project habastpwell-developed logframe), and monitoring n¥ieonmental
variables is not taking place (not surprising gitiee focus is on poverty reduction). The MTE feélst it would be
desirable if the COAST Project could demonstratat tthe ST-EP projects can lead to reduced enviratehe
degradation — the causal link needs to be est&uljstspecially as the ST-EP programme was notctkplidentified
as a ‘best practice’ in the global Review of BARSTB undertaken during the first year of Project lempentation (see
paragraphs 85-87). In addition, ideally some emvitental threat reduction indicators should be addeshch of the
ST-EP projects at the demo sites, or co-opted fiteenEMS and reef recreation management projectierai sites
where they overlap in activities/areas. The ST-Efjepts should be reviewed to examine what, if agglitional
environmental indicators could be added at thiges{avith baseline retrofitted). Given that theseuldldbe above and
beyond what was agreed between UNIDO and UNWTOitiaddl GEF funding is likely to be required frorhet
Project. It is suggested that the three groupsoofultants working on the sub-theme projects lyidiscuss how to
include such indicators at the demo sites (possibtiie ' PSC meeting in April 2012).

ii. Environmental Management Systems (EMS) thentiwities

180. Demo sites have a mixture of liquid and solid wasnagement and disposal issues, which are believed
causing pollution and contamination in surroundicmpstal waters. A general barrier raised by hotahagers
(certainly for Kenya, Senegal, Seychelles, Tan2aiwiahe adoption of measures to deal with theseess is the high
cost of introducing EMS, and especially attainirend maintaining) the internationally recognised 18001
certification, which is expensive — hoteliers daee the value or don’t have the funds to makeefeired investment.
This is particularly a barrier for smaller hotdls.addition, there are no national legal requirets¢o adopt ISO 14001
or other mandatory certification at present in ahthe participating countries so there is littlegsure for them to do
so. Consequently. The COAST Project needs to foecuslefining and promoting the financial benefifsadopting
pollution control, waste treatment and managemedtather EMS measures.

181. In terms of other forms of ‘eco certification’, tlmiginal intention was that the Project would helgvelop
national voluntary ecotourism certification systefngt also promote established schemes, such asHdg. This has
largely been abandoned by the Project as unreadisti unfeasible in the timeframe of the Préfeend the MT FPs
have not pushed for this (several interviewed l&yMTE were highly sceptical of the idea in practiespecially as the
focus was to be on voluntary schemes which in tireeat economic climate were seen as a non-stattegddition,
according to UNWTO, there is no international corsses or standardisation on the form of these scheme they are
often fraught with political issues. Consequentlye MTE agrees with the RCU’s decision to focusepuron
identification and demonstration of appropriate EM&asures for the remainder of the Project.

ii. Reef recreation management theme activities

%6 UNWTO commented thatri 2010, the theme of the World Tourism Day wasi§ouand Biodiversity. As one of the activitiesrit out to raise
awareness on the contribution tourism can makeiddiersity conservation, UNWTO collected inspiristgries of sustainable tourism initiatives
that directly contribute to the conservation of  diicersity (including several ST-EP projects); See:
http://www.unwto.org/worldtourismday/stories/starighp?lang=E&op=0 These inspiring stories could be reviewed to geine additional
examples of how eco-tourism projects could conteitta biodiversity conservation’

5" However, according to the lead FP and DPC in Mdsque there is some interest and potential fooihicing Blue Flagwwwhlueflag.org/) to
hoteliers around the Inhambane area, based oratimuis parametersvéter quality, clean beaches, good rubbish coltetfacilities, improvements
on the beach and sea security in front of the Bptelith possible development of a code of condactlfie hoteliers. This would be a useful COAST
Project contribution if it can be delivered in time
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182. Reef recreation management covers only a limitetheaof activities, essentially focused only on seef
However, the MTE considers this to be too restrictas coastal tourism activities are also negatiwlpacting
mangroves, seagrass beds in coastal lagoons dtedrtesting beaches (often the same tour operatiisng all these
habitats where they are geographically close, sscit Watamu). The Project should be addressirgj Hikese tourism-
related threats where possible. It is thereforemenended that the Project change the wording oBthgneme from
‘Reef recreation management’ to ‘Coastal Waters&aion Management.

iv. Integrated Coastal Zone Management (ICZM) aibtis

183. EMS, Ecotourism, and Reef recreation managemenidargified in the Project Document as the threeafo
areas for demonstrating BAPs/BATs (under Outcoméniggrated Coastal Zone Management (ICZM) isaxplicitly
mentioned as a focal aréanor is the development of ICZM plans, althougttegrated coastal planning’ and ‘coastal
use zonation’ are included in reviews of ‘land @s®l integrated coastal management plans’ (Outputp2fagraph
137) along with manwther possible topics for consideration, and dergi@l topics (again, along with manthers) for
training and awareness-raising (Output 3A, pardyrdp0). Consequently, the ICZM activities introdddeto the
Project are not a primary focus and their introduc{ownership) appears to rest with the RCU, nith the FPs, DPCs
or DSMC:s. It should be noted that although atterhptse been made to add ICZM as a fourth sub-therttestProject,
they have not yet been officially endorsed by tBE€P

184. From a practical point of view, the Project woudd¢ difficulties in delivering ICZM plans beforeetend of the
Project, given its limited financial resources amde. ICZM deals with many other sectors, not jt@irism e.g.
fisheries, urban and industrial development andstedaagriculture, and development of ICZM plans begond its
scope and remit, and would require considerable fion negotiations with other non-tourism stakekadwho have
not been involved with the COAST Project to dated ¢here is no guarantee of the outcome. Thererigialy no
chance of the Project having the time to develgptaen implement these (therefore ‘demonstratet gféectiveness)
before November 2013. Furthermore, several MTEwee/ees raised questions over the legal statssic plans — if
they have no legal basis, which they wouldn't usildee relevant government authority authorisedG@AST Project
to lead their development - they are unlikely tcalbeepted and implemented and would be of verydidnvalue.

185. At the MTE stage, there had been one ICZM trainvarkshop (held at Watamu, Kenya in late November
2012), and two more were planned for early 2012suRe of other Project activities may be relevamtl€ZM
development processes and could be fed into teegbere is value in delivering the remaining wbikss as these will
help raise awareness of ICZM processes and proegdand opportunities for mainstreaming projeatltesnto them
at a later date). However, Project time and ressushould not be diverted into producing ICZM plésrsdemo sites
as has been proposed. Given that the COAST Prigjedteady spread over several sub-themes, mamytroes and
demo sites, and is far behind on delivery of itigioally planned activities within the three originsub-themes, and
given that the Project needs to cut existing attisj in part because of budgetary reasons (semvhethe MTE
believes it is not appropriate to fund any ICZMities beyond these workshops, and ICZM shouldb®éndorsed as
a specific Project sub-theme. Instead, fundingl®2M work could be pursued as a separate followprgiect to the
COAST Project.

Partnership arrangements and project management

186. The Project Document includes a detailed descriptibimplementation arrangements, describing thesrof
the Implementing Agency, Executing Agency, RegioBabrdination Unit, and Project Steering Committgethe
project level, and of National Steering Committegsl Focal Points at the national level, and loaahmittees
(DSMCs) at the local level. The COAST Project’'sreat management and partnership arrangements sceituisl in
section I-C3 (see paragraphs 59-69).

187. Partnership arrangements were negotiated durin@fifeB stage and then revised at the inceptiorestagen
the whole project was reviewed and changes madky tm develop more detail on project activitiesrtularly at
demo sites, and optimize its delivery, and thesmnghs were endorsed at tHePISC meeting in July 2009. Roles and
responsibilities, including counterpart resourcasvéring co-funding, staff, and facilities) and Gding, between
UNIDO and project partners are set out in the warioontracts operated by UNIDO as EA, includingsthbetween
UNIDO and the national lead focal agency and witRVUTO. Contracts with consultants, e.g. for M&E sapp
include TOR, and those reviewed by the MTE wereegaty clear. However, there have been significeliays over
some contracts, notably between UNIDO and the Nties of Environment.

% The MTE notes that the title of this sub-theme waganded to ‘reef and marine’ at thit ICM, but feels that a better term would be ‘cdasta
waters’, which limits involvement in the marine @onment.

¥ There are five specific references to ICZM in Breject Document and none directly related to ttogeet, and most other references to ‘integrated
planning’, refer to tourism destination planning.€lntegrated Planning and Management of Susténa@burism at the Mombassa Coastal Area’,
Kenya, ‘Petite Cote Integrated Ecotourism TouridamRing’, Senegal, and ‘Integrated Planning and &¢@ment of Sustainable Tourism’, Tanzania
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188. In terms of project management arrangements, tivee little formal assessment of capacity of theonat
partners to implement the COAST Project during FigF-B stage (this appears to have been left forpriogect
implementation phase). However, it was recognizadyeon during the inception period that there virmsufficient
capacity within the national lead agencies to @elithe national and local project activities andttthe Focal Points
needed additional support (although there appearsave been no formal capacity assessment eith@ngdthe
planning phase or during implementation). Therefoa¢ional ‘Demonstration Project Coordinators’ (B#Qvere
appointed in each country (see paragraph 65). Hemv@apacity has continued to be a problem foronati partners,
especially for some countries, such as The Gamb&ethere are three demo sites. A major probgmears to be the
amount of time FPs have to spend on the Projeleey are usually fairly senior officials with largaultiple demands
on their time (see paragraphs 120 and 249). litiaddsome DPCs, notably in The Gambia and Targdrmve more
than one Demo Site to manage, whereas in othertresinsuch as Senegal, there is one DPC for eaniodsite.
Technically, the DPCs are employed part-time, buhe case of The Gambia and Tanzania, the DPCssasmmntially
working full-time on the Project. Both DPCs are Hiigcapable and should be applauded for their camenit, but
there is a limit to the amount of work they cangt@k and they would be far more efficient and divedf they focused
on just one demo site. Since there are insuffidiemtls to hire more DPCs, it is recommended thelh @auntry should
have no more than one demo site. This means tr@GEmMbia, Tanzania and Senegal, should cut atdeastiemo site
from the Project (Nigeria had a site cut earliepioject that was agreed at tH8 RSC meeting in 2010).

189. There have also been capacity issues within thpgironanagement set up. Surprisingly, no assesswast
made of UNIDO's institutional arrangements or cafyato determine whether it could effectively antfigently
execute the COAST Project. Given that UNIDO wasnpeisked to implement a very complex, multi-leveljgct in 8
countries, the MTE finds this rather surprisingnfr@ project management point of view. It seems aeehbeen
assumed that as UNIDO was a UN agency, it did eqtire a capacity assessment. In the MTE’s view ilas a
mistake on UNEP’s part (who were also the IA durthg PDF-B phase and therefore responsible forcehof
executing agency) — a capacity assessment shoulel een undertaken. The institutional capacity BAMITO to
determine whether it could deliver its COAST Projectivities was also not assessed at any stageets, it should
be mentioned that UNWTO has had fewer capacity lprob as it has employed its substantial in-housbnieal
capacity wefi® and where needed engaged some highly experiemtethational consultants to help deliver its
activities.

190. In defence of the above assertion, UNIDO commetited ‘UNIDO is a GEF implementing agency with a
strong record for the management of successfuklgmjects! In the MTE'’s opinion, this is a spurious argumejust
because an organisation is a GEF implementing 3g@IDO wasn't during the COAST Project design gépand
has managed large projects in the past, is notgament that guarantees it can do so in the fufies applies to any
organisation. The MTE feels that there are somebldostandards here with regard to UN agencies ifon-
governmental organisation is acting as the Exegutigency, the UN IA requires a detailed capacityeasment (the
MTE evaluator has seen this in a number of cabes)f the Executing Agency is to be a UN agentwgpipears it does
not. In the MTE’s opinion, the GEF should be restingy evidence that affroposed Executing Agencies for GEF
projects demonstrate that they have the necessaacity and resources, and, importantly, that @reyprepared to
commit them, to deliver a GEF project successfoéfore a GEF project proposal is submitted.

191. Overall MTE rating on Preparation and Readiness- Moderately Unsatisfactory

Implementation Approach and Adaptive Management

Implementation approach and management framework

i. UNIDO HQ in Vienna

192. As mentioned above, there have been considerabiysd@ver establishing major project contracts and
disbursement of funds. As a result, some UNIDO remt$ with national partners took well over a yeabe signed,
although all national partner contracts were signetiveen April — August 2010, except for Nigeriaemhthe contract
was never agreed and Project activities has hae tarranged through the UNIDO Country Office. Otluese were
established there were further delays in disburséré funds to partners due, again to lack of usterding of

% However, it should be noted this has meant that\O® has probably contributed significantly more magement and administration time for
COAST Project related activities than originallwisaged.
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UNIDO disbursement processes among partners (adype the RCU) and partners not following statestedures,
with incorrect or missing information in documemat required for disbursement, as well as insuéfiticapacity in
UNIDO HQ and insufficient support from the RCU.

193. For instance, a decision was taken to issue ndtommracts at the®IPSC meeting in Mozambique (drawn from
examples from the WIO-Lab Project), but many of tfagional contracts took considerable time to ayearpartly
because there were inevitable questions about ¢tbeilent, wording and liabilities (judging from MTiEterviews the
process was not well understood by the FPs), aridesoneeded to be checked by legal departmentsteassentially,
there was little progress during the following ysarUNEP advocated for and UNIDO organised a tngirsiession on
UNIDO subcontracting processes by a staff memlen fUNIDO’s Procurement Services Unit in Vienna tz ¢
PSC meeting in Cameroon. However, since it wasvkngrior to the T SCM that national contracts would have to be
issued (that's clear from the Project Document ara$ presumably discussed with national partnersnguthe
inception stage), it would have been sensible ifilM®™ had provided such training/advice at tfePISC meeting and
not assumed that internal UNIDO processes and nements would be understood quickly by everyongeihat the
RPC was not a staff member of UNIDO previous to @@AST Project and had only a brief visit to Vienatathe
beginning of the inception period as an introductio the organisation, the MTE feels that contragtshould have
been monitored more closely by UNIDO HQ. In additi@ is not clear why the UNIDO CO/Desks could hatve
facilitated the contracting (and reporting and disement) processes. In the MTE’s opinion, theulistment process
needs to be completed within 10 days (2 workingks)#&and ways need to be found to achieve this.

194. However, it has to be said that the national pastaee equally to blame here. In the MTE’s opiniorany did

not push to get decisions from their superiorsfotiow up sufficiently quickly on the necessary papvork and in

some cases they created more confusion and détaysnstance, UNIDO stated that the bank accounp&yments

should be held by the unit of the person signirggdbntract. According to UNIDO, some countries,abt Tanzania,

did not do this but channelled payments into aro#teeount (in the case of Tanzania to an accoudt thethe Vice

President’s Office). As a result, it took three rienfor the UNIDO counterpart to find the fundseafthey were

transferred. As noted previously, the high turnoseFPs appears to have added to the delays awthd-Ps need to
learn the Project’s contracting and disbursemeatgss but many do not appear to have been adeguaieied by

either their predecessor, the RCU, UNIDO HQ orWhDO COs/Desks.

195. Several FPs expressed an opinion that the UNIDQractimg and financial disbursement arrangemergs ar
overly bureaucratic, complicated, unclear and nsef friendly’. It should be mentioned that UNIDIxe other UN
agencies, has its own internal procurement, cotiigaand financial management systems and as thezufing
Agency for the Project UNIDO is accountable for #pending of its GEF funds. Consequently, thestesysneed to
be thorough and transparent with clear evidencedasdmentation on decisions, payments and spemdiating to the
GEF funds. Whilst these may seem onerous to sditie d-Ps, they are required.

196. The input from UNIDO head office in Vienna has beenognised (and accepted) as inadequate (sedRise P
2010 and 2011) but is being addressed as partifigation strategy set in motion by the UNEP TMdasummarised
in the PIR for 2011. However, UNIDO is moving tmew management system (SAP) that will be rolledio2012
that will inevitably introduce new sources of delajo the project execution before the new proéesslly operational
and embedded. However, as the MTE understandseitnéw SAP project and financial management systdmsed
around a project’s logframe, which, if the changeshe logframe recommended by the MTE (see sedtioB,
paragraphs 352 onwards) are accepted, should majesipmanagement much easier and more transparent.

197. The COAST project is being implemented following IDXD’s usual project management system of having a
Project Manager (PM) based at UNIDO Headquartef3)(id Vienna, who is responsible for financial, tactual and
procurement matters and has overall responsilidityNIDO for project delivery, and a Regional Patj€oordinator
(RPC), based in the region of project operatiortlfis case Nairobi), who essentially oversees dayaly management
of the Project. The RPC needs authorisation froenRth for approval of contracts and financial redqsieldowever, the
PM has many projects in his portfolio and only kamelatively small amount of time he can allocaiéhte COAST
Project and he is often travelling. As a resuéilagis have occasionally been introduced into thasam-making
process. Although there is an ‘Alternate Allotmedblder (AAH) based in Vienna who can sign off on
recruitments/contracts and disbursement and puesh@sg. equipment, flights), when the ‘Main All@m Holder’
(the PM) is away, the AAH may not be fully briefed the Project details so decisions can be delayed under this
arrangement (which has occurred according to MTé&ruewees).

51 UNIDO commented that ‘the disbursement processighake less than this when the rules are followddwever, the MTE would like to point

to the presentation by the RPC at tHePSC meeting, which stated that a minimum of onetmevould be needed from submission of request to
payment entering the requester’s bank accourtiefltNIDO CO/Desks were able to offer assistandbeémational partners in checking documents
and receipts it could speed this up in some caestri
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198. The MTE believes this project management model ditfided responsibility over key functions, partaxly a
‘Regional Project Coordinator’ who is tasked wikte tday-to-day project management but doesn’t hayeekecutive
powers, particularly over finan® is not ideal as it splits decision-making andikahip on the Project and makes it
less efficient (certainly compared with the modejgerated on other GEF IAs such as UNDP). It has &d to
confusion among project partners and stakeholdets who is really in charge of the Project.

199. Consequently, UNIDO needs to ensure additional @apes available to the COAST Project when needédwe
PM does have access to administrative assistahéeaé two individuals in Vienna seem to shareedutelated to the
COAST Project), and other support staff are invdlea occasion, e.g. officers responsible for actsuysrocurement
and contracting, but the feedback from severalgatgartners is that UNIDO does not commit enougff 8me to this
Project in Vienna. As an example, there are delaysrovision of financial data from UNIDO (Vienn&) UNEP in
Nairobi, which appears to be due to insufficienpamty (financial and admin staff time) in Vienndideed this is
recognised in the PIRs for both 2010 and 2011, ehevas made clear that UNIDO needed to ‘stepitsgiapacity for
the COAST Proje€f. However, in the MTE’s view, the COAST Project tmen too ambitious for the management
capacity of UNIDO, RCU and national lead agenciemfthe start (and as pointed out, no serious gtievas made to
assesses whether capacity of either EA or progthers was adequate to effectively deliver thedetat the planning
stage or since).

200. It is also worth noting that under the new UNIDQojpct management system (SAP), UNIDO PMs can
authorise decisions via web links while they ar@agen mission, so delays in decision-making in saneas for which
the PM is responsible should be reduced. Despite the MTE believes there is still a need foriaddal capacity in
UNIDO (both in Vienna or at the RCU) especiallythsre are now less than two years left before togeEt finishes
and many of the Project results remain to be dediveand there is also a need for UNIDO to explagain) to all the
FPs and DPCs the precise roles and responsibilitfiethe PM and RC and the UNIDO project and finahci
management system (especially as a new (SAP) systeeing introduced).

201. Finally, it was expected that UNIDO's in-house capaand expertise (various Branches) would be nfiollg
utilised by the COAST Project (see paragraph 6)aas of UNIDO's co-funding obligations. Howevehete appears
to have been very limited technical input from #h&sanches up to the MTE. For instance, it is uarckehether any of
its Branches were involved in reviewing the gloRalview of BAPs/BATs undertaken as part of Outcome 1

ii. Role and performance of RCU

202. The delivery of the Project by the RCU has beewsénd management capacity, effectiveness andrgzsigeof
the Project by the team has been criticised aspaate in the PIRs for 2009, 2010 and 2011. The BGEsponsible
for the overall coordination for implementationtb& project including:

* Following up on co-funding commitments as well asvfunding possibilities;

*  Technical backstopping (with UNWTO), assisting aatil FPs and coordinating communication with them;

¢ Managing international consultants and contractors;

« Establishing and managing MoUs and sub contradts peirtner governments; and,

» Dissemination and sharing of project results (¢hgough the COAST website) and compiling key lesson
(including Best Available Technologies and Best ialgle Practices) from the Project.

203. The RPC is responsible for a significant part af tlelivery of the above, particularly the managemneerd
administration of the Project (essentially its dayday management) yet has some weaknesses in #ress
(recognised by himself and his management team).

204. The RPC had very limited experience of GEF or thé &)stem before he was appointed and only a brief
induction into these after he was contracted, énhiprior experience of the management and delieériargely
complex, multi-country projects and has not reagisay formal training in Project Management (e BINICE 2). He
was essentially allowed to develop his own ‘visitor delivery of the COAST Project during the intiep period, but,
in the opinion the MTE, this was not monitored elgsenough by either UNIDO HQ or UNEP managerseesily as

S2UNIDO commented that the RPC is ‘not a full UNID@f§ therefore the financial responsibility willvedys be with someone else.” In the MTE'’s
opinion, this is not an effective or efficient mgeaent model (certainly compared with those usedthgr IAs) and GEF needs to consider the
project management models operated by potentiaii#en considering which projects will be funded.

&3 Specifically, UNIDO was required to ‘to step-up gmmvide consistent support and guidance to projestager and demo sites (and particularly
in project management and administration aspeetsdbs technical support)’ (PIR for FY2009).
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both organisations were aware that the Projeceggdehad significant flaws which needed to addrgseperly during
the inception peridi.

205. It was clear from interviews that there have besrsions between the RCU and the UNIDO office innviee
over the last 2-3 years, with frustrations on bsittes and some personality clashes. UnfortunateédyRPC has only
made one short visit to UNIDO HQ in Vienna shosfter joining the Project. The MTE feels that if mm@egular visits
had occurred (especially when the Project was lgapioblems with contracting, disbursement, etojatild probably
have provided the opportunity for the RPC to gaibester understanding of the UNIDO project managenaad
financial administration systems and build bet@ationships with the HQ personnel responsibleditierent aspects
of the Project. It would also have offered the adstrative staff in Vienna an opportunity to betterderstand the
issues affecting the RCU and limitations of theiorel partners and the COAST Profécthere may be a lesson here
for UNIDO, who has adopted this model of a Projdeinager based in Vienna with Regional Project Cioatdrs,
based in the field for several other projects (som&hich the MTE also understands have had progjlem

206. In contrast, relationships between the FPs andR@&), whose main contact point has been the RPC, are
generally very good (feedback to the MTE was in tmmmses very positive with comments such as ‘heareds
quickly’, and ‘he is very supportive’), althoughetfRCU has been criticised for not providing suéfiti support to the
countries on some areas, notably reporting (they tteey need more direct support (“hand-holdingt)completing
reporting forms and someone at the RCU who is fipally tasked with this), and not consulting enbuan the Terms
of Reference and contracts issued at the regiotedfiational level. However, it should be notedt tthere has been
very slow response from some FPs to requests fnenRCU for comments on ToRs and other documentsfahd
RCU waited until it had feedback from all FPs oremvissue then the Project would not have movediheyhe
inception phase. So there is a balance that neduts struck between the RCU’s desire for full skaltder participation
in the Project and the need to make decisions,jssu® and begin contracts, etc. Many FPs alsatlieelthey should
have had more explanation on contracting arrangtmand completing disbursement requests from th&,RC
although, among the national partners, responsilfdir confusion and delays over disbursement énses resting with
UNIDO in Vienn&® and not the RCU or UNEP.

207. The RCU maintains regular contact with the natigoeitners through email and frequent telephonekgpes
calls and has also established an intranet sitérwiihe Project’s website which is accessible te,/BFPCs, consultants,
Project staff and other key individuals throughasgword. Within this intranet site there are a benof discussion
forums which were intended to serve as a mechafisnthose involved in the Project to discuss ideasshange
experiences and consult others on project elemenfartunately, whilst this approach may work in rmaleveloped
countries, it has not been successful for the COR&Jject because many of those it is targetedtaéredon’t have
regular access to computers or electricity (affecta number of DPCs and DSMCs and even some Fgs, e.
Mozambique), don't have a habit of seeking advimagh online forums and prefer to ask questionsuifin emafi’,

or don't have the time to spend sitting at a corepun addition, as mentioned, there is the ‘lamguessue’ for those
from French- and Portuguese-speaking countriesesetforums are essentially conducted by the Engfisakers.

208. The project management challenges are greatestest Wfrica, in part because of the distance (figgits to
Kenya and Tanzania are easier and have been megaeint by the RCU). Delivery in these countries haen
generally poor, and they clearly need additionapsut from the RCU over the next two yefrs

209. The Project's Annual Work Plan (AWP) are developgdhe RCU in consultation with the UNIDO HQ and
UNEP and, together with an associated budget, preseat a PSC meeting for endorsement. The exanmpied by
the MTE (for 2011-20112) was clear and comprehensuarterly Work Plans are developed from the AWARmin,
those viewed by the MTE were clear and understdadamnotated with comments and ‘UNEP friendly’ twiach
activity having an accompanying UNEP code, whighpdifies financial reporting procedures between R@U and
UNEP.

5 |t should be pointed out that neither the curléNiDO Project Manager nor the current UNEP Mask ke were in post during the PDF-B
phase when these concerns were aired.

% |t should be noted that the UNIDO Task Managesrated the '8 PSC meeting in Senegal with his administrativéssesst. It was very useful for
her to interact with the FPs at the meeting (shtesfee had gained a deeper understanding of thegbrand its difficulties by the end) but also her
presence was valued by some of the FPs interviwélde MTE and an indication of UNIDO Vienna's coitment.

% UNIDO commented that “In fact, ... most of the cattrdelays are due to countries not complying withteact stipulations”. The point the MTE
was making here was that FPs blame the UNIDO aeraegts for the delays over disbursements, notiiiats.

57 Communicating through mobile SMS messages is & mstablished method in many parts of Africa andccpossibly be developed for the
COAST Project, or via a Facebook page, which igssible to most modern mobile phones.

% with hindsight, perhaps it would have been beftéhe RCU had been established in West Africathase are five countries in the region as
opposed to three for East Africa (plus Seychellg®agh that is managed under a separate UNDP-G&Eq) or establish two RCUs — one in
West Africa and one in East Africa. Alternativefgwer countries should have been included in théASDProject — a better arrangement would
have been two focal countries in each region, wiitter countries joining later as a follow-up GEBjpct (or second phase) or an initial focus on one
region followed by the other as a follow-up. Bottategies would then have provided direct oppotiemifor replication of project results.
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210. In an effort to speed up project delivery (and maidaptive management response), the RCU has |@ikesing
volunteers to provide additional targeted capaimitgome countries. A UNWTO Volunteer has been pledi(funded
by UNWTO as leveraged funds) to provide supportdelivery of the ST-EP project at the demo site&Cameroon,
which is proving successful (delivery of activitissCameroon, although still behind schedule, hasen improved as
a result of the volunteer), and could be a goodehtwlimprove delivery at other demo sites whemgpess has been
minimal such as in Ghana, Nigeria and Tanzaniayarld support a DSC who is already stretched, Ehg. Gambia.
The RCU has also recently arranged for an expezibaad capable VSO Environmental Volunt@based at the RCU
in Nairobi to support national and local activitiaskenya and Tanzania (however, Kenya probablyladie least help
of all the countries judging by delivery of projexttivities to date). The MTE believes that volengeshould be used
more widely in the COAST Project to make up for agty deficits and facilitate delivery, especiadlythe demo site
level, over the next two years. However, the retatherits of using a UNWTO volunteer against a \W&inteer need
to be examined first as although the VSO voluntserheaper, the UNWTO volunteer is likely to havacm more
specialised training in ecotourism, so the choité¢he type of volunteer depends on the specificsiée

211. The lack of a French- and Portuguese-speaker witleifRCU has also been raised by the FPs, botbtlgireith
the MTE evaluator and also during PSC meetings. Arieach-speaking FPs felt particularly strongly aththis issue
and the MTE agrees that the lack of language chpadithin the RCU has reduced the efficiency of jpob
administration, management and reporting for Camrer&enegal and Mozambique. FPs from these cosraften
feel marginalised or exclud€t especially at PSC meetings and training (at éisetwo PSC meetings there has been
no simultaneous translation for the Mozambiquegigles as it would have been very expensive). Despitireness of
the problem, the RCU still had no native FrenchPortuguese speaker at the MTE stage. Indeed, itrdaehtly
appointed a VSO Volunteer and a part-time Commtiocs Officer under the UNKLESA (United Nations Ken
Local Expatriate Spouse Associations (LESA) schemeéther could speak native French (the VSO Volentould
speak some Portuguese but he could communicatetie#fiy in the language). The MTE appreciates firading
appropriate RCU management staff with strong FreorclPortuguese skills is not easy (especially tteed), but
believes that more effort should have been madertract one after thd2PSC Meetinf. In addition, it is surprising
that the issue wasn't seriously debated duringPB&-B stage and a specific budget developed fsr thihen it must
have been clear that a multi-lingual RCU would éguired for effective delivery of the Project.

212. Other weakness identified during the mission to yéemclude the need for extra support at times wifnen
Project is planning and organising major eventsshsas the PSC meetings, and increased input from th
Communications Officer (there will be an increasieged for communications and advocacy of projextlte over the
next two years as more start to be delivered).

213. With hindsight, the decision to accommodate the R@thin the UN complex at Gigiri in Nairobi rathéman
host it within a ministry (which was considered idgrthe PDF-B) was a wise one, as it has offeredhmyreater
opportunities for face-to-face meetings betweerltNEP TM and RPC and to resolve problems.

iii. Involvement of UNIDO Country Offices and Desks

214. The national UNIDO Country Offices (COs) or Deske #cated in 7 of the 9 partner countries (Cameroo
Ghana, Kenya, Nigeria, Mozambique, Senegal (als@rsoThe Gambia) and Tanzania). According to thgjelet
Document, they were to be significantly involvedProject implementation at the national and loeakls, principally
in relation to supervision of activities at demdesj and project monitoring and reporting, as vesllfacilitating
disbursement requeéts However, up to the MTE, their involvement has rbeery limited; in Mozambique and

% In the MTE’s opinion, the VSO Volunteer is verypexienced and capable and could be used in a migeh eapacity within the RCU, including
(based on his background) providing technical suppdated to reef recreation management and edstouThe UNIDO RCU commented that ‘In
fact the RCU volunteer costs the project only $7@80year as per our contract with the VSO Jitoféiee here in Nairobi.’

™ The VSO volunteer costs US$40,000 for two yeatsreas the UNWTO costs considerably more and tshmmer contract, although he/she is
providing more targeted and technical support far €cotourism component. UNWTO commented that ‘Tbsts of a UNWTO volunteer are
approximately € 16,000 per year (this figure ha dleen sent to the RPC in an e-mail of 12 Augd$Lp Depending on the exchange rate applied
this amount might be slightly higher than the cadta VSO volunteer, but it cannot be called “cdesably more”. What should also be taken into
account is that the UNWTO volunteer is based infigdd, whereas the VSO volunteer is based in Nijrand by adding the costs of the missions
that the VSO volunteer has to make to the field,tttal costs of the VSO volunteer might even lghdi (whereas the actual contribution that in this
construction the VSO volunteer can make to the vimtke field seems significantly less).’

" The FPs from the French- and Portuguese-speakimgtries can understand English to differing degréet it is difficult for them to formulate
questions and replies to points quickly enoughparodiscussions, so they tend not to try. As alréstan appear that they are not contributing to
meetings but this is a false impression. Simubaseranslation during formal sessions does heiptranslation outside of these sessions is usually
not available (as the MTE discovered when he neade@nch-speaking interpreter for an interviethatPSC meeting in Senegal).

2|t should be noted that at one point the RPC digetthe possibility of a French-speaking volunteesugh the UNKLESA scheme, but in the end
it was not possible to arrange this (through ndt faftthe RPC).

" According to the Project Document (paragraph 226)NIDO through its countries offices/UNIDO Desks fhe countries, with support from
UNEP... is to provide outreach to Ministries of Elviment and related agencies, ensure technicatassésto industry, NGOs and public partners
in environmental management and training systerdstechnologies, natural resources assessmentdantify environmental experts as required’.
In addition, in paragraph 229 it states that ‘irpésitation of the national demonstration projectshve undertaken by the countries under the active
supervision of the UNIDO Country Offices/Desks lire tcountries for effective monitoring of projecteextion and reporting. Project funds for the
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Cameroon the CO/Desk helped organize thard 2° PSC meetings respectively, and the UNIDO Repretigat

(URs) have met with the RPC to discuss project r@sgywhen he has visited the countries, but otlsertviere has
been no significant involvement (even ‘soft assis& has been minimal). It is unclear why they haeen so little
involved, especially as, presumably, their role Wassussed and agreed internally with UNIDO HQ ngrthe PDF-B
phase and their planned participation included iwithe co-financing offered by UNIDO (so there igj@estion as to
what has happened to this co-financing).

215. The MTE believes that the UNIDO CO/Desks could pdayery important (possibly critical) role in aidithe
delivery of Project activities at the national dadal level for the remainder of the Project thrbug) being a national
UNIDO contact point for FPs if they need clarificet on any UNIDO processes and procedures, ratier EPs
having to seek information/guidance from UNIDO irekha or from the RCU (who may then need to seethdu
clarification from Vienna which can introduce dedyb) acting as a conduit for the national COAS®jéxt financial
and other project progress reports and requestdisbursemenit and c) promoting the uptake of the Project results
within national level processes and programmesBA®/BAT policy briefs feeding into tourism secfaolicy/decision
making processes (an example of ‘soft assistan&aipng other advantages, this arrangement wouldl taée some of
the administrative pressure off the Vienna officgerviews with the URs of several COs/Desks inidaan interest in
aiding the COAST Project, but additional fundingukb need to be required as most of these officesatp on a
skeleton staff and budget.

iv. Role and Performance of UNWTO

216. During the early design phase, it was recognizeat tiNIDO had relatively little experience/capacity
sustainable tourism development (in contrast texyserience with pollution and contaminant coniraf)d therefore an
Inter-Agency Agreement (IAA) and sub-contract were be developed with the World Tourism Organization
(UNWTO), the United Nations agency that specializesurism, for delivery of the majority of the @ST Project’s
tourism-related activities. According to the Pobj®ocument, UNWTO was to provide support and é&msce to the
Project through its Sustainable Development of EourDepartment, the Technical Cooperation Service the
Regional Representation for Africa, and involve estirelevant Departments (e.g. Knowledge Managenagok
Education, Marketing, etc.), ensure the activeigadtion of the National Tourism Authorities ofettparticipating
countries and support linkages with tourism-relgteagrammes of other UN Agencies and internatioméihtives in
the field of sustainable tourism, such as the Bliag certification and the Tour Operators Initiativ

217. Given that UNWTO had been a partner during the BO#hase and that the Project’s tourism-relatedsitiets

were to comprise one whole sub-theme (EcotourismlpruOutcome 1 and the majority of the tasks u@ilgcome 2
(Enhanced National Policies, Regulatory and Econom@entives Supporting Sustainable Tourism Goveraand

Managementand a significant part of the training and capabiuilding under Outcome Efhanced Institutional
Capacities Supporting Sustainable Coastal Tourisamagementwere specifically directed at the tourism se¢as

opposed to the environmental sector), it is suiqgishat UNWTO was not given the same status asDdNand made
a joint Executing Agency with UNIDO. With hindsigthis would have been a better arrangement, asuldvhave
made UNWTO more independent and the significanaydéh delivery of UNWTO project activities incurresver

agreeing on the IAA between UNIDO and UNWTO woutdlmbly have been avoided.

v. Project Steering Committee

218. There has been generatipod attendance of COAST Project workshops byllstakeholders and by FPs at
PSC meetings (although it is noted that neithetheftwo FPs from Ghana attended tfeSCM in Senegal in July
2011, and did not inform the RCU/UNIDO which ledthe loss of their air tickets). There was operulision at the 3-
day PSC meeting attended by the MTE InternatiormisQltant (3' meeting in Senegal), although it tended to be
dominated by certain individuals and, as mentiorthd, French- and Portuguese-speakers were lesgeahgas a
group, decision-making wasn't strong — there wereclear instructions on what to do about the ‘ICZdue’ for
instance - which could have been a reflection afiéeship by the Chair and Co-Chair, or manifestatibthe lack of
motivation of FPs (for instance, some had compthidaring MTE interviews about payment for expenfm@sthe
meeting), or, again, a reflection of lack of claritver the aims and deliverables of the Projedt, ibuthe International
Consultant’s opinion, there seemed to be a splihéngroup between the FPs on one side and UNIDO/BREP on
the other, and some FPs did express the opinitret® TE that they were not driving the Project’§‘iall UNIDO”).

| vi. National Focal Points (FPs) ) - {Fonnatted: French (France)

execution of the national demonstrations will beeatgralized to the countries Lead Agencies (Mirgstrof Environment) by UNIDO with the
UNIDO Country Offices/Desks overseeing and monitgithe execution of the project activities for easeeporting (MTE underlining).

" One issue raised by several FPs during MTE irgersiwas the requirement to send financial repoits wriginal receipts (photocopies are
apparently not acceptable) to Vienna by couriet gdinary post), which is expensive and introdudelgys. Interestingly, in the report of th¥ 2
PSC meeting it states th&¥here UNIDO has a local in-country office (thesestein 7 of the 9 countries), partner countries nsayd their original
invoices through these offices without cost to 8&es, by requesting that the documents be sebHhycourier together with other UNIDO office
documents to UNIDO HQ in Vienndartners do not seem to have availed themsefwassmpportunity but the MTE recommends thatth¢lDO
COs/Desks should provide this facility as origipalgreed and check financial reports and receipspéed up the next disbursement from Vienna.
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219. As mentioned, some FPs have not been engaged Prdject, and seem to see little value in it, foragiety of
reasons (see paragraph 120). One reason for tveimilotivation, expressed by several FPs during NiftErviews,
was the lack of direct personal financial incentiogarticipate (FPs are not paid by the COAST éutdjor their time).
As has been explained to them, this is not pertsissinder UN rules and the time FPs spend on th&SJOProject is
part of the government co-financing contributiortie Projec?.

220. Several FPs also complained to the MTE evaluatar tiey felt they should have control over paymédats
attending PSC and other Project meetings and nigsnisome, but by no means all, FPs felt that #heyld have been
given the payments rather than have their accomtioodand food paid for directly by the Project) ahdt this request
was being ignored by the RCU and UNIDO. The MTEgloot believe this is a valid criticism. It is ally far more
efficient if the RCU organises and pays for accomation and subsistence during Project meetingstaidings
(fewer financial transactions to go wrong, betteald on hotels due to block bookings, and it avbigsy FPs having to
waste time making their own arrangements, and atgoortantly, everyone can stay at the same verhiehwpromotes
better meetings).

221. This COAST Project aims to influence attitudes dmahaviours within the tourism sector, particulatie
private tourism sector, and encourage them to adopte environmentally friendly practices and tedbgies.
However, in all but one case, the lead nationais=ffom the Ministry of Environment (MEJ, even though in most
countries, the Ministry of Environment does not év@ strong connections with the private tourismaeaevhich is a
key target group for the COAST Project. Rather Misistry of Tourism (MT) has the comparative advage here,
particularly in relation to coastal tourism. Furtin@re, none of the ME FPs nor the DPCs, all of wiesexmembers of
staff of the national environment ministry, haverking experience in either the public or privatertem sector,
whereas many of the tourism FPs do. In the MTE®iop, the appointment of ministries of environmeather than
ministries of tourism to lead a project that islseg to change attitudes, behaviours and practitéise tourism sector
has been a major weakness of the COAST ProjeqtsapH’.

222. Unfortunately, many of the Tourism Focal Points dvé@ecome largely marginalised and much less indoire
the Project than they should be. In some casess thdittle communication between the lead FPhie Ministry of
Environment and the FP in the Ministry of Tourismho are often not kept sufficiently informed of feat
developments, and there are clearly personalityesdetween some ME and MT FPs (withessed dirdstlyhe
International Consultant at th& ®SC meeting in Senegal and confirmed in sevetahiiews), which does not help.

vii. Demo Project Coordinators (DPCs)

223. Only one of the DPCs is employed full-time to wark the COAST Project (The Gambia) but many of the
others have considerable demands on their timetaltieeir other commitments for the ministry witHatévely little
available for the COAST Project. This introducedayge as the DPC has responsibility for monitoriraiveery of
activities and project progress at the demo sielleprogress, project budgets and is responsiiiesifyning off on
disbursements at demo sites, amongst other thi@sen that the level of activities at the dem@siheeds to be
increased considerably over the next year if tr@eRt is going to deliver results before the endNofzember 2013,
there is a strong argument for officially increasthe amount of time DPCs spend on COAST matters.

224. At present, the GEF funds pay for 50% of their tirnet some way needs to be found to increase @nisthe
other hand, more authority needs to be given to BSKkb run demo site activities largely independgfnthe DPCs,
where they have sufficient capacity to do so (ti@s with the need for specific capacity assesssnanthe demo site
level for implementation of the EMS, ecotourism aedf recreation management sets of projects).irfsdance, the
DPC for Kenya informed the MTE that currently hdyomas 10% of his time available for the COAST Bobjdue his

 The MTE is not advocating that they should be paithey are government employees and their coniibuo the COAST Project is funded
through the (in-kind) co-financing of the partidijpgg Government. It should also be pointed out, &eav, that the FPs gain other benefits such as
opportunities to participate in regional trainingeets and PSC meetings.

® The MTE understands that this decision was talealse each country’s Ministry of Environment htistesGEF Operational Focal Point and the
ministries of environment had responsibility fondadrove, the development of the COAST Projectriyits design stage.

" The lead FP for Kenya commented tHEtté perception by the MTE that the Ministry of Tsmrhas more connection with the private sectontha
the Ministry of Environment is erroneous thinking loth sectors have strong connections with theafei sector and are equally important
regulators of the sector at different levels andeied there is no sector with added advantage dwepther one what is needed is mainstreaming of
the key issues to be addressed and to work harmslyiavith all involved sectors and stakeholdefBiie MTE is making the point that the
connection is with private sector tourism, not fitevate sector generally. Also, the MTE differeteém between inland safari tourism where the
ministry of environment has a long-established e coastal tourism where the ministry of tourisnmore engaged with private tourism e.g.
hotels, are a the key target group for the COASeet.
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high workload (witnessed by the MTE) In this case, demonstration activities could be through the Watamu
DSMC, coordinated by the Watamu Marine Associagisrit has the required capacity, resources andiexge).

225. Overall MTE Rating for Implementation Approach ahdiaptive ManagementUnsatisfactory

Stakeholder Participation and Public Awareness

226. StakeholderS were identified at the project design (PDF-B) mhamd were to include governments and
parastatal agencies (including public utilities iesdl, participating hotels and other tourism essabhents,
environmental and other Non Governmental Orgameat{NGOs), local government authorities, privaisibess and
entrepreneurs, and community groups and assocati@BOs) In judging stakeholder participation/public
involvement, three related and often overlappingcpsses need to be assessed: information disseminat
consultation; and “stakeholder” participation.

Information dissemination and awareness of COASTekro

227. Dissemination of information on the Project's objexs and results is largely achieved through priegimns by
project team members, project documents, and thrabg Project's website. Specific communicatioroeff have
included: presentations of the COAST Project analsnumber of regional and international venueg, BV meeting
in Croatia in 2011; production of leaflets and prtjbriefs in English and French, distributed aetimgs and via the
FPs; a succinct project brochure (available on wefsand participation of journalists in openingdéor closing
sessions of meetings and events, e.g. at the laohtihe ST-EP project for Kenya, held at the TuBlay Resort,
Watamu in November 2011. Most communities aroundalsites have been targeted for awareness-raisingtias,
often in the form of presentations given by the BP&nhd there have been a number of local and rEhtr@wspaper
articles that mention the COAST Project. In additithe Inception Report gives a good, clearly wnttsummary of
the COAST Project at that stage (one of the bestdtion Reports the International Consultant has der a GEF
project), which was also intended to serve as &down’ version of the Project Document. The PSCetimgs also
offer the opportunity for information disseminatiestekeholders on project activities and progresBRe and project
donors. Thus information dissemination has lardgegn targeted towards specific stakeholder grouph ss the
communities involved in the demonstration projeetaa, actual and potential partners, and profeakimd technical
audiences and not the wider public in the targentries. However, this is pragmatic given the dri@ematic scope
and vast geographical area covered by the COASJE®ro

228. The English language project website (http://coslgarn.org/), which is currently hosted by the \Warn site
and includes a useful pull-down facility for tramshg the text into a number of languages, providésmative and
well-presented content on the project backgrourttl wigood many of the Project’s reports and broehawailable for
download through which progress and technical sszen be tracked by interested parties. Usefuiilg, website
includes photos of project sites and activities] presentations given at the Project’s three PS€&tings. The site is
updated fairly regularly and its linkage to the I\Warn website potentially promotes its existence twider group of
interested parties at the global level.

229. However, despite the above activities and infororafacilities, awareness of the COAST Project’'ssimstill
rather poor among stakeholders. Most intervieweben questioned by the MTE connected the Projeth wi
ecotourism development or poverty alleviation aftgraative livelihood goals, and some mentioneddiviersity
conservation objectives (e.g. “to build capacityptomote sustainable tourism for alleviation of @dy and protection
of wildlife”), but very few mentioned reduction pbllution and contaminants as an aim of the Praectemonstration
of approaches to achieve this (judging from repitethe MTE question “In one sentence, what isdbjective of the
COAST Project?”). These responses suggest thaicpalvhreness activities being undertaken by th@Brdave been
either confused or ineffective, and that the omgifocus of the Project has been lost to some exiéns needs to be
addressed by the Project as a priority.

230. In addition, as the COAST Project is primarily arsmstration and mainstreaming project seeking ttopon
of new ideas and approaches to encourage sustit@mbiism in both public and private sector ar¢las,MTE feels
there is a need to promote the Project results mvately and keep key stakeholders more regulafigrmed of project

8 This is the figure reported during the MTE intewiwith him (and indirectly confirmed by interviewsld with local DSMC members). However,

this figure has been challenged by his departmeMNEMA who stated to the MTE that that it is a muuigher percentage. The MTE is not

questioning his, or NEMA’s commitment to the COABiDject, just that he is not able to commit enotirgle due to his high workload.

™ Stakeholders are the individuals, groups, ingtihgt, or other bodies that have an interest orestakhe outcome of the project. The term also
applies to those potentially adversely affectedheyproject.
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progress. Consequently, it is suggested that thg&rproduces an illustrated 3-monthly newsletigdrich is available
in both hard copy and electronic form (for downldean Project website), with distribution to all jpastakeholders
(both to individuals and their institutions).

231. Given the above, the COAST Project would benefitrfra specific Project Communication and Mainstregmi
Strategy and Plan (CMSP), that sets out what tloge€tr needs to communicate and why (project vis@amcepts,
ideas, key messages, priorities, expected delilesabnd results), who the target audiences aredimmunication and
dissemination activities (sectors, institutiongiiduals, etc), how and in what form the specRimject ideas, results
and information will be presented to the targetiances, with identification of advocacy needs anglan that
identifies opportunities or ‘access points’ for metreaming of project results into tourism sectoliqy, regulation,
plans, programme and projects (as appropriate), aandmplementation plan with specific activitiegliderables,
targets and milestones set within a clear timetade relates communication and dissemination giets/to other
Project activities and identifies responsibiliteesd the resources needed (financial, technical amjim

232. As the Project has yet to produce any meaningfslilte at the demonstration sites, the global Rewiéw
BAPs/BATs was rather limited and does not apped&iai@ been used by participating stakeholderstten&ustainable
Tourism Governance and Management studies havi® Y&t more broadly discussed and debated at goesitnievel
(excellent though they are), it cannot be said that COAST Project has engaged user communities tlaeid
institutions in improved management and sustainadéeof the natural resources in coastal ared®itarget countries.
In other words, the COAST Project has yet to geniessages across, although this will hopefullydeéfied by the
Final Evaluation.

Stakeholder consultation

233. Consultation between stakeholders takes place ghr@uvariety of mechanisms, some more successul th
others. Three specific institutional structures evép be created to ensure multi-stakeholder comtsodt and
involvement during implementation of the COAST [mtj — the Project Steering Committee (PSC), Nationa
Stakeholder Committees (NSC, also termed Natiortaérig Committees) and Demonstration Site Managéme
Committees (DSMCs, termed ‘Multidisciplinary Sitei@mittee’ in the Project Document).

Project Steering Committee (PSC)

234. The PSC has been discussed previously (see paha§raplt is only worth noting here that its mendtep was
originally to include UNEP, UNIDO, UNWTO, SNV, pakr country environment and tourism Focal Pointiseioco-
funders including NGOs and private sector partnieus,only one co-financing NGO has attended a mgetsNV at
the ' PSC meeting in Mozambique, but none of the NG@mfGhana listed as co-financiers for the Projeg, e
REDO and RICERCH) and no private sector funders have attended &Gy Reetings up to the MTE.

National Stakeholder (Steering) Committees

235. The NSCs were to be established to provide prajeetsight, leadership and coordination, as welpaiscy,
legislative, and financial support for the Projatthe national level. The Project Document stdtasthey were todct
as a liaison between the Project and other naticeradl international programmes, organizations andals at the
country level and the NSCs were to includeenior government officials from relevant governmmmistries and
regional authorities, as well as international aggrepresentatives with an active role in the pcgjeHowever, NSCs
have not been established in any countries exchpt Gambia (and once in Cameroon), and even theee bt
considered effective (more for ‘rubber stamping’ @&€tisions, rather than being truly ‘participatogg¢cording to
several MTE interviewe&Y. The absence of NSCs appears to be largely diaekof enthusiasm among the lead FPs
who consider the COAST Project just too small tstify the commitment (time and expense) neededtabéish and
operate a new project-specific committee (althowly the role of a NSC for the COAST Project coutd be added to
an existing committee, e.g. National GEF Commitiedess clear). Several interviewees also exprefise view that
they already sat on too many committees and thiégred from ‘committee fatigue’.

8 This may partly be a reflection of the limited riuen of activities which have taken place at the @eites in most countries so far, but it is not
clear whether any of these groups still see therasehvolved in the Project (communication betwéeem and the RCU seems to have been
minimal).

81 The National Environment Agency (NEA), in Banjpbinted out that ‘The decision making in The Ganibiaot with DSC or the FP because of
the existing project implementation structure. biaéil Project Steering Committee and DSMC’. Howethis was not the view of all other
interviewees who where either involved with or knefithe NSC. And indeed, the International Consitlteas present at a DSMC meeting which
was photographed and names taken by the goverragenty staff member accompanying the Internati@ualsultant, even though he was not a
member of the DSMC and had been asked to leaveattentied another DSMC meeting at which two cegimaernment officials were present who
did not live in the area and knew nothing aboutRhaect but were sent to the site to monitor tkeeting.
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Demo Site Management Committees (DSMCs)

236. According to the Project Document, a stakeholdenshagement committee was to be established at each
demonstration site to get locals engaged in the SDRroject. Termed ‘Demonstration Site Managemamh@ittees’
(DSMCs), these were originally to consist of repraatives from all local stakeholder groups andrelaby the ‘Local
Government Authority Focal Point’. They were inteddto ensure that project implementation is open &kaholder
participation, and will allow interested parties fmrticipate in overall management planning andigsien-making at

the project sitesand Will also ensure public participation, through NG@ad local authorities & associations, in the
implementation of the demonstration projetsThe DSMCs took some time to formally establish, wate all formed
during 2010, except in Tanzania where the last DS#6 formed in January 2011 (See Annex 6).

237. The DSMCs are expected to provide support to th€ B ensure active involvement of local stakeholder
groups, and assist in the collection of monitoramgl evaluation data and reporting on progress evdrisuring that the
DPC acts transparently and without bias. The DSMIEs have responsibility for promoting the COAS®DjBct’'s aims
and objective®. However, many of the DSMC members interviewedHsyMTE felt that they had little influence on
deciding activities and budgets at the demo sifes DPC often had much more say). The situationbeshn made
more complicated because the list of project awivito be carried out at the demo sites and Ankiatk Plans
(AWPs) which are developed from these, are basethercountry narratives set out in Appendix A of tRroject
Document, which are often little more than a ‘wigt’ of activities, including many that do not fitith the main
project activities, e.g. ‘Develop a disaster prepaess plan which is integrated across all relesantors’ for the
Watamu demo site, and HIV/AIDS awareness for mat@g sAlthough no one can explain why these anamsdlinost
DSMC members, DPCs and FPs were not around atrtiiecpdesign stage), DSMCs are nevertheless eagbéattry
and implement them under the direction of the IERdand DPC.

238. This perceived lack of decision-making authority ceag DSMC members is one of the reasons for low
ownership of the Project at the local level. Thisirbnic given that one of the original reasons detablishing the
DSMCs was to, according to the Project Documengximise local ownership, participation and respbilisy for the
(project) activitie§ and ultimately enable local communities to takeponsibility for project results, their impacidan
sustainability at the local level.

239. The participation of the DSMC relies onpao-bonomodel - in other words, on the good will and tiered
personal interest and commitment of its membersetAédr this approach will be successful in delivgrproject
activities at the demo sites and is sustainabfgillsuntested and questionable. There are wellkmpros and cons of
this approach, but the MTE fears that, given thele of poverty existing at many of the demo sitess likely that
probably only the richer members of the community show a long-term commitment to the COAST Projeith the
poorer groups becoming effectively excluded fromtipigating in the COAST Project as they cannobaffthe loss of
earning* (see paragraph 153). The risk then is that the DS#I become self-selecting and unrepresentativine
whole local community and stakeholder groups. Teieds to be monitored and the success, failureetiactiveness

of the pro bonomodel in these small and mostly very poor comniemishould be a specific area that the Final
Evaluation is asked to look at in terms of less@riing.

240. Some DSMCs have been are much more active thamspthbich is probably partly a reflection of induom
the DPC, delays over disbursement of funds to #t@mal partner together with, in some cases, det@aused by a
reluctance of some FPs to release funds for aesviat the demo sites. However, a major barrieeffective
involvement and delivery of project results at temo site level is limited capacity among the DSM(@d the local
groups they represent. Capacity varies enormoustyden sites, from extremely low e.g. Kartong ire TBambia
which does not even have an office with a door, ater or even electricity, to reasonably high lewafl capacity such
as at Watamu, Kenya where the local umbrella NGBe-Watamu Marine Association (WMA) — is providinffice
facilities and a framework for the DSMC and delivef COAST project activities. It was clear to thEE that more
time and investment needs to be given to those DSMi@ the least capacity if they are to show rssbiéfore the end
of the project. Another factor here is that the mmgcessful DSMCs to date are those where thetealheady been
previous contacts and joint projects between at lsame of the members on the Committee, which avbalexpected
to facilitate collaborative working on the COASToRrcts and speed delivery.

82 The Project Document also states that ‘Local conitias are expected to play an important role insesvation and protection activities within
the demo sites and to participate in sustainalla@muic activities (ecotourism, etc)’.

8 COAST Project Inception Report (Final Version)p@enber 2009. Project Coordination, Nairobi.

8 A women member of one of the DSMC interviewed by MTE made the point that she had to look aftéidan during the evenings and
weekends (when the children were not at schoohvem scheduling meetings in ‘non-working’ hoursallsuexcluded her. This is relevant given
that the Project needs to ensure equal opportsridieparticipation among the sexes (see paragiaph
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Stakeholder participation

241. Stakeholder participation during implementationtoghe MTE has been mixed. At the government et
Ministry of Environment, as the lead national agefar the Project in most countries, have been nostlved in
Project activities (across all Outcomes and modp@a), whereas the main involvement of the mir@stof tourism
has been attendance at the PSC meetings and @tami®f the national missions for the UNWTO Toanris
Governance and Management Studiése collaboration with national government partnses formalised through a
framework contract signed in 2010 between the Nfipisf Environment as lead government agency fer @OAST
Project and UNIDO (except in case of Nigeria). @obration between UNIDO and UNWTO is formalisedtigh a
Letter of Agreement (LoA) signed between UNWTO &hHdIDO in September 2010.

242. Stakeholders’ involvement is outlined in generain in the ‘Stakeholder Participation’ section loé tProject
Document. In addition, there is a 5-page ‘Stakedtoldivolvement Plan’ (SIP) attached as Annex Eh® Project
Document, which identifies, in general terms, thetkeholder groups to be involved in the variotgget activities
according to project output, and sets out the rafes responsibilities of each partner organizaiothe project, their
financial commitments, and coordination arrangesieRiowever, the SIP is too general (roles not fdigfined for
many stakeholders, particularly at the local lexetl with the private sector) and it was not furteborated (or
updated) as a separate document during the inceptage (it is mentioned in the Inception Report &dudetailed
revision was not undertaken). In addition, theres wa needs assessment for stakeholder involveraastéring the
guestion ‘do the various stakeholders have theaigp® actually be fully involved in the COAST Rect as agreed
during the PDF-B and set out in the Project DocuffigrSome aspects of this capacity issue were ieadas part of
the national training needs analyses, although tbeysed largely on capacity needs in relationefivdry of activities
related to the Project’s three subthefiesludging from MTE interviews and field visits,nse DSMCs, for instance,
clearly need some preliminary, basic institutiosapacity building, e.g. Kartong in The Gambia, befthey can
effectively participate in the COAST Project andivdly EMS, ecotourism and reef recreation manageraetivities.
The MTE believes that if the stakeholder plan hadrbproperly revised during the inception periodduld have
highlighted such partnership capacity is€fie$his should still be addressed by the RCU, esfigcas the MTE is
recommending significant changes to the Projectiwvkiill impact activities at both the national pest and demo site
levels (see the Recommendations section (Il Bjagraph 352 onwards).

243. According to the Project Document, the COAST Priojeas designed through a ‘participatory’ procesa th
involved ‘national stakeholder meetings’, and clgithat project preparation involved a significant amourkt o
stakeholder consultations at a number of le¥élFhis was confirmed by the small number of MTEeimtewees who
were involved at the project planning stage (unfoately, most MTE interviewees, including almostRis, were not
associated with, or even aware of, the Projedtattttme). However, it is clear that internationahsultants had a very
significant role in project design and selection aativities during the PDF-B phase and that whistkeholder
engagement at regional and national levels dutgy geriod was good, local stakeholders (at dertes)sivere not
sufficiently consulted, as the consultants in thejgrt design team only made brief visits to pdsniemo sites
(although to be fair there was still some uncetyaover the selection of demo sites in some coesitat the PDF-B
stage).

244, To date, most opportunities for representativesiftocal and national stakeholder groups to pawitemirectly
in the COAST Project have been through specifinitng workshops, principally directed at capacitylting e.g. ST-
EP and EMS workshops. These workshops have be¢matterided and generally well received.

245. At demo site level, local government authoritiedl aheir staff, national and local NGOs and CBOsj an
academic institutions and individuals, have beguhbe involved in the establishment of projectshatgites. However,
to date, there has been limited engagement ofrikiatp sector except for some involvement with sahearly EMS-
related activities through hotel staff attendingirting workshops in Senegal and Tanzania and paating hotels
offering facilities for meetings. Finally, a rangéregional professionals have been involved intthekground studies
during both the design and implementation phases@sultants, including the regional consultana@ugr'EcoAfrica’.

246. To date, the COAST Project has also not placedcpdatly high store in linking with other playensviolved in
the protection of coastal environments in sub-Sah#frica. Although there has been contact witheotkey projects,
such as the Agulhas-Somali Current Large Marinesgsiem (ASCLME) Project® and the Guinea Current Large

8 Collaborative Actions for Sustainable Tourism (C&IA: Project Overview and Synthesis of Training 8&ePrepared by E.W. Manning, Tourisk
Inc. June 2010.

% The RPC undertook an email survey of countriesimmer 2011 to determine how partners were invowitd the COAST Project and the
findings were presented at an international tougemference in Mauritius in September 2011. Howether results were rather general and not all
countries responded equally.

57 The selection of demo sites was apparently delmtshgth during the project design phase amaaigebblders.

% http:/ww.asclme.org/
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Marine Ecosystem Project (GCLME, another UNIDO-ated UNEP-GEF Project managed from Viefinajlirect
interactions have not developed. Again, this se@nte largely due to the lack of COAST Projectdsiables that can
be shared with other projects/initiatives.

247. The overall rating on stakeholder involvement can donsideredMloderately Satisfactory reflecting the
generally ‘top down’ approach in both design, inmpétation and decision-making of the Project withoar input
from local communities into the choice of relevantivities at the demo sites, and limited awareésse aims of the
COAST Project among stakeholders generally.

Country Ownership and Driven-ness

248. There is rather mixed ownership of the COAST Projatt nine governments have signed the Projectuboent

and therefore given a commitment to participate detiver project activities in their country andntgbute co-

financing as set out in co-financing letters subexditto GEF with the project proposal in 2006, anetevheavily
involved in the design of the Project. The MinistifyEnvironment (or equivalent), as the focal goweent agency for
the COAST Project in each country (except Nigetias responsibility for delivery of the nationabject activities and
ensuring adequate support for project executiomeSsuch as The Gambia, have been very commitipdessed in
terms of the signing project contracts, appoint®mo Project Coordinators, establishing Demo Sigm&gement
Committees, undertaking some activities at demessiand providing reports on project activitieswdwer, others,
notably Nigeria, which has never signed the comtwéith UNIDO, Tanzania, Ghana, Cameroon, and Sdnégae

been less responsive and there have often beeificgt) delays on all of these, particularly owigning of contracts
and response to RCU requests for provision of tepmr delivery of project activities. The MTE haacular concern
over the reported levels and timeliness of proviib government co-financing, another refectiorcafimitment (see
paragraphs 267-27%)

249. As mentioned, the MTE encountered a rather mixgdllef interest towards the COAST Project amonpst t
national FPs. Many of the FPs ‘inherited’ the Pcbjghen they took their present position and dtl not have a good
understanding of what the Project's aim and whatying to achieve. Furthermore, as noted, theyehagh demands
on their time and see COAST as a very small prdfeaithas had very long delays and not achieveg merch to date
(compared to other projects they have responsikfidit). Consequently, there is a risk that some FRy become
completely disinterested which would negatively &opfuture project delivery and this issue needsetaiscussed at
the next PSC and resolved as a priority for projeahagement. In addition, many of the FPs fromntir@stries of
tourism (or their equivalent) interviewed by the E|Tfelt they had been ‘marginalized’ on the Projaet not kept
adequately informed of progress or involved in si@cis on national project activities.

250. All government partners have now established DSMCall the demo sites, which vary considerablyhiairt
composition but typically include representativédozal community groups, local branches of natlod&Os, local
hotels, trade groups, women’s groups’et€he MTE found wide representation of local inséseamong the DSMCs
interviewed, except perhaps that for Kinondoni anZania (although activities at that site largelgus on EMS and it
is therefore appropriate that most DSMC represiesatre from the local hotels). Most DSMC membetsrviewed
were still supportive of the Project, (if a littiigsillusioned over the delays on activities and lwagered expectations as
a result), but, as noted above, a greater roleamsin-makindoy the DSMCs needs to be encouraged to ensurgegrea
ownership at the local level is improved, or derte activities are unlikely to be fully deliverednd impact will be
low and not sustained. It is particularly importémpet more local private sector buy in, which basn low to date.

251. Political commitment to address sustainable toudgwvelopment in the participating countries seesrexist, at
least on paper (evidenced by national tourismegias and ICZM plans, for instance), but otherésssuch as security
and addressing immediate poverty needs and a ddaekeof capacity and financial resources, acbasiers to more
action in most countries. Consequently, at pregséstunclear to what extent the participating goweents are likely to
take up the various recommendations on BAPs/BAT sarstainable tourism governance and managementivitha
result from the COAST Project in the next two yeasthin national decision-making processes. Uptakeild be
more likely by both the public and private sectidms strong economic/financial argument for adoptal BAPS/BATs
can be made.

8 http://gcime.org/

% The UNEP Task Manager commented that ‘this is waa difficult one for all projects, but that ist@fi because countries don’t know how to
report on co-financing (as opposed to co-financiogmaterializing). Therefore significant guidameeds to be provided by the Executing Agency
to partners to be able to “report” properly on smhcing (which was not the case so far in thigguty. The MTE agrees with this but suggests that
UNEP and UNIDO jointly provide guidance on how ctigs should capture and report on their co-finag@nd any additional leveraged funds.

“In the case of Nigeria, the DSMC in Badagry, wasnied on the basis of stakeholder meetings and sigms held during the first year of the
project (2009) and facilitated by the Ministry obdrism and Intergovernmental Relations, Lagos S&itece Nigeria never signed the partnership
agreement, it has not been able to play an aatiecto date.
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252. MTE Rating: Unsatisfactory

Financial Planning and Management
Budgeting

253. The Project Document includes a detailed budg&dNHEP format as well as a summary budget organized b
project component and an incremental cost analsimex A of Project Document). The total budget, US$
29,471,416, of which the GEF contribution totals$8®14,600 (that includes PDF-B costs, and is US¥5200
without), and the co-financing 23,456,816.

254. Due to changes in project design, management arcaibpnal arrangements proposed during the inaeptio
stage, a revised project budget was prepared gombaa at the first PSC meeting in Mozambique giepsrational
budget lines such as ‘project personnel’, ‘consiiita ‘administrative support’, ‘travel’, and ‘meegs’ set out in
UNEP format. The main areas of change from theraldudget were:

¢ Reallocation of funds for provision of a new pasitiof Demonstration Project Coordinator for eachthef
demonstration projects which subsumed the origffah consultant (local) and national technical etgper
budget lines;

* Increased expenditure on funds for both the RCU dathonstration project implementation purposes
(motorbikes, laptop computers, internet and comeation), leading to a reduction in budget for GIg3
equipment;

* Reduced expenditure on international level conauaies in the areas of GIS, and public participatieith the
RC taking on some of these responsibilities;

* Removal of the Biodiversity/Environment expert,wihe RC taking on this role;

+ Increased funds for monitoring and evaluation (tigroco-funding from UNID&)

» Division of responsibility between UNIDO and UNWTiOr the execution of project with UNWTO taking a
lead on eco-tourism support activities.

255. While the total revised budget was the same asitthtite Project Document, the Outcome (componemndgbt
lines were significantly altered, with GEF fundifay Outcomes 1 and 3 increased by 35% and 63% ctgely, and
Outcomes 2 and 4 reduced by 65% and 82% respsagtieeld funding for Outcome 5 eliminated as project
management costs were not treated as a specifim@et but redistributed between the other outcorseerding to
how much project management was required to debaeh (see Table 2). Given that these changesllaveea the
usual 20% threshold that would normally requiremaal budget revision by GEF, it is not clear wieetthe revised
budget was submitted to GEF for approval.

9t is unclear whether this represents new ‘levedadunds, not identified and agreed during thegaodevelopment phase, or part of an existing
UNIDO co-financing commitment.
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Table 2: Disbursement of GEF funds at MTE stage fiDecember 2011) in relation to estimated costs atst-up (from Project Document)

Estimated

1

0, 0, 1ai 0, i i
(Coo:lrfcg?:nt costs at design| % of total Revised e d%hea{‘oge Disbursements /BL?; %ﬁ% b{‘:g;‘?—%s
ponent, (from Project | estimated budget at " to Dec 1st 9 ¢ Jetsp Remarks
from Project Document) in e — inception (B) reallocation 2011 spentas of § | of 1 December
Document) 0SS (A) 9 P (B-A/A x 100) December 2011 2011

Includes relevant technical
consultant costs (local, regional

1. BAPs/BATs 2,800,834 52 3,805,369 35.9 478,041 17.1 12.6 international) and all demo site
funds

2. Sustainable Includes relevant technical

Tourism 438,200 8.1 153,000 -65.1 369,147 84.2 241.3 consultant costs (local, regional

Governance international)

3. Training and Includes relevant technical

Capacity 620,000 11.5 1,010,000 62.9 478,717 77.2 47.4 consultant costs (local, regional

Building international)

4. Information Includes costs of computers an

management 1,369,166 254 243,000 -82.3 365,610 26.7 150.5 software purchases
Includes Nairobi and Vienna
support staff, furniture,

5. Project telephones, office rent, but RC’s

Management 160,000 3 160,000 0 639,700 399.8 399.8 costs are divided between
Outcomes reflecting his differen
roles

Totals 5,388,200 100 5,371,369* 2,331,215 43.3

Source: UNIDO/RCU. ** - There appears to be a disaney of US$16,831 between the total project bupgeented in the Project Document and the figare (provided by UNIDO HQ). It also differs frometiotal show
in the Inception Report, which is the same as th#te Project Document. It is not clear why thera discrepancy here.

9% UNWTO, who are overseeing delivery of most of éeetourism related activities in the Project, comtee ‘In the LoA between UNIDO and UNWTO, only U$53,000 is made available to UNWTO for the sustdima
tourism governance study and capacity buildingviies, and up to 31 Dec 2011, only US$ 74,684 Ieeh disbursed by UNWTO on this activity. Accordinghe table, the total disbursements on this corapt are US$

369,147'. Itis not clear to the MTE why there igk a difference.
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256. The budget revision at the inception stage also dradmpact on the overall structure of benefitpastner
countries within the COAST Project, with all couegr except Nigeria gaining due to increased allonatf funding to
Outcome 1 for demonstration site activities.

257. Since the budget revision made at the inceptiogestaere have been numerous UNIDO internal revssiamd

some budget lines at the activity level have bedated, renamed or merged in the Project’'s budgéeédain UNEP

format), making direct comparisons with previousigets difficult. Annex 8 shows a summary of budgeanges
between the Project Document and Inception Repattdisbursement on project activities t'3lily 2011, the last
date for which full data were available. The budgeb be revised after the PSC meeting and sulesg¢qgjustments
to project structure and countries, etc, that bélldiscussed and agreed at tHe&C meeting in April 2012.

Expenditure and Reporting

258. The COAST Project's financial year runs front duly to 38" June. Table 2 provides a breakdown of
expenditure of the GEF grant by Project Outcomenfa$™ December 2011, with both Project Document and the
Inception Report budgets presented as referenagspolhere have been 5 cash advances made to UNdDO,
expenditure from the start of July to end of NovemB011 is based on data in cash advance requestNEP (last
cash advance made 13 September 2011). Reporteddityve up to 1st December 2011 was US$2,331,21i8hwh
represents 43.3% of the GEF financing availableirfgslementation. Unfortunately, the way that projécancing is
managed by the COAST Project and the way the budggtuctured does not allow for analysis of thual amounts
spent each year against those that were plannetthdbspecific year, so it is not possible to sdether the ratef
spending has increased or not (only on the ovirll to date versus the final planned expenditfitdS$5,338,200).

259. Expenditure related to the partner contracts has @ver than expected by the MTE, which reflebts delays
over the signing of contracts and disbursementunél§, and the late establishment of the DSMC atiditées at the
demonstration projects. The single largest iterthefbudget relates to ‘project personnel’ costsstiy@ssociated with
the RCU, which is high compared to the overall id@S$1,399,200 out of US$5,388,200 or 25% of @teF

budget).

260. UNIDO provides quarterly financial reports to UNEFeing a UN agency the reports are considered disedu
and certified as part of the UNIDO financial sysjentyNEP reported significant delays in receipfinfncial reports
and difficulties in understanding accounts as teyin a different format to that of UNEP’s, whichturn has led to a
delay in the processing of payment requests sina@s not always possible to verify usage of presip transferred
funds when reviewing a request for the next transhthe budget. Consequently, it would be valuabke UNEP
Financial Management Officer (FMO) was able totwéenna to discuss how best to present the Prajecbunts and
design a macro for converting between the two systdt is recognised that this would require fuhds given that the
UNEP FMO has responsibility for other UNIDO-execlt®ojects, so perhaps costs could be shared.

261. Financial (and other) reporting by the nationaltpers has been considered below standard by UNERgt
reports seen by the MTE were certainly in needngbrovement) and the RCU/UNIDO team need to enslasec
monitoring of financial reporting for the rest dfet Project and provide direct assistance whereate@dlk through
process and problems over the phone, line by finedessary).

Contracting and payment arrangements

262. Contracts are issued by UNIDO HQ and copied to R@J for monitoring. Some 31 consulting contracts
(international, regional and local) were issuedirduthe course of the project up to December 2@etailed TOR
have been developed by the RCU with input from DO PM and UNEP TM, with each contract followitige
usual UNIDO rules of open tender and best valuerfoney, with a minimum of three bids. One complagteived by
the MTE from FPs was that they do not believe they consulted enough on the TORs and choice ofuttanss for
the Project’s international contracts, althoughR@U does inform them (but doesn’t often get aoesp).

263. The contracts with national partners include a gdoce for payments based on signature of the agmetsrand
periodic submission of progress and expenses edeayments for other contracts are made baseavoiting from
suppliers, and on confirmation of delivery of seed by consultants according to the contract TOBwéver, the
processes put in place to assure timely approvaxpenditures and payments have not always furetido the
satisfaction of the various parties leading tothatson on all sides and complaints from FPs. Hpupears to be due to a
range of reasons, including (among other things§ & understanding of procedural processes anthpaymethods,
submission of incomplete documentation or absehcequired receipts, and late requests for approval

264. Fluctuations in exchange rates to the US Dollariantkasing inflation since the project was apptobg GEF
have also meant that the original budget is notighan most countries. For instance, paymentsHerlPCs are still
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fixed at the level agreed at inception but in Casnarand Senegal they are now considered very l@waattractive
(therefore a risk that the DPC may seek other wddkifortunately, GEF does not attempt to ‘rebalartseproject
budgets whose purchasing power changes due tormyehates and this is an inherent project risk.

Audit

265. The Inception Report states th&iNIDO will provide UNEP/DGEF will quarterly finanal reports as well as
certified annual financial statements, through andi of the financial statements relating to thetss of the
UNEP/GEF funds according to established procedufé® audit will be conducted by a legally recogdiseiditor.
The Project has not been formerly audited itself,ib part of UNIDO’s global audits from which needback has been
received, so no significant problems were deeméthte been identifiéd

266. No financial provision appears to have been madbearinception Report budget for a project auditvasild be
expected, and no independent audit has yet beesrtakdn of the GEF funds (it is not required fofficancing). In
the MTE’s opinion, funds should be reallocatedhia tevised budget for an end of project audit ib420

Co-financing

267. The Project Document identifies total co-financiig;luding funding for the PDF-B phase, of US$28436

or 79.6% of the anticipated total cost of the COAS®ject (of US$29,471,416). This represents 20a4%h 79.6% of
the total project budget respectivElygiving a GEF:co-financing ratio of 1:3.99, whihrelatively high for a GEF-3
project. In other words, project partners pledgeudr fimes as much co-financing as that contribltgdSEF to the
COAST Project.

268. The US$20,781,816 figure for total country co-finiang stated at the front of the Project Documens wased
on an estimation of co-finance at the end of thé-fBDphase, and reflected in the Incremental Cosilysis of the
Project Document. However, this total differs frohat given in the letters of support received froountries at the
time which represent a total pledge of US$17,357,9r in other words, there is a shortfall of USE®3,846 in co-
financing. Specifically, the co-financing lettereh Kenya, Mozambique and Tanzania do not spebiéyamount of
co-financing (at least not in the documents praditethe MTE), the letter from Ghana offers US$0,800 which is
less than the total combined amount for its two aiesiration sites (US$1,000,200 + US$837,000 = UE1200
recorded in the Project Document Report), the fdtam Seychelles gives co-financing at US$100,8@0the five
years of the Project which is significantly lesarththat stated in the Project Document, and cooreggnce on the total
co-financing from Nigeria is not clear. Consequgntb-financing commitments were not clear whenRhgject began
implementation.

269. Partner countries were asked to review and re-ateduco-financing during the inception stage, dhdadional
FPs were provided with a simple UNEP co-financimgarting format to facilitate this. However, codircing
commitments were still unclear and had not beeffimoed by the 1st PSC meeting in July 2009. Theejition Report
anticipated co-financing totalling US$2,675,000nirdhe non-government and organisational partnesgbty the
NGO RICERCA (US$1,800,000), UNIDO (including cobtition from ICT) and UNWTO (US$230,008) No
additional co-financing sources were identifiedhat inception stage that had not been listed ifPtiogect Document.

270. A progress check on co-financing was to be givethat?® PSC meeting, but the report of this meeting shows
that Ghana and Senegal still had not confirmed arsoof co-financing and other countries only préserigures for
the year 2009/2010, so again it was not clearhost much was (re)committed by the national goveméor the
duration of the 5-year project. Unfortunately, necards appear to be available that would show hawviner
contributions were initially estimated during thBRB stage. The current contracts with nationatrgas specify ‘a
matching contribution’ from each country but do gie detail&’. In addition, Nigeria never signed their contract.

271. Consequently, the total co-financing commitmefrtsn national government partners remains uncé¢ahe
MTE stage, and figures given in the Project Docun@ve not been confirmed. Table 3 below showsnansary of

9 Also, GEFSEC could choose to audit the Projeath(itses projects at random).

% |t should be noted that the % contribution showrtiee front page of the Project Document of 25.8% &4.2% for the GEF and co-financing
contributions, respectively, are incorrect. TheFGébntribution (US$6,014,600/US$29,471,416) is 26.4nd the co-financing contribution

(US$23,456,816/US$29,471,416) is 79.6%.

% Changes to co-financing were expected during ticefition period as major changes were made to stienal and regional level project

activities, e.g. reduction and reorganisation otpdt 4A (Regional Information Coordination Housel@R) and the associated Environmental
Information Management and Advisory System (EIMAS))

9 The RCU commented that ‘these contracts are diyrender revision (following the recommendationsri the MTE’s Interim Report produced

on 13" December 2011), and so the actual figures wikiimended as part of our upcoming SCM discussionsigreéments’.

58



COAST Project — Mid Term Evaluation Report

the reported co-financing based on information irezk by the RCU up to end of June 2811 A more detailed
breakdown is given in Annex 9.

Table 3: Summary of Co-finance - History from PDF Bto July 2011

L

N

Cash and in-kind Co- Anticipated in Ar}tr:‘zggtti%?] It Reported (up to July fir:/;ncghg F== {Fo,mmd; Indent: First line: 1 ch
financing Project Document Report 2011) T
COAST Countries N ‘[Fomlatted: Indent: First line: 3 ch
Cash - all countries Unclear, thsgngT;gié ) ‘[ Formatted: Indent: First line: 3 ch
Cameroon 490,00 490,000 217,260 48.3
Gambia 167,678 167,679 135,27R 8017
Ghana 1,000,210 1,000,21 Not reported/receijed -
Kenya 525,000 525,000 160,800 3016
Mozambique 262,38 262,390 41,7p0 1%5.
Nigeria 4,250,374 4,250,374 10,035,0p0 236.1
Senegal 705,244 705,244 304,973 4312
Seychelles 695,50 695,500 11,550 L.7
Tanzania 3,066,58 3,066,584 48,200 1.6
Sub-total 20,781,816*** 11,162,97 10,954,745 98.1
ﬁ::rﬁcétiﬁlgmmus igerta co- (919,745) 8-2‘”\’\’ ‘[Fonnatted: Indent: First line: 3 ch
hi N ) ‘[ Formatted: Indent: First line: 3 ch
Other Sources “I'~ " Formatted: Indent: First line: 3 ch
UNIDO (incl ICT) 300,000 300,00 120,040 490 { Formatted: Indent:Firstline: 3 ch
o za000] e :
UNEP/GPA 25,000 25,00 Not reported/received 0
REDO Ghana 100,00 100,000 Not reported/recefved 0
Nat.Con.Res.Centre 100,0 100,000 Not reportesiired
RICERCA NGO 1,800,00 1,800,040 Not reported/resil
Wildlife Soc Ghana 50,00 50,040 Not reported/resei
égf:gt all?,t;:iness 10,000 10,004 Not reported/received 0
SPIHT Cameroon 25,00 25,000 Not reported/recefved 0
AU-STRC 20,000 20,00 Not reported/receivied 0
SNV Netherlands 15,00 15,000 Not reported/received 0
Sub-total 2,675,000 2,675,000 120,00 4,5*”\*\* ‘[Fonnatted: Indent: First line: 3 ch
BN R ) ‘[ Formatted: Indent: First line: 3 ch
GRAND TOTAL 23,456,816 13,837,970 11,074,74p 80.0" L h \[ Formatted: Indent: First line: 3 ch
N . n
* - This is in relation to the amounts anticipatedhe Inception Report \\\[ Fommatted: Indent: irstline: 3 ch
* _ UNWTO funded US$230,000 during the PDF-B phaset did not commit anything to the implementatjitase directly from {Fonnatted: Indent: First line: 3 ch

their own sources. Instead they agreed to providigianal leveraged funds (see paragraph 274).
** . The total pledged by national governmentscaicling to the Pro Doc is US$20,781,816, but tiseems to be US$9,618,846 in
cash co-financing missing. This was questionechbyMTE but the discrepancy still lacks a full exgltion.

272. Total co-financing delivered to date amounts to UB@74,745, which represents 53.6% of the totaluarho
anticipated in the Project Document (including frétDF-B phase) and 76.6% of the expected figurenginethe

Inception Report. The total co-finance raised frjist the partner countries as ¢f duly 2011, was US$10,954,745,
representing an extraordinary 98% of the amourdgeld according to the Inception Report (Table 3)weler, this

% Compiled by the RCU based on correspondence wittmers and using information recorded by the agyupartners in a pro-forma spreadsheet
that is completed and submitted to the RCU at titko# each financial year (3@une).
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total includes an enormous contribution from Niger US$10,035,000, which is over double the corftirag

envisaged for Nigeria. This is surprising since ¢batract between UNIDO and the Government of Négeras never
signed, a significant part of the COAST Project$ivaties in Nigeria have been cut (activities telg to RICH and
EIMAS, and the second demo site focused on AkasdaCalabar in the Niger Delta region), and theneshzeen very
few activities to date on the ground. Consequeiittlis unclear whether this is additional leverddends (which the
MTE suspects) or what this money specifically cevat the demo site, and whether all of it can héntadl as co-
financing. The MTE considers that more informatismeeded on this funding before it can be courmedCOAST
Project co-financing. Other co-financing by natibpartners up to the MTE has been relatively low I@v as 1.6%
and 1.7% respectively from Tanzania and Seychedled, not reported at all by Ghana), which agaiprisbably a
reflection of the long delays over the signing feé tontract agreements between partner countrie&)BDO leading
to delays on co-financing being offered.

273. Disappointingly, only 4.5% of the anticipated codnce from ‘organisational partners’ was reportedaiJuly
2011 and there was no formal documentation relate-financing from UNE®, the COAST Project’'s Implementing
Agency. Co-finance from UNWTO was apparently preddust for the PDF-B phase, and no new co-finanews
expected for project implementation (although seéous). None of the other non-government co-finarscibad
provided reports to the RCU by July 2011 so theintcbutions are unknown but are likely to be ze@d. the
organizational partners, UNIDO appears to have igem the most co-financing to date, although tleeintribution
includes an element from Information and Commurncat Technology (ICT) Branch and it is not cleantibey have
been (or will be) directly involved in the COASTdRect.

Leveraged resources

274. While there is a medium to substantial risk thairtoy and partner co-financing will fall short dfet expected
amount, there are already some clear examples difi@thl ‘leveraged fundi® being provided by some partners,
including a proportion of Euro 87,500 in additioffahding from UNIDO for a small water purificatiqoroject at
Watamu, Kenya that offers opportunities for cosirgtyg and dovetails with some of the proposed EMi/idies for
the demo sit. Also, it is clear from MTE discussions with UNWT@® Madrid that they have contributed
considerably more co-funding through additional agement time and institutional support than set ioutheir
contract agreement with UNIDO. These sources okflaged’ co-financing need to be fully captured antkred into
the co-financing reporting, which may well increas¢he remaining years of the Project, and mayengkfor some of
the predicted shortfall in the initially pledged/éd of co-financing. In addition, the sub-themejpots at the demo sites
are likely to leverage additional partner fundirgg identified in the Project Document or Incepti®eport.

275. In a 2010 report to UNIDO, UNWTO reported additibteveraged funds of US$60,000 for the ecotourism
project in the demo site in Cameroon, US$100,000ozambique (existing project) with an additional7€,000
(around US$ 92,000) for a follow up project in tiemo site in Mozambique, and in Ghana, SenegalTandania,
UNWTO also executes ST-EP ecotourism projects ast@b areas close to the COAST demo sites, withdgédt of, €
333,861 (c. US$441,000), € 297,250 (c. US$393,@00) US$ 77,500 respectively. More recently, UNWR&s
managed to mobilize additional funds for the newEFT project in Inhambane, Mozambique, which britigs total
UNWTO contribution to this new ST-EP project at US$0,000; and in addition, UNWTO has managed tsysae
SNV to make a contribution of US$ 108,000 to thejqut through a vocational training project fundsdthe EU with
SNV as lead agency and UNWTO as associate age@opsequently, UNWTO has mobilized in excess of US%H
million as additional funds for the COAST Projegtsubstantial additional contribution and the hgjhef any of the
Project’s co-financiers.

276. However, it is not clear yet whether éfie above mentioned funds are for activities tat be counted as
leveraged funds — in other words, their link toafie COAST Project activities needs to be shown &INEP-GEF
needs to give guidance on this (although certamiye case of the UNWTO funding much of it is likéo be directly
relevant).

277. As yet, there has been no cash co-financing provideany of the demonstration site projects, ang arsmall
amount of in-kind financial support in the form mdrticipating hotels at the demo site providing wesfor meetings,
e.g. at Saly in Senegal and Watamu in Kenya. Howewiile small, these in-kind contributions sholle properly

% The UNEP Task Manager commented that the ‘$25089@ pledged from the UNEP-GPA (a UNEP-hosted iratiional agreement) which is now
based in Nairobi. The TM introduced them to RC 6a®in my first two weeks as TM for this project'.

00 everaged resources are additional resourcesonlethose committed to the project itself at theetiof approval - that are mobilized later as a
direct result of the project. Leveraged resourcas lse financial or in-kind and may be from othenais, NGOs, foundations, governments,
communities or the private sector.

1 UNIDO Project ‘Demonstration and transfer of eomimentally sound technology for water treatment’.
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calculated and documented by the DPCs and FPsegdted on to the RCU as part of annual co-financaporting
(but kept separate from the already pledged caxtiimg). Thepro-bonosupport of the DSMC members, which could
be appreciable (and certainly will by the end of firoject) has also not been calculated and shioeldimilarly
collected and documented by the Project.

278. lt is clear that a new assessment of co-financimmmitments and potential for leveraged funds neebe
undertaken by the RCU, particularly in the lighte€Eommendations about restructuring the Projeetrgin this Report
(see Recommendations section (Il B), paragraph@bgards). For instance, if activities in Ghana @wethen this is
expected to impact co-financing offered by therimétional NGO Ricerca e Cooperazione (RICERCA), REGhana,
Nature Conservation Research Centre, and the Wil@bciety of Ghana, so the final co-financing ltaiad its
breakdown are likely to differ significantly frorhat initially pledged.

279. 1t is also clear that specific guidance needs tayiven on what constitutes leveraged funding and tus
should be calculated and documented. It is recamdex that UNEP provide written advice to all projeartners on
this and a specific recording form is developedthis.

280. The rating on financial planning and managemeMaslerately UnsatisfactoryThis rating reflects a number of
concerns including: whether the amount of co-firmanticipated in the Inception Report will be reedi; weak country

and, worse, organisational partner reporting oarfges and co-financing; and delays in project paysnéhat have at

times strained relationships amongst project pestne

UNEP Supervision and Backstopping

281. The effectiveness of supervision and administragive financial support provided by UNEP has beeregsly
good up to the MTE, and there has been an empbas@utcome monitoring (results-based project mamagt).
However, there has been one important instanceentreject supervision should have been better.

282. Input by UNEP at the critical inception period wast adequate, especially as the exceptionally pooject
design and non-ideal project execution arrangentedspreviously been recognised as a major probleindiscussed
internally by UNEP (and UNIDO) before the Projecasvsubmitted to GEF. UNEP was aware that the Rrojad
major flaws, but according to one former UNEP T&&knager (TM), it was expected that these would dreected
during the inception period. However, essentidliywas left up to the newly appointed RPC to drilvis fprocess. The
MTE feels the RC had relatively little guidancerfr&NEP (or UNIDO HQ) on this. Although some reconmuiations
proposed by the RC (and approved by UNEP, UNIDO thedPSC) during the inception period, such asticrgdhe
post of ‘Demo Project Coordinator’ (see paragraphllped address project deficiencies, otherd) agahe form and
design of the demo site ‘logframes’ did not (andhat case it led to more confusion). In the MTE&fsnion, the two
UNEP TMs that were in post during the inceptionigerafter the RPC was appointed (one left anothplaced her)
should have spent more time engaged with the RRCtleen COAST Project. Apparently, this wasn't doaggély
because the TMs had large portfolios of projeatses of which required urgent attention so there retetively little
time available for the COAST Projé and it is unclear whether the two UNEP TMs wereuanof the issues raised
during the design phase.

283. However, shortly after arriving in post, the cutr€NEP TM (from July 2010 onwards) reviewed the CEIA
Project, recognised it was substantially behindlelivery and in difficulty so strengthened UNEP’smitoring of the
Project through monthly (now usually 6-weekly aastl45-60 minutes with minutes taken) project nevieeetings by
phone between himself, the RPC and the UNIDO Prdjsmager in Vienna, which have helped speed upvetglto
some extent and created better opportunities faptace management. However, UNWTO is not includedhese
briefings, which should be corrected given the iicemt input UNWTO is making to the Project.

284. The single biggest supervisory input by the UNEP iBVattendance at the annual 3-day PSC meetings hel
which with travel requires a full working week aghime. The current UNEP TM has also providedéased technical
support to the RCU as he has a particularly sttesfnical background. However, it should be notexd the current
TM has had to spend more time on supervision digtsvielated to the COAST Project than most ofdbieer projects
(above average demand for a GEF project).

02 Also, unfortunately, the UNEP TM was not able tiad the I PSC meeting as she was seriously ill. AlthoughteeToUNEP member of staff
was sent as a replacement, this person was obyinaslas well versed on the COAST Project as theaRd probably unaware of the background
issues related to the Project.
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285. UNEP documentation of project supervision actigitseen by the MTE, e.g. Back to the Office Rep@®OR)

was generally comprehensive, well written with clecommendations for follow-up. In addition, th8lEP TMs have
made substantial input to the annual Project Implaation Reviews (PIRs), particularly the currem.Although the
ratings of project progress in the PIRs given gy ttNEP TM have frequently been lower than thoserd@diby the
RPC, in the MTE’s opinion those of the TM were arenaccurate reflection of the project realities;f@enance and
risks.

286. Financial oversight of the Project by UNEP has b#en responsibility of a UNEP Financial Management
Officer (FMO) and has been satisfactory. Howeviee, UNEP Finance Manager commented that the UNIDspepr
accounts are ordered differently to those managddNEP with different codes. Consequently, it wobklvaluable if
he could visit UNIDO headquarters in Vienna to spdn2 days with the UNIDO financial administratio@am
discussing account management, especially as UNiB®just introduced a new project and financial agament
system (SAP) and codings are likely to change agaimen that he oversees other UNIDO executed UKHEF
projects, costs could perhaps be shared betweenadgvojects.

287. MTE Rating - Moderately Satisfactory
Monitoring and Evaluation

M&E Design and Plan

288. Arrangements for project monitoring, reporting aedaluation, in the form of a detailed Monitoringdan
Evaluation (M&E) Plan, are described in Sectionnsl &nnex K of the Project Document. These were thasethe
standard template for GEF projects of GEF-3, astude an indicative M&E work plan and budget, whistintended
to monitor results and track progress towards aaigeproject objectives.

289. The M&E Plan identifies responsible parties andreeframe for the principal M&E activities descrihethmely
a tripartite review, PSC meetings, PIRs, AnnuajdttoReviews, and mid-term and final evaluatioms] audit®, and
describes roles and responsibility of UNIDO and UNElated to management reports (half-yearly pssgreports,
and substantial reports) and financial reports rfguly financial reports and annual co-financingasgs). Partners are
bound through their legal contracts with UNIDO tlaborate in project M&E activities.

290. Project monitoring is based on the Project’s lagfea, but confusingly, there are three sets of &ogés for the
COAST Project — one overall project logframe (Anriewf Project Document), individual ‘demonstratilmgframes’
for each demonstration site (purportedly in App&niliof the Project Document), and, strangely, drimge for each
of the three sub-themes (EMS, ecotourism and emkation management, in Appendix A-8), althougs itot clear
how these relate to the other logframes.

291. The logframes apparently developed for each deeovgere not in any of the annexes attached to tbp®

Document and could not be supplied to the MTE eyRICU as it also lacks copies, which raises thpisios that they
were never actually produced in the first placestdad, the demo site narratives given in Appendiaf Ahe Project
Document present a ‘shopping list' of potential jpod activities, in most cases with no detail ofvhtiney are to be
delivered, their targets, or how they are to beiwoed, and they lack detailed budgets.

292. Unfortunately, the Project’s overall logframe wasthe opinion of the MTE, made more confusing desb

coherent at the inception stage. The redesign egdy the RPC but endorsed by the UNEP TM, UNIDO &M at
the 1st PSC meeting. The overall Project Objectaleng with associated indicators and targets) lossfrom the

revised logframe, and former Project Outcomes whenged to ‘Objectives’ so that the COAST Projectently has
four ‘Objectives’. In addition, former Outcome Enamed as ‘Objective 1’, has three ‘sub-themesh&ines called
‘sub-objectives’), which were raised to ‘Outcomedthough these are not shown directly linked to apgcific

‘Objective’ in the revised logframe. Consequentlyere has been some confusion over terminologyouktii sub-
theme on Integrated Coastal Zone Management (IC&id) land use planning, not in the original Projdotument,

was added to a later edition of the logframe byRhgject Team, although this has never been offffogmdorsed by the
PSC. A comparison of the logframe in the Projeotiment and the revision of the logframe develogeting the

inception period and used in the PIRs to reporgmss towards achieving project objectives showmuifferences
(see Table 4).

293. Consequently, the quality of the project logframealanning and monitoring instrument is poompanticularly
in relation to its use for reporting on progressdods achieving the original project objective.

193 APRs are no longer required by UNEP. Instead tindéris assumed by the PIR.
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294. Both the original and revised overall Project lagfie, have a large set of poor indictors most otclviaire not
specific enough (non-SMARY, particularly in the revised logframe), and thare too many indicators overall for
effective monitoring with many examples where thei¢ator does not ‘indicate’ achievement of thecouate or output
(see Table 4). A further weakness is that manyheftargets given in the Project’s various logfraraes either not
relevant or realistic (many are really outputs @s ©f activities (both original and revised logfi) and don't relate to
their ‘objective’ or ‘outcome’ indicator (both oiital and revised logframe)).

Table 4: Comparison of main differences between Pject Objective, Outcomes (‘Objectives’ and
‘Components’), Outputs, and ‘elements’ given in oginal project logframe and the revised project
logframe following the Inception Workshop

Component in original
project logframe

Component in Inception
Workshop logframe

Comments on change to project component

Project Goal: to support and
enhance the conservation of
globally significant coastal and
marine ecosystems and
associated biodiversity in sub-
Saharan Africa, through the
reduction of the negative
environmental impacts which
they receive as a result of
coastal tourism

‘Long-term Goal’: to support and

enhance the conservation of globally goal’.

significant coastal and marine
ecosystems and associated
biodiversity in sub-Saharan Africa,
through the reduction of the negati
environmental impacts which they
receive as a result of coastal touris

[©]

No difference in wording, but now termed ‘long-term

Project Objective: to
demonstrate best practice
strategies for sustainable
tourism to reduce the
degradation of marine and
coastal environments of
transboundary significan

‘Purpose of the project’is: to
demonstrate best practices and
strategies for sustainable tourism
development so as to reduce the
degradation of marine and coastal
environments of trans-boundary
significance

Minor rewording but now called project ‘Purpose’
rather than project Objective, and former Outcomeg
now called ‘Objectives’ which makes the project
strategy less clear and confusing.

Outcome 1 Demonstrated
reductions in Sewage and
Wastewater Discharges and
Damage to Critical Habitats in
the Coastal and Marine
Environment from Tourism

‘Objective 1": Best Available
Practices and Technologies (BAPs
and BATS) for contaminant
reduction & sustainable collaborati
tourism investments

e

Original wording suggests Project is looking tcedity
achieve a measurable reductiarpollution and
contamination levels (although area of effect is no
specified). This reflects the confusion in the Bobj
Document over whether the Project is simply
demonstrating approaches and techniques to reduce
these threats or whether it is actually seekingase
an impact itself.

Revision appears to be a merger between original
Outputs 1A and 1B. Needs to be reformulated as n
verb present and it doesn’t state what is tryinggo
achieved - what the outcome (change) will be as a
result of the project

Element 1 under Output 1B
‘Establishment and
Implementation of
Environmental Management
Systems and voluntary Eco-
certification and Labelling
schemes

‘Sub-theme 1.1 Establish and
implement Environmental
Management Systems (EMS) and
Voluntary Eco-Certification and
Labelling (VEC&L) schemes

Essentially the same but now classified as a ‘sub-
theme or ‘sub-objective’, rather than an output

Element 2 under Output 1B
‘Development of eco-tourism tq
alleviate poverty through
sustainable alternative
livelihoods and generate
revenues for conservation of
biodiversity and the benefit of
the local community’

‘Sub-theme 1.2 Develop eco-
tourism initiatives to alleviate
poverty through sustainable
alternative livelihoods, and generatg
revenues for conservation of
biodiversity and for the benefit of
local communities

Essentially the same but now classified as a ‘sub-
theme or ‘sub-objective’, rather than an output

Element 3 under Output 1B
‘Sustainable reef recreation
management for the
conservation of coastal and
marine biodiversity’

‘Sub-theme 1.3’ Improve reef
recreation, management and
monitoring mechanisms and
strategies

Reworded with ‘sustainable’ changed to ‘improved al
with wider focus, although not clear what ‘improted
means or how to measure this.

=}

Now classified as a ‘sub-theme or ‘sub-objective’
rather than an outp

04 Specific, Measurable, Achievable and attributaBlelevant and realistic, Time-bound, timely, tréaikeand targeted.
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Destination Planning’ under
Output 1B in table 4 of Project
Document

‘Integrated Sustainable Tourism ‘Sub-theme Integrated’(1.a;1.b;1.c)

Added as an extra code for threecthstnation
projects in Table 4 of Project Document, and exyéi
in the text examples where the three themes are
integrated (paragraph 129) but not as a sepanatte ‘s
theme’. Later elevated to ‘Integrated’ sub-theme in

Inception Report and eventually to ICZM and land us

Outcome 2 Enhanced National
Policies, Regulatory and
Economic Incentives Supportin
Sustainable Tourism
Governance and Management

planning
‘Objective 2. To develop and Emphasis changed from _enhancingolicy and
implement mechanisms fgrincentives to _implementing governance an
gsustainable governance ahdnanagement mechanisms. Note that in revised ver

management that measurably red
degradation of coastal ecosyste
from land-based tourism sources
pollution and contamination

dbere is a requirement that these mechanisms
msneasurably reducdegradation of coastal ecosyste
ofrom land-based tourism sources of pollution 3§
contamination’ (MTE underlining) and consequen
demonstration of successful achievement of

have either been shown elsewhere to req
degradation and pollution and contamination or
COAST Project needs to show this through measu
environmental changes due to the demonstrg
projects.

)
sion
must
ms
nd
ly,
his

Outcome (‘Objective’) requires that these measures

uce
the

ring
tion

Outcome 3 Enhanced
Institutional Capacities
Supporting Sustainable Coasta|l
Tourism management

‘Objective 3" To assess and delive
training and capacity support
requirements emphasizing an
integrated approach to sustainable
reduction in coastal ecosystem and

environmental degradation within th

tourism sector

Revised version is not clear. Revision has an esigh
on an ‘integrated approach’ but no longer requires
capacity to be measurably raised, just trainingmiv

e

8

Outcome 4 Widespread Public
Knowledge and Information
Availability about Tourism
Impacts on the Coastal and
Marine Ecosystems

‘Objective 4": To develop and
implement information capture,
information processing and
management mechanisms to prom
information dissemination, learning
& sharing

Again, no longer looking to raise awareness, bijiigo
to provide the information

te

Outcome 5 Established Project]
Management Capacity and
Institutional Mechanisn

Removed from project strategy/logframe at Inceptio
Stage, but still treated as set of activities uritteject

budge

295.

In addition, although there is a set of specific iiWdicator tables appended to the M&E Plan (Tal{&s5 in

Annex K) to address Process, Stress ReductionEav@donmental Status measurement, there are nontié¢ators
included in the revised Project logframe (althosgime could be appropriate). In the original desiga,RCU was to
develop 6-monthly sampling and annual survey prognas for each country based on these IW Indicatdes, which
would be reviewed and endorsed by the countriestha inception stad®. However, these national
monitoring/sampling programmes have not been astwa, and, in the MTE'’s opinion, are well beyohd immediate
aims and budget of the current Project and are rmgpeopriate to a follow-up GEF project.

296. Unfortunately, the ‘logframes’ developed for indlual demo sites during the inception period (indbsence of
those apparently developed during the PDF-B phase)eally are results/activities matrices rathan logframes, and
suffer many of the same faults as the revised préggframe (confused non-SMART indicators, lackpobper targets,
no baseline etc). To be fair detailed project aindis at the site, covering, for instance, EMS\atiis had yet to be
agreed and developed at inception, so the RPCthsealctivities listed in the country narrativesfippendix A of the

Project Document to construct the demo site ‘lagkea’ which was a pragmatic approach. Unfortunatéigse

‘logframes’ were then used as the basis for theuahkVork Plans and budgets at the demo sites whe®SMCs are
expected to implement, even though many DSMC mesnlmgerviewed did not really understand the ratierfar

many of the activities and how they fitted with theger project (the need to prepare a ‘disastepamedness plan at
Watamu, for instance). As a result there has bemmfused vision of what is to be delivered by deeno sites.

297. Mid-term and end-of-project targets were addedustane level but many of these targets were ndistizaand
could not be achieved (see Annex 5). No MTE or efaBvoject targets were included in the demo dagffames’.

%5 The Project Document states thEbllowing endorsement, the PCU (RCU) will developagional monitoring template for Impact Measuretnen
which directly relates to the requirements for Iidicator monitoring and this will be adopted andplemented within the first 6 months so as to
allow monitoring to proceed at the national levetridg or immediately after the Inception Phase.sThill provide measured and verified date for
the overall M&E plan which will A. confirm Projedelivery and B. confirm successful achievementflidicator targets in Process, Stress

Reduction and Environmental Stdtus
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298. Also, disappointingly, there is still a completekaof quantitative baseline associated with allitidicators in

the various project logframes (some general quabaseline is given for some indicators). In mistances,

baseline is listed as ‘not existing’ or ‘to be domfed during year 1 of demo implementation’. ltuiappear then that
none of significant funds available during the PBBhase were spent on collecting ANY useful quatitie baseline
data! In addition, no useful guidance is given pprapriate methodologies for collection of quaniva baseline data
in the Project Document (not covered in the M&Erpla

299. Consequently, as it stands, the COAST Projectvatl able to demonstrate that it will meet any I\géds. In
addition, the current indicator set associated with Project’s logframe is not directly assessingnges in pollution,
contamination or degradation of the environmentsedwby tourism activities so the Project will net &ble to show
that Project activities have reduced these envimnial threats. However, as has been pointed ciIC@®AST Project
is essentially a demonstration, capacity building mainstreaming project that seeks to pilot arapaepproaches and
techniques that have alreallgen shown to reduce environmental impacts (h#reé@nportance of the global Review
of BAPs/BATS), to capture key lessons from theia@tdtion and then along with other measures toorgtourism
governance and management, to facilitate their taoand use, so environmental impact indicatoesless relevant,
especially as direct Project activities only covery small geographic areas (demo sites). Unfoteipathe current
project logframe also lacks robust indicators fagasuring the degree to which the Project is abldelover these
demonstration projects, or assesses the succHssinintegration into tourism sector policy, plampand programmes.

300. Some of the deficiencies in the project logframeevacknowledged by GEF Council members during the
project review phase who made recommendationsrémgthen the M&E system, including revising somettod
indicators to make them more relevant and speaifit to ensure baseline data was collected fomitfieators early on
in the Project, although this was not done, andetlappears to have been no baseline data colleatiatt during the
first year of implementation. Indeed, M&E was naten the attention it needed during the first 18nthe of the
Project by the RCU, FPs or DPCs. The MTE suspédisd because there were other, more pressinigudifés which
needed to be addressed, e.g. getting national gracomtracts agreed and signed and the DSMCs isstath] but
judging from MTE interviews the importance and \eahf M&E has not been fully appreciated either by RCU or
the national partners. The whole of the M&E systgmould have been thoroughly revised at the inceptage, and
key elements, such as the project logframe, shbaite been checked more carefully by UNIDO, UNEP BS&C
members.

301. An attempt was made to address the Project’'s M&Bkwesses by a team of three international condsi{ane
based in Benin, one in Mozambique, and the leadsedbin the Philippines) who were contracted by DM in early
2011 at a cost of US$ 20,000 (as part of UNIDO'sinancing contribution) to advise and give speciduidance on
M&E, particularly at the demo site level. Howevetere were insufficient funds for them to visit themo site¥®,
Overall, their recommendations were very theore@eal technical, and not adequately tailored toltiwal level of
understanding and experience with M&E systemsypalgh they did make an attempt to gauge this thramglemail
guestionnaire (unfortunately, they had a very \dei@esponse). However, most importantly, they vessieed to design
M&E systems at demo sites where project activitiad not yet been clearly defitét apart from those connected with
the ST-EP programme which already had their ownpreimensive sets of socio-economic indicators (afjhothe
M&E consultants were not initially aware of the &P-indicator set, suggesting poor communicatiothefsituation
and needs from the RCU).

302. The M&E consultants report did highlight that thapacity, knowledge and experience of monitoring and
evaluation among the DSMCs varied but was genevally low, consequently M&E methods would need ¢ovbery
simple, low-tech, and very cheap, and individualmany demo sites would require training. In theB®slopinion, this

is a priority that the COAST Project team (RCU, F&sd DPCs) needs to address. Again, the lack pdropnity for

the consultants to visit the demo sites (the Beoinsultant attended thé?3SC meeting so was able to make a brief
visit the two demo sites in Senegal but this waes dhly field visit for the M&E team), hindered umdinding of
capacity limitations and the local situation, ahdst what was most appropriate for the demo sitdsirther weakness
of the M&E team was than none of them had a stimagkground in environmental sciences, with speeifiperience

of pollution and environmental degradation indicatd&Jnfortunately, the recommendations from thesatiants’ report
were either not understood by the FPs, or DPCs faawly had not seen the report) or deemed inapjattepfor the
demo site/country and this element of the Projestidely viewed as a failure (although has providethe lessons in
how to not organise M&E advice!).

303. Although the requirement for a MTE to be held & thid-point of implementation is identified in tReoject
Document, the start of the MTE was delayed by 6timo(it was planned for January 2011) to allow tiereProject to

9 Although the Mozambique consultant was familiattvihe Inhambane site and some of the local prpgdners as he grew up in the region.

07 M&E is means to an end, not an end in itselfsittiere to monitor project activities and delivefyresults, track progress towards achieving
project objectives and assess project impact. erotvords, there needs to be clarity on what ptagetivities need to be monitored first, but
agreement and definition of these were still laydatking at the point the M&E consultants were éyed in early 2011.
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deliver results. This can be considered a failihghe Project and indicative of the frustrating ajal over project
deliverables. However, with hindsight, the MTE beés delaying the evaluation was probably the rdgicision.

304. In conclusion, the Project's M&E system has beendimapped from the start by a very poor and confysi
logframe design and, as a result, reporting on eetojesults, e.g. monitoring of achievement of Bmject’s
‘indicators’, has been very difficult and has cadd many stakeholders. Unfortunately, the exetcidey to remedy
some of the deficiencies of the Project's M&E systthrough employing a team of international M&E soltants
operating remotely was not a success and did ingptto situation (indeed, the presentation givethBy&E consultant
at the & PSC meetings was one of the most confusing exiitersaof M&E the International Consultant has ever
heard). As a result of the above, the rating forBdesign and planning on the Projedtighly Unsatisfactoryand it

is clear that a new, clearer, more coherent prégggtame, with a realistic number of SMART indicet and targets,
needs to be developed, together with a new, reWwsd framework.

M&E Plan Implementation

i. Project monitoring and reporting
305. Formalised monitoring and evaluation of Projectivétéés has been undertaken in varying detail thtoyi)
progress monitoring, (ii) internal activity moniiog, and (iii) impact monitoring.

306. Progress monitoringnd reporting are undertaken through the annugéétrimplementation Review (PIR) and
financial statements produced by the RCU/UNIDOUNEP. The PIR, which is a requirement of UNEP artFGis
drafted by the RPC with input from the national FRih assistance of the DPCs), UNIDO TM, and UNB®. Three
PIR reports have been produced to date, coveriaditlancial years (FY) 2008-2009 (FY09), 2009-2QE¥ 10)and
2010-2011 (FY11) (for the reporting period 1 Juwy30 June).

307. The PIRs reviewed by the MTE give a summary of warprogress in terms of describing project
implementation activities and their performancetifwiatings) against the corresponding set of psziadicators.
They include details of some financial aspectshef piroject (status of contract disbursements tmmalt partners, but
not a statement on overall project finances whidhuldl be useful) as well as progress reporting wdiings against
outcomes, relative to the baseline, mid-term ardi @nproject targets, and achievement of activitteshown on a
percentage scale for implementation status. Thertgpre largely accurate though the implementatatus (percent)
for some activities appears exaggerated in the 26ddrt. However, as mentioned above, becausertjecp logframe
and associated set of indicators and targets i& wed confused, it is not easy to assess projeftrpgance from these
reports (apparently it was also a challenge for RRC and UNEP TM as well!). Usefully, the PIRs dovide
information on problems and issues encounterech&yProject during the previous year, and presdamted annotated
mitigation strategy and plan, achievement of whscteported on in the following year.

308. In addition to the PIRs, detailed 6-monthly progresports for the mid-point between PIRs are pegpary the
RC following a similar structure to the PIRs, withctions including ‘Project progress and risk manaent’, ‘Progress
on COAST Project Partners Contracts and LoA’, ‘Suaryrof COAST Project funds disbursed’, and ‘ActiBlan to
address shortcomings’. These were not an origeglirement for the Project but were instigatedaas @f an adaptive
management response to poor project implementbgidhe current UNEP TM after he took over respadiigilfor the
COAST Project (in mid-2010). According to MTE int&ws, these have helped the project staff ontifjemg and
tackling causes of delays to implementation andganore on delivery of project results. Howevbke teports would
be further strengthened if they included a sectiorilessons learned’, especially as there is nmébiesson learning
framework for the Project.

309. The MTE notes that not all documents and repodeaated with the COAST Project are dated, andrtbeds
to be corrected. It is difficult to construct a &lime of events for evaluation if documents aredwied.

310. Judging by documents provided to the MTE, generthlére needs to be increased reporting/documentatio
the Project experiences and decision-making (itiquaar the reasons whyecisions were made). Unfortunately, due to
their limited format, the PIRs do not accuratelffe® the quality and extent of all project actieg and they provide a
rather limited picture of Project success (andifaj).

311. At the agency level, it is unclear whether UNEP hegintained a record of progress relative to thé=GE
International Waters Tracking Tool. A completed IWacking Tool sheet was not presented to the MTEnduhe

mission to Nairobi, although a draft was seen, sether selection of indicators has been appropdatéd not be
established. The Tracking Tool needs to be comgletel presented at the next PSC meeting and s&@tko Also, as
it is recommended that the Project’s logframe igsed (see paragraph 355), the RCU and UNEP shoaldagain at
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the IW indicator séf® and select 2-3 appropriate IW indicators to inooape into the revised logframe. Most of the
current IW indicators in the table are not relevianthe COAST Project but some suggestions are rimadable 1 of
Annex 10, and the table given in Annex K of thej@ebDocument may provide food for thought.

312. Internal activity monitorings undertaken at a number of levels by the RCU|Mand UNEP staff, as well as
by FPs, DPCs and through the PSC. There is regalamunication (email, telephone) between the RPE thr
UNIDO TM, and also between the RPC and the natiéi®d and DPCs through phone/email and regular cowith
project partners driven by individual activitiesowever, internal activity monitoring has been alleinge due to the
poor quality of progress reports provided by thes BRd DPCs and the slow response time in provitliege to the
RCU. FPs stated that they need more support frenRU on reporting and this needs to be addressed.

313. A summary of project progress is reported on atatimeual PSC meeting, and the draft PIR is maddailaito
the FPs for comment by the RCU (this phase needsetepeeded up with a maximum of two weeks allofeed
comments). UNDP-GEF no longer requires the ‘ttipgirreview and none have been conducted sincdeimentation
began (as these are between the project, |IA andnahigovernment agency, these would be expensivmdertaken
for all the countries involved in the project, ahd PSC essentially serves this purpose).

314. The regular (monthly, 6-weekly) telephone/skype femence calls held between the UNEP TM, RPC and
UNIDO PM, along with increased input from the UNIDMID, has meant that activity monitoring on the Ecojhas
improved since mid-2010.

315. Impact monitoringis largely undertaken through the assessmentoéwaement of the indicator targets in the
Project logframe. However, as pointed out eartieere are issues with the current indicators (mameynon-SMART,
with unrealistic or inappropriate targets) so intpadifficult to assess.

316. To summarize, the RCU has tried to use the logframa M&E tool throughout implementation. Howetbis
has not been straightforward due to its weaknessesthe MTE feels that these were not consideaeefualy enough
at both the design and inception stages. Consdguase of the logframe as a as a management and Mé&l is rated
asUnsatisfactory

ii. Assumptions, risks and mitigation

317. Initial Project risks were identified during theopct design phase, and the Project Document eengalengthy
discussion of risks and their mitigation by projesmponent (objective and outcomes). Risk mitigatiteasures were
apparently incorporated into project design, algiothe overall level of risk to the COAST Projegtniot specified.
The Project's Executive Summary also presents eusiion on project risks and their mitigation aates three as
‘medium risk*°®.

318. The original project logframe identifies a numbémssumptions®, including quite common assumptions such
as that there needs to bsufficient opportunities for alternative liveliho®dand ‘relevant stakeholders are fully
cooperative and recognise the need for improvemantsining and capacity’as well as more specific ones such as
‘mechanisms can be evolved to involve the privattos and establish public-private partnershipslowever, several

of the ‘assumptions’ listed are actually precomudisi in that are required for the Project to opeaatg without them the
Project would not have been designed, eéNgtional governments willing to cooperate in pramg information and
agreeing on need for reforms or realignment of @oknd legislation{if there had been no interest in cooperation and
agreement on the need for change at the desige it@gProject could not have been developed andPtbject is
responding (in part) to these recognised needs).

319. Risks are also addressed at length in the PIRgllargirategic risks with day-to-day and operatiorisks are
dealt with internally by the RCU and discussedhie #-6 weekly skype/telephone conference calls, @detpys in
disbursement, non-response of some FPs, etc). i§keanalysis is first drafted by the RPC, then HW&EP TM
subsequently enters his/her own ratings in the@pjate column. Ratings by the UNEP TM have tenidelde lower
than those of the RC, which is a reflection of fibrener’s greater concern about the slow delivery eontinued delays
of the Project at the country and local levels dberlast three years. Risks that are ratesliastantial or high in the
PIR for 2011 in the ‘risk factor table’ (almost #ie risks listed!) are:

% | the International Consultant’s opinion, thereat IW indicator set is rather short and not ammehensive or useful as those available for the
BD or even SLM Focal Areas and GEF might like tokagain at this and expand the list, which isipaldrly limited if the IW project is not
undertaking a TDA or SAP. Similarly, the IW Tracgitool is rather under-developed compared to tfmsBD.

199 These were: (1)National Governments are willing to share informatinecessary to make RICH and EIMAS an effectiyiomal information
source; (2) ‘Politicians willing to act on concise informatiomé guidance to alter policies in favour of sustdileatourism even when it may
conflict with their economic and development ajnasid (3) Financial mechanisms for sustainable tourism td sach country’s requirements are
identified through the project

10 Assumptions are the significant factors that #gant are expected to contribute to the realizatiche intended impacts but are largely beyond
the control of the project / project partners atadksholders.
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® Management structure (due to some national Fodat$are not providing adequate input and suponidintain
momentum and direction in the Project, weak interm@anagement and administrative capacity at themalt and
demo-site level, and insufficient input from RCUsiites);

® Internal communications (communication is largelyn@ way process originating from the RCU);

®* Workflow (judged because the Project is almost &yédehind schedule in implementation, and henbé@htrisk
of not meeting its objectives);

® Co-financing (the delays over implementation alldess time to mobilise the pledged co-financing);

® Budget (although partner budgets have now beeredignd agreed to, some countries are still laggetgnd in
implementation therefore higher risk);

® Financial management (national reporting has beéwbstandard);

® Reporting (progress reports from the demo projeetsw standard);

® Stakeholder involvement (difficulties with establisg adequate representation on all DSMCs);
® External communications (communication productsoate demo sites have been poor);

® Science and technological issues (the socio-ecanacnritext of the region makes challenges for thekeand
replication of technologies); and,

® Capacity issues (managerial capacity varies accossitries, with limitations in some representingnare
substantial risk than in others).

320. It should be noted that all but one of these rales‘internal’, project-related risks (as opposectekternal risks’
that the project has no influence over). The oVeisk rating for the Project has increased frometiim/Substantial’
in 2009, to ‘Substantial’ in 2010 and to ‘High’ 2011. This was mainly owing to (a) the increasimgniicant
accumulated delays in project delivery, (b) congthuuncertainty over the in-country capacity to iempént the
demonstration projects at the country level, andggboptimal’ capacity within the UNIDO manageméeam. The
top rated risk in 2011 related to ‘Management $tm&, again largely due to the limited managentapacity of the
UNIDO project management team and in-country nafideams, which was judged as the crititadtor currently
affecting all aspects of the Project with otheksisiewed as secondary.

321. The PIRs do not include a comprehensive risk manage plan but do identify the top rated risk (ift@p risk
mitigation plan” table), and indicate what measiaetson need to be taken with respect to risksdratéstantial or
high as well as who is responsible for addressing thesssures/actions.

322. Certainly from MTE interviews and review of projedbcuments, the analysis of risk in the PIRs isegaity
comprehensive and risk ratings are accurate antl juslfied. However, another external project riglat is not
included in the risk analysis is ‘exchange rat& rishich relates to budgets and co-financing (ayveommon GEF
Project risk). The rate of exchange on US Dollaas bhanged appreciably during implementation inyv@untries,
which has led to (usually) lower purchasing powkethe GEF funds, and could become a more signifiproblem
given the already stretched Project budget. Thisilshbe added to the risk reporting for the Proj8amilarly, inflation
has increased in most of the participating cousitwhich has effectively reduced their GEF budgets.

323. There does not appear to have been any speciiiinigaor guidance in risk analysis and mitigatiansoenario
development ("What if...”) for RCU staff, althougisk analysis is undertaken in an informal way dgrmanagement
meetings, assessment of project reports and int@nacwith project partners during field missiomsd telephone
calls/emails. Training in risk and scenario analysisomething that UNEP-GEF should provide tatalGEF project
teams early on in project implementation and theEMbElieves that this would probably have highlighseme of the
developing issues impacting the Project much edfliehad been provided. It would still be usefalundertake a risk
assessment as a group discussion during the PStihgsedt would also be useful if the DSMCs undek@ regular
risk analysis of the demo site projects as patheir M&E and reporting process, although most waéled training in
this and standard framework would need to be peaiay the RCU.

324. The MTE feels that although risk analysis has bgead, risk mitigation could have been improved whic
together with the lack of a specific, detailed niskigation plan, means that risk identificatiordananagement is rated
asModerately Satisfactory

ii. Lesson learning
325. The COAST Project has not carried out any formakd® learning exercise. There is a short sectitedti
‘Project implementation experiences and lessonsiimithe PIR' that needs to be completed each year but in tee th

11 gpecifically, the PIR ‘lessons’ section asks prbjeo “please summarize any experiences and/csotes related to project desigmd
implementation’.
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PIRs reviewed by the MTE only very brief text is@n in these sections and most report on projéteaements rather
than generic lessons learned. Also, although tbg&rhas an annual PSC meeting where most padnerepresented
and which would offer a good opportunity for a strred lesson learning exercise, there has not hgeasentation or
discussion on lessons learned (e.g. about projestagement, implementing a GEF project, dealing wiihflict
between stakeholders, and best ways to approaatstreaming into tourism). Overall, therefore, thees been very
little regular, structured, formal ‘lesson learriby the Project since implementation began.

326. There was some confusion among interviewees ovett wbnstitutes a ‘lesson learned’ and how to gauibo
identifying and documenting them. In the InternasibConsultant’s experience this is not uncommorregnGEF
project teams who receive very little advice ors tisisue. Unfortunately, there is no model or guigafnom GEF or
UNEP on procedures to develop ‘lessons learned’emseéntially project teams are on their own whedressing this
issue. Given their stated importance to GEF, él$® surprising that the GEF Secretariat itselfriatsprovided written
guidelines on this issti¥. Consequently, the MTE feels that GEF and UNERIsi¢e provide a better framework for
structured lesson learning for its GEF projectse MITE understands that support on lesson learndnddcalso be
available through IW:Learn.

327. If codification of lessons learned and ‘best prsi does not happen, there is a danger that Hsoris,
information and experience regarding demonstragiogd practices and techniques to address envirdainiempacts
from tourism development and the mainstreamindie$é and other project results into the tourisrtoséa the target
sub-Saharan Africa countries could be dissipateshs€quently, the MTE feels that there is a needsfmcific,
structured ‘lessons learned’ exeréidaindertaken at least once a year by the Proje¢herinternational Consultant's
experience, such meetings (or annual project rsieaffer the best opportunities for capturingstass learned for the
whole project and it is suggested that a specléssons learned’ session is included in the agefdature PSC
meetings, as well as (annually) for DSMCs and tB&R

328. The lessons learnt and project relevant informatidhbe disseminated through a project informatexthange
mechanism linked to IW: LEARN.

Budget and funding for M&E

329. The M&E Plan in Annex K of the Project Documentlimes an outline costing of M&E activities totatiin
US$365,000 (excluding Project and UNEP staff timel &ravel expenses). This corresponds to 6.8%hefGEF
funding which is reasonable for a GEF project @ #ize. The Project budget was revised at thepinme stage and set
out in the Inception Report, but the revised figimeM&E activities is unclear as ‘project managertidad been cut
as a discrete Outcome (M&E was previously includeder Outcome 5). M&E activities seem to have bdieided
among other budget lines or it has been markedlyaed, but this is not clear or documented. Thal&ation’ budget
line (there does not appear to be a specific onéMonitoring’ so it is unclear whether this repesgs all M&E
activities) gives only US$70,000, which is earmarlsmlely for ‘Demonstration Project Monitoring aBwaluation’
and the ‘Project Evaluation’ item has a budget @iz However, the MTE understands that the budgetseporting
and communication, PSC meetififsand evaluations and audit — budget lines thatbeabroadly related to M&E —
have been revised during annual budget revisidtimugh the figures presented to the MTE on thisawclear.

330. UNIDO has allocated specific funds from its co-fising contribution for M&E (for instance, US$20,00@s
spent on the international M&E consultants).

331. As it is difficult to judge the exact amount of fling allocated to M&E under the revised project dpetd the
MTE can only give a preliminary rating bfoderately Satisfactoryor budget and funding for M&E activities.

332. Given, according to UNEP practice, that the ovewtihg for a project's M&E system and its implertegion is
taken as the lowest rating of the individual eletagtthe overall rating for the COAST Project's M&g& Highly
Unsatisfactory

12 |nterestingly, the UNEP-DGEF Evaluation Office sgent some time compiling and analyzing ‘lesseasrled’ from UNEP-GEF projects, and

concluded that many lessons learned are trivialrandrery useful, which again is a reflection afdaf guidance. See - Spilsbury, M. J., C. Perch,
S. Norgbey, G. Rauniyar and C. Battaglino (2008sdons Learned from Evaluation: A Platform for 8ttaKnowledge. Special Study Paper

Number 2, Evaluation and Oversight Unit United Nasi Environment Programme, Nairobi Kenya.

3 Appropriate questions could include: ‘What workedhat didn’t?’, ‘How could we do this better?’f e were to do this again, what would we

do differently?’, ‘What have we learned about hiovadapt and demonstrate BAPs/BATs and mainstreamesults into national tourism sectors?’,

‘What have we learned about how to manage a GEEqiR, ‘What advice would we give others intergito do what we have done?’

14 pSC meetings are particularly expensive and eaah lyecome more so — the last two meetings (Camexod Senegal) each costing more than
US$50,000.
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D. Complementarities with the UNEP strategies anggrammes

Linkage to UNEP’s Expected Accomplishments and POVZ010-2011

333. Although the COAST Project was formulated some ye&rs prior to the publication of the UNEP Medium
Term Strategy (MTS) 2010-2013 and related ProgranuinéVork (PoW) for the period 2010-2011, there are
complementarities with some of the ‘Expected Accishments’ outlined in the Strategy. Specificalliye Project is
expected to contribute principally to the followiAgcomplishments:

e Under the ecosystem management objective: integratf best available practices and technologies
(BAPs/BATSs) for reduction of pollution, contaminati and environmental degradation, as ecosystem
management tools; their mainstreaming into devetoimand planning processes; increased capacitjiiseu
such tools; and, strengthening of environmentagmmes and financing to address degradation ofityri
ecosystem services (threatened coastal habitatspauies in this case).

* Under the environmental governance objective: gtteened institutions for achievement of environraent
priorities, through identifying and addressing itustonal and capacity weakness in the area ofasuaile
tourism governance and management; and mainstrgaafiBAPs/BATs approaches into both public and
private sector tourism.

334. However, the extent and magnitude of these coritdbs cannot be measured at this point as projextyzts
have yet to be delivered to any significant extent.

Alignment with the Bali Strategic Plan (BSP)

335. The COAST Project is contributing in a general setasObjective A of the Bali Strategic Plan for fieology

Support and Capacity-building, which was adoptedDiacember 2004, through strengthening the capadfty
governments of developing countries to achiever tlegivironmental goals and targets, through indiaidand

institutional capacity building. Technology supp@@bjective B) is being provided through the BAPSTRB models

being piloted and adapted at the demo sites, amigh the creation of the online clearing house haaism for

information on approaches to tackling environmedt&gdradation due to unsustainable tourism (RICHhenCOAST

Project website). The Project also seeks to engeueaparticipatory and multi-stakeholder approadth wational

ownership (Objectives D and F); an area that ieetqul to be strengthened during the design ancemmgaitation of
the demo site projects and mainstreaming of progsilts into national decision-making forums.

Gender

336. There is limited evidence that gender inequalitiesre considered during the PDF-B phase or during
implementation of the Project, and there appeatsat@ been no discussion of the distinct roles et and women
can play in natural resource management in coastatonments in sub-Saharan Africa, or the fact thare are
generally lower educational opportunities for wonienthe region which needs to be addressed threwgia targeted
training and technical support.

337. The Project Document makes little reference to woméssues being a priority in the tourism sectren
though they are heavily involved in this servicdustry, nor does it identify representatives of veors groups among
the primary stakeholders for the Project, and rexiic lessons related to gender have been raisddrithe relevant
sections in the PIRs. However, the Project Docuni&nhex A-1) does list achieving a gender balare®re of the
criteria for selection of members of the DSMCs, awivities proposed for Kenya and Tanzania in Breject
Document include development of guidelines for eingugender equity in tourism development. In teochM&E, the
Project Document makes mention that several detaes siere to include monitoring of resource allamatccording to
gender. Neither gender nor the specific concerngoofien and children are raised in the InceptiondRep

338. The greatest attention to addressing gender issud® COAST Project is given by the ST-EP projdming
developed at the demo sites. Through the prepgrafatue Chain Analysis’ exercise, information dretsignificance
of women to the tourism sector has been collectesbgeral demo sites, and each ST-EP project iesladrange of
socio-economic indicators including several thakst track the involvement by, or impact on, wonuéectly and
indirectly involved in the projects, e.g. the prepbfor Watamu Kenya, givesan estimated annual earning of
US$13,000 for a group of 30 local youth and wohasnan indicator for the outcomkedng term pro-poor employment
creation through developing and creating new andtanable community run business activities andtaagsm
initiatives targeting the tourism markett is suggested that similar gender-related ¢atbrs are also built into the
EMS and Reef recreation management projects toebelaped at the demo sites during 2012. Indeedpitld be
valuable if the individual consultant groups invedvat the demo sites (UNWTO and consultants, E¢cé\fand the
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EMS consultants) meet and brainstormed a set ofremmenvironmental and stress-reduction indicatsosng good
socio-economic indicators already exist as pathefST-EP projects) that would be shared acrosBithiect at specific
demo sites.

South-South Cooperation

339. As a regional project, the COAST Project is desiljte increase cooperation amongst its participasinl-
Saharan Africa countries. Training workshops asl wsel PSC meetings bring together several counaies have
provided formal and informal face-to-face opportigsi for exchange of knowledge and experience,cambrtunities
to build partnerships and networks. To further poterSouth-South Cooperation some demonstratiorgiopould be
‘twinned’ with each other to facilitate cooperatiand sharing, e.g. Watamu in Kenya with Bagamoydanzania,
which have similar conditions in relation to thégurism development, and similar types of actisiti@ithin the
COAST Project.

340. At the project management level, there have begmortgnities for exchanges of knowledge with other
International Waters projects through the COAST]étts website, with its embedded intranet facifily FPs, DPCs
and consultants to exchange experiences and agidfice 9although this has not been very succéssindl through
attendance of Project staff at occasional IW arteromeetings (e.g. the RPC attended an interradtitmurism
conference in Mauritius in September 2011 and thm@gect team members (the RTC, FP from the ME fibine
Gambia and DPC from Mozambique) attended a GEFdWerence held in Croatia in October 2011).

I1l. Conclusions and Recommendations

A. Conclusions

341. The full sized projecbemonstrating and Capturing Best Practices and Tetdgies for the Reduction of Land-
sourced Impacts Resulting from Coastal Tourisma’s designed to (i) demonstrate the feasibilitgt application of
innovative approaches and techniques (globally gteceBest Available Practices and Technologies -P8BATS)
involving public-private partnerships at the lodalel to reduce tourism-related stresses on coastdl marine
environments within participating sub-Saharan Adniccountries, (ii) develop and implement mechanisiors
sustainable tourism governance and managemen); gésess and deliver training and capacity requargsn
emphasising an integrated approach to sustainelblgction in coastal ecosystem and environmentaladiegion; and
(iv) develop and implement information capturepinfiation processing and management mechanismsérchation
dissemination. It also aims to contribute to susthie coastal livelihoods and poverty alleviationtliese countries.
The overall aim is to identify sustainable touripractices and activities that are specificallyedito each country and
to actual local situations with a view to replicafithose practices and activities to other arediseofegion.

342. The Project was designed to be implemented ovieeaykar period. It officially started in Novemh2d07, with

an initial finishing date of November 2012, but doelelays in recruiting key project staff did ro@gin operationally
until November 2008, and consequently its finishedaas extended to November 2013. The Mid Term u&tain

(MTE) was undertaken two and a half years into an@ntation (taken to be arrival of the RC in Naiobnd 22
months after adoption of the Inception Report ey Finoject Steering Committee (PSC).

343. The key questions for the MTE revolved around tketus of delivery of project results, particulardy

demonstration sites and whether the Project cdistieally achieve its intended objective, outconaesl outputs within
the time remaining (by Nov 2013), and if not whahcealistically be achieved in each country intttree remaining.

Of particular concern for the MTE was whether thepacity and institutional arrangements of each npart
organization, including the UN agencies involvedsvadequate to support the timely execution ofegptagctivities,

and how this aspect could be improved.

344. Progress towards the Project objective and outcomemidressed in Part Il section A of this repotilev
explanatory factors and challenges are addressedait Il Section C. The overall rating &fnsatisfactory on

‘Attainment of project objectives and planned resulPart Il Section A) reflects the low efficienof the Project due
to the significant delays that have afflicted thieject since implementation began (occurring atimlper of levels and
for a variety of reasons), and evidence that suggbat the COAST Project kghly unlikely to fully deliver on its
current objective and outcomes within its presenéframe and form.

345. It is clear that the COAST Project in its originaloposed form covering 8 countries geographicatisead
across West and East Africa (with Seychelles ineilids a partner through linkage with another GEdfet), with
many activities and, in some cases, three demdiwstrsites per country each testing and adaptingoupree sets of
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different BAPs/BATs models, and a complex proje@nagement structure involving interconnected glotejional,
national and local decision-making bodies and tlWdkeagencies, was simply too ambitious given thge&r project
implementation period, relatively small GEF bud@eS$5,388,200 shared across all countries and stipgoan
expensive Regional Coordination Unit), and refleatpoor project design (see paragraphs 50, 51,. 29&p of
proposed national and demonstration activities weadticularly badly thought through and detailedthwsome
countries, notably The Gambia, have many activitieg could not possibly be delivered within buddgaverall, the
original design was too large, confusing and lack@igerence. It is alsaighly unlikely that the Project can achieve its
desired long-term impact of reducing levels of piadin, contamination and environmental degradatioe to tourism
in its target sub-Saharan African countries.

346. UNEP and UNIDO were aware of these weaknessesajeqgirdesign and delivery at the submission of the
proposal to GEF but expected them to be addressedgdthe inception stage. An attempt was madedesign and
re-orientate the project strategy during this mkrieflected in a revised logframe and budget apmat the ¥ PSC
meeting in Mozambique in July 2009, but this was sufficient and indeed created more confusion avieat the
COAST Project would deliver and how it would measproject progress and impact.

347. Insufficient capacity has been a significant prablfor the Project, combined with limited engagemefthe
Project at the national level, partly as a restiloe motivation of the Focal Points (see Paragrap, and inadequate
leadership and management input by UNIDO (includimg RCU and its Country Offices/Desks in the ragidrhe
high turnover of project personnel, notably theoral Focal Points, has not helped understandingcammunication
of project aims or delivery, and the poor involvemef the local Demonstration Site Management Coite®s
(DSMCs) in decision-making has led to low ownersbigthe Project at the local level and raises comc@bout the
impact and sustainability of project results. Almadl of the project actors — national partners, LIRQNIDO,
UNWTO, UNEP - expressed dissatisfaction with manege and administrative aspects of the Projectclvhiave
generated significant operational delays over emtérand payments which has aggravated relatiomhgsh many
actors, with UNIDO and national Focal Points blagnigach other for delays and confusion. The MTE &las
concerns over the reporting and delivery of cositiag pledged by project partners and there appearfse a
significant shortfall at the MTE stage. The projea@nagement structure is also more complicatedith@geded to be
with multiple levels and a three-way communicatiystem between UNIDO HQ, the RCU and national eastrand
UNWTO should have been a joint Executing Agencyegithe prominence of ecotourism, need to bringnéngrivate
tourism sector and the relatively high proportidmpimject activities that UNWTO has to manage aativer.

348. There continues to be a lack of clarity over thesabf the COAST Project, even amongst key projecsgnnel
including many national Focal Points (most peopteriviewed by the MTE believed the COAST Projec tsurism or
poverty alleviation project rather than addressingironmental aims). There has also been, as geatlear strategy and
plan for how project results (recommendations orPBMATs and sustainable tourism governance and geamant)
will be integrated into tourism sector policy armdgtice, in either the public or private sectors lggw the Project can
best get its messages across and BAPs/BATs adopted)

349. Attempts have been made to bring the Project backark through various adaptive management messure
including increased management support from UNIDQ &hd the RCU, and improved monitoring of projesthvaties
over the last two years, largely instigated by ¢herent UNEP TM, but PIR ratings have continuedaiband in the
PIR for FY 2011 the project delivery was rated dasatisfactory.

350. Although there have been some achievements to idatading regional and local training courses §gparate
courses up to #3December 2011), development of a number of ST4BfRgts that should help move some people out
of poverty and offer alternative livelihoods, andgth quality reports on sustainable tourism govecearand
management, the many challenges facing the Prajedt overall poor delivery to date argues for a ificant
restructuring of the Project, with a simpler, mooderent project strategy and more realistic targath a smaller set
of countries, demonstration sites and activitieg] a reshaped project management and administrsttiooture. This
implies a no-cost project extension of at least dhths, with 12 months considered more realisti¢ntégration of
results from the demonstration sites into tourigeiar policy, regulations, planning and programnie# be achieved
to any meaningful extent. However, there are sigmift implications to this in terms of refocusirffpets and shifting
financial resources between project activities. SEhéssues need serious debate by the PSC at itsmmsting,
especially as it has ramifications for project fineng, including co-financing, and it is recommetdiat an
‘extraordinary PSC meeting'’ is held in April 20X®discuss the findings and recommendations of tfi& Report.

351. The overall rating for this project at MTE basedtba evaluation findings isloderately Unsatisfactorybased
on the above ratings (although the MTE consideeSGDAST Project a little below this rating, basedhis experience
of other GEF Projects and MTES). The ratings inl&#&breflect consideration of the full set of isswharacterising or
affecting project performance and impact that aseussed in Part |l of this report. The commenthatable illustrate
key aspects of the rationale for the rating givétowever, it should be pointed out that if the maaoendations are
fully  implemented the Project could reach a Satisfiy rating by end of project.
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Table 5: Summary Table of MTE ratings™®

Criterion Summary Assessment Rating

A. Attainment of project objectives | Most COAST Project results yet to be delivered,aluhis disappointing as U

and results most of demo site activities were expected to beeted by the MTE

1. Effectiveness Significant delays since projeosed, and disbursement and UNIDO U
management costs not matched by delivery of aigtbvit

2. Relevance Project helps meet delivery of NEPArities but degree of threat from  MS
pollution and contamination from tourism is ques#ible

3. Efficiency Efficiency has also been low due e significant delays, with 43% of U
budget spent for few results

B. Sustainability of project Sustainability not seriously considered by MTE,hmito sustainability o MU

outcomes exit strategy yet developed

1. Financial If mainstreaming of project results & achieved then government gnd ML
private sector will take on responsibility for fimeing implementation.

2. Socio-political Low stakeholder ownership of tRject, particularly at demo site level, MU
and little engagement of private sector tourisnibiob

3. Institutional framework If mainstreaming of peoj results achieved then dependent on governinentML
and private sector capacity to implement

4. Environmental Coastal habitats targeted by Btdfjgeatened long-term by climate charjge ML
effects

C. Catalytic role No replication or catalysis at MTE but potential démo site result MS
delivered and mainstreaming achieved

D. Stakeholders involvement Stakeholder involvement during the design stage apsarently good MS

although representation from demo site level wasdod participation in
decision-making at local level has not improvedcsiimplementatior

begai
E. Country ownership / driven-ness | Poor ownership, especially at local level, and mixaterest among U
national FPs who have high demands on their tintesae this as a ver
small project
F. Achievement of outputs and No significant delivery at demo sites to date altffto some useful training MU
activities and capacity building activites and reports on taunsble tourism
governance and management
G. Preparation and readiness Very poor project design, overly ambitious aims dad far too man MU

activities given the budget, spread over too mamyntries, and lack o
clarity among stakeholders on aims of Project. Schanges made during
the inception period caused more confus

H. Implementation approach Project management and implementation arrangenmotds with many U
issues from local to global level

1. Financial planning and Co-financing is not clear and may be substantils than originall MU

management pledged and needs to be reconfirmed

J. Monitoring and Evaluation M&E handicapped by poor logframe and insufficiemcagnition of U

importance of M&E from the start of Project (M&Estgm should have
been fully in place within 6 months of implementati

1. M&E Design Very poor logframe, and confusinglgi#ferent sets in project document, HU
with revised logframe confusing and even worse théginal
2. M&E Plan Implementation M&E was supposed toelstablished within first year of implementation U

with collection of baseline but was not done. Int¢ional M&E
consultants contracted in third year to providepsup but exercise wap
largely theoretical and activities to monitor hadt rbeen sufficiently|
developed (apart from those connected with the BTpEbgramme which
already hav sets of indicator:

3. Budgeting and funding for M&E | Adequate funds for M&E appear to have been idesttifind ring-fenced MS
activities
K. UNEP & UN Partners Rather mixed input from UN agencies involved MU
115
General Ratings Ratings for sustainability sub-criteria
HS = Highly Satisfactory HL = Highly Likely: Ther@e no risks affecting this dimension of sustailitgbi
S = Satisfactory L = Likely: There are minor risiffecting this dimension of sustainability
MS = Moderately Satisfacto ML = Moderately Likely: Therere moderate risks that affect this dimension ofanability
MU = Moderately Unsatisfactory MU = Moderately Ugdly: There are significant risks that affect tisiension of sustainability
U = Unsatisfactory U = Unlikely: There are sevesks that affect this dimension of sustainability
HU = Moderately Unsatisfacto HU = Highly Unlikely: There are very severe risks théect this dimension of sustainabi
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Criterion Summary Assessment Rating

Supervision and backstopping
1. UNEP Input by UNEP at critical early stagesh# project (inception period) wgs MS
not adequate, but good adaptive management responaee beer
introduced by current TM who has made consideraiferts to raise|
performance and delivery of project over last 12¥idhths.
2. UNIDO Significant delays introduced by splitdecision-making between Vienna U
HQ and Nairobi RCU, and confusion among stakehsldeer leadership
of Project. Very little involvement of UNIDO COs/Bles despite
envisaged as having a significant facilitating raleational level.
3. UNWTO Once LoA with UNIDO signed, delivery of WNTO specific activities ha S
been good and high quality. UNWTO should have heart Executing
Agency, alongside UNIDO. Current arrangement ifiaift to understand
given the prevalence of sustainable tourism-relagetivities at both
national and demo site levels and comparative ddgenof UNWTO ove
UNIDQO in this arez

B. Recommendations

352. This MTE report has highlighted a substantial numbkissues and challenges that need to be addkesse
ranging from the need to give greater decision m@ko local groups involved with the Project, tdteetracking of
co-financing, to cutting activities and redesignthg project’s logframe and M&E framework.

353. The following recommendations address issues #tgtire a decision to be taken by the PSC and/oDdNI
and UNEP. They are oriented towards ensuring satisfy delivery of Project outputs by the closetloé Project
(currently November 2013), and uptake of projectulis and recommendations into decision-making gs®es
affecting the tourism sector, at regional, naticarad local levels.

354. The MTE did consider the alternative — closing ddiva Project (which was seriously discussed withBBPIN—

given the consistent poor delivery on the projde, serious challenges the Project was facing laadUnsatisfactory’
rating in the PIR for the FY2011. However, the MB&ieves that if the following recommendations ianplemented
than the Project will be able to deliver on somé®obriginal aims and important meaningful resiysthe end of the
project. There are 9 main recommendations eactifws broken down into component recommendations.

Recommendation 1 — Revise project strategy, objeet, outcomes and logframe and M&E system

Main issues

355. The Project is recognised as too complex and agouisitivith many countries, demo sites, activitiesnsmf
which are not relevant to the objective of the Ecbje.g. HIV/AIDS awareness raising), and threetheimes covered,
and has a relatively small GEF budget for suchrgelaegional project. Unfortunately, the long Pevjpocument and
set of three separate sets of logframes (projsoh-theme’, and for each demo site (although ttierlavere missing
from the Project Document) do not help understamdind have handicapped delivery of the Project M&&E and
reporting. Consequently, there is a need to slowrdthe project design and produce a simpler, nomtgerent
logframe, with a set of SMART indicators and ret@disargets, and rebuild M&E framework. In additjstrangely, the
wording of the Project objective does not refléw tange of activities proposed in Project Documeibis restricted to
simply ‘demonstrating best practice strategies’ doelsn’t encompass the project’'s mainstreamingaagpbuilding or
other awareness-raising activities.

Recommendations/tasks Responsibility* Time Deliverables/
frame Evidence
1.1 Review and revise the project strategy anBCU with guidance By April Draft logframe document
produce a single, more coherent project from UNEP TM, 2012

logframe (take out ‘sub-themes’ logframe), | UNIDO PM
with a reworded Project Objective to include
initial mainstreaming activities as set out in
Project Document, and set of SMART
indicators and realistic targets

1.2 Submit revised project logframe to PSC| RCU, UNIDO, UNEP, | End April | Emails showing evidence
for discussion and endorsement at 4th PSC| PSC 2012 (4th | of proposal sent to national
meeting PSC partners prior to PSC and
meeting) minutes/report of meeting

74



COAST Project — Mid Term Evaluation Report

afterwards
1.3 Redesign Project’'s M&E system around| RCU and consultants | End May | 10-page M&E plan for
revised project logframe and approval of PSC, | 2012 revised COAST Project

with technical input
from UNIDO, UNEP
and UNWTO

* - Bold indicates principal party responsible &amtion; non-bold are other parties with a “suppaytior “oversight” secondary role.

Comments

356. A new set of SMART indicators, with 3-4 indicatdnscluding 1-2 IW indicators) at the Objective lévand 3-4

indicators for each Outcome will need to be dedgigread new targets for end of project agreed whiebd to be
challenging but achievable and have baselinesfitéiah It is recommended that indicators and tergee identified as
a group exercise, involving the consultant group®lved (EcoAfrica, EMS consultants and UNWTO). itadors at

Output level do not need to be included in theragfe but delivery of activities and achievemen©otputs (process
indicators) does need to be reported on in progmrts (6-monthly and PIR).

357. A simpler, reformulated project strategy containme Objective, two Outcomes (merging Outcomesd4n
with Outcomes 1 and 2) and fewer Outputs and aietsviis proposed in Figure 1 in Annex 10, and anotated
logframe with suggested indicators and commentshenproposed restructuring given in Table 1 in And@. In
addition, it is suggested that the main BAPs/BA@ts ©f activities (EMS, ecotourism and reef re¢osamanagement)
at the demo sites are identified as specific ostjutthe revised logframe. Essentially, the prodosvised strategy
(re)focuses on 1) identifying appropriate BAPs/BAd@sd 2) mainstreaming them into tourism sector gsses
(policies, regulations, plans, programmes, etc)e Hroject’'s capacity building and awareness am#/iare then
orientated to delivering these two elements with duitcome that sustainable tourism governance amhgement is
strengthened.

358. A suggested rewording of the project objective thate fully captures the overall aims of the COARDject

would be ‘To demonstrate and support uptakebest practice approaches for sustainable toutlsat reduce the
degradation of marine and coastal environmentsrasistboundary significance’ (underlining highlightaggested
additional words).

Recommendation 2 — Reduce the scope and ambition@OAST Project to fit with reality

Main issues

359. All countries, but especially in West Africa, arehind on delivery of their activities at the denites typically
by around 2 years (see paragraphs 118-120). Theraav only two years left before the end of thejé&st and
insufficient time to complete all Project activiie In addition, a significant part of the Projedbudget has been spent
(with few concrete results). Along with revision tife project strategy (Recommendation 1) it is dfee also
necessary to cut some activities in some counimiesder to ensure that the Project delivers soreanimgful results.
The project should beware of committing the ‘ComieoFallacy**® of continuing to spend funds on areas of the Rtoje
that are very unlikely to deliver even if signifit€unding has already been spent there.

Recommendations/tasks Responsibility* Time Deliverables/
frame Evidence
2.1 Identify activities sets that can be cut|iRCU, UNIDO, | By 15 Proposal for cuts (and
those countries and at those demo sites whidiNEP, April 2012 | reformulation) in COAST
have not been performing and put under revjedNWTO Project activities

(with decision by end July 2012) others that are
considered unlikely to deliver results before end
of project
2.2 Submit list of activities to be cut forRCU, UNIDO, | End April | Emails showing evidence of
discussion and endorsement at 4th PSC meetibfNEP, PSC 2012 (4th | proposal sent to national

PSC partners prior to PSC and
meeting) minutes/report of meeting
afterwards

18 This refers to the fact that the British and Fregovernments continued to fund the joint developnu the Concorde aircraft even after it
became apparent that there was no longer an ecormase for the aircraft. The project was regardedhtely by the British government as a
"commercial disaster" which should never have bstmted, and was almost cancelled, but political Egal issues had ultimately made it
impossible for either government to pull out.
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2.3 Monitor delivery of project activities atRCU, UNIDO, | Ongoing M&E Plan, PIR reports,
other sites/countries currently considefedNEP, Minutes and report of ¥PSC
unlikely to deliver results before end of projedNWTO, PSC meeting

and with dates for cutting if targets not njet
agreed by PSC

* - Bold indicates principal party responsible &mtion; non-bold are other parties with a “suppatior “oversight” secondary role.

Comments
360. Annex 11 gives recommendations for which sub-thantiity sets should be cut from specific demossite

361. Delivery in some countries needs to be closely mooad and if milestones are not met then they shaldo be
cut, even if it means that country participatiotinsited to regional training courses. Of part@mutoncern is Nigeria as
the country never signed the contract with UNID@gite the presence of a UNIDO CO) and there iardlension
between the different government elements involBsspite attempts at work-around solutions, pragigsninimal in
Nigeria at the MTE stage, and the causes of theydedre probably beyond the influence of UNIDO BMNEP (and
there has been limited involvement by UNIDO CO iigédia on the matter). Consequently, the MTE féleds Nigeria
should be cut if it does not properly engage VERIYckly and, as a first marker, it is recommendeat tigeria be cut
from the COAST Project if original signed contradth UNWTO is not delivered to UNWTO in Madrid byl April
2012. The MTE also has concern about delivery te @daCameroon, Ghana and Tanzania (although &etvin the
latter seems to have picked up in November and idbee 2011). Two targets that would judge commitnvendld be
the delivery of acceptable proposals for all sudmib projects proposed by participating countries rational partner
statements co-financing set out in a written statemo UNIDO by end of July 2012, as this is thneenths after the
April 4™ SCM which is to be held 24-28pril.

362. In the case of Cameroon, there should be an addltiarget, which is that there must be a functigrsystem
where funds can be transferred from the capitdhéodemo site. At present, these are not gettinough, and it is
recommended that the funds are sent to the UNIDOf@Q@orwarding to the demo site, and not to thenigliry of
Environment, where they tend to remain. If thisraatrbe resolved and there is direct evidence afi$utowing free to
the demo site, Cameroon should be cut from theeBt.oj

363. These targets and deliverables need to be agre#tel3SC and UNIDO, UNEP, RCU and UNWTO 4tRSC
meeting but again the MTE strongly recommends tihetdeadline for delivery is set as early as péssifier the #
PSC meeting (ideally by end of July 2012), but NI&fEr than the end of 2012. If these are not dedivdy then, then
the country should be cut from the COAST Project e UNIDO contracts terminated.

Recommendation 3 — Strengthen review of BAPs/BATSs arlthkage with activities at demo sites

Main issues

364. The global Review of ‘best practice’ approaches #mchnologies to reduce pollution and environmental
degradation does not provide sufficient guidanctéoFPs, DPCs and DSMCs on what specific BAPs/Bgtiaild be
tested at the demo sites (see paragraphs 86 andn8ajdition, the ST-EP programme, whose projects being
developed at demo sites as the ‘best practice’'oacdstm model, is not identified as a ‘best practicethe global
Review. Projects and activities developed foringsat the demo sites need to have been shown ‘toeke practices’
for addressing these threats (in other words thresdrio have been identified in the global Revievagsropriate to
introduce/test at the demo sites).

Recommendations/tasks Responsibility* | Time Deliverables/
frame Evidence
3.1 Expand and strengthen the initial review obtml besti RCU, UNWTO, | End Revised Review of
practice’ with more specific guidance on which agmhes| EcoAfrica, EMS| July BAPs/BATs
and elements of EMS, ecotourism and reef recreaticonsultants 2012 document; record of
management which could be applied at the demdesitd to activity in PIR for
support the FPs, DPCs and DSMCs in deciding whatites 2012; contracts of
they should undertake at the demo sites. consultants to
undertake work
3.2 Produce a brief (4-5 page) review of the bésefdo | UNWTO, End Section in revised
biodiversity from the ST-EP programme approach,bt®| consultants July Review of
included in the revised version of the Review of EBABATS. 2012 BAPs/BAts

* - Bold indicates principal party responsible &mtion; non-bold are other parties with a “suppatior “oversight” secondary role.
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Comments

365. It is suggested that the international consultéersling the EMS, ecotourism and reef recreationagament
elements, e.g. EcoAfrica for the reef recreatiomag@ment, are contracted to strengthen the origavadéw, with the
delivery of three detailed reports on the elemaiftéhest practice’ for these three themes, thatidcde applied at
specific demo sites.

366. However, as this is an additional activity to tlwaivered under the original contract with UNIDO, stixig
contracts will need to be amended and extra furiis)eed to be made available to UNWTO, EcoAfricaldhe EMS
consultants for this work. The same case applieghter recommendations by the MTE detailed in $eigtion that are
additional to the original contracts and TORs WitRIDO. It is suggested that these groups produpeoposal for all
the additional work, with a realistic budget foesie activities and this be used as the basis mtiation with UNIDO
for contract amendments/extensions.

Recommendation 4 — Improve ownership, delivery andustainability of project activities at demo site

Main issues

367. There have been few EMS activities to date at #raalsites and no clear set of agreed activitiesniast demo
sites, except possibly Senegal, or plan for impletaiéon. A similar situation exists for the ree€meation management
element of the Project (see paragraph 92). Piloting demonstrating BAPs/BATs at demo sites werectesrly
defined during project design phase but have baegely based on the list of activities in countgrmatives given in
the Project Document, which are generally not cteatetailed and are not costed (see paragraph 168)

368. The Project needs to provide a standard a framefeor&ach of these ‘theme projects’ within whicle ASMC
and DPC, with support from (but not dictated byg thternational consultants for EMS, ecotourism ezef recreation
management’, can develop their own appropriate sets of dereoasitivities, which will help ensure a more rditis
set than the initial ‘list of activities’ given ithe Project Document narratives and higher locaienship, and greater
likelihood that they will be implemented. This halseady been done to a large extent for the Ecstoucomponent
through the development of the ST-EP projects et @articipating site, which also have baseline datlected as part
of project development (includes data from the eiséed Value Chain Analyses) and indicators to memagroject
performance and impact, and it is recommendedtiieaEMS and reef recreation management proposaldeareloped
in the same participatory fashion.

369. Stakeholder participation has been mixed, with lietakeholders not consulted enough at the degimmes
which has continued through implementation so tlie@irrently low local ownership of project actigs and results,
and there has been confusion at some sites oveditigon of responsibility between the DPC and DSNkee
paragraph 237). International consultants have lzdsm widely used during both the design and impleation of the
Project, which has been criticized by stakehold®reerall, the Project has suffered from a ‘top doapproach in both
design and implementation. Generally, the DSMCsiriede given much more responsibility for the depment and
implementation of COAST Project activities. Essalhfj they should be given responsibility for desigg the EMS
and reef recreation management ‘project proposaid’ ‘project briefs’ (as has been done for the Tpojects over
which these is considerable enthusiasm and higid logolvement, e.g. at Watamu, Kenya), which Willp reengage
them in these elements of the Project and provigleeh local ownership and sustainability.

370. Specifically in relation to the Project’s ecotommnigctivities at the demo sites, the ST-EP projians the core
of these activities, and either have been, or wetee, developed in 8 of the 9 countries. The STpERramme has a
focus on eliminating poverty by promoting ‘sustdileatourism’, but environmental benefits are lelemicand it is not
certain that the ST-EP projects will generate reresnfor conservation of biodiversity, one of thensiof the
ecotourism component of the project. The Projeedseo demonstrate that the ST-EP projects beindefd by GEF
can lead to reduced environmental degradation efiiebiodiversity conservation; in other words tausal link needs
to be shown. The MTE understands that there has $mme initial analysis undertaken through a jpnaject with the
International Union of Nature and Natural Resou¢g€N), which should be presented here.

371. What motivates many people to change their attdualed practices is financial gain or loss, consetiye
having financial cost-benefit data for the BAPs/BABeing piloted at the demo sites together withanalysis of
economic incentives in each target country thalccpromote BAPs/BATS, e.g. tax breaks on cleannetdygy, could
significant aid the mainstreaming of project resuito national policies and plans and particuléhbir adoption by the
private sector. Output 2.A in the Project DocuméNational reviews and assessments of policy, letipsia

17 njtial awareness-raising of what could be donariga of BAP/BAT for EMS and reef recreation mamaget at the demo sites could be provided
by the international consultants who would workhatihe local stakeholders and RCU to develop theippsal/project document and provide on-
going guidance during its implementation. The cttasts are essentially seen as providing a suppprble, as is the DPC, rather than driving the
process and making decisions on behalf of the DSMC.
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institutional arrangements and financial mechanisimsdentify needs and requirementfor instance states that the
reviews of existing environmental and tourism pplfcameworks will cover the financial incentivesltifough the
Sustainable Tourism Governance and Managementestudndertaken through UNWTO, do touch upon thése (
broad terms, including use of tax incentives tonpote development in the region), but specific dmstefit analyses
for the adoption of BAPs/BATSs at the demo sites Mqarovide more powerful arguments, and shouldrivestigated,
particularly for uptake of EMS, which is a focus @hana, Kenya, Mozambique, Senegal, Tanzania difyugh
through direct funding from the COAST Project, Seites.

372. There has also been an issue over the payment MiCDx@embers and reimbursement of expenses, which was
raised by several DSMCs with the MTE and it seeimas there are different rules for different dentesi These need
to be standardised.

373. Finally, ICZM is not explicitly mentioned as a sttieme with a discrete budget in the Project Documen
although it is included (as ‘integrated coastahplag’) as one of many possible topics for trainangd awareness-
raising under Outcomes/Components 2 and 3. Conadgué is not viewed as a priority within the GEffoject
(though the MTE recognises its importance and that COAST Project is likely to provide results whigvill
contribute to ICZM processes in several particigattountries), and additional project funds shaudd be spent on
this area beyond covering the costs of the remgitiro ICZM training workshops planned for early 20&specially

as the Project budget is already stretched dugetae¢ed for a 6-12 month extension (see below).

Recommendations/tasks Responsibility* Time Deliverables/
frame Evidence
4.1 Agree on relevant local activities on EMS and | DSMCs, DPCs, By end Written project proposals
reef recreation management, then develop projectsinternational EMS | April for EMS and reef
through a similar participatory approach to that consultants, 2012 for | recreation projects at
undertaken for the ST-EP projects, with a clear UNWTO, proposals| demo sites, 5-10 page
‘project proposal’ and ‘project briéf® for each EcoAfrica, with and end | ‘project briefs’ for each
project at relevant demo sites with a logframep§et| technical input and | of July set of EMS, ecotourism
SMART indicators and M&E system for each projecguidance from RCU 2012 for | and reef recreation
and UNIDO project management activities
briefs for each demo site

4.2 Review and amend the TORs for both the DPC RCU, DSMCs, By end Copies of amended
and DSMCs, where appropriate, e.g. Watamu in | DPCs, FPs, May TORs and emaiil
Kenya, to give greater decision-making authority tp UNIDO 2012 confirmation from FPs
the DSMCs, notably to be able to approve the ptojec and DPCs
activities, Annual Work Plan, and budget for the
demo site
4.3 Discuss possibility of including environmental | UNWTO, EMS End Minutes of meetings,
status and/or threat-reduction indicators (with consultants, April including clear decision
associated baseline) within (both planned and EcoAfrica, RCU, 2012 of feasibility of
existing) ST-EP projects, either collected direttly | UNIDO environmental indicators
ST-EP project or in collaboration with the EMS or for ST-EP projects,
reef recreation management projects at the demo revised logframes for the
sites, and if feasible (technically and within the ST-EP projects
budget) add simple SMART environmental status
and/or threat-reduction indicators (with associated
baseline) to ST-EP project where deemed feasiblg
4.4 Insert into the project proposals and projeietf® | DSMCs, UNWTO, | By end Section included in
of all the sub-theme projects to be undertakehet t| EMS consultants, | July project proposals and
demo sites a section that states how their préifjsct | EcoAfrica, RCU, 2012 briefs confirmed by RCU
with the overall COAST Project aims
4.5 Undertake study to determine the financialost Consultants By end Study available on
and benefits of elements of the EMS, ecotourism arldPCs, local hotel | 2013 COAST Project website
reef recreation management models piloted and anindustry at Demo
economic incentives to promote their uptake, e.g. | Sites, with technical
favourable tax regimes, and tested at the dems siteinput and guidance
in order to better persuade private tourism seetod | from RCU and
government) for their adoption within the tourism | UNIDO, UNWTO
sector (private and public) and EcoAfrica

8 These ‘project briefs’ should present a clearadedgreed activities that are set out in a spedficument, with objective, outcomes, outputs,

activities, timeframe for execution, partnershimagements, responsibilities, budget, and monigdfiamework with indicators and targets.
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4.6 Payments to DSMC members — for travel, food,RCU, in discussion| End July | Written policy (in

etc, - need to be clarified and a written policy with DPCs, FPs and 2012 English, French and

produced that is distributed to all DSMCs, DPCs an®SMCs Portuguese)

FPs

4.7 Deliver the two remaining ‘training/awareness | ICZM consultants, | March Report of two ICZM

raising’ workshops on ICZM planned for West AfricdlRCU, PSC 2012 workshops and

in early 2012, but additional suggested activiteg, documentation of event,

developing demo-site level ICZM plans should not be decision to cancel further

developed at this stage (possibly more relevaat as ICZM activities reported

follow up to the GEF project) in PSC meeting report
and in 6-monthly report
and 2012 PR

* - Bold indicates principal party responsible fmtion; non-bold are other parties with a “supmatior “oversight” secondary role.

Comments

374. The Project needs to stress that success is N@Tafaertification of the ISP14001, but uptake @neénts of it,
as cost is a major barrier to small hotels. The SOAroject should develop an alternative model ermating the
easiest bits to take up (the ‘low-hanging fruithdaarguments why they should be adopted. Developrokethe
Seychelles Sustainable Tourism Label (SSTL) coutige useful lessons and advice. It is suggedtat the cost-
benefit analysis study should focus on a rangeiféérént types of hotel establishments, includingest houses and
medium- and large- sized hotels at demo sites ian@hKenya, Senegal and Tanzania, also share dhtéhes UNDP-
GEF MBD Project in Seychelles, which will be contpléwithin next 2 years.

375. The MTE recognizes that, again, there would besctistadding additional environmental indicators #md
may not be realistic, but it is suggested thatfdasibility of integrating environmental status amdhreat-reduction
indicators into the ST-EP projects or using relédata being collected by other projects at aisittiscussed between
the three sets of consultants advising on the satmé projects (UNWTO, EcoAfrica and the EMS corsuR). The
aim of this element of the Project is to ‘develogoteurism initiatives to alleviate poverty througlternative
livelihoods and resources generated for consemvatid biodiversity and the benefit of local commigst.
Consequently, the Project could also examine aditidigators which attempt to measure whether thélebe any
changes in ‘revenue generation for biodiversitysawaation’ directly through the Project. If additad M&E work is
required for the ST-EP projects, above that alreaghged in the LoA between UNIDO and UNWTO, thea éxtra
funding should come from the GEF funds.

376. The role of the DPC should be more of technicapsup coordination and facilitation while the DSMQYole
should be that of ensuring execution or implemémtatith clear linkages or structures with the gremot stakeholders
who are the primary beneficiaries or consumershefservices. Assigning more responsibilities to8MCs has an
added advantage of relieving some of the pressutbeoverworked DPCs and likely to make them neffective, as
it will allow them to focus on their key tasks.

377. Where appropriate additional DSMC members shoulesdrainated to the Committee, particularly localégiot
managers who would be able to ‘champion’ the BARS/8to the local tourism industry and generate tgmeprivate
sector buy-in. In addition, specific tasks and oesibilities could be given to key members of tHeMIC. For instance,
at Watamu, the DSMC has tasked certain individwaith special experience or knowledge of leading tha
ecotourism, EMS and reef recreation managementtgrbhes, which has aided development and commuaicati
project elements. It is also suggested that allir€haf the DSMC are elected by members and not iapgmb by
government, and that a deputy chairperson is ndednahere they don't exist.

378. Initial awareness raising of what could be donarena of BAP/BAT for EMS and reef recreation managenat
the demo sites could be provided by the internatiamonsultants who, as proposed, would work wita tbcal
stakeholders and RCU to develop their proposakptojdocument and provide on-going guidance duritsg i
implementation. It is also suggested that the aistdatabase for each demo sites is assessed daidipo monitor if
the DSMCs are reaching their target audience; autftabase would also serve as an important resonce there are
thematic BAP and BAT “products” to mainstream. E&i&ivities could build on some existing local iattves at some
sites, e.g. plastics recycling (cost-benefit analygould be interesting), bottle and rubbish cdltat from targeted
beaches operated by hotels, e.g. at Watamu

379. The MTE feels that more technical support on desigd implementation of the demo site projects/ai
could be given from the relevant UNIDO and UNEPrames identified in the Project Document, suchexhnical
advice on EMS elements of the Project from the UBIEean energy group within the International Cefdr Science
and Technology in Trieste, and UNEP’s Division efcfinology, Industry and Economics.
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380. As a general point, there does not seem to be énioiggration between the three sets of consultatwssing
on the sub-theme activities at demo sites. Theulghue invited to PSC meetings (UNWTO already atteiout not its
consultants)®, in order to explore synergies and build a momrdimated approach to execution of project actsitat
the demo sites.

Recommendation 5 - Improve communication and facilate mainstreaming of project results

Main issues

381. Public awareness of the Project's aims is low arsheamong most key stakeholders the aims of the £DA
Project are not well not widely understood, suggesthe focus of the Project has been lost to sextent. In addition,
as yet, there is no procedure for capturing thalt®snd lesson learning from testing BAPs/BATshat demo sites.
Since this is a ‘demonstration’ project, it is inn@amt that the experiences of piloting the BAPs/BAdE each site are
fully documented, and a formal, structured prodesshis needs to be developed.

Recommendations/tasks Responsibility* Time Deliverables/
frame Evidence

5.1 Develop a detailed Project Communication and | RCU, especially | End of Project Communicatio

Mainstreaming Strategy and Plan (CMSP) that setts|oGommunications | October and Mainstreaming

what messages/results need to be promoted, who thefficer, UNEP 2012 Strategy and Plan

target audiences are, who will have responsikitity | and UNIDO, with

which activities, how results and messages will be | specialist

delivered (what are the most appropriate medidéhfer | consultant input if

target audience), what resources are needed (falan¢ needed

staff, training) and a clear timeframe for theitivkry

5.2 Produce revised 20-30 page ‘project brief’ that | RCU, especially | End May | ‘Project brief’

summarizes the restructured COAST Project, its Communications | 2012,

revised logframe and other elements, which camasict Officer following

the technical reference source for FPs, DPCs, DSMCs 4" psc

(rather than them having to rely on the Project meeting

Document)

5.3 Develop 3-monthly newsletter for the ProjeaitgeRCU, FPs, DPCs| Quarterly,| Quarterly newsletter

to all stakeholders, available electronically anchard starting

copy, with different demo sites highlighted in egch June 2012

edition

5.4 Develop fact sheet and webpage for each deRGU, IT By end Webpages as part of

project and host on COAST website, and considercensultants, December | COAST website,

Facebook page DPCs 2012 Facebook page

5.5 Develop framework for capturing experiences atuNEP, RCU, March Written guidance on

lessons learned from Project, especially from dem®s, DPCs and | 2012 and | how best to capture

sites (it is suggested that this is field testest)i DSMCs ongoing lessons from demo
sites

5.6 Identify access points and opportunities | tdNWTO, End Report and database gn

mainstream COAST Project results (e.g. demonstratimternational October opportunities for

project results) into the tourism sector in partheonsultants, 2012 mainstreaming, e.g

countries, building on Sustainable  TourisriTourism FPs upcoming review of

Governance and Management studies National Tourism Plan,
database of contacts
and events to be
targeted

* - Bold indicates principal party responsible &mtion; non-bold are other parties with a “suppatior “oversight” secondary role.

19 UNWTO commented that ‘UNWTO is using its own teidaih expertise to provide advice to the ecotourisstivities at the demo sites, and has
not hired consultants for it (apart from initiahining seminars delivered together by UNWTO offieiand UNWTO consultants). UNWTO has only
hired consultants to carry out the sustainableisgougovernance study. So far, UNIDO has not yeterfadds available to UNWTO to undertake
review missions to the demo sites where ecotoupijects are carried out (UNWTO officers could méakief visits to some of the sites during PSC
meetings and regional training seminars), whiclitfipossibilities for UNWTO to provide specific ade. In order to get some relevant background
information on the ecotourism potential of the was demo-sites, UNWTO has always used the missibtise sustainable tourism governance
consultants to exchange with them some views agabkidn relevant ecotourism activities that coulduyported at the demo site (although this was
not part of the official assignment of the consuttq. If the consultants for the sustainable &argovernance study would have to participateén th
PSC, UNWTO would offer an additional contract terthprovided that extra funds are made availabléNW/TO’. The MTE suggests that UNIDO
and UNTWO (with input from the consultants) disctiss and weigh the pros and cons to see what wmeilthost cost-effective.
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Comments

382. The additional work from UNWTO to identify opportities for mainstreaming project results should feed
the Project Communication and Mainstreaming Stsatmgd Plan. As this is not included in the origihalA with
UNIDO, a contract modification and additional fungdiwill need to be provided to UNWTO to delivershUNEP in
Nairobi has some experience in the area of cagfueissons learned, which could be drawn on, ankd BdtIDO and
UNEP have experience of successful mainstreamingoaphes within their organizations which again Idobe
valuable for the RCU team (especially the Commuiooa Officer).

383. When results do start to flow from the demo sitasBAPs/BATS, it may be worth inviting local and ieetal
decision makers/institutions identified as key &sgfor mainstreaming to the demo sites (in thgelets CMSP
document) to show them project results and theiraich

384. The CMSP could include a template for an actiom pldaich FPs and DPCs could fill in to identify fml-up
activities needed for mainstreaming, ideally follmwup by an expert mission (UNWTO consultants)rie or a few
countries to assist in the preparation of the acfitan, which would form the basis of the work pfan the last 12
months of the Project and serve as an exampletfier countries.

385. The Project (and UNIDO, UNEP and GEF) also need=niure that all project documents and communicgtio
are dated (in the text). The MTE found it frusingtio reconstruct some timelines as not all docusnare dated.

Recommendation 6 — Provide and build capacity to exble stakeholders to fully participate in COAST
Project

Main issues

386. The DSMCs are expected to organize delivery ofgmtoctivities at the demo sites (overseen by tREDyet
many have very little capacity (paragraph 240)atfdition, the DPCs, who support the DSMCs have idenable
demands on their time due to their other work whiah create a bottleneck to project implementaticthe demo sites
(witnessed by the MTE at Watamu). Consequentlyrettie a clear need to increase capacity at the dewsd,
especially as there is now only two years left befine end of the project and the majority of atiés at the demo
sites have still to be developed and delivered.caL@apacity assessments need to be undertakesiation to the
recommendation to a) design the EMS and reef rdoreproject proposals in a participatory fashiowl &) deliver the
EMS, ecotourism and reef recreation projects atdémao sites and capture the lessons learned fresettand other
recommended changes to the design and delivertyeob¥erall project and sub-theme projects at theadsites (see
above).

387. TNAs were undertaken during the first year andrdruide some analysis of the local situation andisgleut do
not precisely reflect what is needed in terms divdey of the sub-theme projects and they shouldipgated. Ideally,
they would have been done around the same timewasapment of the sub-theme projects but this didoecur due to
problems over timing (delays — see above).

Recommendations/tasks Responsibility* Time frame Deliverables/
Evidence
6.1 Undertake capacity assessments| BSMCs, DPCs, By end of Sections on capacity needs tp
needs for delivery of the individual projectUNWTO, May 2012, to | deliver three sub-theme
elements at demo sites, building on thEcoAfrica, EMS tie with activities at demo sites

TNAs'?° conducted during the first year ptonsultants,RCU | completion of | identified in the ‘project

including capacity needed to undertak

implementation (update the TNAs), and

en

proposals for
EMS and reef

proposals’ and ‘project briefs
for the three sets of activities

M&E at the site recreation (EMS, ecotourism reef
management | recreation management) at
at demo sites | each demo sites
6.2 Undertake training of DSMCs andJNWTO, EMS By end July Reports on training workshops
other relevant stakeholders at demo sites ¢onsultants, 2012 and other capacity building
areas identified by the demo site capa¢ifcoAfrica activities

120 YNIDO commented thaEach country does have more detailed demo sité T&¥As and these will be utilised (and
adapted) to ensure the most relevant capacity mgldnput to support demo site implementation atehping are
provided. The MTE was not aware of specific demo site TN, as pointed out above the TNAs were done before
the individual sub-theme projects were developatietiemo sites.
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assessments in order to enable delivery
the BAPs/BATs projects in the three su
theme areas

of
b-

6.3 Identify capacity building needs
facilitate uptake of project results in
national policy, regulatory and plannir

&-Ps RCU,
AUNWTO,
dnternational

During 2013

Report on capacity building
and other needs, report of
workshops

processes, and undertake capacitpnsultants,
building/training programmes (e.g.Tourism FPs
workshops to present Sustainable Tourism
Governance and Management studies)
6.4 Consider ‘twinning’ some demo sitgsDSMCs, DPCs, Discussion and decisions
e.g. Watamu in Kenya and Bagamoyo|iRCU recorded in 6-monthly report
Tanzania, with annual meeting, as this at end of 2012

would provide a learning and experience
sharing opportunity, forum for some
targeted capacity building, including
mentoring, and help maintain enthusiasm
among thegro bonomembers

End of 2012

* - Bold indicates principal party responsible fmtion; non-bold are other parties with a “supmatior “oversight” secondary role.

Comments

388. Some capacity assessment for implementing the Spr&Bcts at the demo sites has already been @hk@eras
part of their development of the proposals for éhesojects (training workshops) but more may bedede e.g.
negotiation and conflict resolution, governance #&abership skills, financial management, reportiogmmunity
based M&E, communication/marketing (getting the sage across) and, to promote sustainability, prdpos
development.

389. Some additional capacity building will be neededauilitate mainstreaming of project results moridely into
public and private sector tourism (get the Progatessage across). These will need to be identifiéde proposed
Communications and Mainstreaming Strategy and Bar Recommendation 5). At this point, with so fewject
deliverables, and the analysis of mainstreaminggs®es and opportunities/’entry points’ incomplgtis not possible
to say what these capacity needs — for trainingagivbcacy work — will be.

Recommendation 7 — Clarify and document all co-finacing and leveraged funds

Main Issues

390. The levels of co-financing, particularly from natad partners are still not clear and need to beorgirmed, and
reporting by partners on co-financing provided &tedhas been very poor (see paragraphs 267-2¢8)ding from by
UNEP! Co-financing will need to be reassessedghtliof the MTE recommendations, as cutting somwities and
possibly countries will impact sources of co-finiwgg particularly in the case of Ghana and Nigdnaaddition, there
have clearly been some additional leveraged fundgiged to the Project (see paragraphs 274 and &¥db}these need
to be fully calculated and documented.

Recommendations/tasks Responsibility* Time Deliverables/
frame Evidence
7.1 Reconfirm co-financing for whole duration of | RCU, project End May | Reportin 2012 PIR
COAST Project partners, especially 2012
national partners

7.2. Capture and report on additional leveragedsupnRCU, project On-going| Leverage funds
provided to the Project (specific reporting fornultb | partners reported in every PIR
be developed for this) and 6-monthly report

* - Bold indicates principal party responsible fmtion; non-bold are other parties with a “supmatior “oversight” secondary role.

Recommendation 8 — Strengthen management, administtion and project oversight and linkage
Main issues

391. A wide range of issues were identified related tojgct management, administration and oversightlerkdge
(see ‘Implementation approach and management framk&wsection).
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392. There have been significant delays over the cotigand disbursement processes partly due to tdck
capacity (staff time) at the UNIDO HQ in Vienna aindufficient support from the RCU in Nairobi, agh national
partners have been equally to blame for creatindups (paragraph 120). In addition, there are delayprovision of
financial data from UNIDO (Vienna) to UNEP in Nalip which again appears to be due to insufficiempacity.
Unfortunately UNIDO is transferring to a new managat system (SAP) that will inevitably introduceangources of
delay into the Project execution in 2012 (althoitglecognised that it also offers an opportunitd @timely given the
need to restructure the Project — see Recommendafjo Leadership and decision-making on the Profsct
UNIDO/RCU has also been criticised, in part becaniséhe UNIDO set-up for project execution produeessplit
leadership’ in many people view, but also becadse perceived lack of direction from the RPC by goaf the key
individuals within the Project (paragraphs 202-20B) addition, although the UNIDO COs/Desks werégioally
envisaged as playing a significant role in projaenagement and monitoring this has not happenadyssignificant
extent, although they could play a very importamitical) role in supporting the delivery of natanand demo sites
activities for the remainder of the Project (seepgeaph 214

393. The delivery of the Project by the RCU and UNIDG haen slow, and management capacity, effectivaaress
leadership by the team has been recognised (aegtad} as inadequate. These are gradually beingssitl but there
are several weaknesses within the RCU that nebd toeated as a priority. These include: the aleseha French- or
Portuguese-speaker, which has reduced the effici@icproject administration, management and repgrtfor
Cameroon, Senegal and Mozambique; the need fargéesindividual to be tasked with providing the Righ support
on reporting; an individual who is tasked with dieglwith all administration relating to contractingrocurement and
disbursement who links directly with the UNIDO H@VYienna on these issues (not the RCU as he istraig in this
area); a dedicated Communications Officer who isking 3 days a week (more during final year whersthproject
results are expected to be delivered); trainingiegotiation/conflict resolution and project manageifor all staff
(and leadership skills for the RPC would perhapsvalkeiable as well). It is also recommended that iiseie of
leadership on the project is discussed and comrateddo the FPs and DPCs and that the RPC is rhadmle contact
point for the COAST Project, e.g. disbursement estgiare channelled through the RCU, rather theingra having to
deal with Vienna. Assuming the MTE recommendatiaresaccepted there will need to be changes inahaaity and
makeup of the RCU in order to effectively deliviee trestructured Project within two years.

394. Consideration was given to whether to recommend thea RPC should be replaced as, ultimately, he is
responsible for much of the delivery of the Prajétdbwever, many of the challenges this projectfiaaed stem from
original poor design, lack of clarity over what tReoject should (and can) achieve, and the inadequarections
made at the inception period over which severalpfgeshare responsibility. Also, the RPC knows thejgzt
(activities, sites) and stakeholders well, has gimberpersonal skills, good working relations witte FPs and DPCs,
and a good technical background, and replacing Wwould cause further delays as his replacement wbaice to
revisit all the countries and sites and build n@hationships. Instead, he should be ‘playing to dtiengths’ with
someone else dealing with project administratiorg allowing him more time to provide technical sagpto the
project teams. However, it is suggested that ttreenti supervisory arrangement, where the RPC reqportproject
progress to the UNIDO PM and UNEP TM once everywegks is kept in place till the end of the proj@ithough it
should be expanded to include UNWTO as a goodafetake remaining activities involve them).

395. At the regional level, the PSC as the project dgetsody needs to agree and endorse the recommiemslaf
this MTE Report. However, the next PSC meetingasstheduled till July 2012, which the MTE consgl&o far in
the future as decisions need to be taken on tleesenmendations as soon as possible. It is therstaygested that an
‘Extraordinary PSC meeting’ is held in April 2012.

396. At the national level, some FPs have not been faltigaged in the Project for a variety of reasom (s
paragraphs 120 and 219). Tourism FPs feel margethiithin the Project (some complained they wdikiel to be
much more involved), although the Ministry of Tam has stronger connections with private sectaisioy which is

a key target group for the COAST Project, and ie firincipal ministry for ensuring that project risuare
mainstreamed into tourism sector policy, regulajgplanning and programmes. The Project needmdoways to
reengage the FPs. Delivery in the West African toes has been poorest, and FPs and DPCs needsupgsirt from
the project management if they are to catch upuiMelers could provide some additional capacityhia tegion but
would need to be managed from the RCU in Nairabiaddition, National Steering Committees, which evieitended
to have an oversight role on Project implementatrthe national level, have not been establiskeadept The
Gambia. This is a pity as they could have fac#itbthe uptake of project results across governamesectors.

2L UNIDO commented that ‘They have been asked to plagle and the project already provides suppartravel when needed (cf Nigeria).
However, the RCU needs to copy the correspondingti&n communicating to the countries in order fiant to feel part of the project.” However,
the MTE does not believe this is enough nor respibet original commitment (which was taken intocastt by GEF when deciding to award the
funds), and they need to play a much more actile ro
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397. At the agency level, UNWTO has a comparative acagmtover UNIDO in terms of its experience with
developing and implementing ecotourism programnmek lamkage with national tourism agencies and pevsector
tourism players due to its membership structurenséquently, it would be more appropriate if theksasinder
QOutcome 2, which deal mostly with mainstreaminggbresults into the tourism sector were maderéisponsibility
of UNWTO working in partnership with the Ministrie$ Tourism, with most of the activities associatéth Outcome

1 — EMS and reef recreation management activities upgrade of the Review - remaining with UNIDO tiog in
partnership with the Ministry of Environment. Agaithis would involve additional management and audstriation
input, above what has been agreed in the LoA betwd!DO and UNWTO.

Recommendations/tasks Responsibility* Time Deliverables/
frame Evidence
UN agency level
8.1 UNWTO and Ministry of Tourism to take the lead | UNWTO, By end Amended LoA/ToR
mainstreaming activities (Outcome 2, under revised | national FPs for | May 2012 | for UNWTO
project structure), whereas the UNIDO and Minisify | Tourism, UNIDO involvement in
Environment takes responsibility for delivery oéth COAST Project

demo projects (Outcome 1) through their DPC.
8.2 Iffwhen COAST delivers some results, linkage RCU, UNIDO, Ongoing Email

should be sought with UNEP’s Tourism and UNWTO correspondence,

Environment Programme minutes of meetings

(http://www.unep.fr/scp/tourism/) within its Sustable and documentation of

Consumption & Production Branch which can also linkage with UNEP’s

disseminate results through this platform Tourism and
Environment
Programme

PSC

8.3 Hold an ‘extraordinary Steering Committee Megti| PSC, RCU, April 2012 | Report of 2PSC

in April 2012 to present, discuss and approve ti&EM | UNIDO, UNEP, meeting

recommendations, including cuts to activities, desites | UNWTO
and countries

RCU
8.4 The roles and responsibilities (including diecis | RCU, UNIDO April 2012 | Detail included in
making capacities) of the UNIDO HQ Project ManagerQ revised project brief

the RC, and UNIDO CO/desks need to be made clear (i
writing) to the FPs, DPCs and DSMCs, under the new
restructured project, or additional delays and gsioh

will occur'??
8.5 Review current capacity and experience/skillsoh | Independent May-June | Report on capacity of
the RCU to determine what changes are neededntster consultant or HR | 2012, after | RCU to deliver
of staffing and training to effectively deliver the staff from MTE’s restructured COAST
restructured Project within two years, and, depemdin | another UN recommen | Project, revised ToRs
results, review and revise contracts and ToRsiand, | agencyat ded or staff, or
necessary replace staff or offer additional trainin Nairobi, UNIDO | changes to| replacement with ney
Additional staff at the RCU may be needed dependimg Project are | staff
the results of the capacity assessment mentionaceab endorsed

by PSC
8.6 Employ a part-time French- and, preferably, UNIDO, RCU By June Copy of contract with
Portuguese-speaker to provide support to the RGU an 2012 TOR
who can act as the contact point for Cameroon, Gene|
and Mozambique
8.7 The Communications Officer at the RCU shoukéta Communications | March Role reflected in
responsibility for overseeing project reporting @utl as | Officer, RCU 2012 revised ToRs for this
the contact point for the FPs and DPCs for thiviagt?® post

8.8 4-6 weekly management/supervisory meetings of| RPC, UNEP TM, | On-going Minutes of meetings
RPC should continue to end of project, but be egdpédn | UNIDO PM,
to include UNWTO, with a 2-3 page summary of projecUNIDO

progress and minutes of meetings kept

22 NIDO commented that ‘This is currently the cas¢dwever, it was very clear from MTE interviews tthiae situation is still not understood by
the FPs. In addition, the revised project structure arrangements mean the new system will neke éxplained.

123 The MTE understands that the Communications Qffiefé for another position within UNEP in March 2R This position is considered critical
for the effective dissemination and uptake of ti@AST Project results and he needs to be replaced.
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8.9 RPC to visit UNIDO HQ in Vienna at least once a| RPC, UNIDO June 2012 | Arrangement

year to facilitate smoother delivery and managenoént recorded in next 6-

the Project and establish and build a better projec monthly report, and

teant®* Back to Office
Reports by RC

National level

8.10 National UNIDO COs/Desks should directly UNIDO HQ, By Arrangement detailed

support the Project through a) being a nationataxin | UNIDO June2012 | in UNIDO document

point for the Project for the FPs and acting agdad@rfor | COs/Desks RCU and confirmed in‘%

delivery by the national partners for COAST Project PSC meeting report

financial reports and requests for disbursement

(particularly ensuring the facilitation of flow &finds to

demo sites), b) undertaking regular monitoring rafjgct

progress, which is then communicated to the RCU an

UNIDO HQ (regular phone call/meeting with the FPs

would be sufficient, and ¢) promoting uptake of the

Project results within national level processes and

programmes (as identified by Project's Communicatig

and Mainstreaming Strategy)

8.11 National GEF Committees should be substittded FPs, National By end Decision included in

the defunct Project’'s National Steering Committee pGEF Committees | Sept 2012
used as a forum to facilitate mainstreaming of gub)

FP reports to RCU,
copies of minutes of

results meetings

8.12 ToRs for the Tourism FP should be revised wiffourism FPs, Revised Copies of ToRs held
additional responsibility and resour¢edNIDO HQ, ToRs by on file at UNIDO
identified, for leading the process to mainstreasults| RCU, UNWTO end May

from the demo sites and tourism governance [awith PSC 2012

management into tourism sector pollcgndorsement

regulations, planning and programmes

8.13 National Focal Points should meet at a mininufi | National FPs From end | Minutes of monthly
once a month for the remainder of the Project szuBs| April 2012 | meetings sentto RC
project progress and ensure both FPs are fullyriméo and included in semi4
of the others activities and issues and developsnent annual reports from
the Project countries

Local level

8.14 Examine desirability and cost effectiveness| BICU, FPs for Process to | Email

additional volunteer to demo sites (either from UR@/| Nigeria and begin by correspondence

or VSO) to provide support for Nigeria and Ghanende Ghana**, end of showing volunteer is
sites and arrange for one depending on whethee thesNWTO June 2012 | being arranged,

countries demonstrate that they can engage futly thie
Project and improve project delivery by end Jung220

documentation of
process and results i
2012 PIR

h

* - Bold indicates principal party responsible &mtion; non-bold are other parties with a “suppaytior “oversight” secondary role.
** - This depends on delivery by Nigeria and Ghana

Comments

398. Additional staff time provided by UNIDO HQ, may auuas additional leveraged funds if the UNIDO HQ co
financing contribution is exceeded by the end effoject. Also, the MTE recognises that greateolvement of the
UNIDO COs/Desks will have costs as most COs/Deskge hminimal staff (usually just a Representativel an
secretarial/administrative support) but believeat their more active involvement could, if theitigities are targeted,
significantly aid project delivery. However, presainly their involvement was already costed in as D®Ico-
financing as their role is specifically coveredlie Project Document.

399. UNIDO HQ and the RCU need to ensure that it alwsgs adequate capacity available to the COAST Rrtgec
avoid any delays — with two years left on the pcogdministrative delays cannot be allowed. Onéoaptb speed up
requests for payment and disbursement would benfwower the RCU to sign off on disbursements onhihgis of
requests sent to them from the relevant nationdD@NCOs (see above), with counterparty check madiaé UNIDO
CO Representative in Kenya (who sits in the offiext to the RCU team). Providing increased capaitUNIDO
HQ is likely to be more expensive than employing gguivalent at the RCU or the UNIDO COs/Deskss lalso

24 These should take place at the mid-point betwe&@ Meetings.This recommendation is consideredatdsibut not a priority in terms of the
budget (cost would be relatively high) althougtviuld have benefits.
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possible that some of the administrative taskshenGOAST Project could be shared between the diffeprojects
being managed by COs/Desks, which might reduces csiddition, UNIDO’s move to their new managetrsstem
(SAP) may offer new opportunities for improving thganisation of the management of the COAST Ptogihough
details were still sketchy when this was discusaetie end of the mission to Nairobi.

400. It is suggested that the UNIDO COs/Desks host aingeef the two national FPs and DPC at the UNICfice
every 3 months to brief the Representative on gssgand discuss if there are issues where the GR2@ help, with
copies of minutes of the meeting kept and sertiedRCU.

401. Rather than a part-time French-, Portuguese- argligbrspeaker at UNIDO HQ, a better long-term solut
would be to find a tri-lingual RCU staff member.eTRCU also needs to solve the problem of transiadfoproject
documents into languages other than English, afthdtis recognised that this has been a problexesihe beginning
of the Project, and it is clear that not enoughugid was given to language issues at the projesigdeohase and an
appropriate budget allocated.

402. Also, GEF Council made recommendations over theal ieeensure that a full M&E system was established
within a year of the project beginning, but thisswaot done. GEFSEC and the IAs need to pay moeatath to
recommendations and ensure that they are implehepéghaps with a special section in the first Bl inception
report that details how the project has followeduoghese recommendations.

Recommendation 9 — Agree on way forward and approvproject extension of 6-12 months

Issues

403. As discussed above, the COAST ProjecHighly Unlikely to deliver its key objective and outputs by the
current end of the project (November 2013). Evethwthe smaller, more streamlined structure, suggesinder
Recommendation 1, some of the Project’s activitasnot be completed within the current time fraraetreey are
dependent on other results being delivered firgg, ®utcome 2 to a certain extent relies on Outcdmesults.
Although the MTE believes that delivery of actie#iat demo sites fgossible inside 2 years if Recommendations 1-4
for a restructured project are implemented. Howetrer broader, mainstreaming activities of the &bj designing
communication and advocacy materials and buildiagacity to feeding the project results into maeestning
processes are likely to take longer. It will aleguire some time to instigate the MTE recommendati€onsequently,
there is a clear need for a 6-12 months no-cog¢gtrextension beyond its current finishing dat®&offember 2013 (so
finishing sometime between May - November 2014)prider to increase the likelihood of results beitedjvered and
improve the impact and sustainability of projectulés.

Recommendations/tasks Responsibility* | Time frame Deliverables/
Evidence
9.1 Discuss above recommendations on how Proje¢t PSC members April 2012, | Minutes of PSC
should proceed including which/how many countries with support from | with meeting
can/will continue with their demo project comporen{ RCU decision
at the ‘Extraordinary PSC meeting™based on the confirmed
recommendations of the MTE Report, with a decisign by late July
on how to proceed. 2012
9.2 Define a revised project workplan and timelifees| RCU, other By end Copy of revised
delivery of the demonstration projects and intdgraif members of the | October workplan and
of project results into national tourism policy apn®SC 2012 timelines on Project
planning forums, based on the above agreement |(and website Emails
associated budget re-calculations) with case fojept showing evidence of
extension documents sent to
PSC members and
associated
correspondence
9.3 Seek PSC approval by email for a project exdens RCU, PSC By end 2012| Document from
(likely to be 6-12 months) based on the revisedembers UNEP, UNEP and UNIDO
workplan and budget UNIDO, approving proposed
UNWTO, EMS project extension,
consultants, GEF copies of revised
contracts, and
reported on in PIR fo
2012 and 2013
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* - Bold indicates principal party responsible fmtion; non-bold are other parties with a “supmatior “oversight” secondary role.

404. At the 4th PSC meeting, countries should be gitenoption to drop out of the COAST Project. If tliscide to
stay in, one consequence should be that they lnapevide written evidence of the total amount effinancing to be
provided by the national partner and a letter isgatinat the ministry is committed to delivering tiest of the project.

405. An extension will have consequences for the Prdjadget and for co-financing, since the partnemtaes will

need to provide an additional 6-months worth okiimd funding (although it should be low as mosiaiés will focus

on mainstreaming results rather than activitiedigtant demo sites demo sites). Consequently etttension will need
to be endorsed by the COAST Project’'s PSC andgizating governments as well as UNEP, UNIDO, thdURhd

GEF.

406. A detailed analysis of the financial impact of aénth extension needs to be undertaken and if fareldikely
to be insufficient then either additional fund-mag will be required or cuts in some other actestior (better)
management costs will need to be made, particuldidy RCU (the major direct expenses associated privfect
extension are expected to be the RCU salaries fiice ounning costs, which are likely to be subsigh One option
to save on management costs would be to reducepim@tion of the RCU to 3 days a week during thi2énonths
extension (less management will be needed anywsyasapointed out, demo site activities should drapiete), or
alternatively, change the contracts of RCU staffeimporary, short-term consultant (SSA) contrastsich would be
cheaper to operate.

407. UNIDO and UNEP will also face additional costs tethto supporting the project extension, a situattmat

both have already indicated they are prepared tepadf the Project restructuring (recommendatigrisillikely to

deliver results. At the national level the cost &xtension of national Focal Point (FP) salariesul need to be
covered from government co-financing. However, BfeC’s additional time would need to come from GHERds.

Participation of the DSMCs, would have to rely aeit continued willingness to give their time arehaces for free,
although there will be additional costs relatedeimnbursement for expenses for attending meetingising, Project
events and activities, etc.

C. Lessons Learned

408. The following lessons are based on the above fgediand relate to some of the key constraints esipeed
during this Project identified during the MTE. liew of the relatively early stage in project impkembation, there are
few lessons and these are largely based on sti@aiglard issues that have emerged related to prajesign, co-
financing and payment to project personnel. lixigeeted that the Project will generate furtherghts on a wide range
of implementation issues, such as project managenfieance and communication, and hopefully on dessfor
effective demonstration and mainstreaming in sufagm Africa, by the end of the project.

Project design and review

409. The COAST Project had a fairly lengthy design phakih apparently involved input from many staketeos.

However, it is clear that the Project as originatlgsigned was very complex and too ambitious fer hladget,
especially as it relied upon a very high GEF:c@&fficing ratio for delivery (particularly the conuiion from national
partners). There were flaws in the logframes amérotveaknesses such as lack of detail on projeisitas at demo
sites, and complex and/or inadequate managemeagaments, which were not properly identified odradsed
during the proposal review phase. Unfortunatelgséhwere left until the inception phase to be oted; although this
was not adequately done in some areas. As a d=ivery of the Project has been handicapped since.

410. The first lesson to be drawn here is that a badigighed project leads to operational problems durin
implementation and it is essential that there isomprehensive review of the project design and eémgntation
arrangements, preferably by an independensultant and verified by the 1A and EA at thegption stage. The second
lesson is that projects with many and unclear adivjes and activities are unlikely to deliver wéthile this is obvious,

it does not seem to have been missed by GEF wieprtbject was designed. It should be noted thataifrthe reasons
why the ST-EP projects have been well receivetias they have clear aims set within an understdadedimework,
with good indicators that people can easily usméasure project progress and success (or faillihg) third lesson is
that budgets need to be based on reality and rizhism — the COAST budget was completely out o€ limith what
was proposed and it relied on a very high proporod co-financing from national partners which ist mealistic in
Africa in particular.

411. The overall message is that projects need to ke eled not spread themselves too thinly — this ava@@mo

project and it would have been more effective (amitlwould be) if there were half the number oluatries involved
with each receiving twice their budget (the GEFdrtdvould have been more realistic for a 2-3 cqudémonstration
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project). Also, from a management perspective dgaliith 4 countries is a lot less work (cost) aikély to be more
efficient, than dealing with 8 or 9. Again, thissislf-evident but, again, seems to have been fangaturing the design
phase.

412. As a general comment, GEF needs to consider strenigig the project review process, which clearlietaon
this project (the STAP Reviewer, GEFSEC, UNEP amnNIRD failed to properly assess and revise the ptajering
the final stages of its development and inceptigithough the GEF project development process mgsadved since
GEF-3, it is still recommended that in additionttee STAP review process, GEF consider establishirRroject
Implementation and Management Advisory Panel (PIM&8&mprising a roster of external, independent chasts
with strong backgrounds in GEF project manageniwgré are now many people who have delivered a @Bject,
including many in Africa, since the GEF initiatilmgan), who could review proposals to assess whétley are
implementablefrom an operational, management and administrginiat of view, as opposed to their scientific and
technical value (which is what GEFSEC and the STé&Rewer tend to focus on too much). An alternativet less
effective, approach would be to ensure that angeddent review of the Project is undertaken atéginning of the
Inception Period (the MTE consultant has encoudténis on other GEF projects and it has often leitital to their
successful delivery). It would also be worthwhiézjuiring all GEF projects to undertake a ReviewOoftcomes to
Impacts (ROtH?® analysis to be undertaken at the design stadeerrdtan at the MTE or Final Evaluation stage.

Co-financing

413. Co-financing pledged for implementation of the Bobj evidenced by the letters of endorsement siwinitith
the proposal to GEF was substantial, representioige ithan US$20 million. However, the amounts regzbrip to the
MTE point were much less than expected and sevemahtries have still to fully confirm their co-finaing
commitments more than two years after the Incepiitarkshop and the®1PSC meeting at which it was agreed that
partners would (re) confirm their co-financing b@tRCU within a couple of months.

414. The loss of continuity and institutional memory dwethe length of time between the submission ef ¢b-

financing letters to GEF (dated from December 2@D%\pril 2006, except for that from UNWTO dated 8spber

2006) and the COAST Project starting operation @oler 2008), may be a factor behind the difficaltie the

mobilization of co-finance, although the MTE alsnceuntered a complaint from many FPs who believesir t
government’s contribution relative to the amoumythvere receiving from GEF was too high (especiafiythe Project
had yet to deliver many tangible results which doiustify the co-financing). Although revised cadincing

commitments were included in the contracts betw@&iDO and the national partners, the letters of mgimment from

participating countries submitted to GEF were restewed and, apparently no records were kept aswopartner
contributions were initially estimated.

415. The lesson here is that, letters of commitment f@avernments and other project partners need termsved
at the inception phase especially when there igxanded period (e.g. more than two years) betweER CEO
approval and the effective start of project impletaéon, and this should be made a condition f@ phoject to
continue and more from inception to implementatibns also important to keep clear records foufatreference of
how partner contributions in terms of in kind ardlt support were calculated.

Remuneration for Project Partners

416. The question of remuneration for Focal Points s#affl payment of expenses for attending COAST Projec
meetings and events was raised a number of tintestind MTE, and has been discussed at previousnRSfings (see
paragraphs 219 and 220). In practice, it is nosids for UNIDO or UNEP to address these requestatise of GEF
regulations that do not permit GEF funds to be useday top-ups to salaries of government employeesived in
GEF projects, regardless of the practice or exgieas in the country concerned (although FPs deivecother
benefits from the Project, namely training and cleaio attend PSC meetings).

417. Unfortunately, some other international developmagéncies and even NGOs do pay these, and where one
partner pays top-ups to government staff, and amotlpesn’t, the latter will inevitably create staffotivation
problems. At this stage of the COAST Project, théy @mption within is to provide allowances throughtional co-
financing. There is no direct recommendation irs tiiea since UNIDO and UNEP are not in a positoprovide a
solution that would satisfy partners.

125 GEF  Evaluation  Office  (2009). ROtl: Review of Oummees to Impacts Practitioners  Handbook.
http://www.gefweb.org/uploadedFiles/Evaluation_©é¢fiOP S4/Roti%20Practitioners%20Handbook%2015%208262009.pdf
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418. A lesson of general relevance during the developroethe budget for GEF projects is to work withtioaal
GEF Focal Points to ensure that there is a cledenstanding of the nature of funding availabledt@ff remuneration
in order to manage expectations from the outséteproject and, where appropriate, to build alloees into national
co-financing in order to be in harmony with othewvdlopment partners’ practices.

Effective demonstration sites

419. It is probably too early to draw conclusions abwhty some demo sites have delivered better tharrgtbat in

the MTE’s opinion the reason that Watamu in Kenyd Bnhambane in Mozambique are more advanced tthamsois
probably because they already had very active lomamunity groups (NGOs and CBOSs) prior to startimg COAST
Project, who already had some capacity and manwhafm had worked together on projects in the pabts Ts

something that should be examined in more detaithieyFinal Evaluation, as there may well be valadbssons to
learn here that would be widely applicable.
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Annexes

Annex 1: MTE Terms of Reference

TERMS OF REFERENCE

Mid-Term Evaluation of project GF/4010-07-06 (4987)5FL/2328-2732-4987
"Demonstrating and Capturing Best Practices and Teksnologies
for the Reduction of Land-Sourced Impacts Resultingrom Coastal Tourism (COAST)
GEF ID No. 2129

PROJECT BACKGROUND AND OVERVIEW

Project General Information?®

Table 1. Project summary

GEF project ID:

2129

IMIS number:

GFL/2328-2732-4987|

Focal Area(s):

International Wate

GEF OP #:

10

GEF Strategic

1, 2 & 3 (Innovative
demonstrations for;
restoring biological
diversity, reducing

GEF approval date:

2 August 2007

Priority/Objective: contaminants and

addressing water

scarcity)
Implementing UNEP Executing Agency UNIDO
Agency
Approval date: Nov 2007 First Disbursement: | 06 Dec 2007
Actual start date: 17/11/2008 Planned duration: 60 months

Intended completion
date:

31 October 2012

Actual or Expected
completion date:

15 November 2013

Project Type: FSP GEF Allocation: $5,388,200
PDF GEF cost: $626,400 PDF co-financing: -
Expected MSP/FSP | $23,456,816 . $29,471,416
Cor-)financing: Total Cost
Mid-term 3%or 4" quarter 2011 . )
review/eval. (planned Terminal Evgluatlon N/A
date): (actual date):
Mid-term
review/eval. N/A No. of revisions: None
(actual date):
Date of last Steering | 08/2010 Date of last N/A
Committee meeting: Revision*:
Disbursement as of | $ 1,660,609 Date of financial
30 June 2010 closure: N/A
(UNEP): )
Actual expenditures
Date of Completion: | N/A reported as of 30 US$ 1,113,682
June 2010
Total co-financing 6,9M US$” Actual expenditures

realized as of 30 June|

entered in IMIS as of

US$ 410,318

%6 Source: UNEP GEF Project Implementation RepoR}fiscal Year 2010

127 A5 per formal communications to be presented bjept partners at project Steering Committee thddd in August 2010
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2010: 30 June 2010:

Leveraged financing: | --

Project Rationale

420. The marine and coastal resources along the 48,600fksub-Saharan African coastline are under
threat to a varying degree from the impacts of tgraent-related activities. In particular, coagtalrism
contributes to the threats to the coastal and maecosystems through tourism-related pollution and
contamination. At the same time, coastal tourismofien considered the ‘environmentally friendly’
alternative to more exploitative livelihood optiorBased on the identified issues and proposaldet t
Ministerial and Heads of State meeting in Johanmesht the World Summit on Sustainable Development
and the thematic group on coastal, marine and vrashr ecosystems of the New Partnership for Afsica’
Development, the project aims to demonstrate besttipes and strategies to reduce the degradafion o
marine and coastal environments of trans-boundgnjfeance resulting from pollution and contamit&an
and associated impacts.

Project objectives?® and components

421. The overall goal of the COAST project ¥Supporting the conservation of globally signifitazoastal
and marine ecosystems and associated biodivensityub-Saharan Africa, through the reduction of the
negative environmental impacts which they receéva gesult of coastal tourism.”

422. According to the Project Document, there are foammobjectives within the project, namely:

0] To capture Best Available Practices and Technolo@i&Ps and BATS) for contaminant
reduction & sustainable collaborative tourism inmentd®. This general objective has four
specific sub objectives (see http://coast.iwlearn.org/project-documents-
reports/publications/BAPS%20and%20BAT&/Table 1 below):

a. Establish and implement Environmental Managemenste®ys and Voluntary Eco-
certification and Labelling Schemes

b. Develop eco-tourism initiatives to alleviate poyerthrough sustainable alternative
livelihoods, and generate revenues for conservaifobiodiversity and for the benefit of
local communities

c. Improve reef & marine recreation, management anditming mechanisms and strategies

d. ICZM & integrated land use planning;

(i) To develop and implement mechanisms for sustaingblernance and management that
measurably reduce degradation of coastal ecosysfens land-based tourism sources of
pollution and contamination (being led by UNWTQ@a#w.unwto.org);

(i) To assess and deliver training and capacity suppquirements emphasising an integrated
approach to sustainable reduction in coastal etarsyand environmental degradation within the
tourism sector (seéuttp://coast.iwlearn.org/project-documents-
reports/Research%20and%20Environmental-analyses

(iv) To develop and implement information capture, infation processing and management
mechanisms to promote information disseminaticemnli;mg & sharing (see e.g.:
www.coast.iwlearn.orgwww.iwlearn.org andhttp://iwlearn.net/News-1/iwlearn-old/african-
marine-atlas/view.

128 Terms such as development objective, long-terraatiie, outcomes etc. used in the following secticnthe ones used in the Project Document.
Their use does not necessarily fit the internatipmacognized definitions of those terms and thEBMTeam will have to take this into account.

129 Collaboration may involve a number of stakeholgreiups including; the private sector, public setindies and local communities supported by
NGO or CBOs.
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Table 2*° summarises project objectives, outcomes and targased on the latest revision of the M&E

Framework presented (and approved) at the ProfeetiBg Committee in August 2010 and used in the PIR

for FY10:

Project objective
and Outcomes

Description of
indicator

Baseline level

Mid-term target

End-of-project
target

Objective 1
BAPs/BATs
strategies for
sustainable tourism
demonstrated

1.Mechanisms for
reduced degradation|
understood, in place
and being utilised

Baseline information
unavailable, but to bg
confirmed during
year 1 of demo
implementation, and
to include both
regional and nationa
level monitoring
requirements

All stakeholders and
partners aware and
understand the majo
causes of
environmental
degradation

At least two demo
projects have
developed
mechanisms and ardg
actively testing thes¢g
to address issues of
environmental
degradation

2. National indicatorg
to demonstrate
sustainable
improvements have

Baseline information
unavailable, but to bg
confirmed during
year 1 of demo

National indicators
have been agreed
with all partner

countries and data

Five partner
countries are using
national indicators to|
monitor and measurg

been agreed & are | implementation are beginning to be | improvements

being used (national collected

(including demo

project indicators)

3. Project No baseline Four demonstrations| All demonstrations
demonstrations information are actively being are actively being
providing replicable | available. implemented implemented and
BATs/BAPs (with employing each has provided ai

costs & benefits)

BAPs/BATs and are
in the process of
being documented
for sharing and
knowledge
management

least one BAT/BAP
based upon the
project’s thematic
priorities (EMS, eco-
tourism, reefs,
ecosystem planning)
which has been
documented for
sharing and
knowledge
management

4. Incentives for
sustainable
partnerships for civil
society, private and
public sector
documented &
disseminated

Baseline information
unavailable, but to bg
confirmed during
year 1 of demo
implementation

At least one case
study for sustainable
partnerships
documented and
disseminated

At least one case
study per thematic
area (EMS, Reefs,
Eco-tourism,
ecosystem planning)
for sustainable
partnerships
documented and
disseminated

%0 Changes have purposefully shown in the projedrdomge in order to provide the MTR consultant witthiatorical background to the current

project focus.
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Project objective
and Outcomes

Description of
indicator

Baseline level

Mid-term target

End-of-project
target

Objective 2
Mechanisms for
sustainable tourism
governance and

Project experiences
on sustainable
tourism documented
and disseminated as

Baseline information
available as part of
the demo project
narratives, but

Experience sharing

for enhancing policy
debates underway in
at least four countrie:

Project experiences
documented and
disseminated as a
contribution to policy|

(s

management a contribution to require to be update debates in all partne
established policy debates in all | during year 1 of countries
9 countries” demo
implementation
2.“Project Baseline information| Identification of Project experiences
experiences unavailable, but to b¢ priority issues for documented and at
supporting the collected during year] inclusion in National | least one informatior
development or 1 of demo strategies are brief per country
revision of national | implementation as | underway disseminated as a
strategies and work | part of a ‘gaps, needp contribution towards
plans for sustainable] and options’ national strategy
tourism” 2 consultancy development and
revision
Objective 3 1. Assessment of Not existing Regional assessmerjRegional assessmer
Training and training needs for completed (East and| completed (East and
Capacity Building each partner country West Africa) West Africa)
for sustainable completed by secong
tourism delivered SCM
2.Training packages| Not existing Relevant training All partner countries
dev and implemente packages/inputs are | have benefited from
to suit national need being designed and | at least two thematic
implemented in somg¢ training packages
partner countries developed to suit
specific demo projec
requirements
3. Training materials| Not existing Training materials Training materials
incorporating are under incorporating
BATs/BAPs from development with COAST BATs/BAPs
Objective 1 available) some content coming and other
by end of Yr 3 from COAST demo | experiences are
project BAPs/BATs | available to all
partner countries ang
are being used in at
least five
Objective 4 1. eRICH establisheq Not existing eRICH is in place All partner countries

Establishment of a
virtual information
coordination &
clearing house
(eRICH)

and fully operational
within first 2 yrs

are contributing to
eRICH through
BAPs/BATs and
other project
documented
experiences

U Effective sustainable tourism policies adopted ander implementation in all 9 countries” - Thejpct is proposing to change the wording of this
indicator to reflect actions which are more witttie control of the project, and will submit an M&&amework for discussion at the second SCM to
be held in August 2010. A proposed re-wording svgihin the table above.

[M“National strategies and work plans to supporbnmat to governance and management in place & dpeadit The project is proposing to change
the wording of this indicator to reflect actionsiethare more within the control of the project, avil submit an M&E framework for discussion at
the second SCM to be held in August 2010. A progasenording is shown above.
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Project objective

Description of

Baseline level

Mid-term target

End-of-project

and Outcomes indicator target
2.“Project Focal Not existing Work with relevant | All countries are
Points contributing National providing
to and coordinating Environment & environmental and
information and Tourism agencies is | tourism managemen
knowledge on-going with the information for
management collection of sharing and
uploading to eRICH environmental & dissemination
at the national level” tourism management through eRICH
S information to feed
into eRICH
5 T
4. Lessons from Not existing At least two partner | All countries are
awareness of coastal countries have shargdproviding awareness|
environment and early lessons from | lessons on the subje
sustainable tourism awareness on the matter for sharing
principles & subject matter on and dissemination
practices at demo eRICH through eRICH
sites presented on
eRICH™!
Outcome 1: 1 National institutes | Not existing National institutes National institutes
Working strengthened throug have initiated demo | have monitored &
Environmental EMS training projects employing | evaluated EMS dem
Management Systenjs EMS at four of the | activities in order to
(EMS) in place at relevant demo share outcomes on;
appropriate demo project sites economic, social and
sites environmental
benefits
2

3 Increase in capacit]
of tourism
stakeholders to
initiate EMS (with
the aim to replicate
good practices)

b Not existing

Stakeholders who a|
prepared to make
their own
investments in EMS
identified

eCollaborative EMS
training events
involving both
domestic and
international tour
operators have been
held in at least two
demo sites and have
resulted in changes 1
hotel management

practices

"0 “National Environmental Information management aadbisory models created together with implemeotatitrategies” - The project is
proposing to change the wording of this indicatoreflect actions which are consistent with the sthaperation of eRICH, and will submit an

M&E framework for discussion at the second SCMedhkld in August 2010. A proposed re-wording isrgiabove.

—

"I “Awareness for sustainable tourism strategies apptoaches confirmed through government willingrtesgrovide financing for tourism and

environment line agencies” - Since this is well &y the scope of the COAST project’s potentialuefice, the project management is proposing to

delete this indicator from the logframe and allfetPIR reports.

31 Re-worded from the original logical framework asnponent 4 of the project is now focusing on eRE&Hn information /influencing tool

% “Enhanced awareness of EMS by all tourism faciitgkeholders”. This indicator is being proposedh¢ocombined with indicator no 3 in the

revised M&E framework for the project which will lisscussed during the second SCM in August 2010.
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Project objective
and Outcomes

Description of
indicator

Baseline level

Mid-term target

End-of-project
target

4 “Project
experiences in EMS
inform policy and
regulatory debates”
o0

Not existing

Data from Project
EMS experiences
being collected and
collated

Project EMS
experiences being
documented and
disseminated to
enhance policy and
regulatory debates in
at least two partner
countries

5 Eco-labelling plan
and certification
schemes operational

Baseline information
unavailable, but to bg
collected during yean
1 of demo
implementation

Eco-labelling and
certification plan for
each appropriate
demo project
location drafted

Eco-labelling and
certification plans
operational in at leag
two locations

3

6 Waste managementBaseline information

control mechanisms
operational

unavailable, but to bg
collected during yean
1 of demo

Waste management
control mechanisms
identified at the
appropriate demo

Waste management
control mechanisms
operational in at leag
two appropriate

3

implementation project sites demo project sites
Outcome 2: 1. Management Not existing Local civil society Local civil society /
Eco-tourism procedures & and government government
initiatives for institutional support institutions to institutions have
alternative for developments in support eco-tourism | management capaci

livelihoods and
revenues developed
for biodiversity
conservation and
local communities at
relevant demo sites

eco-tourism developments support procedures
established identified at all demo]| for eco-tourism
sites development in placg
in at least four demo
projects
2. Improved Some baseline Locally appropriate | Visitor resource
knowledge & information is information and centres and private

information about
eco-tourism within
and around each

presented in the
demo project
narrative documents

media coverage
being developed for
eco-tourism services

sector investors are
promoting local eco-
tourism services in a

demo site additional in at least four demo| least four demo

information will be sites projects

collected during yean

1 of demo

implementation
3.Improved Baseline information| Information needs | Appropriate
knowledge & is to be collected as | and capacity information on
information about part of the M&E limitations to inform | HIV/AIDS and
HIV/AIDS and framework tourists and local public health being

public health at each|
demo site (through
working with
partners competent i
this field)

development during
year 1 of demo
implementation

=

communities on
HIV/AIDS and
public health
understood

shared locally at eac|
demo project site

4. Partnerships and
networks of eco-

tourism bodies and
professionals formed

Some information
has been provided in
the demo project
narratives, but this
needs to be updated
during year 1 of
demo

implementation

Forums and meeting
are being organised
to explore network
formation/
strengthening
opportunities at all
demo sites

b Network bodies havd
been formed and
represent a growing
membership of
stakeholders in at
least three demo
project sites

“ “Policy and regulatory framework for EMS developedrhe project is proposing to change the wordirfighis indicator to reflect actions which

are more within the control of the project, andlwsilbmit an M&E framework for discussion at the et SCM to be held in August 2010. A
proposed re-wording is shown above.
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Project objective

Description of

Baseline level

Mid-term target

End-of-project

and Outcomes indicator target
5.“Evidence of Some information Data on eco-tourism| Analysis of data on
stakeholders has been provided iny facilities and service$ eco-tourism

diversifying their
eco-tourism activitieg
and revenue sourceg

at the demo sites”"

the demo project
narratives, but this
needs to be updated
during year 1 of
demo

are being regularly
collected at each
demo project site

operations complete
for all demo project
sites

implementation
Outcome 3: 1. Survey and GIS | A number of Survey work is GIS maps showing
Improved reef mapping of sensitive| previous projects actively on-going at | areas of sensitivity
recreation, areas and damaged | have undertaken all East African and damage to
management and sites completed marine/reef mapping| demo project sites | biodiversity
monitoring to a limited extent, published for all Eas

mechanisms in placs
at relevant demo
sites

and this information
needs to be verified
during year 1 of
demo
implementation

African demo project]
sites

2. Procurement,
installation,
management of reef
protection equipmen
as part of reef
management strateg

As above

Reef management
strategies being
actively discussed by
all appropriate East
African demo
projects and reef
protection equipmen
being ordered

Reef management

strategies with work
plans and protection
procedures in place
in at least two East

African demo project]
sites

3. Awareness and
Capacity Building
(CB) on reef
conservation being
sustained by local
stakeholders

Some information is
provided in the demd
project narrative

documents, but this

needs to be reviewed

during year 1 of
demo
implementation

Appropriate
stakeholders
identified and
awareness events al
information on reef
conservation being
shared at all East
African demo sites

Training and CB on
reef conservation ha
been undertaken at
chll E African demo
project locations and
there is evidence of
local stakeholder
interest to maintain
this

4. “Project
experiences on reef
area management
documented and
disseminated as a
contribution to
debates on improvin
regulatory

&

mechanisms

Baseline information
unavailable, but to bg
confirmed during
year 1 of demo
implementation

Appropriate locally
based government
agencies identified
and the primary
issues affecting reef
areas being debated

Demo project
experiences being
used to inform
appropriate locally
based government
agencies on
improving reef
management at all E|
African demo sites

Project area and main stakeholders

423. The COAST project is Regional in scope and supgdemonstration projects in 8 African countries
including Cameroon, The Gambia, Ghana, Kenya, Mdigme, Nigeria, Senegal and Tanzania.

Additionally the Seychelles is participating as "aartner country sharing lessons and experiences fr

PP “Number and type of new eco-tourism operationsnien” - The project is proposing to change the wagdif this indicator to reflect actions

which are more within the control of the projeatdawill submit an M&E framework for discussion hetsecond SCM to be held in August 2010. A

proposed re-wording is shown above.

* “Regulatory & institutional framework revised/dsliahed for reef area management” - The projegirgposing to change the wording of this
indicator to reflect actions which are more wittiie control of the project, and will submit an M&&amework for discussion on this at the second

SCM to be held in August 2010. Two proposed re-imslare shown above.
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demonstration projects that are part of a ‘sistéNDP/GEF funded Mainstreaming Biodiversity Project
which includes support to coastal tourism.

424. The Project Document mentions the following primastakeholders: National tourism
administrations; Tourism marketing authorities; Miries of Environment; Ministries of Tourism;
Ministries of Land Use / Planning; Town & countriapning authorities; Ministries of Industry; Minists

of Culture & Heritage; Ministries of Local Governmtg National Parks Authorities; Marine Parks
Authorities; NGOs; Local Communities and CBOs; Hotalséciations; Tour operators; and Chambers of
Commerce & Industry.

Executing Arrangements

425. UNEP is the GEF-designated Implementing Agency (f&) the project, responsible for overall
project supervision to ensure consistency with GBE UNEP policies and procedures, and is expeoted t
provide guidance on linkages with related UNEP @iidF funded activities. UNEP also has a responsibili
for regular liaison with the Executing Agency (EAh substantive and administrative matters, and for
participating in meetings and workshops as appat@riThe UNEP Task Manager (TM) and Financial
Management Officer (FMO) should provide assistamoce advice to the EA on project management (e.g.
revisions of work plan and budgets) and policy guaitk in relation to GEF procedures, requirements an
schedules. The TM and FMO are responsible for alear and transmission of financial and progressrtep

to the GEF. UNEP is expected to review and appabiv&ubstantive reports produced in accordance thigh
schedule of work.

426. The United Nations Industrial Development Organarat(UNIDO) is the EA of the project,
responsible for administrative and financial mamaget of the project. The EA is responsible for
timely production of financial and progress reptot&NEP.

427. The regional project management structure of tlogept is based at the Regional Coordination Unit
(RCU) located in the UNIDO office of Nairobi, supiered and assisted by the UNIDO Office in Vienna.

428. The Lead Agency of each country is sub-contractetdHIDO and has assigned a National Project
Coordinator to manage all day-to-day interventidnputs, reporting and communications at the nation
level, in consultation with the Regional Project @bnator. It has also nominated National Focal Boin
(NFPs), who are high-level individuals from Natibinistries of Tourism and of Environment, actiag
members of the project Steering Committee and ictggir National Steering Committee.

429. The project Steering Committee (SC) is composechefNFPs, representatives of UNEP, UNIDO,
UNWTO (as a lead partner and sub-contractor), db ageinvited technical experts. The National Focal
Points are expected to help assure intersectoraldic@ation within their country, as a step towards
sustainability. Through the establishment of intenisterial dialogue, it is anticipated that wider
involvement of other ministries and government depents will also be assured. The SC is expected to
meet annually to monitor past progress in projeetation, and to review and approve annual workgla
and budgets.

Project Cost and Financing
Table 3 presents a summary of expected costs pgvarent and financing sources for the project as
mentioned in the Project Document.

Table 3. Project costs and breakdown per componeiind financing source (US$)
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GEF: Project 3 US S 5,388,200
PDF 3 USS$S 626,400
Subtotal GEF : USS 6.014,600

Co-financing: National Governments Us $ 20,781.816
UNIDO Uss 200,000
UNEP/GPA Uss 25.000
WTO Us s 230,000
REDO Uss 100.000
Nat. Con. Res. Centre uUss$ 100.000
Ricerca US$ 1.800.000
Ghana Wildlife Us$ 50.000
African Business Roundtable Us s 10.000
SPIHT Uss 25.000
AU-STRC Us s 20.000
SNV (Netherlands Development Organization US $ 15.000

Subtotal Co-financing : US$ 23.356.816

Total Project Cost: (tentative) USS 29.37 million (GEF: US$ 6.01 million: others
USS 23.36 million)
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COMPONENT AND OUTPUT

BASELINE

CO-
FUNDING

GEF

1. CAPTURE OF BEST AVAILABLE PRACTICES
AND TECHNOLOGIES

$43,671,470

$11,232.470

$2.850,000

1.A. Identification of Best Available Practices (BAPS) and
Best Available Technologies (BATs) (on a global scale)
applicable to sustainable tourism within the sub-Saharan
African situation

$1.540.000

$828.000

$50.000

1.B. Implementation of National Demonstrations to
claborate Best Available Practices (BAPs) and Best
Available Technologies (BAPS) for Sustainable Tourism

$42.131.470

$10.404.470

$2.800.000

2. DEVELOPMENT AND IMPLEMENTATION OF
MECHANISMS FOR SUSTAINABLE TOURISM
GOVERNANCE AND MANAGEMENT

$13,619,920

$3,376,409

$300.000

2.A National reviews and assessments of poliey. legislation.
nstitutional arrangements and financial mechanisms to
identify needs and requirements

$7.207.920

$727.682

$50.000

2.B. Development of model guidelines and individual
national strategies and work-plans for Sustainable Tourism
based on 2.A and the Qutputs from Component 1

$2.420.000

$1.381.363

$100.000

2.C Implementation of individual national strategies and
work-plans for Sustainable Tourism

$3.992.000

$1.267.364

$150.000

3. ASSESSMENT AND DELIVERY OF TRAINING &
CAPACITY REQUIREMENTS EMPHASISING AN
INTEGRATED APPROACH TO SUSTAINABLE
TOURISM

$1,028.870

$900,334

$150,000

3.A. Assessment of national baselines and requirements
within various sectors

§308.661

$388.913

$50.000

3.B. Development of sectoral model packages and
guidelines for national dissemination

$205.774

$138.641

$50.000

3.C. Adoption and implementation of national programmes
for T&CB (with agreed work-plans) targeting relevant sector

$514.435

$372.781

$50.000

4. INFORMATION CAPTURE, MANAGEMENT AND
DISSEMINATION

$8.,469.010

$4,624,648

$500.000

4.A Establish a Regional Information Coordination House
(RICH) and an associated Environmental Information
Management and Advisory System (EIMAS) that
coordinates information and provides guidance and materials
for the capture and analysis and disseminati

o
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$1.470.790

$140.000

4.B Identity national data capture and management needs
(including GIS. mapping. zoning. monitoring. presentation.
ctc)

$905.262

$867.421

£80.000

4.C. Develop national models for Environmental
Information Management and Advisory Systems (including
feedbacks between data gathering and policy-making needs).

$1.810.524

$923.341

$180.000

4.D. Implement national work-plans for EIMAS adoption
and institutionalisation

$452.631

$481.234

$50.000

4.E. Develop and implement national delivery programmes
tor targeted awareness packages and policy level
sensitisation

$2.135.200

$881.862

$50.000

5. PROJECT MANAGEMENT COORDINATION,
MONITORING AND EVALUATION

$2,435,000

$3,222,955

$1,588,200

5.A. Establish Project Coordination Unit
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5.B. Establish Regional Coordination Mechanisms (Steering
Committees and Technical Advisory Groups) $457.500 $461.700 $150.000

5.C. Establish National Coordination Mechanisms (National
Stakeholder Committees and Technical Advisory Groups) $1.142.500 $1.366.526 $350.000

5.D. Adopt appropriate indicators and necessary M&E
proecedures (including assessment and evaluation of post-

project sustainability) $210.000 $241.273 $365,000
TOTALS $60,224,270 | $23,356,816 | 5,388,200

Source: Project Document

Table 4: Partners Co-funding Commitments from the Fanning (PDF-b) Phase:

Partne Cash ! In-kind $ Total §

UNIDO 200,00( 100,00( 300,00(
UNWTO 230,00( 230,00(
UNEP/GP# 25,00( - 25,00(
REDO Ghan - 100,00 10000C
Nat.Con.Res.Cent - 100,00( 100,00(
RICERCA NGC 1,800,001
Wildlife Soc Ghan 50,00(
African Business Roundtal | 10,00( 10,00(
SPIHT Cameroc 25,00( 25,00(
AU-STRC 20,00( 20,00(
SNV Netherlanc 15,00( 15,00(
Cameroo 490,00(
Gambi 167,67¢
Ghani 1,000,210
Kenye 525,00(
Mozambiqu 262,38(
Nigerie- site 1 2,156,25!

- site Z 2,094,12.
Senega- site ] 300,00(

- site ¢ 405,24
Seychelle!s2 695,50(
Tanzanii 3,066,58.
Grand Total 13,837,7CF

Source: COAST Project Inception Report, 2009

Project Implementation Issues

The project is now entering its third year of opera Some good work and achievements were
accomplished so far, at the regional level. Howesignificant delays occurred since project outset a
continued into FY10, especially with regards to #utivation of all major contractual arrangements a
setting-up of teams and operations at all the detnation sites. This situation has been and coesita be
negatively affecting most elements of the projddterefore in general terms the project has madg ver
limited progress to date, and (a) it was assigmeolvarall Marginally Unsatisfactory rating for inet PIR for
FY10, and (b) it is currently under a close supgovi plan by UNEP, with monthly management meetings
between UNEP Task Manager, UNIDO Project Managet Regional Coordinator, to closely monitor
progress.

Mitigation measures are being put in place, andxract from the PIR for FY10 (report issued in 2010
and covering period: July 2009 to July 2010), iathks that: “In the coming year, the pace of pragres
towards stated outcomes and delivery of agreedutsjtpespecially at the site level, has to increase
significantly, if the project is to be back on tkadhis will be critical in order to avoid a postglJ rating in
FY 2011. Such rating would require immediate angomahanges in the project design and set-up, and

32 Output 3 of the Mainstreaming Biodiversity projécthe Seychelles directly links with the COASTjasttives and has a budget of $695,500.

22 Total derived from evidence of written commitments
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significant re-adjustments to the project workpdamd budget. At this stage [July 2010] it appeass &hat
the project Mid-Term Evaluation will also have te postponed [it was planned for January 2011] aallit
not be possible to assess any significant progres® site level, in the originally planned timmarhe.” The
above underscores the concern over the statue afeimonstration projects, where national partneryet
at the very inception stages of their planned waiitf) just over 2 years remaining till project carsion.

Financial disbursement from UNEP to UNIDO is gqusignificant and now standing close to 50% of total
project budget. However the actual level of finahaisbursement from UNIDO to sub-contractors and
country partners remains yet rather limited (e@t approaching 20% of total budget after 3 yeaagy
country reports on actual expenditures are eveerpthius indicating very limited progress on atig the
ground.

In sum, the projects is characterised by the fdhgwcombination of factors including: the limitedtaal
expenditures levels and financial delivery; limitédany- progress at most demonstration projectde 8
partner countries that are yet in the early stagfesnplementation of their sub-contracts. In theoab
context, the budget allocation for project manageneests and RCU staff being used-up now for almost 3
years, and this is becoming a clear limiting fadtoat will define the actual project duration, ate
associated scope and realistic/possible achievenoéritemonstration project in the limited time rémivag

for the project.

The above situation is likely to require carefuhsineration and MTE advice with regards to possible
adaptive management actions that can be appliedjtst the project structure and ensure the acimere
of most major objectives, within existing consttajras well as within budget and time limitations.

TERMS OF REFERENCE FOR THE EVALUATION

Objective and Scope of the Evaluation

430. In line with the UNEP Evaluation Polit} and the UNEP Evaluation Mant&IMid-term Evaluation
(MTE) of the Project “Demonstrating and Capturing Best Practices and Téoties

for the Reduction of Land-sourced Impacts Resulfimgn Coastal Tourism (short title: COAST)” is
undertaken half way through project implementattonanalyze whether the project is on-track, what
problems or challenges the project is encounteand, what corrective actions are required. The MIIE
assess project performance to date (in terms eVaeke, effectiveness and efficiency), and detezrtiie
likelihood of the project achieving its intendedaames and impacts, including their sustainability.

The MTE has two primary purposes: (i) to providédemce of results to date and of the likelihood of
outcomes and impact in the future, to meet accailityarequirements, and (ii) to identify the chatiges
and risks to achievement of the project objectaed to derive corrective actions needed for théeptdo
achieve maximum impact and sustainability. In addjtthe MTE is expected to promote learning, feadh
and knowledge sharing through results and lessaraéd among UNEP, UNIDO, UNWTO, the GEF and
their partners. It will focus on the following set key questions based on the project’s Logframe and
current implementation issues, which may be expabgethe consultant as deemed appropriate:

a) What is the status of the demonstration projects?s the capacity of each partner organization at
the national level adequate to support the timagcation of the demonstration projects within the
remaining time frame? If not, how can this aspecirbproved? Is the operational, managerial and
administrative support deployed by UNIDO to suppie country-level demonstration projects
adequate to the task at hand? If not, how canaspect be improved? In the current context, what
can realistically be achieved in each country ettte remaining to the project?

b) Can the project realistically achieve its intendedoutputs and objectives within the time
remaining? If not, what would be a more realistic time fraorevhat activities should be prioritized
so that the main outputs and objectives can stiththieved in a timely manner? Can the major sub-
contracts (e.g. UNWTO, Reef-conservation, etc.) aitter regional-level consultancies be

3% http://www.unep.org/eou/StandardsPolicyandPrastldNEPEvaluationPolicy/tabid/3050/language/en-léSdDIt. aspx
135 http://www.unep.org/eou/StandardsPolicyandPrastldNEPEvaluationManual/tabid/2314/language/en-@&i0it. aspx
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effectively completed within the remaining time tbke project? Will the results of these regional-
level components effectively support the achievemef key project objectives at the
regional/country/local level?

What are the key challenges to project implementatin and what remedies can be proposed?
What are the main issues underlying the significeahys incurred so far in project execution? How
can these issues be addressed within the limitexadting resources and within the project
timeframe?

What is the likely expected impact of the projectn the current context? Is the project in a
position to achieve its targets as spelled outtsnM&E Logical Framework (table 2)? Can the
project ensure the completion, wide disseminatiwth @doption of proposed measures and plans for
the sustainable development of costal tourism éntéinget countries and areas? Is the projectdgakin
advantage of most recent best practices in costabgement? |Is the project in a position to develop
and support the uptake of the intended highly imtiee practices in coastal tourism?

Overall Approach and Methods

The MTE of the “COAST” Project will be conducted lmne independent consultant under the overall
responsibility and management of the UNEP Evalua@dfice (Nairobi), in consultation with the UNEP
GEF Coordination Office (Nairobi), and the UNEP DEFEF Task Manager, and the UNIDO Evaluation

Office.

The MTE will be an in-depth evaluation using a ggvatory approach whereby key stakeholders aré kep
informed and consulted throughout the evaluatioocgss. Both quantitative and qualitative evaluation
methods will be used to determine project achievesagainst the expected outputs, outcomes anccimpa

The findings of the evaluation will be based onftiilwing:

(@) A desk reviewof project document¥ including, but not limited to:

* Relevant background documentatidnier alia UNEP and GEF policies, strategies and
programmes pertaining to the development of susltdéntourism in costal areas; and the
preliminary documents prepared under the PDF-Btgraeteding the project;

* Project design documents including the Stakehotdeticipation plan; Annual Work Plans
and Budgets or equivalent, revisions to the lodi@hework and project financing;

» Project reports such as progress and financialrtepmom UNWTO, countries, consultants
and sub-contractors to the UNIDO/RCU and from the D®Ito UNEP; Steering Committee
meeting minutes; annual Project Implementation Reviend relevant correspondence;

« Documentation related to project outputs as postetthe project website.

(b)  Interviews™ with:

» Project management and execution support in theD@WRCU (Nairobi);

* UNEP Task Manager, UNEP IW Portfolio Manager, andd-Management Officer (Nairobi)
and the UNIDO Project Manager and Fund Managem(vag;

* Representatives major partners and sub-contra@aysUNWTO)

e Country lead execution partners, including the dtal Demo Project Coordinators and the
National Focal Points, and other relevant partaethe national ;

* Relevant consultants and other project partners.

(c) Country visits to demonstration projects. The evaluation team will visit three/four

demonstration projects. These will be selectedheyHEvaluation Office, in coordination with
UNEP, UNIDO and RCU, and giving due consideratiorcdst-effectiveness, budget and time

1% Documents to be provided by the UNEP and UNDRisted in Annex 7.

137 Face-to-face or through any other appropriatensieécommunication
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factors as well as the need for an adequate amds@qtative sample to support the findings of
the evaluation.

Key Evaluation principles

Evaluation findings and judgements should be basesbund evidence and analysjclearly documented
in the evaluation report. Information will be tr@grated (i.e. verified from different sources) ke textent
possible, and when verification was not possiliie,dingle source will be mentiort& Analysis leading to
evaluative judgements should always be clearlylepelut.

The evaluation will assess the project with resp@atminimum set of evaluation criteriagrouped in four
categories:_(1) Attainment of objectives and plahnesults which comprises the assessment of outputs
achieved, relevance, effectiveness and efficienoy the review of outcomes towards impacts; (2)
Sustainability and catalytic rglevhich focuses on financial, socio-political, ihgional and ecological
factors conditioning sustainability of project ocoiees, and also assesses efforts and achievemestsnis

of replication and up-scaling of project lessonsd good practices; (3) Processes affecting attaibraén
project resultswhich covers project preparation and readinespleémentation approach and management,
stakeholder participation and public awarenesshitpuownership/driven-ness, project finance, UNEP
supervision and backstopping, and project monigpaind evaluation systems; and (4) Complementarity wi
UNEP strategies and programm@&$e consultant evaluator can propose other etiatueriteria as deemed
appropriate.

Ratings. All evaluation criteria will be rated on a sixipbscale. However, complementarity of the project
with UNEP strategies and programmes is not ratede& 2 provides detailed guidance on how the differ
criteria should be rated and how ratings shoulddgregated for the different evaluation criteriategories.

In attempting to attribute any outcomes and impactshe project, the evaluators should consider the
difference betweemwhat has happened withand what would have happened withoutthe project. This
implies that there should be consideration of theeline conditions and trends in relation to therided
project outcomes and impacts. This also meansthige should be plausible evidence to attributeh suc
outcomes and impacts to the actions of the profmmnetimes, adequate information on baseline dondit
and trends is lacking. In such cases this shouldlé&rly highlighted by the evaluators, along wathy
simplifying assumptions that were taken to enabéedvaluator to make informed judgements aboueptoj
performance.

Particular attention should be given to identifyiimgplementation challenges and risks to achievimg t
expected project objectives and sustainability. réfoee, when reviewing progress to date, thwy?”
question should be at the front of the consultant’s mirldtalough the evaluation exercise. This means that
the consultant needs to go beyond the assessménhaf’ the project performance is to date, and enak
serious effort to provide a deeper understandingwdfy” the performance is as it is, i.e. of proess
affecting attainment of project results (criteriader category 3 presented below). This should geothe
basis for the corrective actions recommended byetfzduation and the lessons that can be drawn fhem
project. In fact, the usefulness of the evaluatigih be determined to a large extent by the capagitthe
consultant to explain “why things happened” as theppened and are likely to evolve in this or that
direction, which goes well beyond the mere assessoféwhere things stand” today.

Evaluation criteria

Attainment of Objectives and Planned Results
The evaluation should assess the relevance ofrtfjectis objectives and the extent to which theszew
effectively and efficiently achieved or are expede be achieved.

(@) Achievement of Outputs and Activitiesssess, for each component, the project's sudcess
producing the programmed outputs as presentedbie Paabove, both in quantity and quality,
as well as their usefulness and timeliness. Briefiplain the degree of success of the project in
achieving its different outputs, cross-referencemgy needed to more detailed explanations

% Individuals should not be mentioned by name &frgmity needs to be preserved.
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provided under Section 3 (which covers the proces$kecting attainment of project results).
The status of progress, achievements and prospeetsch of the demonstration projects will
receive particular attention, as well as the stafusl major sub-contracts and consultancies.

(b) RelevanceAssess, in retrospect, whether the project’satiyjes and implementation strategies
were consistent with: i) Sub-regional environmergalies and needs related to the sustainable
development of coastal tourism; ii) the UNEP maedatd policies at the time of design and
implementation; and iii) the GEF International Watéocal area, strategic priorities and the
relevant operational program(s).

(c) EffectivenessAssess whether the project is on track in achgvta main objectivesand
targets under each component as presented in Rableove. Briefly explain what factors
affected the project’s success in achieving itectdjes, cross-referencing as needed to more
detailed explanations provided under Section 3.

(d) Efficiency Assess the cost-effectiveness and timeliness@éq execution to date. Describe
any cost- or time-saving measures put in placdtemgpting to implement the project within its
programmed budget and (extended) timeframe. Anahme delays have affected project
execution, costs and effectiveness. Wherever pessibmpare the cost and time over results
ratios of the project with that of other similaofacts. Give special attention to efforts by the
project teams to make use of / build upon pre-ggshstitutions, agreements and partnerships,
data sources, synergies and complementaritieso#lir initiatives, programmes and projects
etc. to increase project efficiency.

(e) Review of Outcomes to Impacts (RORgconstruct the logical pathways from project atgp
over achieved objectives towards impacts, taking atcount performance and impact drivers,
assumptions and the roles and capacities of keysaahd stakeholders, using the methodology
presented in the GEF Evaluation Office’s ROtl Ptamter's Handbook® (summarized in
Annex 6 of the TORs). Appreciate to what extent phgject has to date contributed, and is
likely in the future to further contribute to chasgin stakeholder behavioas regards: i)
establishment of local and national coordination clna@isms to promote sustainable
development of tourism in coastal areas, with comityuinvolvement; ii) Biodiversity
conservation measures integrated in coastal zorgamsment plans; and the likelihood of those
leading to_changes in the natural resource :bayeprevented degradation or recovery of
degraded coastal zone areas; and c) conservedistaihsbly used marine and costal biological
diversity.

Sustainability and catalytic role

Sustainability is understood as the probability of continued tergn project-derived results and impacts
after the external project funding and assistanmds.eThe evaluation will identify and assess thg ke
conditions or factors that are likely to undermarecontribute to the persistence of benefits. Sofrtaese
factors might be direct results of the project whidthers will include contextual circumstances or
developments that are not under control of thegotdput that may condition sustainability of betgefrhe
evaluation should ascertain to what extent angtiitegy for the project has been prepared andpnoject
results will be sustained and enhanced over tinhe. valuation will have to ascertain that the proje
looking further than its immediate outputs, fortamee at how the measures to support sustainabtal co
tourism development will be sustained after promnpletion. Application of the ROtl method will &ds

in the evaluation of sustainability.

Four aspects of sustainability will be addressed:

(a) Socio-political sustainability.Are there any social or political factors that mafluence
positively or negatively the sustenance of profesults and progress towards impacts? Is the
level of ownership by the main national and registakeholders sufficient to allow for the
project results to be sustained? Are there sufficgpvernment and stakeholder awareness,

139 http://www. thegef.org/gef/sites/thegef.org/filemtdments/Impact_Eval-Review_of_Outcomes_to_ImpRais- handbook.pdf

104



(b)

(©)

(d)

COAST Project — Mid Term Evaluation Report

interests, commitment and incentives to executérea and pursue the programmes, plans,
agreements, monitoring systems etc. prepared amgédgpon under the project? What is the
project doing to ensure this socio-political suzaility of results and benefits?

Financial resourcesTo what extent are the continuation of projecultssand the eventual
impact of the project dependent on continued firdnsupport? What is the likelihood that
adequate financial resouré®awill be or will become available to implement theogrammes,
plans, agreements, monitoring systems etc. prepanddagreed upon under the project? Are
there any financial risks that may jeopardize swatee of project results and onward progress
towards impact? What concrete efforts is the ptajeaking to ensure financial sustainability of
results and benefits?

Institutional framework.To what extent is the sustenance of the resuldscemwvard progress
towards impact dependent on issues relating titutishal frameworks and governance? How
robust are the institutional achievements so fachsas governance structures and processes,
policies, sub-regional agreements, legal and adability frameworks etc. required to
sustaining project results and to lead those tcaohpn human behaviour and environmental
resources? How is the project contributing to thestainability of these institutional
achievements?

Environmental sustainabilityAre there any environmental factors, positive egative, that can
influence the future flow of project benefits? Atleere any project outputs or higher level
results that are likely to affect the environmenmhich, in turn, might affect sustainability of
project benefits? How is the project dealing withse?

Catalytic Role and Replication Thecatalytic roleof GEF-funded and UNEP-implemented interventians i
embodied in their approach of supporting the cosatif an enabling environment and of investingilotp
activities which are innovative and showing how regproaches can work. UNEP and the GEF also aim to
support activities that upscale new approachesratianal, regional or global level, with a viewdohieve
sustainable global environmental benefits. Theuatan will assess the catalytic role played by fhioject,
namely to what extent the project is:

@

(b)

(©

(d)

(€)

()

catalyzing behavioural changés terms of use and application by the relevaakettolders of:

i) technologies and approaches show-cased by tmeomstration projects; ii) strategic
programmes and plans developed; and iii) assessmmemtitoring and management systems
established at a national and sub-regional level;

providing incentives (social, economic, market based, competencied &iccontribute to
catalyzing changes in stakeholder behaviour;

contributing toinstitutional changesAn important aspect of the catalytic role of thejgct is
its contribution to institutional uptake or mairestming of project-piloted approaches in the
national demonstration projects;

contributing topolicy changegon paper and in implementation of policy);

contributing to sustained follow-on financingafalytic financing from Governments, the GEF
or other donors;

creating opportunities for particular individualsiostitutions (‘thampiony) to catalyze change
(without whom the project would not have achieviafits results).

Replication in the context of UNEP and GEF projects, is dadias lessons and experiences coming out of
the project that are replicated (experiences greated and lessons applied in different geogragteas) or
scaled up (experiences are repeated and lessolisdajppthe same geographic area but on a mucledarg

10 Those resources can be from multiple source$, aathe public and private sectors, income gengrattivities, other development projects

etc.
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scale and funded by other sources). The evaluatitinassess the approach adopted by the project to
promote replication effects and appreciate to vexént actual replication has already occurreds dikely

to occur in the near future, with special attentiorthe demonstration projects conducted undeCBAST
project. What are the factors that may influencglication and scaling up of project experiences and
lessons? In this particular case, the evaluatioh agisess how the project has made sure that plans,
programmes, institutions, agreements and managesystems developed or under development are going
to be put to good use in the framework of natiaval regional development plans for the targetedtaba
areas.

Processes affecting attainment of project results

Preparation and Readiness Are the project’s objectives and components ¢lpeacticable and feasible
within its timeframe? Were the capacities of exegutigencies properly considered when the projext w
designed? Is the project document clear and rigalstenable effective and efficient implementatiokre

the partnership arrangements properly identified #re roles and responsibilities well negotiated? A
counterpart resources (funding, staff, and faesitiand enabling legislation assured? Are adequrafect
management arrangements in place? Have lessonfrmmnrelevant projects been properly incorporated
the project design and implementation? Are lessessied and recommendations from Steering Committee
meetings adequately being integrated in the prajpptoach? What factors influenced the qualityratyeof

the project design, choice of partners, allocatibfinancial resources etc.?

Implementation Approach and Adaptive Management This includes an analysis of approaches used by
the project, its management framework, the prggecdaptation to changing conditions (adaptive
management), the performance of the implementaticangements and partnerships, relevance of changes
in project design, and overall performance of prbjeanagement. The evaluation will:

(@) Ascertain to what extent the project implementatimechanisms outlined in the project
document are being followed and are effective livdgng project outputs and outcomes. Have
pertinent adaptations been made to the approaciysadly proposed?

(b) Assess the role and performance of the units amdnitiees established and the project
execution arrangements at all levels;

(c) Evaluate the effectiveness and efficiency of projpanagement by UNIDO at the regional
level, and by the National Lead Agencies at coufgwmel. How well is management able to
adapt to changes during the life of the project?

(d) Assess the extent to which project management sporsive to direction and guidance
provided by the Steering Committee and UNEP;

(e) Identify administrative, operational and/or teclahiproblems and constraints that influence the
effective implementation of the project, and howe tbroject partners try to overcome these
problems.

Stakeholder* Participation and Public Awareness The term stakeholder should be considered in the
broadest sense, encompassing project partnersrngoeet institutions, private interest groups, local
communities etc. The assessment will look at thetsted and often overlapping processes: (1) indbion
dissemination between stakeholders, (2) consuttdtietween stakeholders, and (3) active engagenfent o
stakeholders in project decision making and a@tiwitThe evaluation will specifically assess:

(@) the approach(es) used to identify and engage stédeats in project design and implementation.
What are the strengths and weaknesses of theseampps with respect to the project’s
objectives and the stakeholders’ motivations arghcities? What is the achieved degree and

11 gtakeholders are the individuals, groups, irtititis, or other bodies that have an interest deesia the outcome of the project. The term also
applies to those potentially adversely affectedheyproject.
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effectiveness of collaboration and interactionswieeih the various project partners and
stakeholders during the course of implementatiohefproject?

the effectiveness of any public awareness actd/itiat are being undertaken by the project;
how the results of the project engage users’ contiegnand their institutions in improved

management and sustainable use of the naturalroestwase of the coastal areas in target
countries.

The ROl analysis should assist the consultandémtifying the key stakeholders and their respeatoles,
capabilities and motivations in each step of thesabpathway from activities to achievement of atg@and
objectives to impact.

Country Ownership and Driven-ness.The evaluation will assess the performance ofGbgernments of
the 9 African countries participating in the prdjeamely:

@

(b)

(©

(d)

in how the Governments are assuming responsilfibitythe project and providing adequate
support to project execution, including the degoéecooperation received so far from the
various lead institutions in the countries involiedhe project and the timeliness of provision
of counter-part funding to project activities;

to what extent the political and institutional frework of the participating countries has been
conducive to project performance. Look, in particuht the extent of the political commitment
to enforce local agreements and sustainable use I@lZis promoted under the project;

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

how responsive the Governments have been to UNID&j®nal coordination and guidance,
and to UNEP supervision recommendations.

Financial Planning and Management This requires the assessment of the quality dfedtiveness of
financial planning and control of financial rescesdhroughout the project’s lifetime. The MTE wibk at
actual project costs by activities compared to letidfvariances), financial management (including
disbursement issues), and co-financing. The evaluatill:

(@)

(b)

(©

(d)

Verify the application of proper standards (claritysansparency, audit etc.) and timeliness of
financial planning, management and reporting tausnshat sufficient and timely financial
resources are available to the project and it\pest

Appreciate other administrative processes sucteaslitment of staff, procurement of goods
and services (including consultants), preparatiah reegotiation of cooperation agreements etc.
to the extent that these might influence projectgpmance;

Present to what extent co-financing has materidlstefar as compared to what was expected at
project approval (see Table 1). Report country nasfting to the project overall, and to support
project activities at the national level in partaou The evaluation will provide a breakdown of
actual costs and co-financing for the differenfjgcbcomponents (see tables in Annex 3).

Describe the resources the project has leverageck snception and indicate how these
resources are contributing to the project’s ultenaijective. Leveraged resources are additional
resources—beyond those committed to the projeeffitt the time of approval—that are
mobilized later as a direct result of the projéetveraged resources can be financial or in-kind
and they may be from other donors, NGQO'’s, foundaticgovernments, communities or the
private sector.

UNEP Supervision and BackstoppingThe purpose of supervision is to verify the qyadibd timeliness of
project execution in terms of finances, adminigtraend achievement of outputs and outcomes, iardal
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identify and recommend ways to deal with problenisctv arise during project execution. Such problems
may be related to project management but may agolhie technical/institutional substantive issugs i
which UNEP has a major contribution to make. Thal@ators should assess the effectiveness of sspavi
and administrative and financial support providgdNEP including:

@
(b)
(©

(d)
(€)

The adequacy of project supervision plans, inpatspocesses;
The emphasis given to outcome monitoring (resudised project management);

The realism and candour of project reporting artihga (i.e. are PIR ratings an accurate
reflection of the project realities and risks);

The quality of documentation of project supervisamtivities; and

Financial, administrative and other fiduciary asped project implementation supervision.

Monitoring and Evaluation. The evaluation will include an assessment of dbality, application and
effectiveness of project monitoring and evaluatiglans and tools, including an assessment of risk
management based on the assumptions and risksfigtenh the project document. The evaluation will
appreciate how information generated by the M&Beysduring project implementation is being used to
adapt and improve project execution, achievementitfomes and ensuring sustainability. M&E is asses
on three levels:

@

(b)

M&E Design Projects should have sound M&E plans to moniesults and track progress

towards achieving project objectives. An M&E pldrosld include a baseline (including data,

methodology, etc.), SMART indicators and data anglgystems, and evaluation studies at
specific times to assess results. The timeframevéoious M&E activities and standards for

outputs should be specified. The evaluators widl tie following questions to help assess the
M&E design aspects:

= Quality of the project logframe as a planning andnitoring instrument: compare and
assess the Logframe in the Project Document andLtigframe used in the Project
Implementation Review reports to report progressatoa achieving project objectives;

= SMART-ness of indicators: Are there specific indizatin the logframe for each of the
project objectives? Are the indicators measuradi@jnable (realistic) and relevant to the
objectives? Are the indicators time-bound?

= Adequacy of baseline information: To what exterdg haseline information on performance
indicators been collected and presented in a cteamer? Was the methodology for the
baseline data collection explicit and reliable?

= Arrangements for monitoring: Have the responsibgitfor M&E activities been clearly
defined? Were the data sources and data colle@tistnuments appropriate? Was the
frequency of various monitoring activities spedfiend adequate? In how far were project
users involved in monitoring?

= Arrangements for evaluation: Have specific targetd deadlines been specified for project
outputs? Has the desired level of achievement bpecified for all indicators of objectives
and outcomes? Are there adequate provisions inle@l instruments binding project
partners to fully collaborate in evaluations?

» Budgeting and funding for M&E activities: Determirvehether support for M&E was
budgeted adequately and is funded in a timely éstiuring implementation.

M&E Plan ImplementationThe evaluation will verify that:

= the M&E system is operational and facilitates tiynélacking of results and progress
towards projects objectives throughout the prdjagiementation period;

108



COAST Project — Mid Term Evaluation Report

= annual project reports and Progress Implementa®eniew (PIR) reports are complete,
accurate and with well justified ratings;

= the information provided by the M&E system is rgalleing used to improve project
performance and to adapt to changing needs.

Complementarities with the UNEP strategies and proggmmes
UNEP aims to undertake GEF funded projects thadlgeed with its own strategies. The evaluatioousth
present a brief narrative on the following issues:

@

(b)

(©

(d)

Linkage to UNEP’s Expected Accomplishments and P@a0-2011. The UNEP MTS
specifies desired results in six thematic focaharerhe desired results are termed Expected
Accomplishments. Using the completed ROtl analytli® evaluation should comment on
whether the project makes a tangible contributiorany of the Expected Accomplishments
specified in the UNEP MTS. The magnitude and ext#nany contributions and the causal
linkages should be fully described. Whilst it i€ognised that UNEP GEF projects designed
prior to the production of the UNEP Medium Termatgy (MTS}*¥ Programme of Work
(POW) 2010/11 would not necessarily be aligned witle Expected Accomplishments
articulated in those documents, complementaritiag still exist.

Alignment with the Bali Strategic Plan (B&P) The current and intended outcomes and
achievements of the project should be briefly dised in relation to the objectives of the
UNEP BSP.

Gender Ascertain to what extent project design, impletagon and monitoring take into
consideration: (i) possible gender inequalities aiccess to and the control over natural
resources; (ii) specific vulnerabilities of womendachildren to environmental degradation or
disasters; and (iii) the role of women in mitigatior adapting to environmental changes and
engaging in environmental protection and rehalidita Appreciate whether the intervention is
likely to have any lasting impacts on gender edqualnd the relationship between women and
the environment. Are there any unresolved gend=gualities that could affect sustainability of
project benefits?

South-South CooperatioThis is regarded as the exchange of resourcesnakdy, and
knowledge between developing countries. Brieflycdég any aspects of the project that could
be considered as examples of South-South Cooperation

The Evaluator
For this evaluation, one independent consultaritheilhired. The evaluator will have the followingpertise
and experience:

(@)
(b)

(©
(d)

Evaluation of large, multi-country, UN-implementadd GEF-funded environmental projects

Expertise in Integrated Coastal Zone Managementnpign sustainable tourism development
and biodiversity conservation, including internaib cooperation, institutional strengthening,
community and CSOs involvement, in the field ofemmational waters, development of
sustainable costal tourism, community-based dewebop programmes, natural resources
management and biodiversity conservation.

Good knowledge of UNEP-GEF portfolio and areas ofkv

Management of large regional development projegdemning, multi-stakeholder coordination,
finances and administration, monitoring etc.

42 hitp://www.unep.org/PDF/FinalMTSGCSS-X-8.pdf

3 http://www.unep.org/GC/GC23/documents/GC23-6-aduiil.
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(e) The evaluator should not have been associated téhdesign and implementation of the
project. The evaluator will work under the overalpervision of the Chief, Evaluation Office,
UNEP. The evaluator should be educated to postgtadlevel with expertise in natural
resource-related topics. He/she should also hagefdtlowing minimum qualifications: (i)
experience in natural resources and coastal zomageaent and tourism; (ii) experience with
management and implementation of regional projdits experience with GEF project
evaluation. Knowledge of UNEP programmes and brno&de- activities is desirable. Fluency
in oral and written English is a must, and Frenesimble.

The Consultant will be responsible for the data collection analgsis phase of the evaluation, and for
preparing the evaluation report. (S)He will enstina all evaluation criteria are adequately covdrgdhe
evaluation.

By undersigning the service contract with UNEP/UNG@N consultant certifies that he/she has not been
associated with the design and implementation ef gihoject in any way which may jeopardize their
independence and impartiality towards project agbieents and project partner performance. In additio
they will not have any future interests (within sidonths after completion of their contract) with the
project’s executing or implementing units.

Evaluation Deliverables and Review Procedures

The main evaluation report should be brief (no longer than 35 pages — exotutlie executive summary
and annexes), to the point and written in plain lEhg The report will follow the annotated Table of
Contents outlined in Annex 1. It must explain thegose of the evaluation, exactly what was evatuatel

the methods used (with their limitations). The mepaill present evidence-based and balanced firgling
consequent conclusions, lessons and recommendatitish will be cross-referenced to each other. The
report should be presented in a way that makesirtftemation accessible and comprehensible. Any
dissident views in response to evaluation findwdkbe appended in footnote or annex as approgriat

Report summary. The Evaluator will prepare a 15-slide presenteiommarizing the key findings, lessons
learned and recommendations of the evaluation. gurpose of this presentation is to engage the main
project partners in a discussion on the evaluatiesults and obtain their by-in into the MTE
recommendations.

Review of the draft evaluation report The Evaluator will submit the first draft repéatest byNovember

25" 2011to the UNEP EO and revise the draft following tmenments and suggestions made by the EO.
The EO will then share the first draft report withe UNEP/DEPI/GEF Task Manager for review and
comments. UNEP/DEPI/GEF will forward the first dregport to the other project stakeholders, inipaledr

the Regional Coordination Unit of the project ahd National Project Coordinators and their coungrel
host institutions, and the UNIDO Evaluation Offif@ review and comments. Stakeholders may provide
feedback on any errors of fact and may highlighe #ignificance of such errors in any conclusions.
Comments would be expected within two weeks afterdraft report has been shared. Any comments or
responses to the draft report will be sent to thN&EB EO for collation. The EO will provide the commeto

the Evaluator byL.6" December 201%or consideration in preparing the final draft@ep The Evaluator will
submit the final draft report b1 December 2011that is no later than 2 weeks after reception of
stakeholder comments. The Evaluator will preparesponse to commentshat contradict the findings of
the evaluator and could therefore not be accommaddatthe final report. This response will be areteio

the MTE report to ensure full transparency.

Consultations will be held between the consulte@,staff, the UNEP/GEF, UNEP/DEPI and key members

of the project execution team, including UNIDO e staff. These consultations will seek feedbatkhe

proposed recommendations and lessons.

Submission of the final Terminal Evaluation report The final report shall be submitted by Email to:
Segbedzi Norgbey, Chief

UNEP Evaluation Office
P.O. Box 30552-00100
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Nairobi, Kenya
Tel.: (+254-20) 762 3387
Email: segbedzi.norgbey@unep.org

The Chief of Evaluation will share the report witte following persons:

Maryam Niamir-Fuller, Director
UNEP/GEF Coordination Office
Nairobi, Kenya

Email: maryam.niamir-fuller@unep.org

Ibrahim Thiaw, Director
UNEP/DEPI

Nairobi, Kenya

Email: ibrahim.thiaw@unep.org

Heinz Leuenberger

UNIDO Director of Environment Management Branch
Vienna, Austria

Email: H.Leuenberger@unido.org

The final evaluation report will be published ore tHNEP Evaluation Office web-siteww.unep.org/eou
and may be printed in hard copy. Subsequentlyrepert will be sent to the GEF Office of Evaluatifom
their review, appraisal and inclusion on the GEbBsite.

As per usual practice, the UNEP EO will preparquality assessmenbf the zero draft and final draft
report, which is a tool for providing structurecediback to the evaluation consultant. The qualityhef
report will be assessed and rated against both@BRJNEP criteria as presented in Annex 4.

The UNEP Evaluation Office will also prepare@mmentary on the final evaluation report, which presents
the EO ratings of the project based on a careftéve of the evidence collated by the evaluatiomtead
the internal consistency of the report. These gatare the final ratings that the UNEP Evaluatidiic® will
submit to the GEF Evaluation Office.

Resources and Schedule of the Evaluation

This Terminal Evaluation will be undertaken by amlépendent evaluation consultant contracted by the
UNEP Evaluation Office. The consultant will workder the overall responsibility of the UNEP Evaloati
Office and will consult with the EO on any proceallend methodological matters related to the evalna

It is, however, the consultant’s individual respbiiy to obtain documentary evidence, set up rimegt
with stakeholders, and plan field visits. The UNE&sk Manager, UNIDO/RCU and regional and national
project staff will provide logistical support (istluctions, helping to set up meetings, and arrargeport,
lodging etc.) for the country visits where necegsatlowing the consultant to conduct the evaluatas
efficiently and independently as possible.

The Consultant will be hired from 3rdAugust 2011 to 31 December 2011 (2.5 months spread over 5
months), but undertake the evaluation in two parts scoasmiaximise interaction with the COAST project
team partners and country Focal poiitsS/he will first travel to Senegal and Gambia, &meh complete
his/her work visiting two of the East African pagtrcountries, Kenya and Tanzania with a final defrg in
Nairobi.

Schedule of Payment

4% |f s/he is on board before the SCM, recommend she attends the SCM to introduce SCM memberbedMTR purpose + Objectives, then
travels on to Gambia after Senegal (i.e. one Frepelaking, one English speaking W Afr country), teieirns to E Afr and could visit 2 out of :
Kenya, Tz or Moz.
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The consultant will be hired under an individuak8ipl Service Agreement (SSA) and is NOT inclusife
all expenses such as airfares, in-country trawelpmmodation, incidental and terminal expensestiéiets
will be paid separately by UNEP and 75% of the DiSAeach authorised travel mission will be paid up
front. Local in-country travel and communicatiorstowill be reimbursed on the production of acdpleta
receipts. Terminal expenses and residual DSA entéhts (25%) will be paid after mission completion.

The Evaluator will receive 40% of the honorariunttipm of his/her fee upon acceptance of a draforep
deemed complete and of acceptable quality by the TE® remainder (60%) will be paid upon satisfactor
completion of the work.

In case the consultant is not able to provide #leverables in accordance with these TORs, inita the
expected quality standards by the UNEP Evaluatiffic€) payment may be withheld at the discretionheaf
Chief of the Evaluation Office until the consultdrds improved the deliverables to meet UNEP’s guali
standards.

If the consultant fails to submit a satisfactonyali product to UNEP in a timely manner, i.e. witluine
month after the end date of their contract, theldaton Office reserves the right to employ additib
human resources to finalize the report, and to cedhe consultant’s fees by an amount equal to the
additional costs borne by the Evaluation Officéting the report up to standard.
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Annex 2: Itinerary of activities of the MTE missian

The Evaluation took place between 11 July and 2€eBer 2011

-

Dates Activities

11-15 July Review of Project documents

UK

17-18 July Preliminary meetings with RPC, UNIDO PM and UNEP TM

Dakar, Senegal

19-23 July Attendance as Observer &t Broject Steering Committee meeting, Saly

Saly, Senegal Interviews with RPC, UNIDO PM, UNIDO programme asant, UNEP TM, FPs for
Cameroon, Mozambique, Nigeria, Senegal, Seychelles UNWTO representative and brie
interviews with M&E consultant (Benin) and FPs T@nzania
Field visit to Ngasobil demo site and interviewshADPC and representatives of DSMC
Field visit to Saly demo site (hotels) and intewsewith DPC and representatives of DSM(

24-29 July Interviews with FPs, DPC (one for all three sites)d other key project stakeholders based

Banijul, The Banjul

Gambia Field visit (overnight stay) to Kartong Demo Sitéhinterviews with representatives of the|
DSMC
Field visit to Denton Bridge Demo Site with inteewis with representatives of the DSMC
Interview with Chairman of Tumani Tender Demo Sitesufficient time for field visit)

August Telephone/skype follow-up interviews with UNEP TRIPC, and UNWTO

September Telephone/skype interviews with Ghana FP for TenrisNIDO COs/Desks in Mozambiqu

October Cameroon

Telephone/skype interviews with UNWTO consultanissastainable tourism governance g
management studies

Telephone/skype interviews with M&E consultantdhre Philippines and Mozambique
(Organisation and execution of MTE of UNDP-GEF Mairaming Biodiversity Project in
Seychelles, 19 September to 8 October)

Arrangements for MTE field visit to Tanzania (calte due to injury to International
Consultant)

=

n

22-25 November
Nairobi then
Watamu

Interviews with representatives of DSMCs for Baggmd<inondoni and Mafia Island,
Tanzania attending ICZM training workshop in Watamu

Interview with FPs for Kenya, ICZM trainer (from Matius) and EcoAfrica staff attending
ICZM workshop

26-30 November
Watamu and
Malindi

Interviews with DPC, representatives of DSMC, Ildvafel industry, and other stakeholders
Watamu and Malindi
Field visit to various sites at demo site wherévites being implemented or planned

1-13 December
Nairobi

Interviews with UNEP staff, UNIDO CO representatiRCU staff and other UNIDO
personnel. Preparation of MTE Interim Report. Pnéstéon of preliminary findings and
recommendations to COAST Project team, UNEP TMEwvaluation Office, and UNIDO
HQ and UNIDO CO representatives

14-20 December
UK

Follow-up interviews by telephone/skype and emaihwNIDO PM and UNWTO

10 February 2013
UK

Receipt of all review comments on Interim Report

Mid-February to
mid-March 2013
UK

Draft Report preparation
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Annex 3: List of documents reviewed by MTE

Project design documents

- Project (dated 16 June 2003)

- PDF-B request (date 3 November 2003)

«  Project Brief (dated 15 May 2006) and Request feBO@Endorsement (dated 9 July 2007)
- Revised Project Document (dated 7 September 2007)

«  Project Document Annexes (dated 16 May 2006) inntbgframe and budget

- Revised Executive Summary (dated 16 May 2006)

- Letters of co-financing commitment (dated Novem®@06)

Project supervision and reporting

- Project Inception Report and associated annexésd @ September 2009)

«  Project Implementation Reviews (PIR) (2009, 2011, 1)

- Half yearly progress reports (December 2009, Deezr2b10)

«  Annual Workplans (2011)

- Various Budgets (including May 2007, inception beidgnd for most recent year 2011, in UNEP)
- Internal memos relating to various management ssarel mission reports by RPC

- Internal Back to the Office Reports by UNDO PM andEP TE

- National partner and demo site progress reportsa{feountries for 2010 and 2011)

+ Notes on telephone project management/supervisestings between RPC, UNEP TM and UNIDO PM
- Internal UNEP documents relating to latter parPbf--B period

Legal Instruments and Financial Reports

+ MOAs and contracts signed between UNIDO and natipadners in 2010

+  LoA (Inter Agency Agreement) between UNIDO and UN@/Tunsigned dated 6 August 2010) and annexes

+  Terms of Reference for DSMCs, DPCs, and PSC an@®ahd Responsibilities of FPs

- Consultancy Terms of Reference, e.g. with EcoAfrica

« UNEP summary of expenditures to 30 June 2011 andDONsummary of expenditures up to 1 December 2011
«  RCU records including co-finance tracking sheets

Reports and Documentation for Project Meetings
+  Project Steering Committee meeting Reports (2002022011)

Technical Outputs

+ Training Needs Assessment reports (partner cosrarie overall summary report)

- Review of BAPs/BATs and associated case studies

« Reports on various training events, e.g. ST-ERitmgiworkshops

« Individual and overall reports from internationa&® consultants, including ‘indicator setting ingtrant’

Outreach and Promotional Outputs

+  COAST Project websitd)ttp://coast.iwlearn.org/
- Project Brochure (available from COAST website)
- Project database entry at IW:LEARMtp://iwlearn.net/iw-projects/2129

Other Reports (Selected)

«  UNEP Medium-term Strategy 2010-2013

- Bali Strategid®lan for Technology Support and Capacity-buildiRgkruary 2005)

- Lesson learning in International Waters (includiviigutes of the UNEP/DGEF meeting to identify andleange
lessons learnt from UNEP GEF IW projects, 3-5 Mag& Bangkok)
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Annex 4: List of people interviewed by the MTE

Institutions/Individual

Position

International

UNIDO

Mr. Ludovic Bernaudat

Industrial Development Officer, Environmental maaagnt Branch, Programm
Development and Technical Cooperation Division, DN| Vienna. COAST
Project Manager

Ms. Elkhansaa Louza

UNIDO Project Assistant

Ms. Grace Malla

UNIDO Consultant

RCU

Mr. Hugh K. Gibbon

COAST Project, UNIDO Kenya

Mrs. Adelaide Odhiambo

Administrative Assistant

Mr. Mkuleko Hikwa

Communications Officer (part tiine

Mr. Harvey Garcia

VSO Volunteer

UNEP

Mr. Edoardo Zandri

Task Manager

Mr. Rodney Vorley

Financial Management Officer

Ms. Kelly West

Task Manager, Coastal and Marinesgstems Branch

Mr. Takehiro Nakamura

Marine Ecosystem Unit Cooattin

UNWTO

Mr. Marcel Leijzer

Programme Manager ST-EP, Technical CooperatiorSandices, World
Tourism Organisation, Madrid, Spain

WTO Consultants

Mr. Harold Goodwin

Trainer and facilitator

Mr. Lionel Becherel

Lead consultant

Mr. Richard Denman

Tourism Policy & Governance $t(iceader), Director, The Tourism Compan

M&E consultant

Mr. Wayne Bacale

Lead consultant and responsibl&émya, Tanzania, Ghana, Nigeria

Mr. Prosper Biao

consultant responsible for Camer&enegal, Gambia

Mr. Nandio Durao

consultant responsible for Mozauulei

ICZM consultant

Mr.Chandradeo (Sanjeev)
Bokhoree

Lead Consultant, School of Sustainable DeveloprardtTourism, University of
Technology, Mauritius

Reef and marine conservation consultants

Ms. Frida Lanshammar

Team Leader

Mr. Francois Odendaal

Director Eco Africa

Ms. Jayshree Govender

Researcher and Consultant

Ms. Violet Njambi Ogega

Business Manager

Training Needs Analysis (and SSTL development)

Ms. Anna Spenceley

Consultant, STAND cc

Countries - National level

Cameroon

Mr. Frank Van Rompaey

UNIDO Representative

Mr. Moussa Seibou

Ministry of Environment, Focalri
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Mr. Mohamadou Kombi

Director du Tourisme Durable et de Amenagementsjdtére du Tourisme,
Cameroon , Ministry of Tourism, Focal Point

Gambia

Mr. Momodou Sarr

Executive director, GEF Focal Pdiational Environment Agency (NEA)

Mr. Momoudou Suwareh

Momodou Jawa Suwareh, Senior Programme Officetgatl Coastal and
Marine Programme, NEA, Focal Point

Ms Fatou Beyai Raji

Ministry of Tourism, Focal Rbi

Mr. Aboubacar Kujabi

Demonstration Project Cooedan

General Manager, Association of small scale ent@prin Tourism (ASSET),

D

t

b

Mr. Daouda Niang ;
Banijul

Mr. Famara Drammeh Programme Officer — CoastalMadne Environment, NEA

Mr. Alieu Nyang NEA

Mr. Alieu Babdou Bobb Training and Product Development Officer, Assooiatdf small scale enterprise
in Tourism (ASSET)

Mr. Bulli Mustapha Dibba Director of Admin/FinanddEA

Mr. Momodou F.K.Kolley Director, Department of Piga Planning and Housing, Banjul

Mr. Abdoulie Bojang Principal Housing Officer, Pligal Planning Department, Banjul
Senior Manager, Investment Promotion and FacilitatThe Gambia Investmen

Mr. Abdoulie Hydara and Export Promotion Agency (GIEPA), Banjul

Mr. Alieu Samba Nyang Research and Development gem&NEA

Mr. Alpha O Jallow Director, Dgpartment of parks and Wildlife managetmébuko Nature Reserve|
Abuko, Banjul

Ms. Marion Nyan Executive Secretary, Gambia Hotesdciation, Banjul

Mr. Alieu Secka Chairman, Gambia Hotel AssociatiBanjul

Mr. Omar Jabang Chairman, VDC, Kartong, Member aftshg DSMC

Mr. Sankung Sambou KART Administrator, Kartong ¥@e, Member of Kartong DSMC

Ms. Isajou Jarjou

Member of Kartong DSMC

Mrs. Ebrima Jabang

Member of Kartong DSMC

Mr. Lamin Jallow

Forest Ranger (Department of fangs Member of Kartong DSMC

Mr. Sutary Sanneh

DPWM/TBR, Member of Kartong DSMC

Mr. Alieu Tawo

Geological department, Member of ttag DSMC

Mr. Bore Manneh

Taxi driver, Kartong, Member of karg DSMC

Mrs. Geri Mitchel

Sandele, Kartong, Member of KagdDSMC

Mr. Alieu Badou Bobb

ASSET and COAST Steering Grand Member of Denton Bridge DSMC

Mr. Sambou Sonko

Boating and Fishing Association of Denton Bridge &ember of Denton
Bridge DSMC

Mr. Mustapha Amadon Faal

Banjul City Council andrivber of Denton Bridge DSMC

Mr. Momodou Danso

GPF and Member of Denton Brid @MV

Mr. Alhagie Kujabi

Councillor, and Chair of Tumahender DSMC

Ghana

Mr. Francis Bartels

UNIDO Representative

Mr. Joel Sonne

Ministry of Tourism, Focal Point

Kenya

Mr. Lars Ola Altera

UNIDO Representative

Mr. Baraza Wangwe

Ministry of Environment

Ms. Lilian Ayimba

Ministry of Tourism

Mr. Samuel Nganga Kaloki

Demonstration Project @owator

Mr. Edward Mwamuye

COBEC Project Coordinator

Mr. Mohamed S. Bates

Municipal Council of MalinBisincipal Admin. Officer

Mr. Mohamed Bates

Town Clerk, Malindi

Mr. Arafa Salami

Conservation Officer - Coast SKiature Kenya
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Ms. Lynn Ngeri

Kenya Wildlife Service, Watamu

Mr. Dickson Korir

Watamu Marine National Park, Warg Kenya Wildlife Service

Mr. Collins Obura

Turtle Bay Beach Hotel

Mr. Tanuday Daniel Mwita

Garoda Resort Resident &tgam, Watamu

Mr. Damian Davies

General Manager, Turtle Bay Bedotel, Watamu

Ms. Josephine Njeje

District Officer (children'sigs)

Mrs. Rosylyne NaBaala

Voice of Watamu Women

Mr. Steve Trott

Watamu Marine Association, Chairman

Mr. Blessingtone Nlaghanga

Senior Forester, Kdfgrast Service, Malindi

Mr. Bernard Orindi

Forester, Kenya Forest Seridalindi

Mr. Benjamin Karisa

Midas Creek Conservation Comityun

Mr. Sammy M. Kibe

Department of Tourism, Touristfiodr

Mr. Johnstone M. Kimwele

Department of Tourism, &hiourism Officer

Mr. Henry Kigen

A Rocha Kenya Centre Manager

Mr. Johnson M. Kafulo

Bird Guide & Trail cycle lead

Mozambique

Mr. Jaime Comiche

UNIDO Desk Officer

Mr. Alexandre Bartolomeu

Ministry of Environment

Ms. Cidalia Mahumane

Ministry of Tourism

Nigeria

Dr. Gloria Ujor

Ministry of Environment

Mr. Fadipe Ashamu Sewanu

Permanent Secretary, Lagos State Ministry of Touasid Inter-governmental
Relations

Senegal

Mr. Edmé Koffi

UNIDO Representative for Senegal, Cape Verde, Ganthiinea-Bisseau,
Mauritania (brief conversation)

Ms. Sokhna Sy Diallo

Ministry of Environment

Mr. Mbodji Sassy

Ministry of Tourism, Dakar

Mr. Babacar Sy

Demonstration Project Coordinatofemo Site 1 (Saly)

Mr. Georges Faye

Demonstration Project Coordinfatobemo Site 2 (Ngasobil)

Mr. Ibrahima Sarr

Director of Administration and Finance, Les Filatstel, Saly, Senegal, Membg
of DSMC for Demo Site 1 (Saly)

2

Various others

Several members Demo Site Committee for Demo Siiég2sobil) in group
meeting including Chairman

Seychelles

Mr. Alain De Comarmond

Ministry of Environment, & Point

Ms Betty Seraphine

Ministry of Tourism, Focal Roin

Mr. Joe Rath UNDP-GEF MBD Project
Tanzania
Mr. J Ningu Ministry of Environment, Focal Poitdriefly)

Mr. Deograsias Mdamu

Ministry of Tourism, FocaiRdbriefly)

Mr. Thomas Chali

Demonstration Project Coordinator

Ms. Rose Sallema Mtui

National Environmental Mamaget Council (NEMC)

Ms. Magreth Lawrence Mchome

Marine Parks and Resénit (MPRU)

Mr. Gideon Matwi

Mafia Ditrict Council, Represeritat of Mafia Island demo site

Mr. Aloyce Eliabi Malekela

Bagamoyo Tour guides Association (BATOGA), Représtire of Bagamoyo
demo site

Mr. Abubakar Ramadhani Mposq

Bagamoyo District GilRepresentative of Bagamoyo demo site

Mr. Nkungu Hango

Businessman, Representative obidioni demo site
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Annex 5: Summary of achievement of ‘Project Objes’ and ‘Outcomes’ at MTE stage

Project Description of Baseline level |  Mid-term End-of-project Status at MTEX* and Comments MTE
Objectives and indicator target™®® target Rating
Qutcomes
Objective 1 1.Mechanisms for Baseline All At least two demq Status: MTE target not achieve«. Awareness events U
BAPsS/BATs reduced degradation| information stakeholders | projects have undertaken at minimum of four Demo Site, but cfeam
strategies for understood, in place | unavailable, but| and partners | developed MTE interviews that not all stakeholders understarajor
sustainable and being utilised to be confirmed | aware and mechanisms and | causes of environmental degradation
tourism during year 1 of| understand thg are actively
demonstrated demo major causes | testing these to | MTE Comments. Poor, non-SMART indicator — not specifi
implementation,| of address issues of| to ‘demonstration of BAPs/BATS’; unrealistic targdt‘all
and to include | environmental| environmental stakeholders’; stakeholders not defined; not chdsat
both regional degradation degradation constitutes ‘understood’; no baseline collecteséeeness’
and national never measured); and end-of-project target natedlto
level monitoring indicator
requirements
2. National indicators| Baseline National Five partner Status: MTE target not achievec. National indicators have U
to demonstrate information indicators countries are not been defined and agreed and Project activitiss area
sustainable unavailable, but| have been using national minimal to date.
improvements have | to be confirmed | agreed with all| indicators to
been agreed & are | during year 1 of| partner monitor and MTE Comments. Poor indicator - not clear what the
being used (national | demo countries and | measure ‘improvements’ relate to (improvements to what?jil 8o
(including demo implementation | data are improvements detailed information on baseline (not collectedimyi™ year)
project indicators)) beginning to and not clear how Project will achieve adoptiomational
be collected indicators, either at national or demo site leselvhat
process is or who relevant stakeholders are. Agadticator is
not specific to demonstration of BAPs/BATS.

145 Specific Mid Term targets were absent from both dhiginal logframe and the version revised dutimginception period. They were added in followihg arrival of the most recent UNEP Task Managea aseans of
better monitoring project delivery and performanidewever, it is not clear how these targets wetabdished (e.g. whether drafted by the RCU in comsioh with UNEP or through a wider process) and tiwaiethey were
formally approved by the Project Steering Committee.

46 As of 13 December 2011
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Project Description of Baseline level |  Mid-term End-of-project Status at MTEX* and Comments MTE
Objectives and indicator target™®® target Rating
Qutcomes
3. Project No baseline Four All Status: MTE target not achieved Seven demonstration sit | MU
demonstrations information demonstration| demonstrations | have been operational (DSMCs established) for awerar
providing replicable | available. s are actively | are actively being| but little activity so far at most demo sites (madtvanced in
BATs/BAPs (with being implemented and | Kenya, The Gambia, Mozambique). Ecotourism acésiti
costs & benefits) implemented | each has provided (through ST_EP projects) most developed; EMS aref Re
employing at least one management activities still at inception stage.t®esefits
BAPs/BATs BAT/BAP based | not yet collected as activities at Demo Sites dldrsearly
and are in the | upon the project’'s| stages due to lengthy delays; study to collectdhta still
process of thematic priorities| needs to be designed and implemented.
being (EMS, eco-
documented | tourism, reefs, MTE Comments. ST_EP model has not been shown to be|a
for sharing ecosystem BAP/BAT (in global Review of BAPs/BATs) and theoe¢
and planning) which | applicable to the COAST Project. Still no detailefbrmation
knowledge has been on baseline for EMS and Reef management at MTE (not
management | documented for | collected during % year)
sharing and
knowledge
management
4. Incentives for Baseline At leastone | At least one case| Status: MTE target not achievet. No case studies on U
sustainable information case study for | study per themati¢ ‘sustainable partnerships’ documented and dissdetdna
partnerships for civil | unavailable, but| sustainable area (EMS, Reefq Questionnaire sent to COAST stakeholders to assess
society, private and | to be confirmed | partnerships | Eco-tourism, document partnership experiences to date and sesult
public sector during year 1 of| documented | ecosystem presented at international conference in Mauritius
documented & demo and planning) for September 2010, but is a very general analysis.
disseminated implementation | disseminated | sustainable
partnerships MTE Comments. Indicator unclear: unclear what ‘incentivds’

documented and
disseminated

refers to; ‘sustainable partnerships’ never defiaed not
clear what it means in practice; not clear whas¢he
‘partnerships’ are aimed to achieve (partnerstopsvhat?),
and, again, indicator is not specific to objective

(demonstration of BAPS/BATS).
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Project Description of Baseline level |  Mid-term End-of-project Status at MTEX* and Comments MTE
Objectives and indicator target™®® target Rating
Qutcomes
Objective 2 1. Project experience| Baseline Experience Project Status: MTE target not achievec. Project still in early stage| MU
Mechanisms for | on sustainable information sharing for experiences at most Demo Sites so little concrete results poriefrom
sustainable tourism documented | available as par{ enhancing documented and | local level.
tourism and disseminated as|aof the demo policy debates| disseminated as 3
governance and | contribution to policy| project underway in aff contribution to MTE Comments. Indicator is not specific to objective - not
management debates in all 9 narratives, but | least four policy debates in | assessing achievement of a direct mechanisms $taisable
established countries require to be countries all partner governance and management — and more relevant to
updated during countries ‘Objective 4’ (Establishment of a virtual informeiti
year 1 of demo coordination & clearing house (eRICH)) as dealswit
implementation dissemination of project results.
Not clear what ‘mechanisms’ refers to in ‘Objectiolicy
briefs? Inter-ministerial committees? Clearing ki®u
mechanism?
2. Project experiencelsBaseline Identification | Project Status: MTE target achievec. Nine country tourism policy, S
supporting the information of priority experiences governance and management study field visits totiiye
development or unavailable, but| issues for documented and | priority issues and national strategy revisions pleted
revision of national | to be collected | inclusion in at least one (through UNWTO contract), reports in draft formMiTE, and
strategies and work | during year 1 of| National information brief | overall summary report also in draft form. Follow-national
plans for sustainable| demo strategies are | per country workshops to discuss findings of these reports with
tourism implementation | underway disseminated as g stakeholders planned for 2012. However, not diear the
as part of a contribution results will be adopted/used by partner governmands
‘gaps, needs an towards national | private sector.
options’ strategy
consultancy development and| MTE Comments. Poorly worded indicator, not specific to
revision objective and again more relevant to ‘ObjectiveMid-term
target is more useful as a process indicator ofGgective’.
Baseline not collected during' year.
Objective 3 1. Assessment of Not existing Regional Regional Status: MTE target achievec. Training needs assessments S
Training and training needs for assessments | assessments completed, although not linked directly to projectivities at
Capacity each partner country completed completed (East | demo site level as conducted before demo site girojeere
Building for completed by second (East and and West Africa) | developed. Local capacity needs still need to bg &ssessed|
sustainable SCM West Africa) and tailored to specific activities to be delivestdiemo sites
tourism
delivered MTE Comments. Process indicator.
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Project Description of Baseline level |  Mid-term End-of-project Status at MTEX* and Comments MTE
Objectives and indicator target™®® target Rating
Qutcomes
2.Training package | Not existing Relevani All partner Status: MTE target achievec. Two regional themati S
dev and implemente( training countries have training packages completed, in Ecotourism (on@dnegal
to suit national & packages/inpuf benefited from at | and Kenya), and two in EMS (one held in Tanzani&ienya
regional needs s are being least two thematid and Tanzanian stakeholders, other in West Afriglsp one
designed and | training packages| ICZM training workshop held in Kenya (for Tanzaaiad
implemented | developed to suit | Kenya stakeholders). Local training to build capaof demo
in some specific demo site stakeholders to implement their projects séibded to
partner project ensure demo site projects are delivered.
countries requirements
MTE Comments. Process indicator. MTE target not specifif
enough (‘some partner countries’).
3. Training materials | Not existing Training Training materialg Status: MTE target not achievec. No training materials yet HU
incorporating materials are | incorporating developed as requires input from ‘Objective 1'. Moldr
BATs/BAPs from under COAST training support (materials and technical suppoethg
Objective 1 available development | BATs/BAPs and | investigated at four demo sites in Mozambique, Gaenbia
by end of Yr 3 with some other experienceq and Kenya, but not developed at MTE.
content are available to al
coming from | partner countries | MTE Comments. Process indicator. Objective lacks indictpr
COAST demo| and are being that shows that capacity has been built e.g. claimge
project used in at least | modified UNDP scorecard
BAPs/BATs five
Objective 4 1. eRICH established Not existing eRICH isin | All partner Status: MTE target partially achievec. RICH/EIMAS were MS
Establishment of | and fully operational place countries are not developed in original form but cut from Projactt
a virtual within first 2 yrs contributing to inception stage (MTE agrees with this decisiondtdad, a
information eRICH through cheaper alternative was created through use cZ@&ST

coordination &
clearing house
(eRICH)

BAPs/BATs and
other project
documented
experiences

Project website which uses IWLearn format as afgghiouse
platform. Many Project reports available througtbsite
which is updated fairly regularly but many staketess don’t
use this resource and internal intranet functianuseful for
them as means of communication among themselvies or
discussion on Project. External IT consultants joled as
support to FPs and DPCs to use website but mixadtse

MTE Comments. Process indicator.
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Project Description of Baseline level |  Mid-term End-of-project Status at MTEX* and Comments MTE
Objectives and indicator target™®® target Rating
Qutcomes
2. Project Not existing Work with All countries are | Status: MTE target not achievec. Collection ancposting of U
contributing to wider relevant providing environmental and tourism management informatidryad
public understanding National environmental achieved and limited interaction with Ministry ob6drism in
and sharing of Environment | and tourism terms of collection of relevant data to be postedhe project
BAPs/BATSs through & Tourism management website. The MTE was not aware of any specific agients
eRICH as measured agencies is on} information for between the Project and ministries of environment a
by thelevel of use going with the | sharing and tourism over provision of relevant data for postorgthe
and uptake on the collection of dissemination COAST website. In other words, it is not clear viteetthe
eRICH pages of the environmental| through eRICH ministries see the website as a clearing house anésth for
COAST website & tourism their use.
management
information to MTE Comments. Mid-term target not directly relevant to
feed into indicator — should be the increase in number afditwnloadd
eRICH associated with use of project website (althoudinstt a
good indicator). Still no baseline data on leveanfareness o
BAPs/BATs among public, so difficult to see if Rrof will
make a significant difference to this.
3. Lessons from Not existing At least two | All countries are | Status: MTE target not achievec. No ‘lessons learned’ havg¢ HU
awareness of coastal partner providing been captured, in part as Project behind on dglietr
environment and countries have] awareness lessonjsactivities at demo sites and also no structuredgs® for
sustainable tourism shared early | on the subject capturing lessons learned. In addition, ‘awarenesshpact
principles & practices lessons from | matter for sharing| of tourism on coastal environments and sustainaiplesm
at demo sites awareness on| and disseminatior] principles is not being assessed.
presented on eRICH the subject through eRICH
matter on MTE Comments. Still no baseline data on level of awarengdss
eRICH of negative impact of tourism on coastal environteemd
sustainable tourism principles, so difficult to $eRroject will
make a significant difference to this.
Qutcome 1: 1 National institutes Not existing National Natibimestitutes | Status: MTE target not achievec. National institutes have U
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Project Description of Baseline level |  Mid-term End-of-project Status at MTEX* and Comments MTE
Objectives and indicator target™®® target Rating
Qutcomes
Working strengthened throucg institutes have¢ | have monitored & | not initiated ‘demo projects employing EMS’, rattieese will
Environmental EMS training initiated demo | evaluated EMS | be done at local level. Some EMS training delivehedugh
Management projects demo activities in| regional workshops. EMS to be addressed at 5 dée®(
Systems (EMS) employing order to share Kenya, Tanzania, Senegal, Ghana) but no concrététias at
in place at EMS at four | outcomes on; any of these at MTE stage and precise activitidaistlear
appropriate demg of the relevant| economic, social | (although EMS consultants contracted to help ddfiese).
sites demo project | and However, local activities do not necessarily sttbrg
sites environmental ‘national institutes’. At MTE stage, still uncleahat EMS
benefits activities will be developed at demo sites, e.gethibr project
will promote adoption of ISO14001 or just elemenits.
MTE Comments. Indicator is more of an ‘outcome’ than arj
indicator. Indicator states ‘national institutestyOutcome’
relates to local level (connection unclear). Nadidnstitutes
not identified. Indicator also suggests capacityeigg built
and measured so more appropriate under Objective 3
(Training and Capacity Building for sustainablertsm
delivered). MTE target is more relevant as an iatdic
2 Increase in capacity Not existing Stakeholders | Collaborative Status: MTE target not achievec. Capacity not being MU
of tourism who are EMS training measured by Project. MTE interviews revealed miréetest
stakeholders to prepared to events involving | among local stakeholders (hotels) in making thein o
initiate EMS (with make their both domestic angq investments in EMS. Some possible investment atigal
the aim to replicate own international tour | Senegal, which may have been influenced by theeBrand
good practices) investments in| operators have possibilities at Watamu, Kenya and both Kinondard a
EMS been held in at Bagomoyo in Tanzania, but only a very preliminaagss.
identified least two demo | Only limited (ad hoc) identification of relevanageholders

sites and have
resulted in
changes to hotel
management
practices

by Project (no baseline on this).

MTE Comments. Confusedndicator, more relevant to
capacity building and should be under ‘Objective’ 3
Indicator is more of an ‘outcome’ than an indicatord not
clear how capacity is measured. MTE target notswesl by
Project and no baseline available.
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Project Description of Baseline level |  Mid-term End-of-project Status at MTEX* and Comments MTE
Objectives and indicator target™®® target Rating
Qutcomes
3 Project experience | Not existing Data from Project EMS Status: MTE target not achievec. As Project is behind o HU
in EMS inform policy Project EMS | experiences beind delivery of activities, especially at demo sitedbthere have
and regulatory experiences | documented and | been no project experiences in EMS that can infooficy
debates being disseminated to | and regulatory debates as yidbwever, experiences on
collected and | enhance policy | development of SSTL in Seychelles through UNDP-GEF
collated and regulatory MBD Project is most advanced and could be usednasdze!
debates in at leas} for other COAST Project countries.
two partner
countries MTE Comments. Again, indicator is more of an ‘outcome’
than an indicator for the ‘objective’, and moreeseint to
influencing national policy debates under Objecfive
(Mechanisms for sustainable tourism governance and
management established).
4 Eco-labelling plan | Baseline Eco-labelling | Eco-labelling and| Status: MTE target not achieved.No significant activities to U
and certification information and certification plans| date, and no plans drafted, although brief reviésgitaation
schemes operational] unavailable, but| certification operational in at | given in national Tourism Governance and Management
to be collected | plan for each | least two studies undertaken through UNWTO. Only relevativaies
during year 1 of | appropriate locations relate to development of SSTL in Seychelles uniders
demo demo project UNDP-GEF MBD Project, which could be useful.
implementation | location
drafted MTE Comments. Strictly speaking, this is not EMS so
doesn't ‘indicate’ the ‘Outcome’. Eco-labellingds#ferent
from EMS and it is beyond the Project’s abilityetstablish an
eco-labelling scheme (always unrealistic) and efrproject
target unlikely to be reached, but it could prommtisting
ones, e.g. Kenya.
5 Waste managemer{t Baseline Waste Waste Status: MTE target achieved.Three demo sites engaged il MS
control mechanisms | information management | management waste management (Kenya, Mozambique and Camertbe
operational unavailable, but| control control DSMCs at Watamu, Kenya and Inhambane, Mozambique
to be collected | mechanisms | mechanisms have linked with other stakeholders to collectt aod recycle
during year 1 of| identified at operational in at | beach plastics and solid waste.
demo the least two
implementation | appropriate appropriate demo|] MTE Comments. No baseline data collected in first year (gnd

demo project
sites

project sites

pre-Project situation still unclear).
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Project Description of Baseline level |  Mid-term End-of-project Status at MTEX* and Comments MTE
Objectives and indicator target™®® target Rating
Qutcomes
Outcome 2: 1. Managemer Not existing Local civil Local civil society| Status: MTE target partially achieved. Key institutions anc| MS
Eco-tourism procedures & society and / government stakeholders and their roles and responsibilidestified at
initiatives for institutional support government institutions have | demo sites where ST_EP proposals being developed
alternative for developments in institutions to | management (Mozambique, Kenya, The Gambia, Ghana, Nigeria,
livelihoods and | eco-tourism support eco- | capacity support | Tanzania). Also some discussion through nationakism
revenues established tourism procedures for Governance and Management reports.
developed for developments | eco-tourism
biodiversity identified at development in MTE Comments. Indicator not specific enough and relateg
conservation and all demo sites | place in at least | to capacity building, which would be more relevent
local four demo Objective 3. Baseline not collected during thetfygar. The
communities at projects indicator set developed through the ST-EP proposaless
relevant demo would be more appropriate here, expanded to include
sites additional Biodiversity/International Waters impautlicators.
2. Improved Some baseline | Locally Visitor resource | Status: MTE target partially achieved. Some baseline dat§g MU
knowledge & information is appropriate centres and collected as part of the Value Chain Analyses aisgfa
information about presented in the| information private sector development of the ST_EP project proposals. Adtléalemo
eco-tourism within demo project and media investors are sites have had some local or national radio coecaagl
and around each narrative coverage promoting local | provided information on the COAST Project, althoungt
demo site documents, being eco-tourism targeted specifically in ecotourism.
additional developed for | services in at leasg
information will | eco-tourism four demo MTE Comments. This indicator is more of an ‘outcome’
be collected services in at | projects than indicator. Indicator not specific enough - clear what
during year 1 of| least four ‘improved’ means. The end-of-project target hasady been
demo demo sites met to some extent as this was occurring at sommedites

implementation

prior to the COAST Project. Not clear how ‘improved
knowledge will be measured as no baseline for aveme
measured or available (demo project narrativesemngweak
on this contrary to what is written in baselind)cahd

baseline on this not collected during year 1.
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Project Description of Baseline level |  Mid-term End-of-project Status at MTEX* and Comments MTE
Objectives and indicator target™®® target Rating
Qutcomes
3.Improved Baseline Information Appropriate Status: MTE target partially achieved. At least three site MU
knowledge & information is to| needs and information on (Gambia, Senegal site 2, and Mozambique) have exgag
information about be collected as | capacity HIV/AIDS and HIV/AIDS awareness raising activities.
HIV/AIDS and public| part of the M&E | limitations to | public health
health at each demo | framework inform tourists| being shared MTE Comments. Not clear how this links with the
site (through working] development and local locally at each ‘Outcome’. HIV/AIDS is not in the original Pro Dand
with partners during year 1 of| communities | demo project site | needs to be cut from Project (it should never Hmen
competent in this demo on HIV/AIDS included in the first place and funded by GEF urluér.
field) implementation | and public Again, no baseline data were collected so chamges i
health knowledge and awareness cannot be determined.
understood
4. Partnerships and | Some Forums and Network bodies | Status: MTE target partially achieved. FormalDSMCs MU
networks of eco- information has | meetings are | have been formed established at all demo sites and at least founyie
tourism bodies and | been provided | being and represent a | Mozambique, The Gambia, Senegal) of these growgps ar
professionals formed| in the demo organised to | growing engaged in establishing wider networks and institat links
project explore membership of to strengthen ecotourism developments, although shecess|
narratives, but | network stakeholders in at] and effectiveness varies between sites and cosntrie
this needs to be| formation/ least three demo
updated during | strengthening | project sites MTE Comments. Indicator and target not specific enough [so
year 1 of demo | opportunities difficult to measure achievemenCould possibly be
implementation | at all demo measured by number of MoUs produced relevant to
sites development of ecotourism through Project. No lizese
exists or collected by Project iff gear.
5.Evidence of Some Data on eco- | Analysis of data | Status: MTE target not achieved.Three of the seven U
stakeholders information has | tourism on eco-tourism relevant sites have complied some ecotourism irdition e.g.
diversifying their been provided | facilities and | operations revenue generation, as part of ST_EP proposal dgweint,
eco-tourism activities] in the demo services are | completed for all | but not yet being collected on a regular basisreotdt all
and revenue sources| project being demo project siteg sites, and ecotourism activities at demo sites sy
at the demo sites narratives, but | regularly beginning at the MTE stage.
this needs to be| collected at
updated during | each demo MTE Comments. Poor indicator. End of project target
year 1 of demo | project site should be increased number of enterprises or nuamber

implementation

employed, etc
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Project Description of Baseline level |  Mid-term End-of-project Status at MTEX* and Comments MTE
Objectives and indicator target™®® target Rating
Qutcomes
Outcome 3: 1. Survey ad GIS A number of Survey work | GIS maps Status: MTE target partially achieved.Marine maps hav MS
Improved reef mapping of sensitive | previous is actively on- | showing areas of | been produced for two sites (Kenya and Mozambidtie)se
recreation, areas and damaged | projects have going at all sensitivity and for Tanzania are still in draft form (for Bagamoyo)d maps
management and| sites completed undertaken East African | damage to will not be done for Seychelles (MTE agrees wiis t
monitoring marine/reef demo project | biodiversity decision).
mechanisms in mapping to a sites published for all
place at relevant limited extent, East African
demo sites and this demo project siteg
information
needs to be
verified during
year 1 of demo
implementation
2. Procurement, As above Reef Reef management Status: MTE target not achieved. Reef management U
installation, management | strategies with activities had not commenced at MTE stage, reefagement
management of reef strategies work plans and strategies/plans had yet to be developed and, qoasdy,

protection equipment
as part of reef
management strateg

being actively
discussed by
all appropriate
East African
demo projects
and reef
protection
equipment
being ordered

protection
procedures in
place in at least
two East African
demo project siteg

reef management equipment had yet to be purchaskd a
installed at any sites. Still in inception stage.

MTE Comments. Not clear what equipment will be
purchased as this depends on the outcome of thagearent
strategies/plans. It should be noted that GEF fishdsild not
be used for major infrastructure expenses. MTEentiof-
project targets confused as they do not relateitjyreo
indicator which deals only with procurement andafiation
of equipment. Also not clear how strategies/plaiikfivwith
existing and proposed plans for official MPAs.
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Project Description of Baseline level |  Mid-term End-of-project Status at MTEX* and Comments MTE
Objectives and indicator target™®® target Rating
Qutcomes
3. Awarensss anc Some Appropriate Training and CE | Status: MTE target partially achieved. Initial stakeholder: MU
Capacity Building information is stakeholders | on reef identified and some awareness events held as fogeneral
(CB) on reef provided in the | identified and | conservation has | COAST Project awareness raising in Kenya, Tanzamia
conservation being | demo project awareness been undertaken | Mozambique, but no specific capacity building at&3tage.
sustained by local narrative events and at all E African Activities need to be based on the reef management
stakeholders documents, but | information on| demo project strategies/plans, which have not yet been developed
this needs to be| reef locations and
reviewed during| conservation | there is evidence | MTE Comments. Not clear what ‘sustained’ means in
year 1 of demo | being shared | of local practice and will require from stakeholders. Inthicaleals
implementation | at all East stakeholder more with building awareness and capacity and issmo
African demo | interest to appropriate under Objectives 3 and 4. Not cleaatvidrm the
sites maintain this ‘evidence’ in end-of-project target should takeofsld have
been defined).
4. Proposals for Baseline Appropriate Demo project Status: MTE target partially achieved. Initial local MU
regulatory & information locally based | experiences beind government stakeholders identified and some preényi
institutional unavailable, but| government used to inform awareness raising activities undertaken. EcoAfrid# have
frameworks to be confirmed | agencies appropriate contract for delivering the reef management aspedtse
revised/established | during year 1 of| identified and | locally based COAST Project, were finalising their action plariate 2012.
for reef area demo the primary government This was not yet available at the MTE but was tude an
management at implementation | issues agencies on assessment of institutional and regulatory mandates
relevant sites in East affecting reef | improving reef monitoring frameworks and requirements. The UNWTO-
Africa as a areas being management at afl managed consultancies looking at tourism governgraliey
contribution to debated E African demo | and management reports give a summary of the regula

debates on improving
regulatory

mechanisms

sites

environment regarding conservation of coastal areas
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Annex 6: Status of delivery of activities at the e Sites in the nine participating countries (upcat from PIR 2011)

Partner

Progress up to MTE

Issues and MTE comments and rating on expected
delivery of results*’

Cameroon

Demo site:Kribi/Campo

® FPinvolvement beging:

Oct 2009
® DPCin post: Jan 2010

® DSMC selected: Jun
2010

Sustainable tourism policy and governance fieldsiais completed

UNWTO ST-EP Volunteer on site and supporting impatation of the
ecotourism component

1000 brochures produced to explain the work ofotfogect
IT consultant recruited to support FPs, DPC and ISC

Supplementary project submitted to FFEM not sudaébst helped to build
local capacity

Late disbursement of project funds in-country feetfng
the speed of implementation

Issue relating to transfer of funds from capitatleano site
(only done when FP visits the focal point) is cagsi
further delays

Support from UNWTO volunteer has been critical in
moving project activities forward at demo site

JudgedJnlikely to be completed by formal end of projeg

Gambia

Demo sites:Tumani Tenda,
Kartong and Denton Bridge

® FPinvolvement beging:

March 2010

® DPC in post: March
2010

® DSMC selected:

Sustainable tourism policy and governance fieldsiais completed

Consultancy on socio-economic baseline data aatiMTE but lack of
clarity over what is being collected and how thiectly relates to project
activities at the sub-sites (as individual projeattsub-sites still not fully
developed)

Consultancy to assess and involve indigenous coritiesimto the project
through eco-tourism

Very successful ‘visioning’ workshops at two sutesi(MTE feedback from
DSMC very positive)

MoU with a local training provider prepared (basedTraining needs

Late disbursement of project funds in-country feetfng
the speed of implementation (it takes about onetimtmn
complete each new fund disbursement under current
procedures)

High level of commitment by National Environment
Agency to COAST Project was evident during MTE tvisi
but NEA lacks resources to implement the work
programme associated with the project as originally
designed in Project Document

Project judgedighly Unlikely to be completed at all

October/November three demo sites by formal end of project as oaleh
2010 assessment) sufficient resources for delivery for one siterdfocused
Printing of materials for HIV/AIDS sensitization dnatural resources on one site (Kartong is easiest), delivery congidetighly
management completed Likely .
ST-EP proposal not fully developed
Ghana

Demo site 1 — hotel sector
(national), 2- Ada Estuary

Sustainable tourism policy and governance fieldsiais completed
ST-EP regional training completed

Completed Value Chain Analysis for Eco-tourism tlaéimarea and final
version of the ST-EP project proposal has been gtdzhio UNWTO

EMS component was re-designed to be included aoptre ICZM

Late disbursement of project funds in-country feetfng
the speed of implementation and funds have beayeie!
in being disbursed to demo site from Accra

There have been three changes of the Ministry ofiSm
Focal Point since project inception, which hasttedelays

47 The MTE does not give a rating on achievemerttawarious demo sites as a) the International Gtamgwas unable to visit all of them, b) he is reuired to do so under the MTE TOR.
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® FPinvolvement begins:

Jan 2010

® DPCin post: Jan 2010

® DSMC selected: Jan
2010

approach at the destination (but will now needdadihought as ICZM
element of project being cut from COAST projectthaperhaps focus on
small hotel sector)

Project supporting community led waste clean up

New FP from Ministry of Tourism is enthusiastic and
appears committed to helping deliver at least the
ecotourism elements of Project in Ghana

The official inauguration of the DSMC by the Mirestfor
the Environment was finally achieved after manysgisl

Apparent lack of commitment to the project by
Government of Ghana, expressed by non-attendance of
both FPs at'3 Steering Committee Meeting, held in Saly,
July 2011

JudgedJnlikely to deliver at demo site 2 by formal end ¢
project andJnlikely to deliver national small hotel projeqt
without additional support

=

Kenya

Demo site:Watamu

® FPinvolvement beging:

Jan 2010

® DPC in post: March
2010

® DSMC selected: Dec

2010

Sustainable tourism policy and governance fieldsiois completed

ST-EP eco-tourism proposal developed by DSMC whiek approved by
UNWTO

ST-EP project launched in Nov 2011 (during MTE isi

Regional ICZM workshop held at Watamu (for partégis for Kenya and
Tanzania)

Local partnership between WMA and UNWTO for ecorison component
received Ministry approval

Initial discussion of ideas on EMS activities atesite among DSMC
members, and opportunities to include existingtjdagaste management
project as COAST Project activity

Some initial activities undertaken by DSMC e.g. grawe replanting as pa
of COAST Project but some not in Annual Work Plan

Local IT consultant has been hired to assist the BIPC, and DSMC
members to use the project website and upload lzar@ snformation

Initial communication between Eco-Africa and DSME development of
Reef Recreation Management activities (still agpteon stage)

DSMC comprises some excellent local NGOs and CBQs
and easily capable of delivering project if havequhte
resources and more decision-making power

Current management structure and lack of time b DP
causing delays to delivery of activities

Lack of clarity among DSMC members over project in
terms of project aims and activities (site logframeey
confused, typical for all demo sites)

JudgedHighly Likely to deliver at demo site by formal
end of project

Mozambique

Demo site:Inhambane

® FPinvolvement begins:

Jan 2010
® DPC in post: March

Sustainable tourism policy and governance fieldsiois completed

Draft maps of the demo site have been producedghrpartnership with
CDS and Environment department

Materials for HIV/AIDS awareness for tourism sta&kters drafted
Seven public presentations on the Project givdadal stakeholders
MoU for provision of training on ecotourism throutite local Tourism

Technical aspects of the ecotourism componentior t
demo site is beingupported through SNV

There appears to be good partnerships between local
stakeholder groups who are committed to delivettireg
project which is encouraging

JudgedHighly Likely to deliver at demo site by formal
end of project
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2010

® DSMC selected: Nov
2010

college drafted

Partnership action plan with ALM£Clean and Environment Associatjon
on waste management and with AMA@ving associationjor mapping
reef areas developed

Supplementary project for waste management with Alddbmitted to
FFEM was not successful but helped to build loeplcity

Nigeria

Demo site:1 —
Calabar/Akassa, 2 - Badag

® National Focal Point
involvement begins:
Nov 2009

® DPCin post: Jan 2010

® DSMC selected: March
2010

Original contracting process for Nigeria was caedels the Lagos State
Governor did not sign the document so very fewiigs have taken place
in Nigeria so far

Sustainable tourism policy and governance fieldsiois completed

Lagos State government has issued a US$3.2 mdbatract for work on
infrastructure in demo site area

Site 1 (Calabar/Akassa) officially cut at secondCRBSeeting and no longer
focus for the COAST Project

A visit by the RC in May 2011 led to the redesidrhe
eco-tourism and ICZM components to be carried but a
Badagry in order to simplify and speed up impleragah

Under new arrangement, project funds will be reddas
the demo site team directly by the in-country UNIDO
office. However, in the MTE's opinion it is stillot

possible to say whether this new arrangement vatkw

JudgedHighly Unlikely to deliver at demo site 2 by
formal end of project, as no signed contract withiDO
or contract with UNWTO

Senegal

Demo sites 1- Saly, 2 -
Ngasobil

® FPinvolvement beging:

Nov 2009
® DPCin post: Jan 2010

® DSMC selected: Dec
2009

Sustainable tourism policy and governance fieldsinis completed (both
sites)

Official opening of the DSMC didn’t occur until Ap2011 (both sites)

EMS regional training completed in June (site 1thvid prominent hotels
participating in the event

Project brochure drafted for site 1
Two awareness raising events held at site 2

Some joint activities at site 1 between Senegaéguwent and the private
sector to assist in beach management and protemidiGovernment has
provided equipment and personnel from the armyssisa(represents
leveraged funds for COAST Project)

Awareness raising meeting on HIV/AIDS held at Qite

Supplementary project designed with CARITAS to sithonFFEM not
successful (site 2), but helped to build local céya

Site 2 lacks basic infrastructure (office, watdecticity,
etc) so not in position to carry out the projedhaiies

JudgedLikely to deliver at demo site 1 by formal end of
project, as already have active interest of sorcel lootels

JudgedHighly Unlikely to deliver at demo site 2 by
formal end of project

Seychelles*

® Involved since Jan
2009

® Regular

Sustainable tourism policy and governance fieldsiais completed

On-going sharing with MBD project on EMS, reef mgament and ICZM
regional training possibilities

By MTE only two Seychelles demo sites have beemaygg and
operational

SSTL could offer a significant contribution to tB®AST
Project

Not rated as managed by separate UNDP-GEF project
team
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communication with .
National Coordinator
of sister project (MBP)

Seychelles Sustainable Tourism Label (SSTL) has bstablished,
although only in first year of full development amd hotels are yet certified
and future uptake is still uncertain due to cogilications

Tanzania ® Sustainable tourism policy and governance fieldsinis completed ® Significant delays over delivery in Tanzania, imtghie to

Demo sites: 1- Bagamoyo, 2 ©  Awareness raising at number of hotels in Bagamaybkinondoni to raise late signing of agreement with UNIDO

- Kinondoni. 3 - Mafia ' awareness on EMS ® JudgedHighly Unlikely to be completed at all three dempo

Island * EMS regional training workshop (for participantsri Tanzania and sites by formal end of project as only have suffici

e National Focal Point Kenya) completed with participation from two prigdtoteliers Egsources fo(r the“l’)er)/ for qnet)5|t§.|!f refocuseﬁ;;rs]:te

agamoyo (site 1) is easiest), delivery cons

involvement begins: ® Draft Value chain analysis completed and submiibedNWTO Like%y 4 y y
March 2010 '

® Demo Project
Coordinator in post:
Sept 2010

® DSMC selected: Jan
2011

* The UNDP-GEF Seychelles Mainstreaming Biodiverdtroject has developed its own demo project siéad, work with the COAST project focuses mainlyamilaborative
training events and the cross-sharing of projepeernces.
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Annex 7: Review of Outcomes to Impacts

Figure 7.1 Generalised Theory of Change for the CO&T Project

PROJECT STRATEGIES

Demonstration of measures
(BAPSHATS) 1 combat
‘poliution, enatamination

and envisonmental
degradation due to
ensustainable tourtsm

Strengihening of
governanee and
management for

sustainable tourism

development

Awircacss raising,
information av ¥
and capaeity building to
deliver more sustainabt

PROJECT OUTCOMES

INTERMEDIATE OUTCOMES/STATES

IMPACT

IMPACT DRIVER - Effective and well-supported
institutional framework for sustainable tourism A5

impi

Outeome 1: BAPSHATS 1o reduce
‘poliution, eontanination and
envisonmental degradaion due 1o
enastal tourism adapred o sub-
Saharen Afriea context

Outcoms 2: Enhanced nisoral
‘policics, regulatory und coonomic
incentives supporting sustainablc
ism governance and
management

Outcome 3: Enhanced instinsional
capacitics supparting susiainablc
coastal tourism management and
adoptien of BATSBAPs

toarism in coastal areas of’
sub-Saharan Africa

INFLUENCE OF CURRENT GEF COAST PROJECT

Outeome 4: Widespread pubiic
Enowledge and informasion
availability about dourism impacts
on the coastal and marine
ccosystems and solutions (6.0
BAPS/BATs)

IMPACT DRIVER -Individual and instituonal capacity and
know hw is sufficient to implement strasegics
SUMPTION - Financial resourees are available

Stakcholder incentives ensure policy

mentation

Public and peivate sector stakeholders using

and

BAP/BATS and incentives to reduce pollution,

10 coastal tourism i
countrics

partner sub-Saharan Afriea

sims of GEF Operational Programme 10,
parsiculas focus on Land-hased Sources of
Follution (LBS)

Sustainable toorism development palicies and

srategies adopted by pamisipating countries that

clearty reflect the objectives of Africa Process amd
th

Impravement in the coadition of coastal
ccosystems in target sub-Saharin
African countries ensures henefits for
users and global environmental benefits

Specifically this means:
- Reductions in land based pollution and
contamination of coastal and offshore
environments as a result of Lnsustainable
tourism

- Reduced degradation of coastal
ceasystem diic o tourism

- Reduced loss of biediv

rsity

tourism and

bodies with responsibility for teurism and
environment

including moritoring of cnvirnmenal impact,
becomes the standard pracsice of public sccior

Improvement in the analysis and
distribution of information reluting 1o
sustaingble tourismm and its benefits in
the partner ceuntries

Improved benefits from sustainable
tourism o host communities (e..
through enkanced altemarive [ivelihoods,
secured aceess and landing rights, etc)

Specifically this means - Inereased
sunpost for conservation of threatened
coastal iodiversity

- Mure equitsble distribution in fhe use
of coastal rescuzees by users
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Table 7.1: Results and ratings of Review of Outcomi® Impact (ROtI)

< < o
a a) - | T
= = 2|5
£ £ g |3
¢ ¢ &
Outputs148 Outcomes*° Intermediary Impact
1.1 BAPs/BATs from all available sources (regiomad global) | Outcome 1: 1. Public and private sector Improvement in the
reviewed and assessed for their applicability ertational BAPs/BATS to reduce stakeholders using condition of coastal
situations of the various participating countries pollution, D BAPs/BATs in EMS, C | ecosystems in targetNA | MU
contamination and Ecotoruism and Reef sub-Saharan
1.2 Incentives for and benefits from sustainableism identified | environmental recreation Management, African countries
for all stakeholders (civil, private and public &a% degradation due to and incentives to reduce ensures benefits fo
coastal tourism adapted pollution, contamination, users and global
1.3 National demonstrations of BAPs/BATSs succebshiloted, | to sub-Saharan Africa and environmental environmental
adapted and completed at selected sites, and de@ivealuable | context degradation due to coastall benefits
and replicable BAT/BAPs for regional synthesis and tourism in partner sub-
dissemination Outcome 2: Enhanced Saharan Africa countries Specifically this
national policies, means:
2.1 National requirements for realigning and refioigrpolicy, regulatory and 2. Sustainable tourism - Reductions in lang
legislation and institutional responsibilities tgpport sustainable| economic incentives development policies and based pollution and
tourism, along with options for sustainable finamcidentified supporting sustainable strategies adopted by contamination of
and approved by national partners tourism governance participating countries tha; coastal and offshor¢

48 Outputs are concrete things such as training courses heftpers of persons trained, studies conductedones established, websites developed, and margysotButputs reflect where and for what projectifuwere
used. The thirteen outputs given in the table aseth on a common set combining those from thermiigpgframe and the revised logframe that waseatjedter the ® PSC and is reported on in the PIR. However, mottef
outputs are based on the outcome ‘indicators’ gimethe original logframe (which are largely outpuather than outcome indicators). Those outpuatsviiere not fully under the control of the COAST jBet (including its
partners) have been reformulated. For instancepulut relating toNational Sustainable Tourism Strategies and Worla®kdopted, implemented and functional within eamimtry’ is only partly achievable by the Project
— other actors not involved with the Project influe whether these can be achieved. Consequentiyteanative formulation is given asleéchanisms and forums for mainstreaming projeatltesnto national tourism policy
and planning identified and Project results feditttesg over which the Project has far more control.

149 Outcomesare the first level of intended results stemmiragrf the outputs. Not just the number of persorigetch but how many persons who then demonstratettbg have gained the intended knowledge or shilig
just a study conducted, but one that could chahgeetolution or development of the project. A soeatcome might be genuinely improved strategic mitag in sustainable tourism stemming from workshdgsning
courses, and networking. The four Outcomes givethéntable are based on table of outcomes in thee®rDocument. However, Outcome 1 from the origingframe has been reformulated as its originatdingy -
Demonstrated reductions in Sewage and WastewatshBiges and Damage to Critical Habitats in the Gakand Marine Environment from Tourismis-part of an anticipated impaef the COAST project. Outcome 1
relates to identifying, piloting and adapting atswf approaches and technologies that can recalegtipn, contamination and environmental degramtatiue to coastal tourism from other parts of theldvwithin a sub-
Saharan Africa context.
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2.2 Appropriate indicators to provide evidencempiovements
in sustainable tourism practices (for monitoringl amnagement
developed at regional level and adopted at natilewel

2.3 Recommendations for sustainable tourism stiegemd
models (applicable to each of the participatingntoas)
developed based on all BATs and BAPs from partteiga
countries, global case study reviews, and demdiwiriessons
(results of Outcome 1)

2.4 Mechanisms and forums for mainstreaming progsailts
into national tourism policy and planning identifiand Project
results fed into these.

3.1 Training and capacity building assessmentgtiiyery gaps
and needs for sustainable tourism undertaken in pacicipating
country

3.2 Training and capacity building packages appatpto
national needs and scenarios developed and approved

3.3 National training and capacity building prograes
demonstrating a more sustainable approach to touris
implemented

4.1 Establishment of (now internet based) Regitmfatrmation
Coordination & Clearing House (eRICH) improving the
availability, access and sharing of Project’'s BA?sI's and
other lessons relevant to sustainable tourism, feitimal links
with an information focal point within each coungrgtablished

4.2 Data capture and management needs and gagector
country relating to sustainable tourism identiftecbugh a
national report and a regional synthesis

4.3 National Environmental Information Managemend a
Advisory models and service (EIMAS) to addressrtbeds of
sustainable tourism created

and management

Outcome 3: Enhanced
institutional capacities
supporting sustainable
coastal tourism
management and
adoption of
BATs/BAPs

Outcome 4:
Widespread public
knowledge and
information availability
about tourism impacts
on the coastal and
marine ecosystems and
solutions (e.g.
BAPs/BATS)

clearly reflect the
objectives of the Africa
Process and aims of GEF
of Operational Programme
10, with particular focus
on Land-based Sources o
Pollution (LBS)

3. Sustainable tourism
governance and
management, including
monitoring of
environmental impact,
becomes the standard
practice of public sector
bodies with responsibility
for tourism and
environment

4. Improvement in the
analysis and distribution o]
information relating to
sustainable tourism in the
partner countries

h

f

environments as a
result of
unsustainable
tourism

- Reduced
degradation of
coastal ecosystem
due to tourism

- Reduced loss of
biodiversity

Improved benefits
from sustainable
tourism to host
communities
improved (e.g.
through enhanced
alternative
livelihoods, secured
access and landing
rights, etc)

Specifically this
means:

- Increased support
for conservation of
threatened coastal
biodiversity

- More equitable
distribution in the
use of coastal
resources by users

Rating justification: The D
rating reflects the fact that

Rating justification: The C

rating reflects that as yet there

Rating justification: The DC

rating corresponds to ‘Moderatel
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been delivered.

project outcomes have not ysg

thas been little development of
measures to move toward the
intermediate states, so
intermediate states have not
been achieved. However, this i
expected at the mid-term

Unlikely'. Further discussion is
given in the main text. There is n
‘+' rating as the COAST Project is
likely to produce only very
slocalised impacts through the
demonstration projects and these

O

evaluation stage of a project.

have yet to be realized.

MU = Moderately Unlikely; NA = Not applicable
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Annex 8: Statement of expenditure by project componeBEF funding only)

Revised Budget at | Expenditure
- Prodoc budget in 30 June | as of 30 June
Dl Budget Incegption 2011450 2011
Report
10 PROJECT PERSONNEL COMPONENT
1100] Project Personnel
1199| Total 1,199,200 1,399,200 1,399,200 673,080
1200| Consultants
1299| Total 780,000 634,000 258,500 93,297
1300| Administrative support
1399| Total 160,000 160,000 160,000 47,558
1600| Travel on official business (above staff)
1699 | Total 200,000 200,000 200,000 86,147
1999 | Component Total 2,339,200 2,393,200 2,017,700 900,081
20 SUB-CONTRACT COMPONENT
2100| Sub-contracts (MoU's/LA's for UN cooperating
agencies)
2199| Total 175,000 795,000f 2,281,000 647,052
2200 Sub-contracts (MoU's/LA's for non-profit
supporting organizations)
2299 Total 1,050,000 550,000 50,000 253,064
2999 Component Total 1,225,000 1,345,000f 2,331,000 900,116
30 TRAINING COMPONENT
3200| Group training (study tours, field trips, workshpgds
seminars, etc)
3299 Total 710,000 610,000 610,000 192,031
3300| Meetings/conferences
3399 Total 400,000 400,000 250,000 45,470
3999 Component Total 1,110,000 1,010,000 860,000 237,501
40 EQUIPMENT & PREMISES COMPONENT
4200| Non-expendable equipment (computer, office
equipment, etc)
4299] Total 367,000 293,000 177,000 34,133
4999| Component Total 367,000 293,000 177,000 34,133
50 MISCELLANEOUS COMPONENT
5200 Reporting costs (publications, maps, newslettets,
printing, etc)
5299 Total 277,000 277,000 2,500 11,060
5500 Evaluation (consultants fees/travel/DSA, admin
support, etc. internal projects)
5599 Total 70,000 70,000 0 40,538
5999 Component Total 347,000 347,000 2,500 51,598
TOTAL BEFORE UNEP PARTICIPATION 5,388,200 5,388,200 5,388,200 2,123,429
COSTS

%0 gource UNEP Finance. It is not clear why UNEP@ufes for the different budget lines are differfom the budget revised at inception by
UNIDO.
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Annex 9: Co-finance as set out in standard formatrfan MTE or FE Report and required by GEF (Up ®ist July 2011, latest data available)

Co financing IA own Financing Government Other Total
(Type/Source) (US$) (US$) (US$) (US$)
Planned Actual Planned Actual Planned Actual Planned Actual

Grants 25,000 0 0 0 270,000 120,000 295,000 120,000
UNEP 25,000| Not reporte D 0 25,000 Not reported
UNIDO 0 0 0 200,000 120,00D 200,000 120,000
Hotel assoc and business (SPIHT, AU-
STRC, Roundtable) 0 0 0 0 55,000 not contributdd 55,000 not contabit
SNV Netherlands 15,000 not contribute 15,000 not conteloit
Government of Cameroon 0 0 0 0 0 0 ol qd
Government of The Gambia 0 0 0 0 0 o ol d
Government of Ghana D 0 0 0 0 0 0
Government of Kenya D D 0 0 0 0
Government of Mozambique D 0 0 0 0 0 0
Government of Nigeria D D 0 0 0 0
Government of Senegal 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Government of Seychelles 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Government of Tanzania D 0 0 0 0 0 0
Loans 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Credits 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Equity investments 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
In-kind support 0 0 11,162,970| 10,954,745 2,380,000 0 13,542,970 10,954,745
UNEP 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
UNIDO (ICT) 0 0 100,000 Not reported 100,000 Not repofted
UNWTO 0 0 0 0 230,004 Not reportgd 230,0p0 Not repofted
Government of Cameroon 0 0 490,000 217,250 0 ol 490,001 217,240
Government of The Gambia 0 0 167,678 135,272 0 ol 167,67 135,212
Government of Ghana D 1,000,210| pot reported 0 0 1,000,210 not reported
Government of Kenya 525,000 160,800 0 0 525,00 160,800
Government of Mozambique D 262,380 41,700 262,38 41,700
Government of Nigeria 4,250,374 10,035,000 0 0 4,250,374 10,035,000
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Government of Senegal 705,244 304,973 405,2 304,973
Government of Seychelles 695,500 11,550 ,5605 11,550
Government of Tanzania 3,066,584 48,200 0 0 3,066,584 48,200
REDO Ghana 0 0 0 0 100,00( not contributdd 100,000 not couteith
Nat.Con.Res.Centre 0 0 0 0 100,00( not contributdd 100,000 not counteith
RICERCA NGO 0 0 0 0 1,800,00 not contributdd 1,800,000 notrdmrted
Wildlife Soc Ghana 0 0 0 0 50,000 not contributdd 50,0p0 not contabiut
Totals 25,000 0 11,162,970 10,954,745] 2,650,000 120,000 13,837,970 11,074,745]
Other (known leveraged funding) 0 0 0 0 305,000 0 305,000
UNIDO (Associated community water

project at Watamu, Kenya) 100,000

UNWTO (for the demo sites in Cameroor]

and Mozambique) 205,00(
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Annex 10: Suggested restructuring of COAST Project

Figure 10.1: Alternative to COAST Project logic

To support and enhance the conservation of globally significant coastal and marine ecosystems and
associated biodiversity in sub-Saharan Africa, through the reduction of the negative environmental impacts
which they receive as a result of coastal tourism

"To demonstrate and support uptake of best practice approaches for
sustainable tourism that reduce the degradation of marine and coastal
environments of trans-boundary significance"

1. Best practice approaches for
reducing pollution, contamination and
environmental degradation from coastal
tourism adapted and demonstrated in
the sub-Saharan African context

2. National and local mechanisms
supporting sustainable tourism
governance and management identified|
and enhanced with integration of BAPs/
ATs

Output 1.1: Globally recognised Best
Available Practices (BAPs) and Best
Available Technologies (BATs) for
sustainable tourism identified

Output 1.2: Environmental Management
Systems (EMS) and voluntary eco-
certification and labelling approaches
that promote environmental
sustainability tested at selected sites
and results documented and
disseminated

Output 1.3: Ecotourism initiatives that
benefit both local communities, through
alleviating poverty, and the coastal
environment (through reducing impact
on biodiversity) tested at selected sites
and results documented and
disseminated

Output 1.4: Coastal waters recreation
management approaches that promote
the conservation of coastal and marine
biodiversity tested and adapted at
selected sites and results documented
and disseminated

Output: 2.1: National assessments of
policy, legislation, financial incentives,
sector plans and programmes, and
institutional arrangements to identify
needs and opportunities for
improvement of tourism goverance and
management and uptake of BAPs/BATs
completed

Output 2.2: National and local capacity
requirements to support sustainable
toruism goverance and management
and uptake of BAPs/BATs identified and
relevant training and capacity building
delivered

Output 2.3: Models, guidelines and
briefs for BAPs/BATSs that support
sustainable tourism in sub-Saharan
African context (based on Outputs from
Outcome 1) developed and promoted in
relevant national and local decision-
making processes and fora and to the
general public
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Table 10.1: Suggested reformulation of COAST Projdcstrategy and provisional indicators

Project Strategy

Original wording

Comments

| Suggested alternative

| Comments

Potential indicators

This suggested rearrangement and rewording is detkrio help the Project to refocus on the demamstraand mainstreaming of best practice approatbesddress coastal
degradation caused by tourism. The table is intérdethe basis for discussion and the logic neels thecked through application of a ROtl. . tdt be reviewed and approved

the PSC meeting in 2012.

Project Objective

To demonstrate be

tThe problem here is that thefTo demonstrate and_ suppqriThis project is a demonstratign® Report on appropriate BAPs/BATs
practice strategies for original Objective is very limited uptake  of best practice project and as such will not havg a  available on COAST/IW Learn website
sustainable tourism to — it is to just ‘demonstrate’ theseapproaches  for  sustainablebig impact on the environment |n (IW indicator)
reduce the degradationapproaches, nothing more, yetourism that reduce  theitself. Long-term impact would bge ® Integration of BAP/BAT approaches and
of marine and coastdl the Project Document is clearlydegradation of marine anguptake of these strategies and recommendations for sustainable
environments of aiming for their eventual uptakecoastal environments of trans-their replication along the coasfs, management and governance into
transboundary and has capacity building andoundary significance leading to reduction in levels of national and local tourism policy and
significance awareness raising elements |to pollution and degradation in plans and programmes (e.g. national
facilitate this. coastal environments in the  tourism strategies, ICZM strategies),
region. (with at least two examples in each
country by end of project)
® Adoption of key EMS components (need
to be defined) by private sector coastal
tourism industry at demo sites
® Delivery of 8 ST-EP projects by end pf
Project
® Replication of 2 COAST project demo
site models at other sites along ¢
Outcome 1
Demonstrated This is not directly related tpBest practice approaches forSome of former Outcome 4 |s® Portfolio of BAPS/BATs demonstration
reductions in Sewagp‘demonstrating’ the BAPs/BATS reducing pollution, contamination incorporated here as projects documented (with 7 ecotourism,
and Wastewatef but rather measuring theirand environmental degradation‘demonstrating’ something 5 EMS and 3 Reef recreatign
Discharges and environmental impact. It i$ from coastal tourism adapted andnvolves awareness raising ‘demonstrations’ delivered)
Damage to Criticall already assumed that thelemonstrated in the sub-Saharactivities. ® Experiences and lessons learned from
Habitats in the Coastal BAPS/BATS will reduce| African context adapting BAPs/BATs captured and
and Marine| environmental pollution. The This Outcome should be led by  available on COAST website

Environment from

‘global review’ should establish

the Ministry of Environment an

1]
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Project Strategy

Original wording

Comments

Suggested alternative

Comments

Potential indicators

Tourism

this

UNIDO.

Outputs 1.1 -14

Output 1.1 Identification of Best
Available Practices (BAPs) an
Best Available Technologie
(BATS) for sustainable tourism

The key point here is the need
dshow that the models, approach
sand techniques at the demo si
really do reduce the pressure
the environment. It's not enoug
to say that ‘ecotourism benefi
the environment’; scientific prog
has to be provided (evidenc
based environmentg
management). This relates to ]
global ‘best practice’ review thd
took place in 2009/2010, which
mentioned above needs to
expanded and strengthel

téndicators not needed for Outputs,

ju
edelivery of results.
on

h
S
f
e_
|
he
t
AS
pe

Needs
original
review’'

to be related to th

‘global

best practice Management Systems (EMS) a

eOutput 1.2 Environmental
voluntary eco-certification an
labeling approaches that promg
environmental sustainabilit
tested at selected sites and res

documented and disseminated

It is not necessary to aim for tal

hdp of ISO14001 or Blue fla

d certification, just elements Q@
tEMS or voluntary scheme

y demonstrated (c.f. SSTL)

ufResults documented an
disseminated’ relates to linkage
reports to website

dndicators not needed for Outputs, jy
fdelivery of results.

S

d
of

Needs
original
review’'

related to tl
best practicg

to be
‘global

eOutput 1.3:Ecotourism initiativey
> that benefit both locd
communities, through alleviatin,
poverty, and the coasts
environment (through reducin
impact on biodiversity) tested
selected sites and resu
documented and disseminated

‘Results documented an
| disseminated’ relates to linkage
greports to website. Again, nee
alto be clear that ST-EP projeq
gcan reduce negative impacts
athe environment and bene
tbiodiversity

dindicators not needed for Outputs, ju
ofmonitoring of progress on activities and 4
dslelivery of results.
ts
pn
it

Needs
original
review’'

related to th
best practicg

to be
‘global

Output 1.4 Coastal water:
2 management approaches tl
promote the conservation

coastal and marine biodiversi

‘Results documented an
natisseminated’ relates to linkage
bfreports to website. ‘reef shoul
ybe changed to ‘coastal waters’

dindicators not needed for Outputs, ju
oMmonitoring of progress on activities al
ddelivery of results.

to

is

tested at selected sites and res

ultsflect the fact that the Project
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Project Strategy

Original wording

Comments

Suggested alternative

Comments

Potential indicators

documented and disseminated

dealing with othertdisbie.g.
seagrass beds and lagoons.

Outcome 2
Enhanced National This Outcome is dependent orNational and local mechanismsThis Outcome needs to be led by* Report on financial costs-benefits
Policies, Regulatory delivery  of  Outcome 1] supporting sustainable tourismthe Ministry of Tourism and uptake of EMS, Ecotourism and Re
and Economig Consequently, there is a risk thagjovernance and managementNWTO. Recreation Management by tourig
Incentives  Supporting it will not be achieved if results identified and enhanced with industry promoted by Ministry of
Sustainable  Tourism of Outcome 1 are not deliveredntegration of BAPS/BATs Tourism
Governance d or seriously delayed. If there are ® Increased score on modified UND
Management no good project results from the institutional capacity scorecard
demo sites then you will have ® Number training workshops an
much less opportunities far individuals trained in EMS, ecotourisn

mainstreaming

reef recreation management and of]
relevant training events (e.g. ICZM)

Outputs 2.1 —2.3

Output: 2.1 National assessmen

of policy, legislation, financial
incentives, sector plans af
programmes, and institution

arrangements to identify nee
and opportunities for uptake
BAPs/BATs complete

(A ‘double mainstreaming
approach could be taken throu
ddentifying existing tourism sectd
almainstreaming programmes a
dprojects and feeding proje
vfresults into these.

Indicators not needed for Outputs, jy
gimonitoring of progress on activities al
rdelivery of results.

nd

ct

Output 2.2: National and local
capacity requirements to supp
uptake of BAPS/BATSs identifie
and relevant training and capaci
building delivered

This relates to the Training Nee
rAnalysis, which was undertakeg
1 in 2010 in partner countries.

twlso includes ICZM workshop
which will help better understan
and access national and ICZ
processes. It also relates to {
need to build local capacif

partners to _implement the
activities at the demo sit

among the DSMCs and their

fisndicators not needed for Outputs, ju
nmonitoring of progress on activities and &
Itdelivery of results.

=a

he
y

Output 2.3 Models, guidelineg
and briefs for BAPs/BATs thg
support sustainable tourism

This is a major element of th
t Project’s communicatior
mactivities (original Outcome 4

elndicators not needed for Outputs, ju
monitoring of progress on activities al
delivery of results.

suk-Saharan African  contexi

and should be a focus for the |

of
ef
m

=J

her

st
nd

st
nd

st
nd
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Project Strategy

Original wording

Comments

Suggested alternative

Comments

Potential indicators

(based on Outputs from Outcon
1) developed and promoted
relevant national and loc
decision-making processes a
fora and to the general puk

nd2 months of the Project whe
rmany project results are expects
al
nd

Q>

Outcome 3

Enhanced Institutional
Capacities  Supportin
Sustainable Coastg
Tourism management

Capacity building is a means
yan end, not an end in itself,
lincorporated into new Outcomg

1 and 2 and refocused ¢

delivering capacity to test an

adopt BAPs/BATs

oOutcome cut
50
2S

S

d

Outcome cut

Outcome cut

Outcome 4
Widespread Publi¢ The majority of the origina] Outcome cut Outcome cut Outcome cut
Knowledge and Outcome 4 was cut at Inception

Information Availability
about Tourism Impact:

stage and remaining pa
5 (dissemination of project result:

rt

B

on the Coastal and shared between Outcome 1 and

Marine Ecosystems 2)

Outcome 5

Established Projeci Cut at Inception stage as projecOutcome cut Outcome cut Outcome cut
Management Capacity management is not viewed as a

and Institutional| separate Outcome under GEF.

Mechanisms Again, this is a means to an end,

not an end in itse
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Annex 11: Recommended changes to BAP/BAT demongiraactivities by country

Country Eco- EMS Reef ICZM Comments and MTE recommendations
tourism recreation
Cameroon Yes No Not Only regional | Demo Site at Kribi. Strict deadlines on key delales and disbursement at Demo Site need to be met
relevant workshop (including disbursement by FP to DPC) for COASTj@tbto continue. If not met by 80April 2012
review UNIDC-Country Partner Agreement and cut country from COA&R8oject

Gambia Yes No Not Only regional | Demo Site at Kartong. Originally, four sites propdsbut reduced to three during Inception periodEM

relevant workshop | recommends further cutting Tumani Tenda and DeBtinfge to focus only on ondemo site at Kartong.

Ghana Yes No Not Only regional | Demo Site at Ada Estuary. EMS activities also pegubat national level (exact site unclear in Ptojec

relevant workshop | Document). It is recommended that these are cutt $teadlines on key deliverables and disbursement
need to be met for COAST Project to continue inntou If not met by 38 April 2012 review UNIDO-
Country Partner Agreement and cut country from COASoject.
Kenya Yes Yes Yes Only regional Demo Site at Watamu. Originally, proposed site veagcludeWasiunj but limited to Watamu during
workshop | Inception. Limit ICZM activities to (already heldjvareness raising workshop (the ICZM workshops have
already been contracted so not able to ca.

Mozambique | Yes™' Yes Yes No Demo Site at Inhamba@eit activities from northern part of site as logially difficult and less likely to
deliver in next two years. Needs transport (a vehiand a fully equipped office with funds to oper
which is not possible with existing budget.

Nigeria Yes No Not Only regional | Demo Site at Bagadry. Originally included Niger faehs second demo site but cut at Inception. Strict

relevant workshop | deadlines on key deliverables and disbursement teeled met for COAST Project to continue. If nottme
by 3C" April 2012 review UNIDC-Country Partner Agreement and cut country from COASoject

Senegal No Yes Not Only regional | Demo Site at Saly. Cut site 2 at Ngasobil from &bps highly unlikely to be able to deliver in ggat

relevant workshop circumstances.

Seychelles No No No No MTE for UNDP-GEF project suggests atmhind on delivery of activities, but no budget stoaints.
Participation should only be limited to exchange efperiences and results and lesson learhing
(experiences from development of Seychelles SwedtérTourism Label (SSTL) and cost-benefit analysis
of the introduction of SSTL elements would be pmartrly relevant to COAST under EMS/Ecp-
certification theme)

Tanzania Yes Yes Yes Only regional] Demo Site at Bagamoyo and EMS activities at Kinofidit Mafia Island and most activities at Kinondoni

workshop (only EMS — Kinondoni is geographically close togdanoyo so both EMS activities at these sites shpuld
be treated as orextende(EMS project).
7 (but only
Total ! . 4 . 3 countries regional
countries| countries
workshops)

151 Ecotourism activities are supported through additl funds from UNWTO with additional technical papt from SNV
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Annex 12: Brief CV of Evaluator

Nigel Varty is an environmental consultant with b5 years’ experience in the international consgonm and
development sector, focusing on biodiversity covesteon policy and planning (including protected aggecosystem
services, climate change, NBSAPs), sustainable geament of natural resources (particularly commuriigised
management approaches) and development of logainative livelihood schemes (tourism, fisheriesrictfure,
forestry sectors to aid poverty alleviation), anstitutional capacity building (government and NG®@ijth especially
strong experience in project/programme design, @emant and evaluation (including many GEF projec8D, IW
and LD Focal Areas). Clients have included the dermajor development agencies (UNDP, UNEP, Wor&hi8,
international conservation organisations (BirdLifeernational, Fauna and Flora International), gnidate industry
companies (Atkins, British Petroleum). He was forimemployed as a Programme Officer (1988-1994BiadLife
International. He has wide international experiehaging worked in over 25 least developed countaied SIDS in
Africa, Latin America and the Caribbean, Easternopa/ former Soviet Union and the Middle East. tde h degree in
zoology from Oxford University and a doctorate aolgy from King's College London, University of hdon.

Annex 13: Evaluation Office’s Commentary and Assemnt of the Evaluation Report
(To be done by UNEP EO at end)

146



