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[bookmark: _Toc503252881]Executive Summary
The MRPA Project is a joint initiative of the Ministry of the Environment, Ecology and Forests (MEEF) and United Nations Development Program (UNDP). Its purpose was to contribute to an effective and sustainable Protected Area (PA) system through the addition of MRPAs, which ensure the effective representation and conservation of Madagascar's exceptional biodiversity at global scale, while simultaneously promoting sustained pro-poor economic growth.
The objective of the project was to expand the Madagascar PA system through the development of a subnetwork of managed resources PAs in underrepresented ecological landscapes, as part of a joint management scheme involving the local government and communities that is integrated to regional development frameworks.
The evaluation methodology used involved four key steps: (i) the drawing up of the evaluation framework (development of an inception memorandum setting forth the structure of the evaluation, the mission schedule, and interview protocols); (ii) a literature review; (iii) field missions; and (iv) data analysis and evaluation report drafting.
The different findings of the evaluation team relating to the seven evaluation questions assessing relevance, effectiveness and impact, efficiency, and, lastly, sustainability, are provided hereafter.
Relevance
The MRPA Project proved relevant to the strategic priorities of GEF and UNDP and it is well aligned with the strategic, legal, and policy framework of the Government of Madagascar relating to biodiversity conservation, natural resource management, and economic development, as well as with regional and local priorities.
The Project Document is deemed of good quality. The background and stakeholder analysis provided is relevant and comprehensive. The project strategic framework is consistent and the theory of change and relations between expected outputs and outcomes to achieve the general objective are logical and relevant. The design process was consultative and inclusive. The design of the monitoring and evaluation system and institutional arrangements of the project were also adequate. 
On the other hand, given the national benchmark, the lessons learned from similar initiatives, and the budget available, the intervention area and project objectives appeared relatively ambitious. 
Implementation and efficiency
The project was implemented in compliance with international norms and standards.
The levels of activity implementation and project expenditures are, overall, in line with the initial budget and financial planning made in AWPs. The only significant gap between achievements and planning relates to outcome 3 whose actual expenditures rank below the planned ones. 
The level of disbursement per outcome and level of achievement of outputs and results match well. The level of achievement on result 3 is slightly lower because financial commitment on that result was also lower. Basing itself on the analysis of the level of achievement of outputs and results achievement, the team deems project efficiency to be satisfactory (S).
After analyzing the co-funding amounts mobilized, it appears that the co-funding mobilization level is slightly higher than what was planned in Project Document, which is satisfactory. The budget actually mobilized by UNDP from TRAC funding lines is lower than the amount planned in the Project Document but is substantial for a project of this type. The co-fundings mobilized by FAPBM are in excess of the amounts planned.
Project management mechanisms and decision-making processes were relatively clearly defined and overall satisfactory, although field implementation was affected by some fund disbursement delays with DREEF and P-NGOs. These delays were nevertheless slightly mitigated after the mid-term evaluation.
The roles and responsibilities of the different stakeholders were clearly defined and project management arrangements were, overall, actually implemented. Recruitments within PMU were relevant and reasoned, even though the recruitment of STA - which never happened - would have contributed to reinforcing reflection and strategic orientations on the governance and management of category V and VI PAs. That being said, complementary recruitments within PMU were made and funded with the amounts initially assigned to the STA position. Procedures for making funds available are deemed cumbersome and burdensome. 
The monitoring and evaluation system of the project had numerous relevant monitoring and reporting tools. However, some monitoring indicators, as well as their baseline and target situations were not updated, making them hard to measure. The project would also have benefitted from a clearer quarterly reporting, structured per output.
Overall, project management appears to have been adaptive and the risk management mechanism was updated regularly.
The different project stakeholders were, overall, satisfied with the project activity implementation process. Gender issues were addressed in the different activities, and efforts were made to disseminate information on the project, especially with the local communities.
The coordination and collaboration with different project stakeholders, on one hand, and external partners, on the other, proved positive.
Effectiveness 
The level of achievement of most outputs is deemed satisfactory. These outputs have contributed to the satisfactory achievement of the first two outcomes and moderately satisfactory achievement of outcome 3. 
Ten PAs of categories V and VI secured their final creation status and their management means and tools were reinforced at the grassroot level, i.e. at the co-manager, as well as local partner level. That being said, in most PAs, the current means and staff rolled out on field are insufficient to address all management-related aspects. Monitoring systems have been set up but need reinforcement. The development of a subnetwork for category V and VI PAs was initiated but its formalization was prevented by disagreements regarding its bylaws.
Joint governance and management structures, roles, and responsibilities were clearly established and defined in the texts governing the ten PAs. Joint governance is in force and operational. Regarding joint management, complementary work needs to be completed to achieve full implementation of relating arrangements, and sensitize and fully empower the different actors. On another note, land security issues within PAs remain complex and unresolved. The effects of IGAs and subsectors supported by the target groups make no doubts, although they benefit only to a minority of the population residing in these PAs. Furthermore, the overall project outcome regarding forest ecosystem preservation and biodiversity conservation is hard to quantify, failing reliable analysis by partners. To date, the mechanism for reporting information on NPA biodiversity monitoring and compiling it at DSAP level does not allow for taking stock of conservation status trends.
Initiatives to reinforce the financial sustainability of PAs have been undertaken since the mid-term evaluation and public-private partnerships have been initiated. However, to date, the contribution of these partnerships to the funding of the PAs' management and operation remains limited. Short-term support is needed to consolidate these initiatives and partnerships. 
In the light of the level achievement of the three outcomes, the progress made towards the achievement of the initial objective is deemed satisfactory.
Impacts
The project is on its way to contribute to several impacts but complementary support appears necessary to consolidate the conditions and factors that can give rise to these impacts.
Sustainability
The evaluation team rates the environmental, socioeconomic and financial sustainability of the results achieved by the project as moderately likely (ML) and their institutional sustainability as likely (L). Future ecological integrity is, to date, likely for most PAs. The environmental sustainability of the Menabe Antimena PA is deemed moderately unlikely (MU). The overall sustainability of the results achieved is rated moderately likely (ML).
The conditions and foundations for promoting replication and extension of the good practices and lessons learned are set and laid. Still, there is need for short-term financial support.

Synthesis of rating criteria 
	CRITERIA
	RATING

	Monitoring and evaluation
	

	Monitoring and evaluation framework at inception
	Satisfactory (S)

	Monitoring and evaluation implementation
	Moderately Satisfactory (MS)

	Overall quality of monitoring and evaluation
	Moderately Satisfactory (MS)

	Implementation
	

	Quality of implementation by UNDP 
	Moderately Satisfactory (MS)

	Overall project implementation performance
	Satisfactory

	Results evaluation
	

	Relevance
	Relevant (R)

	Efficiency
	Satisfactory (S)

	Effectiveness:
	

	Level of achievement of result 1
	Satisfactory (S)

	Level of achievement of result 2
	Satisfactory (S)

	Level of achievement of result 3
	Moderately Satisfactory (MS)

	Level of achievement of immediate objective
	Satisfactory (S)

	Impacts
	

	Impact rating: Important (I)
	

	Sustainability and replication
	

	Financial factors:
	Moderately Likely (ML)

	Socioeconomic factors:
	Moderately Likely (ML)

	Institutional factors and governance:
	Likely (L)

	Environmental factors:
	Moderately Likely (ML)

	Overall likeliness of the sustainability of the results achieved:
	Moderately Likely (ML)



In the light of the above findings, and to ensure the sustainability of the achievements of the MRPA Project and inform future initiatives, the evaluation team expresses the following recommendations:
	
	Actors
	Recommendations
	Priority

	Recommendations to ensure the sustainability of the achievements of the MRPA Project

	R1
	DSAP
DREEF
PA managers
Joint management platforms
	Reinforce the enforcement of joint management rules as part of the future updating of NPA DMPs, by i) actually empowering actors of such joint management at all levels and especially at the level of OPCIs and joint management platforms of the MMZ type; and ii) reinforcing their means of action (OPCI, VOI, etc.). This could be done through gradual transfer from P-NGO field workers to local entities such as communes or OPCIs; and iii) formalization of management delegation contracts.
	1

	R2
	DSAP
PA managers
UNDP
	Continue the work relating to the setting up of a network specific to category V and VI PAs to facilitate experience sharing on joint management, cohabitation, social and economic development, etc. This action could be led by DCBSAP with support from one of the managers.
	1

	R3
	DSAP
PA managers
	Renew trainings like the one provided in 2016 by NPCE on how to actually implement joint management rules and principles.
	2

	R4
	PA managers
DREEF
	Foster the relation initiated between P-NGOs and DREEFs regarding the management of NPAs, especially by striking collaboration agreements between the two parties. The terms and conditions of these agreements shall be defined by the two parties.
	2

	R5
	UNDP
MEEF
	Effect the final transfer of the equipment made available to partners as part of the project at its end, including P-NGOs and Deconcentrated and Decentralized Technical Services.
	1

	R6
	UNDP
Managers
	Continue the subsector development and private operator contracting process by involving managers on an ongoing basis, and mobilizing and making complementary funds available for the 2018 contracting and offset activities.
	1

	R7
	MEEF
DSAP
	Renew as soon as possible the joint management delegation contracts to P-NGOs.
	1

	R8
	Managers
DREEF
	Continue the reflection and confrontation workshops similar to those conducted in COMATSA to reinforce actual PA governance and mobilize forest administration and courts.
	2

	R9
	Managers
UNDP
	Conduct advocacy with the different civil society actors, as well as donors, to reinforce the involvement and will of regional authorities regarding the shared governance of PAs and enforce legal provisions, as well as reflections on the land status specific to NPAs.
	2

	R10
	MEEF
DSAP
Managers
	Continue the reflections and discussions on the terms and definition of the land status specific to NPAs which, to date, are still the private property of the State and project/consider the possibility of a shift into private property on the long term.
	2

	Specific recommendation to ensure the sustainability of the ecological integrity of the Menabe Antimena site

	R11
	Manager of Menabe Antimena
Regional authorities
	Continue securing the area, sensitizing migrants on the illegal nature of their practice (although this has already been initiated by Fanamby, to be reinforced), and empowering regional authorities regarding their competence to make arrests and enforce penalties. 
Since KMMFAs are being bullied and threatened, patrols should be conducted by a common force comprised of KMMFAs and military men so as to secure the area and curb insecurity. 
The declassification of part of the PA to focus means of action on the areas under conservation, as suggested by some interlocutors, is not deemed relevant by the evaluation team: this is setting a precedent and sending a negative message to other SAPM actors.
	1

	R12
	Manager of Menabe Antimena
Regional authorities
	Organize a national workshop/debate on migration with support from the International Organization for Migration.
	1

	R13
	Manager of Menabe Antimena
Regional authorities
	Set specifications for maize and groundnut collectors to allow for tracking these products and restrict their sale with informed consumers.
	1

	R14
	Manager of Menabe Antimena
Regional authorities
	Develop a complementary agricultural development plan for the two PAs, namely Allée des Baobabs and Menabe Antimena, to contain current clearing and shifting cultivation practices.
	1

	Recommendations to inform all future initiatives

	R15
	UNDP
DSAP
	As part of a future intervention, opt for a less ambitious geographic and landscape-based approach involving stronger support to social and economic development activities and investments.
	1

	R16
	UNDP
DSAP
	Define a system for disseminating achievements, good practices, factors of success, difficulties encountered, lessons learned and recommendations and taking them into consideration in future initiatives, compiled according to the topics defined in the study of the MRPA achievement capitalization.
	1

	R17
	DSAP
	Disseminate the use of the SMART tool in all NPAs and integrate activities in support of the enforcement of legal and regulatory provisions to all future initiatives.
	1

	R18
	UNDP
	Ensure better consideration of gender aspects and minorities as from the project design phase. In the case of MRPA, the situation is kept under control through adequate consideration in the implementation of gender aspects but this aspect needs to be reinforced during the design phases.
	1

	R19
	UNDP
	Ensure the setting up of robust monitoring and evaluation systems, especially by establishing the baseline situation and revising the monitoring and evaluation mechanism over the first year of project implementation, then reporting and compiling periodic information for the selected and approved indicators.
	1

	R20
	UNDP
	As part of a future intervention, support DREEFs in providing VOIs with stronger support as part of NRMTs, so as to reinforce and consolidate VOIs' skills and capacities in the NRM role transferred to them.
	2
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[bookmark: _Toc503252882]Introduction
[bookmark: _Toc503252883]Objective of the final evaluation
As per the policies and procedures of the Global Environment Facility (GEF) and United Nations Development Program (UNDP), a final evaluation of the "Network of Managed Resources Protected Areas" project, known and herein referred to as MRPA, needs to be conducted at the end of its implementation. This evaluation was conducted between the months of September and December 2017.
[bookmark: _Hlk501536136]Its objectives are to: 
· Assess the achievements and strategies implemented by the project both on field, at the level of the 10 protected areas supported by MRPA, and nationwide;
· Objectively assess the relevance, effectiveness, efficiency, impacts (or early signs of impact), and sustainability of project results;
· Analyze the assets and constraints that punctuated project implementation and discuss strengths and areas for improvement;
· Highlight good practices that should be built on to reinforce achievements, as well as the lessons that should be learned from the project;
· Express recommendations and suggest clear, relevant, and realistic orientations to promote the overall improvement of UNDP programs; and
· Assess project objective achievement and learn lessons that may improve the sustainability of the benefits brought by the project and promote the overall improvement of UNDP programs.
[bookmark: _Toc503252884]Methodology used
The key steps of this evaluation were as follows:
Step 1: Inception memorandum. After a launching meeting with the MRPA project team and a preliminary documentary review, the evaluation team submitted a framework paper discussing an initial analysis of the project background; the reference frame of the evaluation through an evaluation matrix setting forth the different evaluation questions and associated indicators; the methodology to be followed to carry out the evaluation; a detailed schedule, and; different data collection tools. The evaluation matrix is set forth in Annex 2: Evaluation Matrix.
Step 2: Document review. After the approval of the inception memorandum, the team familiarized itself with and analyzed all the documentation relating to the project, to extract all relevant information from existing documents and inform the indicators of the evaluation matrix as best as possible. 
[image: ]Step 3: Field missions and interviews. The team then met and discussed with the different project stakeholders through one-on-one interviews, group interviews and/or meetings, and focus groups with local communities. The team visited Antananarivo and some project sites. The sites visited during the evaluation are listed in the table hereafter, as proposed and validated in the framework document.[bookmark: _Toc503253164]Photo 1 – Focus group

[bookmark: _Toc503253086]
Table 1 - Sites visited during the evaluation mission
	Region
	MRPA
	PA
	P-NGO
	Field visit

	Menabe
	Menabe Antimena
	Menabe Antimena
	Fanamby
	

	Sava
	Loky Manambato 
	Loky Manambato 
	Fanamby
	

	Boeny
	Mahavavy Kinkony Complex (CMK)
	CMK
	Asity
	

	Diana, Sava, and Sofia
	Ambohimirahavavy Marivorahona Protected Areas Complex (CAPAM)
	INR of Tsaratanàna
	MNP
	

	
	
	COMATSA Nord
	WWF
	(meeting with WWF only in Sambava[footnoteRef:1]) [1:  Because of the remoteness of the site ] 


	
	
	COMATSA Sud
	
	

	
	
	Bemanevika
	Peregrine Fund
	

	
	
	Mahimborondro
	Peregrine Fund
	

	Diana
	Ampasindava Galoko Kalobinono (AMGAL)
	Galoko Kalobinono
	MBG
	

	
	
	Ampasindava
	
	


The list of the different people that the team met with during the evaluation is provided in Annex 3: List of people interviewed.
Step 4: Analysis and report writing. Drawing on the data collected during the interviews and focus groups, observations, and literature review, the assessors made a cross-analysis and triangulation of quantitative and qualitative data. The data triangulation (validation) involved cross-checking them using the different collection tools used, to firmly establish findings and lessons learned. Background information was added to the team's findings and quantitative data to facilitate their interpretation, their analysis, and the expression of adequate conclusions. Drawing on this analysis, the team developed this preliminary version of the evaluation report which sets forth the findings, judgments, conclusions, and recommendations for the evaluation questions identified and structured during the framing phase of the evaluation.
[bookmark: _Toc503252885]Reference framework of the evaluation
The evaluation is structured around seven evaluation questions defined and validated during the framing phase, which cover the five public policy evaluation criteria, namely: relevance, effectiveness, efficiency, impacts, and sustainability. To be consistent with the Terms of Reference (ToRs), cf. Annex 1: Terms of reference of the evaluation, and the UNDP-supported GEF Guidelines for conducting final project evaluations, the evaluation questions were grouped in three separate sections, as follows:
Project design
· Evaluation question 1: To what extent is the project in line with and relevant to the strategic priorities and objectives of GEF and UNDP, and national and local priorities in Madagascar? (relevance criterion)
· Evaluation question 2: To what extent was the project design process consultative and how would you rate the quality of the Project Document? (relevance criterion)
Execution and implementation
· Evaluation question 3: Was project implementation efficient, compliant with national and international norms and standards? (efficiency criterion)
· Evaluation question 4: To what extent have the different project stakeholders been taken into consideration in the implementation of the different activities and how did the project collaborate with institutional partners external to the project and other interventions in the biodiversity conservation sector? (effectiveness criterion)
Results
· Evaluation question 5: To what extent has the project achieved the expected outputs and results and how much progress has been made towards the achievement of its objective? (effectiveness criteria)
· Evaluation question 6: What are the potential impacts that the project is in the process of contributing to in terms of managed resources PA subnetwork development in underrepresented ecological landscapes, setting up of a joint management framework involving the local government and community, and integration of regional development frameworks? (impact criterion)
· Evaluation question 7: What is the likeliness of sustainability, replication, and extension of the results and good practices after the implementation of the project? (sustainability criterion)
This structure is set forth in the joint evaluation matrix in Annex 2: Evaluation matrix. This matrix, which is the main information structuring and collection tool for this evaluation, summarizes the evaluation questions, sub-questions, and indicators that inform each evaluation question. The collection methods and information sources mobilized to inform the indicators are also identified and set forth in this matrix.
[bookmark: _Toc503252886]Structure of the evaluation report
After briefly introducing the objectives of the evaluation and methodology used, this evaluation report first discusses the background of the evaluation, as well as provides a short description of the MRPA project. Next, it discusses the different abovementioned evaluation questions, matching evaluation sub-questions, and the findings of the evaluation team. A summary conclusion is systematically provided for each evaluation question. Following the discussion of these findings, the report provides the synthesis of the ratings obtained on the different criteria, based on UNDP's rating system, then the lessons learned, and the various conclusions, before moving on to the recommendations expressed on the basis of these conclusions. 
[bookmark: _Toc503252887]The project and its background
[image: ]In 2001, an initial national protected area (PA) system plan for Madagascar was developed by the National Agency for the Management of Protected Areas (ANGAP), presently known as Madagascar National Parks (MNP). This plan highlighted the fact that the 47 then existing parks and reserves, extending over 1.7 million hectares, i.e. 2.9% of the national territory, did not adequately represent the country's biodiversity. At the same time, negative comments on the capacity of existing PAs (from the IUCN categories I, II, and IV, cf. the definition of the different IUCN PA categories in Box 1) at effectively conserving biodiversity began to be heard. Such criticism referred to the fact that this type of PA allows only for limited integration of the traditional use of natural resources which local populations are dependent on, stirring resentment. This gave rise to the will to create PAs that are better suited to the needs of the local populations by simultaneously addressing conservation, economic development, and local governance. The different comments brought the Government of Madagascar and conservation NGOs to propose new, innovative approaches, aimed at improving biodiviersty representation in the national PA system while promoting economic growth and the integration of local populations. This will to create new PAs was additionally in line with the Republic of Madagascar's will to triple the surface area of its national protected area system from 1.7 million hectares to 6 million hectares, bringing the surface area under protection to 10% of the national territory[footnoteRef:2]. Following this commitment, in 2005, two IUCN [footnoteRef:3]commissions conducted a mission to provide technical support to the "Durban Vision" group of Madagascar, in addressing the challenges relating to management objectives and types of governance of the New PAs (NPAs) to be set up in the country. The mission noted that the expansion of the country's PAs could find better expression in a genuine "national protected area system" drawing on the definition of PAs proposed by IUCN, its set of categories (management objectives), and the range of types of governance discussed during the Durban Congress[footnoteRef:4]. [2:  Address of former President Marc Ravalomanana at the World Parks Congress promoted by IUCN in Durban in 2003.]  [3:  Commission of Environmental, Economic, and Social Policies - CEESP and the World Commission for Protected Areas - WCPA]  [4:  Grazia Borrini-Feyerabend & Nigel Dudley. Elan Durban...  Nouvelles perspectives pour les Aires Protégées à Madagascar. May 2005] 
[bookmark: _Toc503253165]Photo 2 - Propithecus tattersalli lemur in Loky Manambato 
©Gaétan Quesne

The Madagascar Protected Areas System (SAPM) was formalized on these bases to ultimately cover two subsets of PAs, namely: (i) PAs classifying under category I, II, and IV on the national register, including those managed by MNP, and (ii) PAs promoted as belonging to category V or VI by other promoters. Managed Resources PAs, or MRPAs, belong to this second network. This new type of PA raised various issues in terms of policy and legal framework, governance, and financial sustainability. 
On one hand, the role of category V and VI PAs in biodiversity conservation in Madagascar, although contributing to sustainable development, was unclear and the relating policy and legal framework were incomplete. On the other hand, the experiences, and institutional capacity and motivation for the development of this type of PA were relatively weak, and governance and coordination mechanism poorly defined. The very definition of this category of PAs was relatively hazy to all actors working in conservation in Madagascar. Lastly, category V and VI PAs did not have the capacity to attract sufficient interest from donors for the initial investments or develop economic opportunities to generate revenue for improved local development.
[bookmark: _Hlk501535998][bookmark: _Hlk501536035]It was in this context that the Ministry of the Environment, Ecology and Forests (MEEF) and UNDP developed the MRPA Project in Madagascar. MRPA is a 5-year project funded by GEF up to USD 5,999,610 and UNDP up to USD 2,500,000, for an initial budget totaling USD 8,499,610. The purpose of the MRPA project was to contribute to an effective and sustainable PA system through the addition of MRPAs, which ensure the representation and effective conservation of Madagascar's exceptional biodiversity globally, while simultaneously promoting sustained pro-poor economic growth.
[bookmark: _Hlk501536058]The objective of the project was to expand the Madagascar PA system through the development of a subnetwork of managed resources PAs in underrepresented ecological landscapes, as part of a joint management scheme involving the local government and communities and integrated to regional development frameworks.
Box 1 - The different PA categories set by IUCN
Category Ia: Strict Nature Reserve: this category refers to PAs that are strictly set aside to protect biodiversity and also possibly geological/geomorphological features, where human visitation, use and impacts are strictly controlled and limited to ensure protection of the conservation values.  Such PAs can serve as indispensable reference areas for scientific research and monitoring.
Category Ib: Wilderness Area: these are usually large unmodified or slightly modified areas, retaining their natural character and influence, without permanent or significant human habitation, which are protected and managed so as to preserve their natural condition.
Category II: National Park: PAs in this category are large natural or near natural areas set aside to protect large-scale ecological processes, along with the complement of species and ecosystems characteristic of the area, which also provide a foundation for environmentally and culturally compatible spiritual, scientific, educational, recreational and visitor opportunities that are respectful of the environment and the culture of local communities (frequently displaced on the outskirts).
Category III: Natural Monument or Feature: PAs in this category are set aside to protect a specific natural monument, which can be a landform, sea mount, submarine cavern, geological feature such as a cave or even a living feature such as an ancient grove. 
Category IV: Habitat/Species Management Areas: these PAs aim to protect plant or animal species of international, national or local importance, or particular, rare, or threatened habitats and management reflects this priority.  Many category IV protected areas will need regular, active interventions to address the requirements of particular species or to maintain habitats, but this is not a requirement of the category.
Category V: Protected Landscape/Seascape: these are PAs where the interaction of people and nature over time has produced an area of distinct character with significant ecological, biological, cultural and scenic value, and where safeguarding the integrity of this interaction is vital to protecting and sustaining the area and its associated nature conservation and other values.
Category VI: Protected area with sustainable use of natural resources: areas in this category conserve ecosystems and habitats, together with associated cultural values and traditional natural resource management systems.  They are generally large, with most of the area in a natural condition (unlike cat V PAs), where a proportion is under sustainable natural resource management and where low-level non-industrial use of natural resources, compatible with nature conservation is seen as one of the main aims of the area. 



[bookmark: _Hlk501536095]This project was implemented in five PA complexes, namely:[bookmark: _Toc503253177]Figure 1 - Project intervention areas

· [bookmark: _Hlk501536087]Menabe Antimena in the region of Menabe;
· Loky Manambato in the region of Sava;
· Mahavavy Kinkony Complex (CMK) in the region of Boeny;
· The Ampasindava peninsula and Galoka chain (AMGAL) in the region of Diana (i.e. 2 distinct PAs); and
· The Ambohimirahavavy Marivorahona Protected Areas Complex (CAPAM) in the regions of Diana, Sava, and Sofia, which extends over five different PAs: INR of Tsaratanàna, COMATSA Nord, COMATSA Sud, Bemanevika, and Mahimborondro.

As such, a total of ten PAs received support as part of the MRPA project.
To achieve the project specific objective, three key outcomes were expected, as well as a number of outputs which are set forth in the table hereafter.
[bookmark: _Ref498591261][bookmark: _Toc503253087]
Table 2 - Expected and operational results of the MRPA project[footnoteRef:5] [5:  Sources: Project document and mid-term review report] 

	[bookmark: _Hlk499046570]OUTCOMES
	OUTPUTS

	Outcome 1:
New PAs under categories V and VI are created to lay the foundations of an operational and effective subnetwork of Managed Resources Protected Areas, drawing on common management vision and principles.
	1.1 A clearly defined vision and principles for an MRPA subnetwork are formalized on the PA register (MRPA management objectives and terms).

	
	1.2 Baseline inventories facilitate zoning and help define sustainable economic growth options through the valorization of natural resources (biodiversity values, social values, economic options and cultural baseline data obtained on the sites to be included in development and action plans).

	
	1.3 PAs are published (management plan approved, participatory delineation of hard core and buffer zone borders; registration of the sites as PAs).

	
	1.4 An updated plan of the national PA system ensures that the zoning and MRPA objectives are consistently integrated to the formalized development and mapping at regional and local level.

	
	1.5 Basic PA management infrastructures and tools are set up (administrative stations, communication networks, field equipment).

	
	1.6 Monitoring systems are established to conduct the analytical monitoring of pressure, condition, and economic growth indicators.

	Outcome 2:
The institutional capacity of stakeholder groups provides an enabling environment for the decentralized management of MRPAs, ensuring biodiversity conservation and sustainable natural resource-based economic growth.
	2.1 The governance structures, roles, and responsibilities for the joint management of the site are agreed to by all partners, formalized, and established.

	
	2.2 Rights and responsibilities relating to community land issues and natural resource management are formally recognized and complied with.

	
	2.3 Capacity building tools are developed for key stakeholders and operational.

	
	2.4 Technical units are equipped and mobilized to respond to local initiatives that contribute to MRPA objectives.

	
	2.5 A subnetwork forum convening local MRPA stakeholders (public, civil society, private sector) is motivated and operational.

	
	2.6. A communication system that is effective, especially when it comes to targeting communities and their respective interest groups, facilitates civic participation, informed decision-making, and MRPA implementation.

	Outcome 3:
The financial sustainability of MRPAs is reinforced through innovative public-private partnerships and public funding mobilization.
	3.1 Action plans are developed for individual MRPAs and subnetwork operations (cost quantification for management purposes; non-public revenue options, economic opportunities on each site) are defined.

	
	3.2 Contractual contribution systems for the sustainable funding of MRPAs are set up through incentives to improve revenue streams, which are also drivers of economic growth and pressure mitigation.

	
	3.3 Rules and procedures for sustainable tourism and reforestation concessions are managed, biodiversity offsets and CSRs are developed and implemented in collaboration with competent public and private institutions.

	
	3.4 Investments are provided through microcredits and the project catalyzes local business initiatives.

	
	3.5 Labeling is facilitated and access to the organic and/or fair trade market is negotiated for local productions, services, and business initiatives compatible with conservation.

	
	3.6 The revenue from voluntary carbon agreements (including REDD+) contributes to the initial funding of community reforestation businesses and MRPA management.

	
	3.7 The revenue from REDD and agreements are invested in targeted fashion in the accounts of FAPBM.

	
	3.8 Options for increased assignment of public funds to the funding of MRPAs are identified and negotiated.


The project implementation unit is UNDP and the coordination unit is MEEF. The project was implemented by the Environment Projects Coordination Unit (EPCU), a Malagasy association whose mission is to promote the management and conservation of the environment and natural resources in general. The Project Management Unit (PMU) was set up within EPCU. 
The implementation of field activities in the five targeted sites is ensured by delegatee NGOs who are the main promoters of the sites, namely: Fanamby for Menabe-Antimena and Loki Manambato, Asity for CMK, Missouri Botanical Garden (MBG) for AMGAL, and WWF for CAPAM, with support from MNP and The Peregrine Fund (TPF).



[bookmark: _Toc503252888]Findings
[bookmark: _Toc503252889]Project design
Evaluation question 1: To what extent is the project in line with and relevant to the strategic priorities and objectives of GEF and UNDP, and the national and local priorities in Madagascar? (relevance criterion)
The project is in line with the strategic priorities and objectives of GEF.
The project is consistent with the strategy of the Biodiversity intervention area of GEF-5 and GEF-6, especially objective 1 "improve the sustainability of protected area systems". As mentioned in the Project Document, this project aims to develop the funding options of managed resources PAs through economic activities that promote the sustainable management of biodiversity. In that respect, the project also subscribes to objective 2 of the GEF-5 Biodiversity focal area strategy (matching objective 4 under GEF-6): "mainstream biodiversity conservation and sustainable use into production landscapes/ seascapes and other sectors".
The project contributes to UNDP priorities.
Through the social and economic development activities implemented within category V and VI PAs, concurrently with conservation activities, the project contributed to the different United Nations Development Assistance Frameworks (UNDAFs), including especially: 
· UNDAF 2008-2011, outcome #4: "the living conditions and productivity of the rural populations of targeted areas are improved";
· UNDAF 2012-2013, outcome #4.1: "populations, especially the vulnerable segments, have improved access to funding for their activities"; and
· UNDAF 2015-2019, outcome #1: "vulnerable populations in intervention areas gain access to income and job opportunities and improve their capacity".
The project design also was consistent with the 2008-2011 Country Program Action Plan between the Government of Madagascar and UNDP (CPAP) then in force and especially the following outcome: "The environment is protected in and around the targeted conservation areas", and the following outputs: "(i) Communes and communities are further empowered regarding the management of natural resources in general and biodiversity, more particularly; (ii) Communities are able to develop Income Generating Activities (IGAs) that are respectful of biodiversity".
MRPA project objectives are also in line with the UNDP strategic plan for 2014-2017, especially result 1 "growth and development are inclusive and sustainable, generating the production capacities required to create jobs and livelihoods for the poor and excluded". The project also contributes to UNDP's activities for "Effective preservation and protection of the natural capital".
The project is consistent with the government's biodiversity conservation and economic development priorities.
The project was designed with due consideration of the biodiversity and economic development priorities of the Madagascar government. The project especially contributes to the national commitments made in the following policy and reference documents at the time the MRPA project was being formulated:
· In its preamble, the Madagascar Constitution promotes the principle of subsidiarity for the management of natural resources, a principle that the project contributes to.
· The general sustainable development policy of the country "Madagascar Naturellement" (Madagascar Naturally) promotes the reinforcement of biodiversity protection for the conservation of a global and national natural heritage. Madagascar Naturellement also calls for the sustainable use of resources for sustainable economic development. The strategy was rendered into the 2017-2012 Madagascar Action Plan (MAP) where PAs are considered as drivers of development.
· The Durban Vision expresses the commitment made by the Government at the World Parks Congress in 2003, which aims to triple the surface area of PAs, i.e. an objective of 6 million ha of coverage or approximatively 10% of the national territory. The aspirations of the Durban vision were materialized with the creation of SAPM and were then incorporated to MAP. MRPAs are especially relevant as part of the Durban Vision which stipulates that PAs must contribute to sustainable economic growth, especially in areas with least development opportunities and relating infrastructures. The Durban Vision was reaffirmed during the Sydney World Parks Congress in 2014.
· The Poverty Reduction Strategy Paper (PRSP) stipulates that any development project needs to have a clear environmental dimension.
· The National Environmental Charter sets forth the country's environmental policy and provides the legal framework for specific sectoral acts such as the Code of Protected Areas (COAP) whose enforcement terms and conditions have recently been promulgated by ministerial decree (May 2017).
· COAP, entered into force in 2001, is a legal text that states the principles of existence of the PA network and lays down provisions on the types of governance and the procedure for creating new PAs. In 2005, a decree was promulgated to extend the PAs recognized by the national system to category V and VI PAs (which MRPAs belong to) but failed to explain how these PAs should be considered at national level. A new code was developed in 2008 but was not yet approved at the time of project design. This new version of COAP aimed to fill the legal vacuum relating to category V and VI PAs and especially clarify the role that local communities and MRPA management entities were to play in the management of PAs. The revised COAP was promulgated during project implementation by Act 2015-005 whose implementing decree was issued in May 2017.
· The project supports the national decentralization policy by targeting the building of regional and communal stakeholders' capacities regarding land development and its implementation, as well as local institutional capacities for natural resource management.
· The project also is consistent with the National Forestry Master Plan (NFMP) which especially aims to halt the forest degradation process, improve forest resource management, and ensure land security; and
· The GELOSE act on Secure Local Management which lays down the legal framework for natural resource management transfers and legally recognizes dinas - social norms or code of conduct which govern relations within or between communities - as governance tools; then Decree 2001-22 relating to contractual management of State forests (GCF). 
· The National Land Development Policy aims to set up and implement multisectoral development and land development plans at the regional level. By setting up Development and Management Plans (DMPs) for MRPAs, the project subscribes and directly contributes to the development process of larger scale regional development plans and Commune Land Development Plans (CLDPs) that are being developed.
· The 2015-2019 National Development Plan whose strategic focus 5 is aimed at "the Valorization of the natural capital and reinforcement of the resilience to disaster risks"; including "preservation of the biodiversity and environment of fishing areas, as well as marine reserves, and establishment of good forest governance".
The project objectives and approach therefore were consistent with regional and local priorities. The development of the DMPs of the different PAs through the project was based on the regional considerations and priorities enshrined in the Regional Development Plans (RDPs). The DMP development process was also developed in consultative fashion to achieve consensus among the different stakeholders, including regional authorities. 
	Conclusion on Evaluation question 1:
[bookmark: _Hlk499495065]The MRPA Project proved relevant to the strategic priorities of GEF and UNDP and it is consistent with the strategic, legal, and policy framework of the Government of Madagascar relating to biodiversity conservation, natural resource management, and economic development, as well as with regional and local priorities.



Evaluation question 2: To what extent was the project design process consultative and how would you rate the quality of the Project Document? (relevance criterion)
A comprehensive and quality Project Document which includes a relevant background analysis and clearly sets forth the theory of change and logical framework of the project.
The Project Document clearly spells out the purpose of the project, i.e. "to contribute to an effective and sustainable Protected Area (PA) system through the addition of MRPAs that ensure the representation and effective conservation of Madagascar's exceptional biodiversity at global scale, while simultaneously promoting sustained pro-poor economic growth." Under this purpose, the objective of the project is to "expand the Madagascar PA system through the development of a subnetwork of managed resources PAs in underrepresented ecological landscapes, as part of the joint management scheme involving the local government and communities and integrated to regional development frameworks". To achieve this objective, three results were expected from the project, namely: 
· Expected result 1: New PAs under categories V and VI are created to lay the foundations of an operational and effective subnetwork of Managed Resources Protected Areas, drawing on common management vision and principles;
· Expected result 2: The institutional capacity of stakeholder groups provides an enabling environment for decentralized management of MRPAs, ensuring biodiversity conservation and sustainable natural resource-based economic growth; and
· Expected result 3: The financial sustainability of MRPAs is reinforced through innovative public-private partnerships and public funding mobilization.
Each expected result (or outcome) of the project is broken down according to logic in a range of outputs (as set forth in Table 2) that need to be generated to achieve the expected result.
This structure allows for clearly explaining the theory of change and project strategy in the Project Document. On the other hand, a better degree of detail of the activities under each output would have allowed for more clearly pinpointing the implications of each output but was not provided at the Project Document stage.
The logical framework is set forth in the Project Document. It is deemed comprehensive as it includes - for the objective and three expected results (or outcomes) of the project: the indicators, baseline situation, end-of-project target, sources of information, as well as assumptions. Although some indicators could have been better worded to make them "SMARTer"[footnoteRef:6] and some targets were not defined at the design stage, the quality of the logical framework is deemed satisfactory. [6:  Specific, Measurable, Achievable, Relevant, and Time-bound] 

The project design process relied on a relevant and in-depth background analysis.
Overall, the Project Document provides a relevant and comprehensive analysis of the background of the project. The first sixty pages of the document are dedicated to a comprehensive situation analysis which sets forth: the conservation context in Madagascar (biodiversity composition, SAPM, PA funding, legal and policy contexts) and current major threats (change in land use, overuse of natural resources, invasive exotic species, pollution, climate change).
The Project Document also provides a comprehensive analysis of the different existing barriers to the setting up of MRPAs, highlighting the three following ones: (i) MRPAs' role in biodiversity conservation in Madagascar, while concurrently contributing to sustainable development, remains unclear and the policy and legal framework are still incomplete; (ii) the experiences, institutional capacity and motivation for the development of MRPAs are relatively weak, and governance and coordination mechanism are still relatively poorly defined; and (iii) MRPAs have, to date, been unable to attract sufficient interest from donors for their initial investments and were seldom able to develop economic opportunities to generate income for reinforced local development and MRPA management needs.
The Project Document also features in annex (Annex 6: Additional general information) an analysis relating to other information on land development, extractive industries, agriculture, and legislative or governance issues. Annex 4 of the document also sets forth the different profiles and poverty indexes relating to MRPAs. As such, the Project Document is deemed to provide a good level of definition of conservation and development needs.[bookmark: _Toc503253166]Photo 3 - Lepilemur ruficaudatus
© Gaétan Quesne

Although the Project Document does not document a list of specific lessons learned from other initiatives, it mentions that the project builds on the lessons learned from and success of earlier project approaches in Anjozorobe-Angavo, such as those of the UNDP/GEF project entitled "Community and participatory biodiversity conservation in the Anjozorobe Corridor (MAG/03/G31/A/1G/72)”. The ecoregional initiative of USAID, as well as the partnerships set up by Fanamby are also briefly mentioned.
[bookmark: _Hlk499542201]A proper analysis of risks at the design stage is provided, although it has not identified risks of agricultural extension in NPAs and has underestimated the likelihood of the risk linked with human migration.
The Project Document incorporates an analysis of the different risks and assumptions linked with the project and proposes different mitigation actions that were taken into account at the time the project was defined. The risk management system set forth is deemed of quality as it addresses risks of political, financial, strategic, and environmental nature; the impact and likelihood of each risk is assessed and mitigation actions are proposed. It is however unfortunate that the risk analysis at Project Document stage did not consider the risks of agricultural extensions in NPAs, as a result of the private investors' high demand for specific agricultural products. These risks, however, proved real over the implementation of the project, as with the case of maize and groundnut in Menabe-Antimena, sugar cane in CMK, and cash crops of the coffee and vanilla type in COMATSA.
The project rests on a prior analysis of stakeholders and allows for meeting conservation and poverty reduction needs without, however, comprehensively addressing gender or minority issues at the Project Document stage.
The Project Document provides an analysis of the different project stakeholders which sets forth their respective roles and responsibilities. Furthermore, in annex (Annex 5: Stakeholder analysis), the document provides a brief summary of the different stakeholders, their expectations, and the added value they bring to project implementation.
As mentioned in the project mid-term review, the answers brought by the MRPA project to the country's needs address both biodiversity conservation and rural poverty reduction. The livelihoods of the rural populations living on the outskirts and inside the PAs, who are the main beneficiaries of the project, strongly depend on farming and forest resource use activities, which unfortunately pose threats to PA resources. Project actions are consistent with the populations' needs in that they aim to set up sustainable natural resource management to preserve them while maintaining the livelihoods of the local populations.
Although the Project Document does not directly mention the different consultations made during the preparation phase (PPP), it is implied in the background and stakeholder analysis that the latter were consulted during design. 
The Project Document does not provide any specific analysis of gender issues and log frame indicators were not disaggregated per gender at the Project Document phase. It is, however, mentioned that "gender integration will be promoted and closely monitored. Due to the traditional nature of activities on project sites, it is expected that women will play an important role in all project activities, including management, training, and creation of substantially improved livelihoods[footnoteRef:7]".  [7: Project document, p.93. §263.] 

The Project Document does also not include any specific analysis of minorities and their needs, although the latter are briefly mentioned in Annex 4 of the Project Document pertaining to profiles and poverty indexes relating to MRPAs. Migration issues, which are one of the major challenges of some of the PAs supported, were analyzed in the Project Document. These aspects are mentioned in the background and analyzed in the section of the Project Document addressing risks, according to the following elements of analysis. The level of likelihood was, however, underestimated as it proved a major problem in Menabe-Antimena and a big one in CMK.
· Impact of the risk: high
· Likelihood: moderately likely
· Assessment of the risk: moderate
· Mitigation action: "Migration is a universal human right and the project will, of course, respect this. However, the impacts of migration can be reduced through the following actions. First, a clear zoning plan including management rules and approved by local stakeholders can deter migrants from occupying or using key biodiversity areas in an unsustainable way. Secondly, customary land tenure systems and land ownership by communities should be acknowledged by local authorities and championed. Should local communities accept the settlement of migrants, newcomers should be encouraged to participate in the development of MRPAs"[footnoteRef:8]. [8:  Project document, p.89] 


A consultative design process, although some actors would have liked stronger involvement.
The large majority of the stakeholders involved in the MRPA project that were met with during this evaluation mission, including MEEF, DSAP, regional authorities, and PA managers, feel that they have been consulted and involved in the project design process, in a satisfactory manner. However, because the PPP design process was initially coordinated by the Foundation for Protected Areas and Biodiversity of Madagascar (FAPBM), then transferred to EPCU once the Project Document was finalized and after the Board of Trustees of FAPBM decided it was not up to the Foundation to implement this type of project, some stakeholders who became key after this decision (including EPCU) were closely involved in the process only at the end of the design process, making it necessary for them to reclaim ownership of the content of the process. 
An adequately designed monitoring and evaluation system.
The design of the monitoring and evaluation system, as set forth in the Project Document, is deemed adequate. It complies with the procedures set by GEF and UNDP and provides for: an inception phase, a quarterly and annual reporting system, periodic monitoring to be conducted through field visits, a mid-term evaluation and a final one, as well as learning and knowledge sharing. Monitoring and evaluation activities have a specific budget and schedule.
Institutional arrangements that are relevant and clearly set forth at the design stage.
The Project Document describes in a relatively clear manner the institutional arrangements of the project, especially though the following organization chart:
[bookmark: _Toc503253178]Figure 2 - Organizational structure of the project, as set forth in the Project Document
[image: ]
The taking over of the implementation by the EPCU association following FAPBM's abovementioned decision is justified in the Project Document by the fact that an assessment of EPCU's capacities was conducted and deemed adequate by UNDP and approved by the Local Project Assessment Committee (LPAC). The roles of the different project management bodies (EPCU, steering committee, site promoters) are briefly described.
Management arrangements are also described in the Project Document, especially the fact that EPCU will have to sign management agreements with the organizations sponsoring the different sites.
The different management arrangements at the level of each PA were not described in the Project Document because each MRPA has its own.
A limited budget for a large intervention area and ambitious objectives.
The project simultaneously serves a conservation purpose through the creation of the MRPA and a development purpose, by ensuring the sustainability of the livelihoods of local populations through sustainable resource use. The budget allocated to the project to achieve this objective amounted to USD 8,499,611.
Table 3 hereafter - which is based on the data in the DMP of the five project-supported MRPAs - shows that MRPAs extend over a total of 1,466,125 Ha which are home to 523,711 residents. 
[bookmark: _Ref498599208][bookmark: _Toc503253088]Table 3 - Perimeter of the five MRPAs in terms of surface area and population[footnoteRef:9] [9:  Data compiled on the basis of the DMPs of the five MRPAs developed over the course of the project.] 

	MRPA
	Surface area (Ha)
	Population

	Ampasindava Galoko Kalobinôno (AMGAL)
	166 800
	60 735

	Ambohimirahavavy Marivorahona Protected Areas Complex (CAPAM)
	537.465
	329 632

	Mahavavy Kinkony Complex (CMK)
	302.400
	82 252

	Menabe Antimena
	209 460
	32 095[footnoteRef:10] [10:  2013 estimation provided in DMP] 


	Loky Manambato
	250 000
	18 997[footnoteRef:11] [11:  2006 estimation provided in DMP] 


	TOTAL
	1 466 125
	523 711



As mentioned in the 2014 Project Implementation Report (PIR) and estimated by FAPBM, 5 USD/Ha/year is not sufficient to ensure effective management of PAs in the Malagasy context. Although this benchmark applies more to category I and II PAs and no specific benchmark has yet been set for category V and VI PAs, overall, the project budget makes only approximately 1 USD/Ha/year available to the management of the five project sites, which ranks well below the already insufficient benchmark of 5 USD and covers only part of the PA governance and [footnoteRef:12]management[footnoteRef:13] needs, conservation actions[footnoteRef:14], and socioeconomic development in the PAs.  [12:  Governance includes the institutional organization of management bodies (senior management, consultative committees, etc.), the terms of local community consultation and participation, their involvement in construction and the implementation of natural resource management modes, the respective place of national/local/customary authorities and private sector in governance agencies, the operation of joint management, the development of partnerships, issues relating to local democracy, social acceptability of the PA, and place of rights of use and traditional knowledge in management arrangements.]  [13:  Including the development and implementation of development and management plans, the organization of management activities such as research, surveillance, offence control, actor education and sensitization in and around PAs, capacity building of various actors, or the assessment of the effectiveness of PA management.]  [14:  Management of species populations or ecosystems (ecological monitoring, biological, ecological, economic, social knowledge, etc.), maintenance of the quality of the ecosystems and their capacity to ensure their functions, habitat restoration (reforestation, stabilization, etc.), regeneration of species populations, eradication of specific invasive species or species posing threats to the ecosystems, water management, and resource protection (monitoring mechanisms, bushfire control).] 

The budget appears even more insufficient given the size of the population affected by MRPAs and the economic and social development objective of the PA categories targeted for these populations. These PA categories generally require larger development investments than category II PAs because of their size and the needs of the populations residing therein and the lever effect that needs to be generated to attract private investors (subsector structuring and initial investments, basic infrastructures, extension, etc.).  The geographic extent of the project therefore proved ambitious as compared to the budget available[footnoteRef:15]. [15: For comparison purposes, the Holistic Forest Conservation Program (HFCP) II jointly funded by AFD, the French Fund for the Global Environment, and Air France with a budget of EUR 4,050,000, was only intended to support three category V and VI PAs over a period of five years (COMATSA Nord and Sud, and Beampingaratsy). The first phase of the program pertained to five NPAs and this geographic scope was deemed overly ambitious. ] 


	Conclusion on Evaluation question 2:
[bookmark: _Hlk499495813]The Project Document is deemed of good quality. The background and stakeholder analysis provided is relevant and comprehensive. The project strategic framework is consistent and the theory of change and relations between expected outputs and outcomes to achieve the general objective are logical and relevant. The design process was consultative and inclusive. The design of the monitoring and evaluation system and institutional arrangements of the project was also adequate. 
On the other hand, given the national benchmark, the lessons learned from similar initiatives, and the budget available, the intervention area and project objectives appeared relatively ambitious. 
Lastly, it is unfortunate that risks of agricultural extension in NPAs were not considered at the design stage, when they proved real during project implementation.



	Rating of project relevance: the project is deemed Relevant (R).



[bookmark: _Toc503252890]Execution and implementation
Evaluation question 3: Was project implementation efficient, compliant with national and international norms and standards? (efficiency criterion)
At national level, the financial planning in Annual Work Plans (AWPs) and project expenditures are, overall, consistent with the actual financial planning; outcome 3 on the financial sustainability of MRPA is the only outcome to show a rather marked gap with expenditures amounting less to what was planned.
Annual Work Plans were developed for each year of implementation running from 2013 to 2017, and were approved by COPIL and signed by MEEF, EPCU, and UNDP. The procedure relating to AWPs is described in the table hereunder. 


[bookmark: _Toc503253089]Table 4 - AWP development procedures at national level[footnoteRef:16] [16:  Source: Manual of MRPA administrative and financial procedures] 

	Steps
	Actors

	1) Annual programming
	PMU, DREEF, P-NGO

	2) AWP development
	PMU, DREEF, P-NGO

	3) AWP validation
	Steering Committee

	4) Execution
	PMU, DREEF, P-NGO

	5) Budget control and monitoring
	PMU



AWPs set out different outputs and the matching activities, the funds assigned to each, and a quarterly timeline, according to the different budget lines. The budget revisions brought to the different AWPs were documented, justified, validated by EPCU, and approved by UNDP. Drawing on this, the evaluation team deems that the quality and use of AWPs is satisfactory.
The total project budget initially amounted to USD 8,499,611 (as indicated in the Project Document), with USD 5,999,610 provided by GEF and USD 2,500,000 by UNDP. As of November 15, 2017, the total project expenditures amounted to USD 7,676,239, including 5,774,077 provided by GEF and 1,902,162 by UNDP. The figures are provided in the table hereunder.
Total expenditures as of November 15, 2017 make up 90% of the planned budget (according to Project Document), the GEF funding disbursement rate amounted to 96% and that of UNDP to 76%. The overall disbursement rate (90% of the planned budget) is deemed satisfactory.

[bookmark: _Toc503253090]Table 5 - Initial and planned budget vs project expenditures
	Amount in USD
	Initial budget
(Prodoc)
	Planned budget
(AWP, MWP)
	Expenditures effected
	Planned expenditures/budget
	Scheduled expenditures/budget

	GEF
	5 999 610
	6 060 505
	5 774 077
	95%
	96%

	UNDP
	2 500 000
	2 087 630
	1 902 162
	91%
	76%

	TOTAL
	8 499 611
	8 148 135
	7 676 239
	94%
	90%


The UNDP country office put the difference between the UNDP funds actually leveraged and the funding planned in the Project Document down to the global financial crisis which led to a reduction of the resources allocated to the country office - which was therefore unable to assign all the funding planned in the Project Document.
An analysis per outcome of the initial project budget (as set out in the Project Document), the budget planned in AWPs, and project expenditures gives the following figure. As a reminder, the four outcomes of the project pertain to the following aspects:
· Outcome 1: Creation of new MRPAs;
· Outcome 2: Institutional capacity and decentralized governance framework;
· Outcome 3: Financial sustainability and public-private partnership; and
· Outcome 4: Overall project management.
[bookmark: _Toc503253179]Figure 3 - Initial and planned budget and project expenditures per outcome
[image: ]
Expenditures are, overall, consistent with the initial and planned budgets. It is however noted that, regarding outcome 3, the amount planned in the Project Document was revised well below the one planned in AWPs, and a rather clear difference is noted between the planned budget (AWP) and expenditures. This difference has especially impacted the achievement of outcome 3, which will be addressed in the next section of this report. One of the explanations mentioned during one of the interviews conducted during the evaluation mission is that the beginning of activities under outcome 3 was delayed, partly because the official bylaws of the PAs had to be obtained before sustainability activities could be set up.
Outcome 4 ("project results are achieved at the required quality") - which especially includes the recruitment and training of staff, coordination, operational expenditures, planning, control and monitoring, mid-term and final evaluations, etc. - makes up approximately 15% of the total project expenditures, which is consistent with the practices of projects of this nature and having similar geographic scope characteristics. A slight increase of the AWP budget, as compared to the initial budget in Project Document is also noted with respect to this outcome.
The table hereunder highlights the expenditures as compared to AWP budgets per year and outcome. Generally speaking, annual expenditures more or less match the planned budget, except for years 2015 and 2016. In 2015, expenditures on the four outcomes remained below the budget planned. In 2016, it is noted that expenditures under outcomes 1 and 2 exceed the planned budget, whereas expenditures for outcome 3 remain within the planned budget. However, when smoothed over the five years of implementation, the expenditures remain, overall, consistent with the planned budget. 
[bookmark: _Toc503253180]Figure 4 - Planned budget (AWP) vs project expenditures per outcome and year
[image: ]
Level of disbursement vs level of activity implementation and achievement of results.
Generally speaking, the level of disbursement per outcome and level of achievement of outputs and results (analyzed in the next section) are strongly consistent. The level of achievement on result 3 (see above) is slightly lower because financial commitment on that result was also lower. 
Drawing on the analysis of question 5 hereunder and the level of achievement of outputs and results hereunder, the team deems project efficiency to be satisfactory.
Degree of matching between activity completion and the initial schedule planned in the Project Document.
Activity completion was, overall, consistent with the initial plans made in the Project Document, except for outcome 3.
A satisfactory level of actual mobilization of co-fundings.
The project mid-term review highlighted the amounts of co-funding mobilized to date. These amounts are shown in the table hereafter, compared with the amounts planned at the Project Document stage. 
[bookmark: _Toc503253091]Table 6 - Level of mobilization of co-fundings
	Name of cofunder
	Amounts planned (USD)
Prodoc
	Mid-term mobilization (USD)
Mid-term review
	End-of-project mobilization

	UNDP
	2.500.000
	[footnoteRef:17] [17: The mid-term review showed that USD 2,500,000 had been mobilized by UNDP, which is considered a mistake as at the end of the project, the total funds mobilized from UNDP did not reach this amount, according to AWPs. The heading was therefore removed from mid-term review data. ] 

	2 087 630[footnoteRef:18] [18:  Source: MWP. Out of this sum, USD 1,902,162 were spent, leaving a remainder of USD 185,468.] 


	Global Conservation Fund
	2.000.000
	2 340 000
	2 340 000

	Interest rate of GCF investments relating to the project
	300.000
	0
	125 291[footnoteRef:19] [19:  The interests generated from this placement were effective only as from 2016, with USD 73,560 generated in 2016 and USD 51,731 in 2017.] 


	Oceane Aventure
	65.000
	0
	0

	WWF
	1.000.000
	3 063 617
	3 063 617[footnoteRef:20] [20:  Based on the data collected during the mid-term evaluation.] 


	Conservation International
	750.000
	Unavailable
	0

	DURELL
	570.000
	Unavailable
	0

	FAPBM
	500.000
	193 560
	668 122[footnoteRef:21] [21: Sum calculated on the basis of a document inventorying FAPBM fundings assigned to the different PAs from 2007 to 2017, provided to the consultant during the mission. The total of 668,122 is derived from the sums assigned to CMK and INR of Tsaratanana from 2013 and 2017.] 


	MBG
	108.400
	19 010
	19 010[footnoteRef:22] [22:  Based on the data collected during the mid-term evaluation. ] 


	Fanamby
	375.000
	435 000
	435 000[footnoteRef:23] [23:  Based on the data collected during the mid-term evaluation.] 


	The Peregrine Fund
	
	137 431
	137 431[footnoteRef:24] [24:  Based on the data collected during the mid-term evaluation.] 


	Asity
	50.000
	295 648
	295 648[footnoteRef:25] [25:  Based on the data collected during the mid-term evaluation.] 


	TOTAL
	8.218.400
	
	9,171,749


[bookmark: _Hlk499543284]The analysis of the joint funding amounts mobilized, whose data are partly derived from the mid-term evaluation, shows a joint funding mobilization level higher than the amount planned in Project Document, which is satisfactory. The budget actually mobilized by UNDP from TRAC funding lines is lower than the amount planned in the Project Document but is substantial for a project of this type. The co-fundings mobilized by FAPBM are in excess of the amounts planned.
Lengthy disbursement procedures that somewhat hindered field activity implementation but where slightly expedited after the mid-term evaluation.
On the different sites, at the end of each quarter, Promoter NGOs (P-NGOs) were to provide quarterly work plans and a fund advance request for the following quarter. Any GEF fund left unused at the end of the quarter could be carried over to the following one. On the other hand, whenever the disbursement level of the advances received from UNDP ranked below 80%, the remaining fund consistently had to be returned to UNDP.
As mentioned in the mid-term review, these procedures were fairly criticized, especially because they are cumbersome from an administrative point of view and some delays in making the quarterly fund advances available caused some difficulties to the P-NGOs, especially as regards the payment of field staff. It was mentioned during interviews that quarterly advances were generally secured only by the middle of the relevant quarter. Delays in making funds available were even more lengthened when P-NGOs would sub-delegate part of their responsibilities to other organizations, as was the case, for example, in Menabe, where the management of a concession was delegated to the National Center for Training, Studies and Research in Environment and Forestry (CNFEREF), and the structuring and coaching of groups for ecological monitoring and community patrols to the Durrell NGO. In this case, the funds pass through the P-NGO before reaching sub-delegatees.
Some of the people interviewed as part of the final evaluation mission however highlighted an improvement in the mobilization of funds, after the recommendations from the mid-term evaluation were received, for several reasons: i) reporting and fund disbursement procedures were accelerated, ii) PMU consistently reached a quarterly disbursement level of 80% in 2016 and 2017, iii) the scheduling of P-NGO activities was less ambitious and took into better account the UNDP procedures and times for making the funds available.
[bookmark: _Hlk499543863]A relatively clear and satisfactory management and decision-making mechanism, clearly defined roles and responsibilities, and project management arrangements that are overall enforced. Recruitments within PMU were relevant and reasoned, even though it is unfortunate that the recruitment of the STA never happened, as it would have contributed to reinforcing reflection and strategic orientations on the governance and management of category V and VI PAs. That being said, the funds initially assigned to the STA position were used to make complementary recruitments within PMU. But cumbersome procedures for making funds available.
As set out in the Project Documentation report, project implementation relies on four groups of key actors, shown on the opposite diagram: the steering committee (COPIL), PMU, the Regional Directorate of the Environment, Ecology, and Forestry (DREEF), and P-NGOs, co-managers (OPCI[footnoteRef:26], platforms of actors) and the local community representation structure (VOI). [26:  Public Organization of Inter-municipal Cooperation] 

The key responsibilities of PMU are: [bookmark: _Toc503253181]Figure 5 - Simplified structure of the project

· Consolidate the PTBAs of P-NGOs;
· Monitor project-related activity implementation;
· Produce periodic reports;
· Keep project accounts;
· Prepare annual consolidated financial statements and project financial reports;
· Monitor and consolidate project indicators;
· Ensure the secretariat of COPIL; and 
· Manage annual project audits[footnoteRef:27]. [27:  Altec. 2017. Capitalization of assets from MRPAs] 

PMU was comprised of: one national director, one national coordinator, one monitoring and evaluation officer (M&E), one administrative and financial officer, one procurement officer, one internal auditor, one information system and database officer, one technical assistant to the Directorate of Biodiversity Conservation and Protected Area System (DCBSAP), one accountant financial assistant, one ICT and database assistant, and support staff. 
It should be noted that the recruitment of a Senior Technical Advisor (STA) was planned in the Project Document but was not effected. The main reasons for deciding against this recruitment were budget-related at first[footnoteRef:28] then after the mid-term evaluation, they were time-related. This recruitment would have contributed to reinforcing reflection and strategic orientations on the governance and management of category V and VI PAs. [28:  2015 steering committee report] 

The Project Document did not provide for the recruitment of any procurement officer, or internal auditor, or financial and accounting assistant. The three positions were created within PMU as per the recommendation ensuing from the micro-evaluation conducted by the Ernst and Young firm in July 2013. Part of the funds that was originally intended for the recruitment of STA were therefore reassigned to these three positions, which is commendable. Lastly, in 2014, MEEF submitted a request relating to the need to recruit a Technical Assistant to support DCBSAP in revitalizing SAPM and firmly establishing the MRPA network, with the coordinating body of the MRPA project. This request was approved by UNDP and COPIL in June 2014. These recruitments are deemed relevant and reasoned by the evaluation team. Nevertheless, the team feels it is unfortunate that the recruitment of STA was not effected.
The COPIL, co-chaired by the Secretary General of MEEF and the Deputy Resident Representative of UNDP (DRRHP) has the following responsibilities:
· Ensure proper implementation of the Project, as per its objectives and the implementation terms set in the Cooperative Agreement signed on December 21, 2012;
· Ensure good governance through representativeness, transparency, partnership, and good role distribution on the Project; and
· Ensure that all planning, scheduling, budgeting, and monitoring and evaluation activities are conducted in the best interest of the Project[footnoteRef:29]. [29:  Manual of administrative and financial procedures of MRPA] 

COPIL is comprised of representatives from: UNDP, MEEF (Secretary General, DCBSAP, Directorate of Planning, Programming and M & E (DPPSE)), P-NGOs, the five DREEFs of EPCU (national project director), and PMU.
The subjects addressed and decisions made during the different meetings of COPIL were written into well detailed meeting reports and signed by EPCU, MEEF, and UNDP, which allowed for some level of transparency in project management decisions.
The DREEFs of the five project intervention regions (Boeny, Diana, Menabe, Sava, and Sofia) had three key responsibilities in the implementation of the project, namely: ensure operational monitoring of P-NGO activities on their site, ensure the ecological and forest health control of PAs, and support the Natural Resource Management Transfers (NRMT) process. According to the Manual of administrative and financial procedures of the project, as from 2014, DREEFs must annually sign standard agreement letters setting forth the monitoring activities assigned to them. Each DREEF, as such, benefitted from an AWP. 
P-NGOs are the prime entities in charge of each PA, they closely collaborate with communities and local authorities across the full territory of the PA. According to the Manual of administrative and financial procedures of the project, NGOs must annually sign with PMU a grant agreement defining the rules to be followed, as well as the activities to be conducted to implement the project[footnoteRef:30]. P-NGOs effectively benefitted from AWPs but there is no indication that they have annually signed a grant agreement (a procedure, which incidentally appears relatively cumbersome).  [30:  Manual of administrative and financial procedures of MRPA] 

UNDP was consistently involved in COPIL and project technical meetings. Some interviewed stakeholders consider that it properly played its role when decisions had to be made. On the other hand, disbursement times were criticized by different stakeholders. Moreover, the UNDP country office could have used stronger influence on the institutional jams that the project has been facing for several months now (especially the lack of co-management delegation contracts for promoters since 2015 and land security which is not ensured). 
A monitoring and evaluation mechanism consistent with GEF and UNDP requirements, including numerous relevant monitoring and reporting tools but suffering from a lack of clarity regarding achievement reporting in quarterly and annual activity reports.
The project does not have any monitoring and evaluation strategy described in a specific document but a mechanism has duly been set up and mid-term and final evaluations have been conducted.
Monitoring indicators
As mentioned in the section on relevance, the project has a log frame with monitoring indicators, a reference situation, and an end-of-project target. The latter are described in the Project Document. The monitoring indicators proposed in the Project Document were discussed at the national launching workshop, different changes to the design of the indicators were suggested. The conclusions of the inception report on project monitoring indicators, as proposed in the Project Document were as follows: (i) there is mitigated understanding of the mandatory indicators of GEF and UNDP, as well as METT (Management Effectiveness Tracking Tool) and the score cards on capacities and financial sustainability; and (ii) the indicators proposed for objective and result levels work better as activity or task indicators[footnoteRef:31]. [31:  MRPA. March 2014. Inception report. P.13] 

However, the different changes proposed were not taken into account in implementation reports (Project Implementation Review - PIR) which were consistently completed on the basis of Project Document indicators and this, till the end of the project. Furthermore, it can be noted that some baseline and target situations which were not informed in the log frame at the Project Document stage but were to be at the project inception phase, were not informed at all, nor updated in PIRs. As such, in the 2017 PIR, for example, some baseline and/or target situations are still mentioned as "values to be defined by specialists during the inception phase" (indicator 3, indicator 8, indicator 10). For example, the case of indicator 8 intended to measure the achievement of outcome 2 is problematic in PIRs. It is illustrated in the table hereunder.
[bookmark: _Toc503253092]Table 7 - Data on indicator 8 (outcome 2) mentioned in PIRs
	Indicator
	Baseline situation
	End-of-project target

	Increased land tenure security for local communities
	Baseline to be defined at project inception. This will include assessment of land under customary ownership where owners wish to have legal titling.
	Target value to be defined once baseline assessment have been made during project inception.


This indicator is not measurable and the baseline, as well as target situation remained undefined till the end of the project. It therefore appears that the lack of updating of the indicators, the absence of baseline and target situation following the project inception phase has negatively impacted on the soundness of the monitoring and evaluation system.
However, it can be noted that other, more precise indicators were used in quarterly and annual activity reports and were disaggregated per gender. In the light of the documentation made available to the assessor, it is unclear what these indicators inform on; some seem to pertain to the outputs of the strategic framework of UNDP but not the project's, while others seem to be derived from AWP, etc.
National monitoring and reporting tools
A range of monitoring and reporting tools has been set up to monitor project implementation. These different tools are described in the table hereafter.

[bookmark: _Toc503253093]Table 8 - Project monitoring and reporting tools[footnoteRef:32] [32:  Table based on the documentation made available to the assessor by PMU at the time of the final evaluation.] 

	Monitoring tools
	Responsibility
	Frequency
	Comment

	Project Implementation Report (Project Implementation Review – PIR)
	PMU
	Annual
	PIRs meet GEF and UNDP requirements.

	Activity report
	PMU
	Quarterly and annual compilation at last quarter
	Activity reports do not highlight the period's achievements per expected output or activity. The achievements of each period are more related to outcomes. As such, it is difficult to have an overview of the achievement of the activities and products for each period. Moreover, the indicators mentioned are different from those of the log frame and the numbering of the different outputs and activities is rather muddled.

	Internal audit report
	PMU
	Ad hoc audits conducted:
DREEF:
· Boeny: 2013, 2014, 2015, 2016;
· Diana: 2013, 2014, 2015;
· Menabe: 2013,2015, 2016;
· Sava: 2015;
· Sofia: 2014, 2015, 2016
P-NGO
· WWF: 2015
· Asity: 2013, 2015, 2016
· Fanamby: 2013, 2015, 2017
· MBG: 2013, 2015, 02 and 11. 2016
· MNP: 2015, (HQ), 2015 and 2016 (Ambanja)
· TPF 02 and 07. 2015
	The recruitment of the in-house auditor to ensure compliance with the procedures for effecting fund payments to DREEFs and P-NGOs was recommended following the micro-evaluation conducted by Ernst and Young in 2013 and validated by COPIL.
A minimum of one audit could be conducted in each delegatee organization (DREEF and P-NGO). Audit reports are clear and to the point and where several audits have been conducted, recommendations are monitored.
Audit reports especially allowed for highlighting the level of project fund use by Fanamby: "non-compliance with financial orthodoxy" which recommends "distinct management" of the various funds made available to a given entity[footnoteRef:33], lack of supporting documents for some of the disbursements made and expenditures that were not planned in the grant agreement[footnoteRef:34]. [33:  MRPA. February 2015. Internal Audit. Report on the review of the uses of the funds intended for the Loky Manambato NPA, managed by the Fanamby association.]  [34:  MRPA. October 2013. Internal Audit; Report on the review of the uses of the funds intended for the site of Menabe-Antimena conducted with the headquarter of Fanamby] 


	METT
	Consultant 
Kinomé 
UGT, DAPT, P-NGO (2014)
	2010 (baseline situation)
2015 (mid-term review)
2014, 2016, 2017
	Tool which seems to have been used as per GEF requirements. It was used in each project PA and the different scores obtained allowed for informing one of the monitoring indicators of outcome 1.  METT is therefore informed in satisfactory manner. The most recent version is provided in Annex 4: METT of this report.

	UNDP scorecard for the sustainability of the financial system of PAs (Financial scorecard for PA - FSC)
	External consultant
	2016, 2017
	Tool which has been used as per UNDP requirements.
The score from this card has been used as one of the monitoring indicators of outcome 3.

	The UNDP capacity development scorecared
	Key project actors[footnoteRef:35] [35: Based on the information provided in the 2015 PIR but unspecified for other years.] 

	2014, 2015, 2016, 2017[footnoteRef:36] [36: Based on the information and scores provided in PIRs.] 

	The score obtained through this scorecared allowed for informing one of the monitoring indicators of outcome 2. Although the evaluation team did not directly have access to the cards, the different scores were filled in the different PIRs.

	PoWPA of SAPM
	ND
	ND
	ND

	Referenced Database Management System (RDBMS) 
	ND
	ND
	System which ensures the harmonization of the data of the 5 MRPA PAs

	Monitoring mission report with P-NGOs
	PNC
	Different monitoring missions conducted during the project[footnoteRef:37]: [37:  Based on the mission reports made available to the assessor] 

· 7 in 2013
· 9 in 2014
· 8 in 2015
· 4 in 2016
· 3 in 2017
	These missions are documented by to the point and well-structured reports that summarize: (i) the objectives of the mission, (ii) expected results, (iii) course, (iv) results of the missions, (v) problems and solution, (vi) recommendations, and (vii) people encountered.



Generally speaking, the monitoring documentation produced over the implementation of the project is well stocked and M&E mechanisms comply with UNDP and GEF requirements. Aside from the lack of clarity of activity reports and problems of indicators in the PIRs, the documentation is deemed of quality.
A risk management mechanism that is satisfactory and updated on a quarterly basis.
The different risks identified in the Project Document were updated in the inception report, as well as in each quarterly activity report. For each risk identified, the date of identification is specified, as well as the date of updating, and one mitigation action (called management response or counter-action) is described. The reports also mention whether the risk is critical or not and name the person in charge of monitoring. The risk management system is therefore considered satisfactory[footnoteRef:38].  [38: It is noted that migration issues, especially in Menabe Antimena, were deemed to pose a risk and problem as from 2016 (Annual reports 2016 and 2017). Proposed mitigation actions: report the information till the MEEF level, special mission of MEEF, consultations, and emergency plan.] 

A relatively adaptive project management.
The mid-term review issued 14 recommendations that were compiled in a document (Management response with priorities[footnoteRef:39]) and classified by topic and priority. For each recommendation, a management response is provided (accepted/rejected and justification) and key actions to be undertaken are described with the terms, person in charge, deadline, status, and comment.  [39:  The October 2016 version of this document was at the disposal of the assessor.] 

According to the COPIL meeting report dated November 2016, out of the recommendations expressed:
· Three recommendations have been fully implemented, they pertain to the conventional approaches and activities of the project;
· Nine recommendations are in the process of implementation, they pertain to project approaches and empowerment strategies for sustainability purposes; and
· Two recommendations were not implemented, they related to the training of the extended MRPA project (PMU, P-NGO, DREEF, MEEF) and the funding of some activities of the IEVM project (which has not yet started).
Although all recommendations were not fully implemented, the adaptive management of the project can be considered satisfactory as each recommendation was translated into a key action for the purpose of its implementation.
Additionally, as mentioned previously, some recommendations ensuing from the micro-evaluation of Ernst and Young conducted in 2013 were also considered in the management of the project, namely through further staffing of PMU.

	Rating of the project monitoring and evaluation
· Monitoring and evaluation framework at inception: Satisfactory (S)
· Implementation of monitoring and evaluation: Moderately Satisfactory (MS)
· Implementation of monitoring and evaluation: Moderately Satisfactory (MS)



	Conclusion on Evaluation question 3:
[bookmark: _Hlk499496221]The project was implemented in compliance with international norms and standards.
Activity implementation and project expenditure levels are, overall, in line with the initial budget and financial planning made in AWPs. The only significant gap between achievements and planning relates to outcome 3 whose actual expenditures rank below the planned ones. 
Project management mechanisms and decision-making processes were relatively clear and overall satisfactory, however field implementation was affected by some fund disbursement delays with DREEF and P-NGOs, even though such delays were slightly mitigated after the mid-term evaluation.
The roles and responsibilities of the different stakeholders were clearly defined and project management arrangements were, overall, actually implemented. Recruitments within PMU were relevant and reasoned, even though the recruitment of STA - which never happened - would have contributed to reinforcing reflection and strategic orientations on the governance and management of category V and VI PAs. 
The project had a monitoring and evaluation system which included numerous relevant monitoring and reporting tools. However, some monitoring indicators, as well as their baseline and target situations were not updated, making them hard to measure. The project would also have benefitted from clearer quarterly reporting structured per output.
Overall, project management appears to have been adaptive and the risk management mechanism was updated regularly.



Evaluation question 4: To what extent have the different project stakeholders been taken into consideration in the implementation of the different activities and how did the project collaborate with institutional partners external to the project and other interventions in the biodiversity conservation sector? (effectiveness criterion)
Stakeholders who are, overall, satisfied with the decision-making processes and their involvement in activity implementation.
The interviews conducted during the final evaluation mission indicate a good level of satisfaction with respect to the management mechanisms and decision-making processes of the project at national level (more than 75% of the people encountered expressed their satisfaction). The roles of the different management bodies and staff of the project were clear. Through the different decisions made during the meetings organized, COPIL played its steering and orientation role on the different problems encountered as part of project implementation. The work of PMU is appreciated, especially at the level of the technical assistance provided to DCBSAP and no major relationship problem with the different P-NGOs was reported during the interviews. As such, the coordination and collaboration between PMU and P-NGOs was deemed satisfactory. Project decision-making bodies deem that P-NGOs have done a good job on field by involving local populations in a satisfactory way.
[image: ]The project implementation process took gender and gender equality issues into consideration. The purpose of the project was to target all categories of people with no discrimination relating to gender, age, faith or ethnicity. The project encouraged the participation of women and youth in the different PA management structures, producers' associations, or creation of craftswomen's groups, by integrating systematic parity monitoring to the working tools, such as the attendance sheet of the training workshops and various meetings, and the list of beneficiaries of IGA supports[footnoteRef:40]. In June 2017, the number of vulnerable people who had access to IGAs and jobs generated by the project in intervention zones was estimated to include 3,301 women out of a total of 7,559 people, i.e. 44%[footnoteRef:41]. As part of the project strategy and for better involvement of the populations in the joint management of PAs, 49 representatives of the local communities benefitted from trainings, including 9 women, i.e. 19%[footnoteRef:42]. Although parity is not achieved, these results show that gender issues are satisfactorily taken into account in the implementation of the project. [40:  2017 quarterly activity report.]  [41:  2017 PIR]  [42:  2017 PIR] 
[bookmark: _Toc503253167]Photo 4 - A woman beneficiary of the conservation agriculture support in Menabe Antimena

Satisfactory levels of internal and external communication and collaboration.
Aware of the fears that the setting up of NPAs can stir among surrounding populations as regards their access to natural resources, the different project stakeholders gave special attention to communication actions around the project. For instance, a communication strategy was developed and broken down into work plans for each project site. Joint site visits by all project actors and partners were conducted to reassure the communities and explain the vision for category V and VI PAs, allowing for a sustainable use of natural resources. Numerous activities, such as the PA delineation processes, were also conducted in a participatory way with communities. To improve external visibility, the MRPA project also communicated and disseminated the different project achievements through various channels (meetings, workshops, radio programs, public consultations, etc.). As such, the collaboration and communication with local management structures (VOI, KMMFA, CLP, KMT, etc.) can be considered as good, although the empowerment of local actors could have been improved - an aspect that is analyzed in the following section of the report. [bookmark: _Toc503253168]Photo 5 - Sensitization sign in Menabe Antimena

The collaboration between the different project partners was good, especially that between PMU and P-NGOs, and P-NGOs and DREEFs. The collaboration between the different project partners and other regional actors of the civil society and different local authorities was good. The Holistic Forest Conservation Program (HFCP) funded by AFD at the COMATSA PA illustrates the capacity of MRPA P-NGOs to adopt an approach that complements the interventions of other donors. Indeed, although some overlaps in agricultural development activities occurred at the beginning of the implementation of the two interventions, discussions were organized to guarantee activity complementarity and proper coordination. The discussions led to a good complementarity between the initiatives, especially through the sharing of intervention areas and supported COBAs between the two projects.

	Conclusion on Evaluation question 4:
[bookmark: _Hlk499496545]The different project stakeholders were, overall, satisfied with the project activity implementation process. Gender issues were addressed in the different activities, and efforts were made to disseminate information on the project, especially with the local communities.
The coordination and collaboration with different project stakeholders, on one hand, and external partners, on the other, proved positive.



	Rating of project implementation 
Quality of implementation by UNDP: MS
Overall project implementation performance: S
Rating of project efficiency: S



[bookmark: _Toc503252891]Results
Evaluation question 5: To what extent has the project achieved the expected outputs and results and how much progress has been made towards the achievement of its objective? (effectiveness criteria)
The level of achievement of most outputs is deemed satisfactory (3 outputs out of 20 are rated extremely satisfactory, 11 satisfactory, 5 moderately satisfactory, and 1 non-satisfactory) and contributes to the satisfactory achievement of the first two outcomes and moderately satisfactory achievement of outcome 3. Progress towards the achievement of the initial objective is deemed satisfactory. Project efficiency is deemed satisfactory.
Level of achievement of the expected outputs
The table hereunder shows the level of achievement of the outputs per expected outcome. The level of achievement of the large majority of outputs expected under outcomes 1 and 2 is deemed satisfactory, or even extremely satisfactory. As for the large majority of outputs expected under outcome 3, their level of achievement is deemed moderately satisfactory. The overall level of achievement of the outputs is deemed satisfactory. 
[bookmark: _Toc503253094]Table 9 - Level of achievement of the outputs
	OUTCOMES
	OUTPUTS
	ACHIEVEMENT
	Level of achievement

	Outcome 1:
New PAs under categories V and VI are created to lay the foundations of an operational and effective subnetwork of Managed Resources Protected Areas, drawing on common management vision and principles.
	1.1 A clearly defined vision and principles for an MRPA subnetwork are formalized on the PA register (MRPA management objectives and terms).
	"Support to the operation and setting up of an MRPA Forum" for knowledge, experience, and information sharing, was planned under this output, with outlooks to improving the management of the MRPA subnetwork. Forum activities were to include an annual conference and the maintenance of an electronic exchange platform"[footnoteRef:43]. [43:  MRPA Project Document, p.70] 

Two studies were funded to clarify knowledge on the concept and feasibility of setting up a Network of category V and VI PAs: 
· The first dating from 2013 on the capitalization of good practices on best approaches to be considered in the definition of operating, management, and category V and VI subnetwork principles and the definition of the MRPA vision and principles;
· The second one from 2016 on approaches, processes, and procedures for setting up the category V and VI network.
These two studies allowed for feeding the reflection on the terms and procedures to be complied with to allow for the creation of a network of category V and VI PAs and thereby provide the different managers with opportunities to share about good practices and lessons learned on the management of this type of PA.
As mentioned by an actor that the team met with, the development of a network and links at the central, deconcentrated, decentralized, and local levels features among the successes of MRPA. However, the network did not manage to formalize itself and, although the second study proposed three options for structuring the network[footnoteRef:44], disagreements arose between the different actors, especially as regards the status of the network.  [44:  Good to know: Option [1]: Network created by means of an Interministerial Order; Option [2]: Network in the form of an Association; and Option [3]: Network in the form of an NGO.
] 

Technical meetings between the different actors, including PA managers and DCBSAP were organized but the project was unable to set the organization of an annual conference, nor the maintenance of an electronic exchange platform. 
	Moderately satisfactory

	
	1.2 Baseline inventories facilitate zoning and help define sustainable economic growth options through natural resource valorization. 
	Baseline inventories for the five PA complexes were conducted in 2013-2014. These inventories pertained to biodiversity and ecosystem values (flora, fauna, threats on habitats, trend analysis) and cultural, social, and economic values. Potential activities for improving economic growth were systematically analyzed. These inventories also identified conservation targets and indicators and ecological monitoring propositions. These inventories subsequently allowed for developing development and management plans and, thereby, facilitating the zoning and definition of sustainable growth options through natural resource valorization.
	Extremely satisfactory

	
	1.3 PAs are published (management plan approved, participatory delineation of hard core and buffer zone borders; registration of the sites as PAs).
	The five sites were officially created by ministerial decree in 2015 (the creation decrees signed were actually six in number, as the sites of Ampasindava and Galoko, whose inventory was merged, were formalized through two distinct decrees). The final creation decrees pertain to a protected surface area of 1,464,972 Ha out of an objective of 1,527,151 hectares, i.e. 96% of the objective. The DMPs and Environmental Management and Social Safeguard Plans (EMSSPs) of these PAs (including the DMP of CAPAM, which consolidates the DMPs of the five PAs making up the Complex) were approved alongside the signing of these final creation decrees.
Once the DMPs approved, several Simplified Development and Management Plans (SDMPs) for Natural Resource Management Transfers (NRMT) and DINAs were developed to address the microzonings of Sustainable Use Areas (SUAs). Indeed, the terrestrial boundaries of each PA are materialized by a "green belt". This belt is generally made up of forest areas, whose natural resource management is transferred to local communities or VOIs, through renewed or newly created NRMTs. 
In 2015, these decrees were signed concurrently with the final creation of all category V and VI NPAs which were previously under temporary status. These 57 category V and VI PAs extend over a total surface area of 3,544,377 Ha according to the surface areas mentioned in the creation decrees (and 3,597,092 Ha according to the GIS studies). 
This difference highlights some ambiguity in the official delineations of these PAs. Such ambiguity also applies to the PAs supported by MRPA as, for example, the surface area of Loky Manambato officially amounts to 250,000 Ha in the creation decree, whereas GIS surveys find 248,409 Ha, or that of CMK amounts to 302,000 Ha according to the creation decree, whereas GIS surveys find 351,017 Ha. This ambiguity of the surface area of PAs and therefore their delineation poses a major challenge as soon as land management is addressed. Although the marking and materialization process of NPA external boundaries and hard core has been completed, in the current contexts - e.g. Menabe Antimena, where maize and groundnut production causes strong land pressure, leading to substantial clearings, or CMK and sugar cane production - it proves critical to clarify and formalize these delineations, as soon as possible through formal registration of these PAs with the land services. Such formal registration poses strong challenges, especially in terms of i) collaboration between the forest administration (General Directorate of Forests - DGF), land services (General Directorate of Land Services - DGSF) and land development services (Directorate of Spatial Planning and Equipment - DGATE) which report to different ministries; ii) land security procedures based on a costly registration to be implemented, especially through boundary marking of the considered areas; iii) issues relating to the primacy of existing rights; and iv) lack of clarity of the legal land statuses of category V and VI PAs. A collaboration and reflection effort between these different actors has been initiated and is ongoing, involving the potential implementation of a collaboration protocol between these entities over the coming months. 
	Satisfactory

	
	1.4 An updated plan of the national PA system ensures that the zoning and MRPA objectives are consistently integrated to the formalized development and regional and local mapping.
	Through this output, the project planned to get the "the communes, OPCIs and region to recognize [PA DMPs] as a means of winning political support" and "integrating MRPA conservation and the relating development and economic growth strategies to PRDs and regional development strategies[footnoteRef:45]".  [45:  MRPA Project Document p.71] 

The development and approval of the DMPs of MRPA-supported PAs followed a participatory process that involved the different actors either through Steering and follow-up committees (COS, made up of representatives of administrative authorities from the region, district, and communes, elected officials, and operators), OPCIs[footnoteRef:46], PA governance platforms[footnoteRef:47] or VOI unions. These DMPs are therefore recognized by the actors even if the actual monitoring of the implementation of these DMPs is rather effected at the level of the PA manager as is. [46:  Example of the Loky Manambato OPCI which groups the mayors of the four Communes of the PA, or the Koloina OPCI for Galoko-Kalobinono, and the AnAMI OPCI for Ampasindava.]  [47:  As with MMZ in CMK, which groups the 6 mayors of the area, VOIs, associations, and technical services.] 

Furthermore, the interviews conducted as part of this evaluation show that the DMPs and their objectives are generally properly taken into account as part of the development of land development tools, such as DMPs, Regional Land Use Planning Schemes (RLUPSs) or Commune Land Development Plan (CLDPs). For example, in the region of Diana, P-NGOs participated in the RLUPS development process, during which efforts were provided to integrate the respective sites covered by this region. At CMK, the objectives of DMP were detailed in the CLDPs (4 communes out of 6 developed their CLDP) and RLUPS (where CMK is considered as development and conservation land). In Sava, the development of PRDs (2015-2019) was hinged on the objectives of the Loky Manambato and COMATSA PAs.
	Satisfactory

	
	1.5 Basic PA management infrastructures and tools are set up (administrative stations, communication networks, field equipment).
	The human and material means of the PA managers were reinforced through MRPA and the co-fundings mobilized (such FAPBM which especially cofunds the operation of CMK, Tsaratanana, or Loky Manambato, or AFD and FGEF which cofunded the operation of WWF in COMATSA). Field workers were deployed and equipment (motorcycles, cars, communication means, office equipment) was procured. However, the issue of the sustainability of these field human resources is raised a few weeks ahead of the closing of the MRPA project. There is no guarantee that, on the short term, the fundings mobilized by the managers will allow for supporting the field human resources deployed under MRPA.
These human resources of the managers are reinforced by the collaboration with local management structures such as VOIs/COBAs (for the NRMTs set up in several of the supported PAs), community surveillance and ecological monitoring committees (KMMFA in Menabe-Antimena, KMT in Loky Manambato, Polisin'ala in COMATSA or CMK, Local Park Committee in Tsaratanana (CLP, name used by MNP) or Bushfire control committees (KMDT). The equipment of these committees (uniforms, communication and travel means for the largest part) was reinforced through the MRPA project which also covered part of their members' allowances (for example, KMMFA members receive a monthly allowance of MGA 12,000). It appears that, on the short term, these allowances are partly supported with funds from other sources (e.g. commitment of L'Oréal in Loky Manambato) but these allowances make up a relatively high cost (in all, the 10 PAs reportedly work with 1,764 people for community patrols, which makes up a total annual cost of MGA 423 million, i.e. EUR 112,000) and poses a major challenge to sustainability. Moreover, there is currently no guarantee that these community surveillance workers actually do their work as it is hard to control the patrols they conduct. The use of a tool such as the SMART monitoring system (Spatial Monitoring and Reporting Tool) would likely enable for reinforcing the effectiveness of these community surveillance mechanisms. Lastly, the surface areas to be patrolled are extensive with the capitalization study estimating the average surface area to be patrolled per worker at 735 Ha (assuming that the surveillance of the hard cores is the strict responsibility of the manager who generally does not have at its disposal the means needed to actually ensure the surveillance of these areas). 
The project also developed and made available different management tools for category V and Vi PAs, including: 
· The Guide for DMP and EMSSP development for category V and VI PAs;
· The Manual for implementing conventional activities at NPA level.
	Satisfactory

	
	1.6 Monitoring systems are established for the analytical monitoring of pressure, condition, and economic growth indicators.
	The monitoring tools of GEF biodiversity projects, including METT, as mentioned in Project Document, have been informed on an annual basis and applied to each PA. The same goes for the UNDP scorecard for the sustainability of PAs' financial system, applied to SAPM as a whole and the ten PAs supported by MRPA, in 2017.  
MRPA NPAs also inform IUCN/WCPA-based SAPM monitoring tools, such as PoWPA, by ensuring that information is reported from manager level to the central one. However, some actors feel that such information reporting is not always optimal and should be reinforced. 
A community ecological monitoring system was also set up to complement the scientific monitoring that managers are to ensure. Members of KMMFA, KMT, or Polisin'ala must fill in pressure monitoring sheets or counting sheets specific to key species when they conduct patrols. Although this mechanism appears relevant for ensuring regular ecological monitoring, the processing of the data compiled on these sheets is tedious and little use can ultimately be made of them in their current state. 
According to the capitalization study, all MRPA sites conducted a minimum of two scientific monitoring activities (aside from the baseline situation in 2013) and the project was able to conduct a total of 94 ecological monitoring on all sites, i.e. an average of two monitoring activities of the conservation target species per year[footnoteRef:48]. That being said, the monitoring of the conservation indicators defined in the DMPs and target values, site per site is only partially effected. Furthermore, the monitoring of economic growth indicators, as suggested in the wording of the output, is effected at the level of the MRPA project at large but not really applied at the level of individual PAs. PAs do not have any actual socioeconomic monitoring mechanism. [48: MRPA documentation report p. 42] 

	Satisfactory

	Outcome 2:
The institutional capacity of stakeholder groups provides an enabling environment for the decentralized management of MRPAs, ensuring biodiversity conservation and sustainable natural resource-based economic growth.
	2.1 The governance structures, roles, and responsibilities for the joint management of the site are agreed to by all partners, formalized, and established.
	Governance and management arrangements were defined in a consultative way and set up in all of the ten PAs supported by the MRPA project. These arrangements were described and approved in the DMPs which were developed in consultation with the different stakeholders. 
As such, the study conducted at project inception on "the capitalization of achievements and development of the vision and principles for category V and VI MRPAs" allowed for expressing recommendations, which oriented governance principles, reflections on the improvement of regulatory frameworks, including the new COAP, and strategic focuses to reconcile biodiversity conservation and economic growth in PAs[footnoteRef:49]. [49:  MRPA documentation report p.17] 

IUCN recognizes four major types of governance, each of which can apply to any category of management. As for management arrangements, they can vary according to the type of governance: 
· A1. Governance and management by the government;
· A2. Governance by the government and delegated management;
· B1. Joint governance and collaborative management;
· B2. Joint governance and joint management;
· C. Private governance and management; and
· D. Governance and management of the indigenous populations by the local communities.
The governance models adopted follow the B2 type of governance and management: multiple governmental and non-governmental actors who are formally and/or informally authorized sit in a governance body which has decision-making authority and responsibility. Once management-related decisions are made, arrangements (planning, implementation, etc.) are entrusted to authorized organizations or private entities. The different bodies set up are as follows:
· A "Steering and follow-up committee" (COE) and/or "Policy and Evaluation Committee (PEC) is set up at the highest, regional, or interregional level (for CAPAM).
· A management body frequently called "Management Committee" (COGE) is set up at the intermediate level and works either for a Region (case of CAPAM) or a group of several communes, in consideration of the geographic scope or concentration of the stakeholders. Oftentimes, COGE is comprised of [1] the PA Management Body and [2] structures such as OPCI or another association (such as MMZ for CMK). 
· Another management structure is set up at the communal level, grouping unions or associations of local stakeholders. They are represented in numerous cases by VOI associations. 
· Regarding MRPA PAs, VOI unions (at the regional level) and the VOI federation (for CAPAM where three Regions are involved) were set up. These unions and the federation have representatives sitting in COSs and PECs. 
To materialize the guidelines written in DMPs, a charter of responsibilities was developed for each PA. The charter of responsibilities stipulates the roles and responsibilities of all key actors in the management and governance of PAs. The charter of responsibilities expresses and affirms the commitment of these actors. Subsequently, the charters were translated into conventions between P-NGOs and other PA joint management structures[footnoteRef:50].  [50: MRPA documentation report p.20 20] 

Joint governance and joint management arrangements were therefore clearly set and defined in the texts. In reality, however, as mentioned in the capitalization study, the existence of a DMP and charter does not necessarily mean that actors have complied with the arrangements set therein[footnoteRef:51]. Joint governance principles are, generally, complied with and enforced through the COSs in place and, overall, operational, although COSs are rather frequently considered more like consultative rather than decision-making bodies. The enforcement of joint management rules is, furthermore, more complex and materializes itself at various levels. In most cases, promoter NGOs for which provisional management delegation contracts were signed prior to the final creation of the PAs ensure the largest part of the management tasks and COGE member structures, such as MMZ for CMK or OPCIs for other PAs, feel little involved in management decisions, as well as in the day-to-day management activities of the PA. Most often, joint management principles have been initiated but complementary efforts need to be provided to fully enforce joint management - which, so far, often remains overly similar to a management delegation to a specific organization - and to fully sensitize and empower the different actors. Project Document provided for "NGO promoters to [...] facilitate the setting up of local management structures who will gradually take over full responsibility. The involvement of NGOs is especially important over the first stages, considering that local interests will mainly be economic and will not necessarily ensure the protection and monitoring of areas of importance for biodiversity"[footnoteRef:52]. These first stages being now completed, the reinforcement of local structures should be continued to enable them to fully take on their responsibilities. [51:  Idem p.20]  [52:  Project Document p.74] 

Provisional management delegation contracts for P-NGOs have additionally not been renewed since the final protection status of the PAs has been obtained. In compliance with joint management principles, these contracts should, for that matter, rather pertain to joint management delegation or joint management. The renewal of these contracts should be formalized as soon as possible. 
Furthermore, the fact that regional authorities did not take action against the cases of clearings in Menabe-Antimena[footnoteRef:53] and non-compliance with the rules governing use defined in DMP despite the decisions made by COS, illustrates the partial efficiency of the joint governance mechanism and unwillingness of regional authorities to enforce the joint management rules that have been approved. The involvement of regional authorities in the joint management of PAs needs to be reinforced. In most cases, DREEFs received reinforcement in the form of material means but do not show full willingness to take on their responsibility regarding offence monitoring and control, NRMT support, conflict management, and DMP implementation monitoring. As mentioned in the documentation report, "when a major issue arises, the capacities of local, regional, and interregional governance structures prove insufficient. This holds true for the migration phenomenon resulting from illegal natural resource use and problems of encroachments by mining concessions inside PAs. [...] The capacities of decentralized governance structures are still limited in the face of certain problems."[footnoteRef:54] [53: The Menabe Antimena PA nowadays faces major clearings in the Controlled Use Areas (CUAs) and Sustainable Use Areas (SUAs). The clearings are made to farm maize in year 1 then groundnut as from year 2, two products that are in strong demand with private operators. The area is subject to strong immigration of communities from the region of Androy who participate but little in the implementation of the joint management principles. This aspect is addressed in further details in the section on the ecological sustainability of PAs. ]  [54:  MRPA documentation report p.20] 

Lastly, the capacities of VOIs vary widely and depend on the support and coaching that they have received since their creation and the first NRMT enforced (whose first contracts date from 2006). VOIs' capacities to enforce effective management of the areas transferred to them is frequently limited. VOIs are made aware of and involved in the aspects relating to the monitoring of and compliance with rules of use. However, they are, overall, little up to date on and involved in other activities required under NR management and conservation (such as the management of some populations of species or ecosystems [ecological monitoring, biological, ecological, economic, social knowledge, etc.], the maintenance of the ecosystems' quality and their capacity to ensure their functions, habitat restoration [reforestation, stabilization, etc.], eradication of specific invasive or ecosystem-threatening species, water management, etc.).
	Satisfactory

	
	2.2 Rights and responsibilities relating to community land issues and natural resource management are formally recognized and complied with.
	Project Document provided for agreements on the recognition of customary land rights at the community (Fokontany), communal, and regional level, as well as the securing of agreements on GELOSE and GCF[footnoteRef:55].  [55:  Project Document p. 75] 

For most of the areas involved in the NRMT processes, renewals of NRMT contracts or new contracts were signed. In all, the 10 NPAs supported should involve 80 NRMTs. As mentioned above, the VOIs' capacity to enforce management actions associated with these NRMT is variable. Some VOIs are financially autonomous, owing to member contributions and discounts received on the use of certain resources (some VOIs in COMATSA, for example) but the large majority of them remains dependent on external financial resources for their operations. VOIs received support for their organizational structuring and administrative operation but their technical capacities directly linked with conservation actions (restoration, reforestation, enrichment, ecological monitoring, forest developments, etc.) are generally limited. 
Furthermore, regarding the securing of agreements on the recognition of customary land rights at the community, communal, and regional levels, no element available to the evaluation team seems to indicate that such agreements have been developed or enforced. The DMPs of the supported PAs integrated the customary aspects of land issues, as found at project inception but, as mentioned earlier, land security issues within PAs, especially category V and VI ones, remain complex and unresolved. 
	Moderately satisfactory

	
	2.3 Capacity building tools are developed for key stakeholders and are operational.
	Capacity building under this project took various forms: 
· Capacity building of actors from different levels on PA governance and management through one-off support and the organization of the consultations of the different stakeholders, especially during the first years of implementation of the project, and the development of PA management tools;
· Sensitization of local actors on NRMT, as well as bushfires and clearings;
· Ongoing support to certain income-generating activities (market gardening crops, small animal farming, winnowing, ecotourism, fish farming, beekeeping), the development of certain subsectors (cocoa in INR of Tsaratanana and Ampasindava/Galoko, vanilla in Ampasindava/Galoko and Loky Manambato), the implementation of certain practices that are better suited to NR conservation (conservation agriculture techniques in Menabe Antimena, SRI/SRA [System of Rice Intensification/Improved Rice System), or the setting up of nurseries and reforestation;
· Training on community surveillance and ecological monitoring for members of KMMFA, KMT, or Polisin'ala;
· Sensitization on the legislation in force, for example, sensitization of regional and local actors on the new COAP and its implementation, including with Public Prosecutors and local courts.
[bookmark: _Hlk499134984]The most recent training, held in 2016, involved the local leaders[footnoteRef:56] of a few PAs, including the Mahavavy Kinkony Complex, COMATSA Nord, Ampasindava Galoko, and INR of Tsaratanana, in the actual enforcement of joint management rules and the research for and management of funds from partners. This training, ensured by the Network of Professional Conservation Educators in Madagascar (NPCE) partially contributes to addressing the gaps in the enforcement of joint management identified hereafter and should be renewed. [56:  Board members of VOIs, the VOI Union, and the VOI Federation, Mayors and their coworkers, local authorities (Fokontany), local park committee members, etc.] 

	Satisfactory

	
	2.4 Technical units are equipped and mobilized to respond to local initiatives that contribute to MRPA objectives.
	The deconcentrated technical services, especially DREEFs, were reinforced through the provision of rolling stock and equipment. They were mobilized over the course of the project to support local initiatives (especially DREEFs which benefitted from LoAs through MRPAs and quarterly budgets, Regional directorates of agriculture and livestock - DRAEs - and Regional directorates of fish resources and fisheries - DRRHPs) but their limited capacities and human and material resources still cannot fully meet local expectations. 
Depending on the circumstances or seriousness of the pressures, mixed squad missions involving forest services, including DREEF, the P-NGO, and Communities, as well as authorities such as the Region, District, and Communes, Forces of the Gendarmerie, etc. were organized. A total of 90 patrol missions were conducted over the course of the MRPA project. The capitalization study shows that patrolling campaigns conducted with mixed squads caused the number of breaches observed to drop from 2014 to 2015. Subsequent to that, a very strong decrease of control missions was noted over the last quarter of 2015, which caused the occurrence of breaches to bounce back over the first three quarters of 2016.[footnoteRef:57] [57: MRPA documentation report p. 45] 

The budget and equipment situation in deconcentrated technical services is generally weak and it is important that the resources made available as part of the MRPA project be finally transferred to these actors at project closing. The funding of forest administration services at the closing of the MRPA project poses another issue (DREEF and local units of MEEF, law enforcement officer). It is addressed in the sustainability section.
Some pieces of equipment were made available to the decentralized structures (OPCI and communes) but the means at their disposal remain weak, whether it comes to human or material ones. 
	Satisfactory

	
	2.5 A subnetwork forum convening local MRPA stakeholders (public, civil society, private sector) is motivated and operational.
	The setting up of joint governance and joint management structures, even though they are not yet fully effective, contributed to creating a sense of network and some degree of unity between the different actors. Forums for consultation and dialog were created for all the PAs supported by MPRA, which constitutes a significant progress and lays the future foundations of the development and implementation of new initiatives. 
	Extremely satisfactory

	
	2.6. A communication system that is effective, especially when it comes to targeting communities and their respective interest groups, facilitates civic participation, informed decision-making, and MRPA implementation.
	The findings of the mid-term evaluation on communications are still valid. 
Local radios within the PAs keep on broadcasting and disseminating information (even though that of Loky Manambato, for example, has stopped broadcasting for a while due a problem with their transmitter).
The project continued its communication actions by implementing its communication strategy and consistently submitted annual reports on them. 
The last sensitization actions on COAP enforcement in the different regions, for example, should be recognized. It appears that the regional actors in MRPA intervention regions are more aware of this legislation than those in other regions of Madagascar.
	Extremely satisfactory

	Outcome 3:
The financial sustainability of MRPAs is reinforced through innovative public-private partnerships and public funding mobilization.
	3.1 Action plans are developed for individual MRPAs and subnetwork operations (cost quantification for management purposes; non-public revenue options, economic opportunities on each site) are defined.
	Business plans (BPs) were developed for each PA in 2015. Their development was coordinated by a single consulting firm. Each BP therefore follows a similar structure. These BPs show:
· Biodiversity potentials and social and economic potentials;
· PA management and development strategies;
· Needs in PA funding per type of activity: conservation and restoration activities per i) P-NGO and ii) local communities; local development communities; sustainable development activities; and activities for the development of ecotourism; administrative and management expenditures;
· Potential sources of funding: resources derived from the valorization of ecotourism; resources derived from the valorization of other natural resources with economic operators; resources derived from stable fundings with trust funds (example to be negotiated with FAPBM); and resources derived from innovative fundings (carbon credit, REDD+, ecosystem services, green taxes, etc.).
An analysis of these BPs, as part of the capitalization study, showed that on average, the needs in funding of the five supported PA complexes range between 0.74 USD/Ha/y and 2.66 USD/Ha/y. The lower range seems low compared to needs, especially when it comes to the social and economic development of these areas. The upper range seems more realistic.
As such, these BPs provide good indications allowing for annually determining needs in funding and funding gaps relating to the management and development of individual PAs, and thereby, negotiating additional fundings with donors to fill these gaps. Their development furthermore answers one of the recommendations of the mid-term evaluation. On the other hand, the evaluation team wonders about the current level of ownership and use of these BPs by P-NGOs and PA comanagers. 
	Satisfactory

	
	3.2 Contractual contribution systems for the sustainable funding of MRPAs are set up through incentives to improve revenue streams, which are also drivers of economic growth and pressure mitigation.
	The level of achievement of this expected output and following ones was deemed non-satisfactory at the mid-term evaluation stage. The project consequently shifted its focus on these aspects over the last two years of implementation. 
General studies on common subsectors were first conducted over year 2016 and generated: i) an analysis report per product value chain; ii) a subsector development plan; iii) business plans per subsector (cocoa, coffee, raffia, satrana and ravinala, pepper and tourism); and iv) support plans and operational plans per subsector (cocoa, coffee, plant fibers, pepper, and tourism). The studies per subsector therefore provide an operational framework that enable managers and different stakeholders to implement a structured approach for the development of the targeted subsectors through the identification and contracting of partnerships with different actors. A few points, however, call for special attention, as noted in the documentation report: i) regularly analyze risks relating to subsector development, especially export, and mainly the price volatility risk; ii) monitor the product absorption capacities on markets, especially when it comes to plant fiber subsectors; iii) set up systems to control the rational use of raw materials to avoid overuse; and iv) adopt a territorial approach to the development of a given subsector. 
Furthermore, a study on innovative funding mechanisms for MRPA network PAs was conducted in late 2016/ early 2017, with a practice documentation report submitted in October 2016 and a final report in March 2017. The latter sets forth the resource mobilization potential per PA, the tax leverage analysis, and the ecosystem service valorization. The analysis highlighted that innovative funding mechanisms should be oriented on:
· The revenue received at the decentralized level or, if possible, through an implementing or financial agency;
· Revenues derived from a contract and mutual service relations between management delegatees, local jurisdictions, and local communities[footnoteRef:58].  [58:  Capitalization study, p.48] 

A few contractual systems were initiated and contribute as of now to the reinforcement of revenue flows into social and economic development and PA management. One can especially mention:
· The Sahanala Economic interest group (EIG) created on the initiative of Fanamby and the management of Camp Amoureux in Menabe Antimena and Camp Tattersalli in Loky Manambato, and the vanilla and cashew nut subsectors in Loky Manambato;
· The pico hydro power plant set up in partnership with Tany Meva in Amberivery, in the Bemanevika PA;
· The one-stop shop set up in Mahajanga to manage tourist tickets for CMK; 
· The Bemanevika Camp;
· The partnership with the T'TELO company for the production and marketing of honey in Ampasindava-Galoko; and
· The partnership between the Rouge Beauté company and eight associations from CMK on wickerwork.
Other contractual initiatives could ultimately develop with, for example:
· the Relais du Kirindy hotel complex in the Menabe Antimena PA which is located in the service area and should therefore pay a fee i) for local development; and ii) to the PA management; 
· the Nosy Ankao hotel complex in Loky Manambato which is located within the protected marine area of the PA and could assign part of its profits to local economic development and the management of the PA, using the same system as Relais du Kirindy. Discussions are already ongoing with Fanamby and Sahanala, especially regarding a contractual agreement for the purchase of fish fished in the area, with the structuring and professionalization of the fishers supported by the Sahanala GIE;
· the professionalization of local associations and/or EIG and structuring of the different subsectors, i.e. vanilla, honey, cocoa, etc. and contracting with private operators such as T'TELO, with an obligation to redistribute part of their profits to the management of the PAs. 
	Satisfactory

	
	3.3 Rules and procedures for sustainable tourism and reforestation concessions are managed, biodiversity offsets and CSRs are developed and implemented in collaboration with competent public and private institutions.
	No special rule or procedure has been developed to allow for the development of sustainable tourism. The project focused on the following approach when it comes to the development of sustainable tourism: 
· Reinforcement and development of partnerships with tourist operators: 
i) between MBG, the Tourist Operators Group of Sambirano (GOTS) and the Tourist Operators Group of the District of Ambilobe in Ampasindava-Galoko: reinforcement of the tourist reception capacity, development of the networking with regional actors in the field of tourism, organization of tourist visits on the sites:
ii) the partnership between Asity, the Regional Office of Tourism of Boeny and Madagascar Rural Tourism (MATOR) and the setting up of a one-stop shop in Mahajanga;
iii) the partnership with the Sahanala EIG for the management of Camp Amoureux in Menabe-Antimena and Camp Tattersalli in Loky Manambato.
· Reinforcement and creation of reception infrastructures:
i) renovation of reception and accommodation infrastructures at Camp Amoureux;
ii) reinforcement of reception structures in Camp Tattersalli, Loky Manambato;
iii) construction of a lodge in CMK; and
iv) development and servicing of a camping site in Bemanevika.
Also, no support was received on the rules and procedures relating to reforestation concessions. The project supported the setting up of forest nurseries in most sites and supported reforestation campaigns (which were not always successful with rather low plant green-up rates in Menabe Antimena or Loky Manambato, for example) but did not organize actual reforestation concessions.
Lastly, regarding offsets, the capitalization study identifies the sites of Ampasindava, Menabe Antimena, and CMK for the setting up of potential offset procedures because their territories include mining plots and are subject to mining permits. On the other hand, on the two other sites (Loky Manambato and CAPAM), mining is practiced by small groups of individuals in uncontrolled manner and at small scale. However, it must be noted that no offset plan has yet been set up[footnoteRef:59]. [59:  Documentation report p.45] 

	Moderately satisfactory

	
	3.4 Investments are provided through microcredits and the project catalyzes local business initiatives.
	No investment was provided through microcredits. 
However, the project did catalyze local business initiatives in the different sites, generally through subsector approaches (e.g. wickerwork in CMK, honey in Ampasindava-Galoko, vanilla and cashew nuts in Loky Manambato, or rice production in COMATSA). These business initiatives are, however, nascent and need to be consolidated, as well as expanded and replicated.
Honey subsector
The MRPA sites where the honey subsector has been promoted are Ampasindava-Galoko and CMK. 
In Ampasindava Galoko, the subsector was structured through a partnership with the T'TELO economic operation by: i) initiating, monitoring, and supporting beekeepers; ii) providing equipment; iii) putting the harvested products on the market; and iv) structuring producers into a formal group. 
In CMK, the beekeeping equipment has been distributed and a partnership with the beekeeping platform of the Boeny Region has been initiated. The organization of the subsector should be continued and reinforced in favorable sites such as Andranomavohely and Benetsy where productions are extremely satisfactory, and should be developed in mangrove areas where honey is profitable from a conservation and income perspective.
Cash crops: cocoa, vanilla, coffee, and pepper
The sites that have developed the cocoa and coffee subsector are Ampasindava-Galoko Kalobinono and CAPAM (in Andapa).
In Ampasindava-Galoko, several nursery centers were set up to multiply cocoa and coffee plants in collaboration with the Agricultural Research Center (FOFIFA) and the Agricultural Service Center of Ambanja. Trainings on the technical aspects of sustainable cocoa farming were also provided. The subsector however needs to structure itself.
Regarding vanilla, the subsector was mainly supported in Loky Manambato, through the Sahanala EIG. The product obtained is labeled "organic and fair trade" by Ecocert. It is, for that matter, the first project from Madagascar to be certified under the Bio-FR label (fair trade, responsible).[footnoteRef:60] [60:  Documentation report p.58] 

Raffia and satrana subsector
The value chain was structured and organized in CMK, especially with the setting up of a crafts shop in Amborovy Mahajanga and the initiation of a partnership with Rouge Beauté. Raffia processing contributed to improving the overall income and standard of living of crafts making households. A carpet of 1m diameter sells up to MGA 60,000, with a profit margin of 80%. In partnership with the Rouge Beauté company, eight associations benefitted from of a succession of trainings on collection, raffia fiber processing, coloring, and carpet weaving. The profits from the shop are distributed as follows: 54,000 MGA/m2 per month for the maintenance of the shop and taxes, 5% of the profits for the operation of MMZ, 1,000 MGA/member for the association and the rest is shared between the craftspeople.
Cashew nut subsector
The structuring of the cashew nut subsector was initiated in Loky Manambato by the Sahanala EIG and the Ecocert labeling process has been initiated. 
Fish farming subsector in CMK
Collaboration was initiated between the DRRHPs of Boeny and Asity to promote fish farming activities in CMK. In 2016, 26 ponds were developed and in 2017, 39. Each pond can produce an average of 40-50 kg/year at a price ranging between 4,000-7,000 MGA/kg (i.e. 9,652,500 MGA/year). Two associations, namely FIVEMIA (Antseza) and FMMK (Bekipay) were equipped with a smoke house to improve the quality of smoked products and conserve them. However, the value chain is not yet properly organized and needs to be structured (identification of collector/operator, circuit inside and between districts, cold, and development of Makary as fish market).
Rice farming
The project supported the improvement of the irrigation conditions of rice farming parcels in COMATSA (construction of 04 micro-infrastructures that allowed for covering a total of 400 Ha of perimeters in Marovovonana and Bedanadana), CMK (construction of two dams [Benetsy and Betsina and Ambohibary] and rehabilitation of the irrigation networks covering a surface area of 15,805 Ha, introduction of SRA techniques), and Bemanevika.
	Satisfactory

	
	3.5 Labeling is facilitated and access to the organic and/or fair trade market is negotiated for local productions, services, and business initiatives compatible with conservation.
	Several partnerships with private operators have been initiated (T'TELO, Rouge Beauté, Sahanala) but only the vanilla and cashew nut subsectors operated by the cooperatives associated with Sahanala in Loky Manambato and in the Sava Region are labeled Ecocert. 
	Moderately satisfactory

	
	3.6 The revenue from voluntary carbon agreements (including REDD+) contributes to the initial funding of community reforestation businesses and MRPA management.
	The southern part of COMATSA is one of the priority areas of the REDD+ project at national level.
Furthermore, the setting up of voluntary carbon agreements was identified in several BPs. A carbon offset initiative (avoidance and reforestation by KMTs) materialized in Loky Manambato through an agreement between L'Oréal and Fanamby. However, this initiative seems to be independent from MRPA. 
	Moderately satisfactory

	
	3.7 The revenue from REDD and agreements are invested in targeted fashion in the sub-accounts of FAPBM.
	Fanamby initiated the investment of USD 2 million from the Global Conservation Fund on a targeted fund of FAPBM which nowadays allows for funding up to 50 to 60% of the recurring costs of the Loky Manambato PA. Part of the profits from the Sahanala EIG should ultimately also be invested in a targeted fund of FAPBM. These initiatives ensue from the collaboration between Fanamby, Sahanala, and FAPBM.
FAPBM additionally co-funds the recurring costs of CMK and INR of Tsaratanana. 
	Satisfactory

	
	3.8 Options for increased assignment of public funds to the funding of MRPAs are identified and negotiated.
	It seems that no negotiation has been made to ensure increased mobilization of public funding for MRPA management.
	Non-satisfactory


Level of contribution of the expected outputs to the three expected outcomes of the project
The level of achievement of effect and objective indicators, as defined in Project Document, restated in the project inception report, and annually informed in the project progress reports (PIRs), is presented in Annex 5: Consolidation of PIR ratings. The level of achievement per expected effect provided hereunder is based on analyses conducted per output. 
Expected outcome 1 - New PAs under categories V and VI are created to lay the foundations of an operational and effective subnetwork of Managed Resources Protected Areas, drawing on common management vision and principles.
All the outputs generated under outcome 1 contribute to the achievement of the first result in a satisfactory way. Ten new PAs integrated to the five PA complexes were officially created, making up a surface area of 1,464,973 Ha, i.e. 97% of the initially planned target. Official creation decrees were signed in 2015. Baseline inventories were conducted and each site has a DMP and EMSSP. SDMPs were also developed for NRMTs. 
The level of integration of these DMPs to land development tools varies according to regions and regional and communal contexts. Nevertheless, it is deemed satisfactory. Although the will to achieve structuring is clear, close collaboration between PA governance structures, PA managers, and relevant communal and regional services is needed to sustain these integration efforts.
PA management means and tools were reinforced at the grassroot level, whether at the level of comanagers or their local partners (VOI, KMT, KMMFA, Polisin'ala). Different management tools for category V and VI PAs were also developed and made available to managers. However, PAs extend over a large surface area and the staff rolled out on field remains weak, especially in the case of category V and VI PAs where field workers not only need to conduct conservation actions but also need to consult and intermediate with local communities, as well as promote social and economic development. For the majority of PAs, the staff currently rolled out on field is not sufficient to address all these aspects but it matches and is consistent with the financial means available to managers.
Monitoring systems were set up (METT, FSC, community ecological monitoring, periodic scientific monitoring, feeding of SAPM monitoring tools). However, the site-per-site monitoring of the conservation indicators defined in DMPs and target values is only partial and individual PAs do not really monitor indicators of economic growth.[bookmark: _Toc503253169]Photo 6 - KMMFA worker in Loky Manambato
© Gaétan Quesne

As such, NPAs were officially created and their management initiated. A nascent subnetwork for category V and VI PAs exists but its formalization was prevented by disagreements regarding its bylaws. The Madagascar PA network nowadays has 123 sites, including 57 in categories V and VI, and their management was delegated to 25 managers. Because of the characteristics of their governance and management models, natural resource management and use rules, and the mechanisms to be set up to guarantee the involvement of resident communities, this network or exchange platform appears necessary and its creation process should be continued. Efforts to formalize a PA network are reportedly ongoing but a priori no longer solely focus on category V and VI PAs, which is unfortunate.
Expected outcome 2 - The institutional capacity of stakeholder groups provides an enabling environment for the decentralized management of MRPAs, ensuring biodiversity conservation and sustainable natural resource-based economic growth.
All the outputs generated under outcome 2 contribute to the achievement of the first result in a satisfactory way.
Joint governance and management structures, roles, and responsibilities were clearly established and defined in the texts governing the ten PAs. Joint governance principles are, generally, complied with and enforced through the COSs in place and, overall, are operational. All stakeholders benefitted from capacity building and skills reinforcement during the implementation of the MRPA project (PA governance and management, national legislation, sensitization on NRMTs, technical support on some IGAs, community surveillance and ecological monitoring). Deconcentrated Technical Services were reinforced and mobilized to support local initiatives during the project. A sense of network was developed at the level of individual PAs and a degree of unity was achieved among the different actors, and forums for consultation and dialog were created for all PAs. 
However, the involvement of regional authorities in the joint management of PAs and their will to ensure such management need to be reinforced. The human and material capacities and resources of the deconcentrated technical services to fully meet local expectations additionally remain limited. 
Joint management principle implementation has been initiated in most cases but complementary efforts need to be provided to fully enforce joint management - which, so far, often shares too many traits with management delegation to a specific organization (P-NGOs) - and to fully sensitize and empower the different actors. Management delegation contracts to P-NGOs (maybe joint management would be more accurate?) should also be renewed as soon as possible to formalize their presence and actions on field. 
Furthermore, issues of land security within PAs, especially category V and VI PAs, remain complex and unresolved. Work on PA and NPA land security arrangements needs to be continued, as COAP does not comprehensively elaborate on land tenure and rights management issues. However, the challenges faced by the system of category V and VI PAs as a whole, extend beyond the strict scope of the MRPA project and will require strong commitment from national entities and ongoing advocacy from PA managers and influential actors, including UNDP.
To date, the overall outcome of the project in terms of biodiversity conservation remains uncertain. So far, the mechanism for reporting information on NPA biodiversity monitoring and compiling it at DSAP level does not allow for taking stock of conservation status trends. The outcomes of the actions undertaken on conservation are hard to establish. True enough, the majority of PAs report decreased pressures (fires, lemur traps, etc.) but this information cannot be confirmed. A few interviewees reported, for example, that some patrollers conceal offences occurring in their intervention area. Lastly, each P-NGO conducts ecological monitorings (scientific ecological monitorings, twice a year). Monitoring reports exist, however, accessing comparative analyses between two periods would have been preferable as it would have allowed to appreciate trends in the targeted groups, but such analyses do not seem available. [bookmark: _Toc503253170]Photo 7 - Dam in CMK

The outcomes of the IGAs and subsectors supported for target groups are certain (wickerwork and ecotourism in CMK, rice farming, ecotourism in Menabe Antimena, cocoa in INR of Tsaratanana and Ampasindava/Galoko, vanilla and Ampasindava/Galoko and Loky Manambato). These IGAs improve the social and economic conditions of beneficiaries. These IGAs reached nearly 7,560 households distributed in the five big sites, i.e. only approximately 7.73% of the residents of the PAs[footnoteRef:61]. As such, the leverage effect on the sustainable growth of PAs is mitigated.  [61:  Documentation report p.60] 

Expected outcome 3 - The financial sustainability of MRPAs is enhanced through innovative public-private partnerships and mobilization of public funding
All the outputs produced under Outcome 3 contribute in a moderately satisfactory way to the achievement of the first result and additional support is needed in the short term. 
Business plans for the  five PA complexes have been developed, identifying their funding needs and making it possible to identify on an annual basis the funding needs and funding gaps for the management and development of each PA. However, funding remains to be mobilized in the future to fill these gaps for each PA. 
[image: ]Comprehensive studies on the sub-sectors common to the 10 PAs have been developed, and some contractual systems have been initiated and are already contributing to increasing the flows of income for the socio-economic development and management of the PAs. There is potential to complement these initiatives in the short term. A complementary effort must therefore be made to this end. The majority of stakeholders interviewed felt that the sub-sector studies were carried out relatively late in the implementation of the project. The project's strategy focused first and foremost on securing PAs in the legal sense and structuring their governance and management systems before moving on to the development of promising sub-sectors and the implementation of a partnership approach that would allow for establishing contractual systems for remuneration for i) the conservation and management of the PA; and (ii) local socio-economic development. The evaluation team considers this approach commendable. The development of business plans and sub-sector studies could have been carried out earlier in the project implementation process, but the evaluation team considers that this development and contracting process can and must continue with PA Managers remaining committed to the approach and investing in these in the coming years.[bookmark: _Toc503253171]Photo 8 – Vanilla collected by Sahanala

Some sustainable tourism initiatives have emerged but their contribution to funding PA management remains low. The project catalyzed some local entrepreneurial initiatives that need to be consolidated and replicated now to have a real leverage effect on the development and financial consolidation of PAs. Labeling processes or revenue from voluntary carbon agreements are still limited. 
Private public partnerships have been initiated and must continue to contribute to the financial sustainability of the 10 PAs. It does not appear that specific advocacy has been conducted to strengthen the mobilization of public funding for PAs, except for the roundtable organized in 2017. Short-term support for 2018 is essential to strengthen the financial sustainability and support PA co-managers in mobilizing and strengthening public-private partnerships. 
 
Extent to which expected outputs and outcomes generated contribute to the initial project objective
The initial objective of the project was to expand Madagascar's PA system by developing a sub-network of managed natural resource PAs in underrepresented ecological landscapes, as part of  joint management by local government and communities, and integrated into regional development frameworks. 
In light of the level of achievement of the three outcomes, the evaluation team considers that the level of achievement of this objective is satisfactory.
Some of the project’s key achievements include obtaining the final status for the five PA complexes and [image: ]developing and making available management tools for these PAs. These achievements have been reinforced at the national level by an important advocacy work carried out by the MRPA project, particularly with regard to the updating of the COAP and the integration of the elements specific to category V and VI PAs. [bookmark: _Toc503253172]Photo 9 – Owl in Menabe Antimena

Co-governance and joint management roles, responsibilities and arrangements have been provided for in the PAs' texts and the principles of co-governance are being implemented. However, the institutional framework for joint management by deconcentrated technical services, delegatee NGOs, local governments and communities needs to be further strengthened and structured to allow for full empowerment and involvement of all actors in co-management. The financial sustainability of these PAs is not yet fully ensured. Promising public-private initiatives and partnerships have been initiated and must be supported in the short term to allow for more autonomous management of PAs, sustainable economic growth through the rational exploitation of natural resources, while ensuring preservation and maintenance of forest ecosystems and their biodiversity.
[bookmark: _Hlk499229310]In general, PA planning objectives are well integrated into regional and municipal planning and development frameworks, but land security issues remain complex and unresolved. Finally, advocacy for strengthening the involvement and willingness of regional authorities to take part in the co-governance of PAs and ensure compliance with legal provisions is necessary and must be pursued by the various actors in the field, civil society as well as donors in the short term.
The project has not generated any unexpected outcomes, but the establishment of PAs has had some negative outcomes. 
The implementation of the DMPs and the EMSSPs at the PA level has allowed for mitigating negative effects. PAs are still subject to some pressures which are reviewed in the sustainability section: they are mostly of anthropogenic origin and are not due to the intervention of the project. However, some negative effects of the creation of PAs, which are not specifically related to the MRPA project, can be identified:
· Reduced access to resources for riparian communities without the compensation mechanisms in place to fully mitigate this negative effect;
· Significant migration to certain PAs out of covetousness for protected areas (Menabe Antimena or CMK), while migration mechanisms are not controlled by the regional authorities;
· Social tension around the law enforcement carried out by community agents on illegal acts, which are denounced and then cleared due to the lack of charges. Community workers are subject to threats and violence (verbal and/or physical) and lack sufficient support from the forest administration and regional governments.
The project’s documentation study allows for identifying and compiling good practices and lessons learned by topic. 
[bookmark: _Hlk499231970][bookmark: _Hlk499231761]A study to document the achievements of the MRPA project was carried out in the first half of 2017. It provides a relatively objective assessment of project achievements by major topic, namely in terms of: (i) creation of PAs; ii) PA governance; (iii) network of Category V and VI PAs; iv) biodiversity conservation and economic growth; v) sustainable funding of PAs ; and vi) project management. Good practices, success factors, challenges faced, lessons learned and recommendations for strengthening achievements were analyzed and formulated for each of these themes.
The findings of this documentation study, the lessons learned, and technical recommendations issued should be integrated and taken into account in the design of any future initiative. 
	Conclusion on Evaluation question 5: 
[bookmark: _Hlk499497259]The level of achievement of most outputs is rated Satisfactory. The outputs contribute to satisfactory achievement of the first two outcomes and moderately satisfactory achievement of outcome 3.
Ten category V and VI PAs have achieved final creation status, and their management tools and resources have been strengthened at the grassroots level, both at the level of co-managers and their local partners. However, the resources and current staff deployed on the ground for the majority of PAs are insufficient to address all aspects of management. Monitoring systems have been instituted but should be further strengthened. A nascent sub-network of category V and VI PAs has been developed but could not be formalized due to divergence as regards its status.
The co-governance and joint management structures, roles and responsibilities have been clearly established and defined in the texts governing the 10 PAs. Co-governance is being applied and is operational. Regarding joint management, complementary work must be done to move towards full application of its modalities and to sensitize and fully empower the various actors. The issues of land security within PAs remain complex and unresolved. The effects of IGAs and sub-sectors supported on the target groups are certain, though they benefit only a minority of the population residing in the PAs. The overall effect of the project on the preservation of forest ecosystems and the conservation of biodiversity is also difficult to quantify in the absence of reliable analysis from the partners.
Initiatives to strengthen the financial sustainability of PAs have been undertaken since the mid-term evaluation and public-private partnerships have been initiated. However, the contribution of these partnerships to funding the management and operation of PAs has remained limited so far. Support for the strengthening of these initiatives and partnerships is necessary in the short term.
In light of the level of achievement of the three outcomes, progress towards the initial goal is rated Satisfactory. 


 
	Rating of the effectiveness of the project
Level of achievement of result 1: S
Level of achievement of result 2: S
Level of achievement of result 3: MS
Level of achievement of the immediate objective: S


 
Evaluation question 6 : What are the potential impacts that the project is contributing to in terms of developing a sub-network of managed natural resource PA in underrepresented ecological landscapes, establishing a framework for joint management by local government and communities, and integration into regional development frameworks?( impact criterion )
The pre-conditions for achieving impacts are met in part. 
The conditions for setting up a Category V and VI PA sub-network are met overall. In total, SAPM now has 57 category V and VI PAs, and management has been delegated to 25 managers. In other words, if financial means are available and provided that sustainable financing mechanisms are developed, these PAs will contribute to ensuring sustainable conservation of forest ecosystems and their biodiversity. The financial sustainability of the 10 supported PAs is not ensured in the short term, but the development of private public initiatives and partnerships and the tools available to these PAs (DMP, Business Plan, business plan per sub-sector, etc.) are encouraging signs for the funding of the core functions associated with PA management in the medium term. These initiatives, however, need to be encouraged and supported in the short term. 
The network of Category V and VI PAs has not been formalized, but the studies that have been carried out to define their arrangements as well as the technical meetings held between the various stakeholders are an encouragement to further the process. The peculiarities and specificities associated with the governance, management and development of this type of PA call for establishing a forum for dialogue and exchange between the different actors. Conditions are not fully in place to formalize such a forum, but the work recently undertaken by WCS to develop a network of terrestrial PA managers provides an opportunity to build on the need for a specific sub-network of Category V and VI PAs. 
The institutional framework for co-governance and joint management has been established and defined for each PA. The conditions for the effective functioning of co-management in due time are in place, provided some improvements are made to the methods of joint management through, in particular, greater empowerment and involvement of the different co-managers, strengthening of their means of action (OPCI , VOI, etc.) and the formalization of co-management delegation contracts. Technical and legal tools are in place to ensure the sustainability of PA governance and management. However, additional support over one to two years is required to consolidate these tools and bases.
Several local associations, cooperatives, EIGs and VOIs are progressing on the path of empowerment[image: ] (such as VOI at COMATSA, basketry association at CMK, empowerment of local structures in the management of processing centers in Maroamalona or Tsaratanana, cooperative COBIOVA on vanilla), which is an early sign of positive medium and long-term effects and impacts on the living conditions and incomes of the members of these structures.[bookmark: _Toc503253173]Photo 10 – Crafts shop in Boeny

Communities demonstrate a good level of awareness of the importance of resource conservation through several initiatives and positive behavioral changes. Most communities comply with the rights of use in the site zonings and enforce the Dina sanctioning infringements as regards access to the resources, though infringements are observed in some sites.
Conditions for sustainable growth and socio-economic development of PA resident populations are met in part. Efforts should be furthered for the development of promising sub-sectors, the setting up of public-private partnerships, and the negotiation of compensation and financial rewards for the management and operation of PAs by some projects (such as the Ampasindava mining operators, Menabe Antimena and CMK, the Relais du Kirindy hotel complex, the Nosy Anakao hotel complex in Loky Manambato, or the professionalization of local associations and/or EIGs and the structuring of the various vanilla, honey and cocoa sub-sectors).
	Conclusion on Evaluation question 6:
[bookmark: _Hlk499497377]The project is contributing to several impacts, but additional support is needed to consolidate the conditions and factors for achieving these impacts: 
· The conditions for the establishment of a sub-network of Category V and VI PAs are met overall, but advocacy must be provided for the work done to continue and to lead to actual establishment of the network;
· The financial sustainability of PAs is not ensured in the short term, but the development of public private initiatives and partnerships and the tools available are encouraging signs as regards the funding of the core functions associated with PA management in the medium term;
· The institutional framework for co-governance and joint management has been established and defined for each PA and the conditions for the effective functioning of co-management in the long term are in place, provided some improvements are made to joint management arrangements; and
· The partial empowerment of several local structures are early signs of positive medium- and long-term effects and impacts on the living conditions and incomes of the members of these structures.


 
 
Evaluation Question 7: What is the likelihood of sustainability, replication and dissemination of results and good practices after project implementation? (sustainability criterion)
The evaluation team rated as “Moderately Likely” (ML) the environmental, socio-economic and financial sustainability and “Likely” (L) the institutional sustainability of the results achieved by the project. Future ecological integrity is likely for most PAs. The environmental sustainability of the PA of Menabe Antimena is rated as Moderately Unlikely (MU).
Environmental factors
[bookmark: _Hlk499548153]All PA ecosystems face pressures and threats, mostly anthropogenic. However, for the vast majority of them, the current management methods make it possible to control such pressures and threats in general and to mitigate their effects. Future ecological integrity is currently likely for most PAs. The ecological integrity of Menabe-Antimena PA is the most threatened and least likely in the medium term. The evaluation team rated as Moderately Likely (ML) the environmental sustainability of the results achieved by the project (and Moderately Unlikely for Menabe Antimena). 
CMK
CMK is currently facing demand for land by two sugar companies, SIRAMA and COPLAN, to expand their production. The expansion requests have already had some consequences, with clearings observed in the area. A request for an expansion by 6,000 ha within the limits of the PA has reportedly been filed by SIRAMA, on an area touching the catchment area of ​​Lake Kinkony, which is classified as a RAMSAR wetland. Given that the request for extension was granted by the Government, the consequences on the ecosystem could be serious: clearing and cultivation, pressure on water resources for sugar cane irrigation, pollution and silting of Lake Kinkony may ultimately lead to the disappearance of endangered species (eutrophication like Damba).This situation would also create another precedent for the transfer of protected areas to agribusiness activities. 
Ecosystems in the PA face other pressures and threats: 
· External anthropogenic pressures, generally related to processes of population migration farther south for the exploitation of marine and lake resources. Control of resource users must be strengthened, and local communities have put in place a "guest book" mechanism that allows for better controlling and tracing visitors external to the PA;
· The communities are currently exploiting part of the land belonging to COPLAN in Antongomena-Bevary for rice production through a sharecropping mechanism. If the company decides to reclaim this area for sugar cane production, the communities will have to look for other production areas and could turn to virgin marshes ;
· Illegal exploitation of agates in Antseza (non-compliant document) and no fees paid to the local authorities.
These pressures and threats are minimal at this stage. The PA’s ecological integrity is currently ensured and the pressures and threats can be mitigated in the short term namely through better management of migratory flows, greater involvement and empowerment of local elected representatives, increased accountability of the MMZ platform, and the enforcement of the Responsibility Charter.
CAPAM
Mahimborondo Bemanevika
The main threats to the Bemanevika PA are bush fires, illegal logging, exploitation of secondary forest products (honey, bilahy, etc.), trapping and hunting (lemurs including Eulemur fulvus fulvus, waterbirds, and Tenrec ecaudatus). These threats are overall controlled and their effects are mitigated. 
[bookmark: _ftnref62]The LIFE approach[footnoteRef:62] has been adopted in Bemanevika since 2016 and has demonstrated an added value in terms of community mobilization, leading to more sustainable use of locally available resources and a high rate of implementation of activities by participants after mass training. [62:  The LIFE model (Lahasa Ifandrombonana ho Fampandrosoana ny ambanivohitra sy Entimiaro ny tontolo iainana) promoted by JICA, MEEF and MPAE (Ministry to the Presidency in charge of Agriculture and Livestock) is based on the extension and sustainability of rural development and soil conservation activities: (1) extension through mass training based on the needs of local populations and resources and (2) sustainability through repeated training and post-training follow-up. This model aims to be applied quickly, at low cost and fairly high efficiency over a large area, allowing the entire population to have an equal opportunity to participate. The extension structure is made up of local trainers and a zone manager (who is compensated). The current themes adopted by TPF are the stabilization of lavaka, the production of improved stoves" KAMADO" and reforestation, but the themes can be expanded to other areas (production, fight against bush fires, etc.).
] 

In addition, the establishment of a mechanism for Payment for Ecosystem Services (PES) at the pico-hydroelectric plant is encouraging. This mechanism will eventually contribute to funding the conservation of the watershed that feeds the power plant (and the NPA Bemanevika by extension).This mechanism, in the test phase, must now be consolidated and its effectiveness reviewed once the plant is commissioned. 
In Mahimborondro, threats are due to the collection of timber and firewood, the use of the forest as a place for agricultural production (cash crop such as cocoa, coffee), the use of the forest as a place for cattle stocking, collection of secondary forest products, trapping and hunting of wild animals (lemurs, wild boars, tenrec and guinea fowl). These practices can eventually create openings in the original plant formation, modify plant succession, favor the appearance of invasive species, reduce the number of animal population and change the behavior of wild animals. However, the management actions in place in the PA mitigate these practices for the time being. 
INR Tsaratanana
Clearing is one of the most critical pressures on Tsaratanana's biodiversity. In the northern part of the INR, clearing results generally from cannabis cultivation and in some places it is due to the search for fertile land for food crops. Clearing occurs in dense moist low and mid-altitude forests. The clearing of forests accentuates the progressive fragmentation of forests and threatens the survival of forest animals. Poaching affects large lemurs and birds. Though it is occasional, this activity is mainly due to the collectors of "bilahy" (a tree whose bark is used to ferment local alcohol) and people who supply cannabis producers with food. Rudimentary but permanent dwellings are found inside the forest. Human occupation is usually related to cannabis cultivation. This pressure gives way to other forms of pressure, such as hunting and wood cutting. Cultivation of perennial crops in the undergrowth is also noted: some areas initially occupied by the original vegetation is replaced by cash crops such as cocoa trees, pepper trees and coffee trees that need large trees for shade.
COMATSA
[bookmark: _ftnref63]In the COMATSA Site, despite the promulgation of a regional decree banning all occupation and land allocation within the NPA in 2014, some communities are still trying to convert the Andrevorevo marshland (RC Ambovonomby) into paddy fields.[footnoteRef:63]  [63:  Documentation report] 

[bookmark: _ftnref65]New areas of deforestation and illegal logging have been found in the forests of Bevonotra in Sambava and Andrafainkona in Vohemar[footnoteRef:64]. In 2016, the mid-term evaluation of PHCFII that supported over the years the management of COMATSA on a co-funding by the AFD, the French Fund for Global Environment and Air France, concluded that the “overall impact [of the PHCFII] on the deforestation process remained uncertain: firstly because this process is complex and is influenced by a multitude of factors that often vary from one site to another, from one period to another; and that may be out of reach of a project. [...]. Secondly, because the time scales are different: the process of deforestation is fairly rapid in Madagascar while the work of structuring populations is, in essence, long and results are visible only in the medium or long term. Finally, some communities may have a very marginal interest in these issues, especially when a cash crop generates significant incomes and the level of education is low." [footnoteRef:65] [64:  http://www.newsmada.com/2017/11/02/comatsa-les-medias-contre-la-deforestation/]  [65:  PHCFII Mid-Term Evaluation p. 44] 

AMGAL
[bookmark: _ftnref66]The synopsis of biodiversity pressures in these two NPAs shows that clearing for rice cultivation, commercial timber harvesting, charcoal production from forests and mangroves, and selective extraction of Ampasindavae Dypsis (only in Ampasindava) constitute the major pressures for species related to forest formations. Other pressures such as hunting, selective cutting, zebus straying are at medium or small-scale. For Ampasindava specifically, the natural ecosystems of this landscape are threatened by a vast mining project (Tantalum Rare Earths Madagascar) and an oil project being explored by OYSTER Oil and Gas Madagascar.[footnoteRef:66]  [66:  http://www.oysteroil.com/s/madagascar_project.asp] 

Loky Manambato
The main pressures on the Loky Manambato PA include:
· Uncontrolled gold panning in the dry forest hardcore. Basic but permanent dwellings are [image: ]found in the heart of the forest. Mining areas and gold washing have been mapped as part of the development of the DMP and have been specifically zoned. However, the exploitation, although monitored by the KMT and Fanamby agents, could quickly expand depending on the amount of gold found. The holes made and used decades ago are not repaired or rehabilitated;[bookmark: _Toc503253174]Photo 11 – Gold panning site in Loky Manambato

· On the coast, as traditional fishermen and industrial fishermen use the same fishing grounds, this can potentially lead to overfishing.
In general, the current pressures on the PA are controlled by the mechanisms and management methods put in place. Communities are aware that they are involved in the protection of their environment, and in general, offenses are reduced by a combination of the means and resource persons mobilized by the MRPA project.
Menabe Antimena[bookmark: _Toc503253182]Figure 6 - Deforestation in Menabe (Source ONE)

The Menabe Antimena PA faces unprecedented clearing, which now threatens the ecological integrity of the PA. The clearing comes in response to an increasing demand for groundnuts (and more recently maize). This has led to massive immigration of populations from the South West of Madagascar. This risk, rated as moderately likely in the Project Document and the PA’s DMP, was actually underestimated. It directly threatens the habitats of three endemic species that are in danger of extinction today. Clearings that were mostly located in SUAs have recently spilled over into service areas and hard cores. A ONE publication showed a deforestation rate of 5.5% between 2010 and 2015 for the Menabe region. The maps produced show a high concentration of deforestation in the areas of the NPA of Menabe Antimena (see above).
The large migration flow (several thousand people) has caused a weakening of the VOIs to which the NRMTs have been contracted, as well as KMMFA agents who have been trained and equipped under the MRPA project. Migration flows (migrants outnumber local populations today), mean that VOIs are no longer representative of the actors working in the PA. KMMFA and VOI members face frequent threats as well as physical violence. Outreach activities have been undertaken by the co-manager Fanamby and its partners (Durrell, CNFEREF, MNP), but the effects are slow to materialize. 
A working group has been set up at the regional level under the umbrella of COS to try to stop the clearing and extension of maize and groundnut production areas. It brings together the different technical directorates and NGOs. An emergency plan has been developed for this group, including mixed brigade raids, sweeps, etc. Actions of eviction have already been undertaken by the DREEF team with the Mixed Brigade but without lasting effects. The actors are facing a lack of funding to implement this emergency plan and it is unclearing whether the regional authorities are willing to regulate and tackle the migration issues.
Photo 12 - Effect of clearing at Menabe Antimena
 [image: ]
Socio-economic factors
The support provided by the MRPA project has allowed for supporting several IGAs and the structuring of promising sub-sectors. Encouraging public-private partnerships have been initiated. However, additional support must be provided to sustain these gains and extend them to a larger number of beneficiaries. The land security aspects must also be deepened and clarified. The evaluation team rated the  socio-economic sustainability of the results achieved by the project as Moderately Likely (ML).
CMK
The evaluation mission allowed for understanding that the commitment and ownership of the grassroots communities for CMK was very satisfactory. 
Several promising sectors were supported and have shown good results: the tourism sector with the agreement with ORTB, MATOR and GIZ, the basketry sector which is today functional, the rice sector (which still requires additional time for professionalization). Another potential subsector could be developed around the medicinal plant mandravasarotra in cooperation with a local company, Faly.
It is necessary to go beyond the pilot phase for IGAs, and to reinforce the gains by professionalizing promising sectors and expanding the group of beneficiaries.
CAPAM


INR of Tsaratanana
[bookmark: _ftnref67]The evaluation mission observed an increase in agricultural production and productivity (rice, off-season crops)[footnoteRef:67], a strengthening of the LPC's motivation to get involved in patrol activities, and a beginning of entrepreneurial management among beneficiaries equipped with machines. [67:  Documentation report, p.59] 

The newly planted cocoa plants will only be productive after five years but fermentation techniques have been improved (products of old plantations).The effect on pressure reduction is not yet noticeable but it is assumed that the beneficiaries will invest more in production outside the INR given the restriction on access to the PA and the law enforcement actions conducted by the armed forces.
The planting of cannabis inside the INR persists but fire points are decreasing in number: 111 fire points were recorded in 2016 and 38 in 2017 (January to November) according to the managers of the INR. 
Bemanevika - Mahimborondro
Socio-economic development activities and community involvement in conservation have led to increased motivation of local stakeholders to promote conservation. For instance, the VOI "FIMAKA" has established the link between conservation efforts and tangible economic benefits that members receive (electricity, IGA, etc.).The mass sensitization undertaken by its members goes in this direction.
Bush fires still nibble the edges of the NPAs, but their frequency has been decreasing according to the managers of the PAs. The VOI FIMAKA is positive that the number of lemur traps encountered during patrol activities has dropped compared to what was observed in 2016.
COMATSA
Several VOIs are in the process of becoming autonomous at COMATSA. The current prices for several cash crops, including vanilla, has made it possible to strengthen the VOI's financial autonomy through the effective payment of membership fees as well as usage rights. Community awareness of the importance of forest resources for production of cash crops has now been enhanced.
AMGAL
The evaluation mission observed the following in the communities of AMGAL: 
· Greater involvement of beneficiaries in CoDina tours;
· More cash inflow among beneficiaries (although the exact amount is difficult to estimate);
· Beginning of entrepreneurial management by the associations supported;
· However, clearing for rainfed rice cultivation persists in the NPA (outside the hard core).
Loky Manambato
The support for socio-economic development seems more structured and more structuring on the marine and coastal part. The evaluation team observed little leverage so far in terms of socio-economic development on the land side. The vanilla production areas cover only a small part of the PA, which on the other hand has a shorter production time given the arid climatic conditions.
The production of patchouli is quite promising. It requires shaded land, and has a relatively short production-collection cycle (three months). The better structuring of patchouli growers associations is expected to strengthen their bargaining, promotion and cultivation capacity: this would contribute to an effective preservation of the environment, while maintaining the planters in this extra activity.
The work being done with the fishermen is quite promising. The sensitization on the regulation of the fishing standards was rapidly owned by fishers, and as result they have become demanding with the DRHP as regards control.
 Environmental protection initiatives such as mangrove reforestation were easily taken over by the[image: ] communities, at the exclusive initiative of women's associations. This demonstrates their ownership of environmental concerns, as long as they are associated with their income-generating activities.[bookmark: _Toc503253175]Photo 13 - Mangrove in  Loky Manambato

There are potentialities to be exploited with the hotel complex Nosy Ankao, which could improve the socio-economic conditions of the area. An interesting work could also be undertaken on zebu breeding, particularly through the construction and implementation of a zebus market in one of the area’s four communes.
 Menabe-Antimena
[image: ]The management of the Camp Amoureux tourist camp and the involvement of communities in the management have shown very interesting effects for the communities in the commune where this camp is located: i) greater involvement in the conservation of resources; (ii) net benefits generated for all communities; (iii) parallel activities developed such as crafts for the sale of water; iv) social development.[bookmark: _Toc503253176]Photo 14 – Lemur observed at au Camp Amoureux
© Gaétan Quesne 

However, the effects are concentrated in only one commune of the NPA, and the situation in the other communes is less positive. The work done on the aflatoxin-free peanut sub-sector is interesting, but still needs to be structured and consolidated, in the same way as the support provided on conservation agriculture techniques. 
 

Institutional factors
Co-governance and joint management frameworks are in place at each PA. The legal and institutional framework has also been strengthened at the national level, contributing to institutional sustainability.
However, joint management frameworks still need to be consolidated across all PAs and the accountability of local and regional actors should be further strengthened. The majority of the offenses have not yet been tried. This is a governance issue, which is influenced by the national context and is beyond the scope of the MRPA project and the manager. The mobilization and involvement of the forestry administration and the courts must be strengthened, particularly through the organization of workshops for reflection and confrontation. The role of the forest administration in supporting the NRMTs must also be strengthened.
The co-management delegation contracts should be formalized as soon as possible with the promoters to legalize and legitimize their presence and actions in the field. 
Based on the experiences garnered in Madagascar as regards deconcentrated and decentralized management of resources, the institutional frameworks that have been put in place in each PA and the legal and legal framework that has been consolidated at national level, the research team rated as Likely the institutional sustainability of the results achieved by the project.
Financial factors
Despite the efforts undertaken by the MRPA project over the past two years, the financial autonomy of the PAs supported is not assured. Encouraging initiatives to improve the flow of financial resources to PA management have been initiated and need to be supported, structured and consolidated. The management costs of the majority of PAs supported PAs to be covered in the short term (CMK, Loky Manambato, INR Tsaratanana, Bemanevika Mahimborondro and AMGAL) but their medium term financial sustainability is not yet assured. The evaluation team rated the financial sustainability of the results achieved by the project as Moderately Likely (ML).
[bookmark: _Hlk499498095]Conditions and basis for replication and dissemination of good practices and lessons learned are in place. However, short-term financial support is necessary. 
The basis for replication and dissemination of good practices are in place, notably through SAPM and within other category V and VI PAs that were formalized in 2015. However, the formalization of a network or platform for exchange and dialogue for the managers of these PAs must be completed. 
· The consolidation of partnerships with operators at each PA. Additional support to enable this consolidation is required;
· The expansion of initiatives to a larger group of population, the MRPA project being directly involved with only about 7% of the population;
· Support to the VOI and community structures that have been put in place (KMMFA, KMT, Polisin'ala, etc.).
· Dissemination to stakeholders involved in the management of category V and VI PAs of good practices and lessons learned compiled in the capitalization study. 
The exit strategy of the project relies on the presence of promoters on sites, and the professionalization of the sectors to go towards the financial autonomy of the PAs and socio-economic development. Additional support of one or two years would have been desirable.
	Conclusion on Evaluation question 6:
[bookmark: _Hlk499498114]The evaluation team rates as Moderately Likely (ML) the environmental, socio-economic and financial sustainability and likely (P) the institutional sustainability of the results achieved by the project. The environmental sustainability of the PA of Menabe Antimena is rated as Moderately Unlikely (MU). The overall likelihood of sustainability of the results achieved is rated as Moderately Likely (MP).
The conditions and basis for replication and dissemination of good practices and lessons learned are in place. However, short-term financial support is necessary.


 
	Rating of sustainability and replication of the project
Financial factors: ML
Socio-economic factors: ML
Institutional factors and governance: L
Environmental factors: ML
Overall likelihood of sustainability of the results achieved: ML


 
[bookmark: _Toc503252892]

Summary of the ratings
[bookmark: _Toc503253095][bookmark: _Hlk501536510]Table 10 - Summary of UNDP Criteria
	CRITERIA
	RATING

	Monitoring and evaluation
	 

	Monitoring and evaluation framework at start-up
	Satisfactory (S)

	Implementation of monitoring and evaluation
	Moderately Satisfactory (MS)

	Overall quality of monitoring and evaluation
	Moderately Satisfactory (MS)

	Implementation
	 

	Quality of implementation by UNDP 
	Moderately Satisfactory (MS)

	Overall performance of project implementation
	Satisfactory

	Evaluation of results
	 

	Relevance
	Relevant (R)

	Efficiency
	Satisfactory (S)

	Effectiveness:
	 

	Level of achievement of result 1
	Satisfactory (S)

	Level of achievement of result 2
	Satisfactory (S)

	Level of achievement of result 3
	Moderately Satisfactory (MS)

	Level of achievement of the immediate objective
	Satisfactory (S)

	Impacts
	 

	Impact rating: Important (I)
	 

	Sustainability and replication
	 

	Financial factors:
	Moderately Likely (ML)

	Socio-economic factors:
	Moderately Likely (ML)

	Institutional factors and governance:
	Likely (L)

	Environmental factors:
	Moderately Likely (ML)

	Overall likelihood of sustainability of the results achieved:
	Moderately Likely (ML)





[bookmark: _Toc503253096][bookmark: _ftnref68]Table 11 - UNDP Rating Scale[footnoteRef:68] [68:  Source: http://web.undp.org/evaluation/documents/guidance/GEF/GEF-TE-Guide_ENG.pdf 
] 

	Rating for results, effectiveness, efficiency, monitoring & evaluation, and surveys 

6. Very satisfactory (VS)
The project shows no deficiency in achieving its objectives in terms of relevance, effectiveness or efficiency 

5.Satisfactory (S) 
Only minor deficiencies are observed. 

4.Moderately Satisfactory (MS) 
Moderate deficiencies are observed. 

3. Moderately Unsatisfactory (MU) 
The project shows significant deficiencies. 

2. Unsatisfactory (U)
The project shows significant deficiencies in achieving its objectives in terms of relevance, effectiveness or efficiency

1. Very Unsatisfactory (VU)
The project shows serious deficiencies.
	Rating for sustainability 

4. Likely (L) 
Insignificant risks for sustainability 

3. Moderately Likely (ML) 
Moderate risks 

2. Moderately Unlikely (MU) 
Significant risks 

1. Unlikely 
Serious risks 


	Rating for relevance: 

2. Relevant (R)

1. Not Relevant (NR)

Rating for impact: 

3. Significant (S)

2. Minimal (M)

1. Insignificant (I)

	Additional rating, as appropriate: 
No object (NO)
Evaluation impossible (EI)
	
	




[bookmark: _Toc503252893]Conclusions 
[bookmark: _Hlk499498177][bookmark: _Hlk501536242]Relevance
The MRPA project has been relevant to the strategic priorities of the GEF and UNDP, and is well aligned with the Government of Madagascar's strategic, legal and policy framework for biodiversity conservation, natural resource management and sustainable development, economic development, as well as regional and local priorities.
The Project Document is seen as of good quality. It includes a relevant and in-depth analysis of the context and stakeholders. The project's strategic framework is coherent and the theory of change and the relationships between expected outputs and outcomes to achieve the overall goal are logical and relevant. The design process was done in a consultative and inclusive manner. The design of the monitoring and evaluation system and institutional arrangements of the project was also adequate. 
On the other hand, the national benchmark and lessons learned from similar initiatives suggest that the project area and objectives were relatively ambitious with the respect to the budget available. 
Regretfully, the risks of agricultural extensions into the NPAs were not considered at the design stage, whereas they proved to be actual during the implementation of the project. Similarly the likelihood that human migration risk would materialize was underestimated, whereas this has proved to be the major risk for one of the supported PAs (Menabe-Antimena) and a significant risk for at least one other PA (CMK). 
Implementation
The implementation of the project was carried out in accordance with international norms and standards.
The level of project implementation and project expenditures are broadly aligned with the initial budget and financial planning in the AWPs. The only significant difference between achievements and planning pertains to outcome 3 where actual expenditures are below what was planned. 
The level of disbursement per outcome and level of achievement of outputs and achievement of results is well aligned. The slightly lower level of achievement for outcome 3 corresponds to a lower financial commitment for this result. Based on the analysis of the level of achievement of the outputs and achievement of the results, the team considers the project's efficiency to be Satisfactory (S).
The review of the amounts in co-financing mobilized shows a level of co-financing mobilization higher than the amount foreseen in the document proposal, which is satisfactory. The budget actually mobilized by UNDP from TRAC funds is less than the amount planned in the Project Document but constitutes a considerable amount for a project of this type. The co-financing mobilized by FAPBM exceeds the planned amounts.
The management mechanisms and decision-making processes of the project were relatively clear and generally satisfactory, although delays in the disbursement of funds to DREEFs and P-NGOs raised some difficulties in implementation on the ground. However, these delays were slightly reduced further to the mid-term evaluation.
The roles and responsibilities of the different stakeholders were clear and the project management arrangements are generally effective. Recruitment within the PMU was relevant and based on relevant grounds, though the recruitment of the STA which did not materialize would have contributed to enhance thinking and the strategic orientations on the governance and the management of category V and VI PAs. This said, additional recruitments within the PMU were funded through the funds originally allocated to the position of STA. The procedures for making funds available are considered burdensome and restrictive.
The project had a monitoring and evaluation system that included many relevant monitoring and reporting tools. However, some monitoring indicators as well as their baseline and targets have not been updated, making it difficult to measure them. The project would also have benefited from a clearer quarterly reporting, organized by outputs.
Project management appears to have been broadly adaptive, and the risk management mechanism has been updated regularly.
The process of project activities implementation has generally been satisfactory for the various project stakeholders. Gender considerations were addressed in the different activities, and efforts were made to disseminate information on the project, particularly to local communities.
Coordination and collaboration between the different project stakeholders on the one hand, and with external partners on the other hand, have been positive.
Effectiveness 
The level of achievement of most outputs is considered satisfactory. These outputs contribute to satisfactory achievement of the first two outcomes and moderately satisfactory achievement of outcome 3. 
Ten category V and VI PAs have achieved final creation status, and their management tools and resources have been strengthened at the grassroots level, both at the level of co-managers and their local partners. However, the resources and current staff deployed on the ground for the majority of PAs are insufficient to address all aspects of management. Monitoring systems have been instituted but should be strengthened. A nascent sub-network of category V and VI PAs has been developed but could not be formalized due to divergence on the status.
Co-governance and joint management structures, roles and responsibilities have been clearly established and defined in the texts governing the ten PAs. Co-governance is effectively applied and operational. Regarding joint management, complementary work must be done for complete application of its modalities and to sensitize and fully empower the various actors. The issues of land security within PAs remain complex and unresolved. The effects of IGAs and sub-sectors supported on the target groups are clear, although benefiting only a minority of the population residing in the PAs. The overall effect of the project on the preservation of forest ecosystems and the conservation of biodiversity is also difficult to quantify in the absence of reliable analysis from the partners. The mechanism for reporting information on biodiversity monitoring in the NPAs and compilation at the level of the DSAP does not allow as for today to assess changes in the conservation status.
Initiatives to strengthen the financial sustainability of PAs have been undertaken since the mid-term evaluation and public-private partnerships have been initiated. However, these partnerships have little contributed to funding the management and operation of PAs so far. Support for strengthening these initiatives and partnerships is necessary in the short term. 
In light of the level of achievement of the three outcomes, progress towards the initial goal is considered satisfactory.
Impacts
The project is on track to contribute to several impacts, but additional support is needed to consolidate the conditions and factors for achieving the impacts: 
· The conditions for the establishment of a sub-network of Category V and VI PAs are met overall, but additional advocacy should be carried out for continuing the work and the establishment of this network;
· The financial sustainability of PAs is not ensured in the short term, but the development of public private initiatives and partnerships and the tools available are encouraging signs as regards the financing the core functions associated with PA management in the medium term;
· The institutional framework for co-governance and joint management of PAs has been established and defined for each PA and the conditions for the effective functioning of co-management in due time are in place, with some improvements to joint management modalities; and
· The partial empowerment of several local structures are early signs of positive medium- and long-term outcomes and impacts on the living conditions and incomes of the members of the structures.
Sustainability
The evaluation team rates as Moderately Likely (ML) the environmental, socio-economic and financial sustainability and likely (P) the institutional sustainability of the results achieved by the project. Future ecological integrity is currently expected for most PAs. The environmental sustainability of the PA of Menabe Antimena is rated as Moderately Unlikely (MU). The overall likelihood of sustainability of the results achieved is rated Moderately Likely (ML).
The conditions and basis for replication and dissemination of good practices and lessons learned are in place. However, short-term financial support is necessary.
 
 


[bookmark: _Toc503252894]Recommendations
In the light of the above conclusions, and in order to sustain the achievements of the MRPA project and to inform any future initiatives, the evaluation team makes the following recommendations:
 
	
	Actors
	Recommendations
	Priority

	Recommendations to ensure the sustainability of the achievements of the MRPA Project

	R1
	DSAP
DREEF
PA managers
Joint management platforms
	Reinforce the enforcement of joint management rules as part of the future updating of NPA DMPs, by i) actually empowering actors of such joint management at all levels and especially at the level of OPCIs and joint management platforms of the MMZ type; and ii) reinforcing their means of action (OPCI, VOI, etc.). This could be done through gradual transfer from P-NGO field workers to local entities such as communes or OPCIs; and iii) formalization of management delegation contracts.
	1

	R2
	DSAP
PA managers
UNDP
	Continue the work relating to the setting up of a network specific to category V and VI PAs to facilitate experience sharing on joint management, cohabitation, social and economic development, etc. This action could be led by DCBSAP with support from one of the managers.
	1

	R3
	DSAP
PA managers
	Renew trainings like the one provided in 2016 by NPCE on how to actually implement joint management rules and principles.
	2

	R4
	PA managers
DREEF
	Foster the relation initiated between P-NGOs and DREEFs regarding the management of NPAs, especially by striking collaboration agreements between the two parties. The terms and conditions of these agreements shall be defined by the two parties.
	2

	R5
	UNDP
MEEF
	Effect the final transfer of the equipment made available to partners as part of the project at its end, including P-NGOs and Deconcentrated and Decentralized Technical Services.
	1

	R6
	UNDP
Managers
	Continue the subsector development and private operator contracting process by involving managers on an ongoing basis, and mobilizing and making complementary funds available for the 2018 contracting and offset activities.
	1

	R7
	MEEF
DSAP
	Renew as soon as possible the joint management delegation contracts to P-NGOs.
	1

	R8
	Managers
DREEF
	Continue the reflection and confrontation workshops similar to those conducted in COMATSA to reinforce actual PA governance and mobilize forest administration and courts.
	2

	R9
	Managers
UNDP
	Conduct advocacy with the different civil society actors, as well as donors, to reinforce the involvement and will of regional authorities regarding the shared governance of PAs and enforce legal provisions, as well as reflections on the land status specific to NPAs.
	2

	R10
	MEEF
DSAP
Managers
	Continue the reflections and discussions on the terms and definition of the land status specific to NPAs which, to date, are still the private property of the State and project/consider the possibility of a shift into private property on the long term.
	2

	Specific recommendation to ensure the sustainability of the ecological integrity of the Menabe Antimena site

	R11
	Manager of Menabe Antimena
Regional authorities
	Continue securing the area, sensitizing migrants on the illegal nature of their practice (although this has already been initiated by Fanamby, to be reinforced), and empowering regional authorities regarding their competence to make arrests and enforce penalties. 
Since KMMFAs are being bullied and threatened, patrols should be conducted by a common force comprised of KMMFAs and military men so as to secure the area and curb insecurity. 
The declassification of part of the PA to focus means of action on the areas under conservation, as suggested by some interlocutors, is not deemed relevant by the evaluation team: this is setting a precedent and sending a negative message to other SAPM actors.
	1

	R12
	Manager of Menabe Antimena
Regional authorities
	Organize a national workshop/debate on migration with support from the International Organization for Migration.
	1

	R13
	Manager of Menabe Antimena
Regional authorities
	Set specifications for maize and groundnut collectors to allow for tracking these products and restrict their sale with informed consumers.
	1

	R14
	Manager of Menabe Antimena
Regional authorities
	Develop a complementary agricultural development plan for the two PAs, namely Allée des Baobabs and Menabe Antimena, to contain current clearing and shifting cultivation practices.
	1

	Recommendations to inform all future initiatives

	R15
	UNDP
DSAP
	As part of a future intervention, opt for a less ambitious geographic and landscape-based approach involving stronger support to social and economic development activities and investments.
	1

	R16
	UNDP
DSAP
	Define a system for disseminating achievements, good practices, factors of success, difficulties encountered, lessons learned and recommendations and taking them into consideration in future initiatives, compiled according to the topics defined in the study of the MRPA achievement capitalization.
	1

	R17
	DSAP
	Disseminate the use of the SMART tool in all NPAs and integrate activities in support of the enforcement of legal and regulatory provisions to all future initiatives.
	1

	R18
	UNDP
	Ensure better consideration of gender aspects and minorities as from the project design phase. In the case of MRPA, the situation is kept under control through adequate consideration in the implementation of gender aspects but this aspect needs to be reinforced during the design phases.
	1

	R19
	UNDP
	Ensure the setting up of robust monitoring and evaluation systems, especially by establishing the baseline situation and revising the monitoring and evaluation mechanism over the first year of project implementation, then reporting and compiling periodic information for the selected and approved indicators.
	1

	R20
	UNDP
	As part of a future intervention, support DREEFs in providing VOIs with stronger support as part of NRMTs, so as to reinforce and consolidate VOIs' skills and capacities in the NRM role transferred to them.
	2


 


[bookmark: _Toc503252895]Annexes


[bookmark: _Ref499540759][bookmark: _Toc503252896]Annex 1: Terms of reference for the evaluation

 
 

[bookmark: _Ref499540521][bookmark: _Ref499540532][bookmark: _Ref499540535][bookmark: _Ref499540540][bookmark: _Ref499540889][bookmark: _Toc503252897]Appendix 2: Evaluation Matrix
	Evaluation question
	Sub-questions
	Indicators
	Collection method
	Source

	RELEVANCE 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	1) To what extent is the project aligned and relevant to the strategic priorities and objectives of the GEF, UNDP, and national and local priorities in Madagascar?
	To what extent does the project respond to GEF strategic priorities and objectives?
	Extent of alignment of project objectives with GEF strategic objectives
	· Document review
	· GEF Strategic Programming Framework

	· 
	Do the project outputs contribute to the UNDAFs and CPAPs outcomes? to the priorities of the UNDP 2014-2017 Strategic Plan?
	Extent of alignment of project objectives with UNDP CPAP and UNDAF
	· Documentary review
	· UNDP Programming Framework
· UNDAF
· CPAP

	· 
	· 
	Assessment of the comparative advantage of UNDP in project implementation
	· Interviews
	· UNDP

	· 
	To what extent is the project aligned with government priorities and local priorities in Madagascar in terms of biodiversity conservation and economic development?
	Extent of alignment of project objectives with national policies in the area of ​​conservation and management of protected areas
	· Document review
 
· Interviews
	· National Strategy for the Protection of Biodiversity
· COAP
· MEEF, DREEF

	· 
	· 
	Extent of alignment of project objectives with regional and local plans and strategies
	· Document review
	· Regional development plans
· Commune Development Plan
· Existing documents on PAs

	2) To what extent has the project design process been consultative, and what has been the quality of the Project Document?
	Are the Project Document, the theory of change and the logical framework of the project coherent, and was the strategy adopted the best way to achieve project results?
	Level of accuracy of the theory of change, clarity of logical framework and level of articulation of specific objectives, expected results and activities
	· Document review
 
 
 
· Interviews 
	· Project document
· Logical framework 
· Activity reports
· Inception report
· COPIL
· PMU
· UNDP

	· 
	· 
	Appreciation of the quality of the Project Document
	· Document review
	· Project document
· Logical framework

	· 
	· 
	Level of adequacy between the overall budget allocation and activities programmed 
	· Document review
	· Project document
· Logical framework
· Budget

	· 
	· 
	Level of analysis of contextual and risk factors that may influence the achievement of project objectives and results
	· Document review
	· Project document
· Logical framework

	· 
	· 
	Level of definition and precision of conservation needs
	· Document review
	· Project document
· Logical framework

	· 
	· 
	Level of definition and precision of development needs
	· Document review
	· Project document
· Logical framework

	· 
	To what extent is the project relevant and in line with the needs and aspirations of different stakeholders and to what extent has the project design been inclusive?
	Presence or absence of an analysis of the needs of the different stakeholders at the time of design
	· Document review
	· Project document

	· 
	· 
	Level of coherence between the objectives and the expected results of the project, and the needs and aspirations of the different stakeholders
	· Document review
· Interviews
	· Project document
· MEEF, DREEF
· PNGO
· Communities

	· 
	· 
	Presence or absence of stakeholder consultations in the design of the Project Document
	· Document review
	· Project document

	· 
	· 
	Level of adequacy between the perimeter of the beneficiary population and the means available for the planned activities of the project
	· Document review
	· Project document

	· 
	· 
	Level of satisfaction of the various stakeholders on their level of involvement in the project design
	· Interviews
	· MEEF, DREEF
· PNGO
· Beneficiaries
· Other stakeholders

	· 
	· 
	Level of consideration of minorities
	· Document review
	· Project document

	· 
	Has the project design been informed by lessons learned from other past or ongoing initiatives?
	Absence or presence of lessons learned from other initiatives in the Project Document
	· Document review
	· Project document

	· 
	Has the monitoring and evaluation system of the project been adequately designed?
	Quality of the monitoring and evaluation system as presented in the Project Document
	· Document review
	· Project document

	· 
	What was the level of clarity and relevance of the project's design and institutional arrangements and partnerships at the time of development?
	Level of appreciation of the design and definition of institutional arrangements and partnerships as presented in the Project Document
	· Document review
	· Project document

	· 
	· 
	Level of satisfaction of partners and beneficiaries with the clarity and relevance of institutional arrangements and partnerships
	· Interviews
	· MEEF, DREEF
· UCPE
· PMU
· PNGO
· COPIL
· UNDP

	· 
	How has the gender approach been addressed in the development of the project?
	Level of consideration of the gender approach in the design of the project, in the activities and the monitoring system
	· Document review
	· Project document

	· 
	What was the level of analysis and consideration of the different risks and assumptions related to the project during the design process?
	Presence or absence of an analysis of assumptions and risks at the time of design
	· Document review
	· Project document

	· 
	· 
	Quality of the risk management system in place
	· Document review
	· Project document

	· 
	· 
	Presence or absence of assumptions and risks in the design and/or adjustment of project outputs and activities
	· Document review
	· Project document

	EFFICIENCY
	 
	 
	 
	 

	3) To what extent has the project achieved the expected outputs and outcomes, and what progress has been made toward achieving its goal? 
	What is the level of achievement of all the expected outputs and outcomes of the project, and what was their contribution to the original project goal? 
	Budget execution rate
	· Interviews
	· PMU

	· 
	· 
	Level of achievement of all the expected outputs
	· Document review
 
 
 
 
· Interviews
	· Logical framework
· Activity reports
· PIR
· Documentation report
· Mid-term review report
· MEEF/DREEF
· PMU
· PNGO
· UNDP
· Beneficiary communities

	· 
	· 
	Level of contribution of the outputs achieved to the three outcomes expected under the project 
	· Document review
	· Logical framework
· Activity reports
· PIR
· Documentation report
· Mid-term review report

	· 
	· 
	Degree of contribution of activities, outputs and outcomes generated to the original project objective
	· Document review
 
 
 
 
· Interviews
	· Logical framework
· Activity reports
· PIR
· Documentation report
· Mid-term review report
· MEEF/DREEF
· PMU
· PNGO
· UNDP

	· 
	Has the project generated unexpected outcome?
	Reported effects of the project that were not expected at the design stage
	· Document review
 
 
 
 
· Interviews
	· Logical framework
· Activity reports
· PIR
· Documentation report
· Mid-term review report
· MEEF/DREEF
· PMU
· PNGO
· UNDP
· Beneficiary communities

	· 
	Has the project generated negative outcomes?
	Findings of adverse effects generated by the project that were not expected at the design stage
	· Document review
 
 
 
 
· Interviews
	· Logical framework
· Activity reports
· PIR
· Documentation report
· Mid-term review report
· MEEF/DREEF
· PMU
· PNGO
· UNDP
· Beneficiary communities

	· 
	What were the lessons generated by the project? 
	Appreciation of good practices and lessons learned from the project
	· Document review
 
 
 
 
· Interviews
	· Logical framework
· Activity reports
· PIR
· Documentation report
· Mid-term review report
· MEEF/DREEF
· PMU
· PNGO
· UNDP
· Beneficiary communities

	· 
	· 
	Evidence of collection and good practices and lessons learned during project implementation
	· Document review
	· Activity reports
· PIR
· Documentation report
· Mid-term review report

	4) To what extent did the implementation of the various activities take into account the different project stakeholders and how did the project collaborate with institutional partners outside the project and other interventions in the project? the biodiversity conservation sector?
	To what extent have different stakeholders and beneficiaries been involved and taken into account in decision-making and implementation of activities?
	Level of satisfaction of partners and beneficiaries vis-à-vis involvement in decision-making and project management
	· Interviews
	· PNGO
· beneficiaries
· COPIL
· MEEF/DREEF

	· 
	· 
	Level of ownership of project activities and results at the national and local levels
	· Interviews
	· PNGO
· beneficiaries
· COPIL
· MEEF/DREEF

	· 
	· 
	Level of consideration of the gender dimension in the implementation of activities
	· Documentary review
 
 
 
· Interviews
	· Activity reports
· PIR
· Documentation report
· Mid-term review report
· PMU
· PNGO
· Beneficiaries

	· 
	What was the level of internal and external communication and collaboration under the project?
	Level of communication and collaboration between partners and stakeholders involved in the project
	· Documentary review
 
 
 
· Interviews
	· Activity reports
· PIR
· Documentation report
· Mid-term review report
· COPIL
· PMU
· MEEF/DREEF
· PNGO
· Beneficiaries

	· 
	· 
	Level of collaboration with other institutional partners outside the project and other interventions in the biodiversity conservation sector
	· Documentary review
 
 
 
· Interviews
	· Activity reports
· PIR
· Documentation report
· Mid-term review report
· COPIL
· Other actors in the biodiversity conservation sector at the national and local levels

	· 
	· 
	Level of complementarity between project achievements and partner initiatives
	· Documentary review
 
 
 
· Interviews
	· Activity reports
· PIR
· Documentation report
· Mid-term review report
· COPIL
· UNDP
· MEFF/DREEF
· Other actors in the biodiversity conservation sector at the national and local levels

	EFFICIENCY
	 
	 
	 
	 

	5) Has the implementation of the project been efficient, consistent with national and international norms and standards?
	Have financial planning, programming and implementation of activities been efficient, and are there variations between planned and actual expenditures?
	Assessment of the quality, relevance and use of the Annual Work Plans
	· Document review
· Interviews
	· Multi-year work plan
· Annual work plans
· COPIL
· PMU
· UNDP

	· 
	· 
	Actual disbursement level vs. planned
	· Document review
	· Financial reports
· Activity reports
· PIRs

	· 
	· 
	Disbursement level vs. level of implementation of activities and achievement of results
	· Document review
	· Financial reports
· Activity reports
· PIRs

	· 
	· 
	Assessment of the quality of the budget monitoring carried out
	· Document review
 
 
· Interviews
	· Financial reports
· Activity reports
· PIRs
· PMU/UNDP Financial Officer

	· 
	· 
	Ratio of operating costs and costs of activities/outputs
	· Document review
	· Financial reports
· Activity reports
· PIRs

	· 
	· 
	Average time to make FEM funds available
	· Document review
 
· Interviews
	· Financial reports
· PIR
· PMU/Financial manager

	· 
	· 
	Level of mobilization of co-financing
	· Document review
 
· Interviews
	· Financial reports
· PIRs
· PMU/Financial manager

	· 
	· 
	Degree of alignment between the completion of activities and the initial schedule provided in the Project Document
	· Document review
 
 
 
 
· Interviews
	· Project document
· Activity reports
· PIR
· Documentation report
· Mid-term review report
· PMU
· PNGO

	· 
	Have the mechanisms, methods and means of coordination and administrative, accounting and financial management been effective?
	Nature and quality of management monitoring and reporting mechanisms in place
	· Document review
 
 
· Interviews
	· Financial reports
· Activity reports
· PIRs
· COPIL
· PMU
· UNDP

	· 
	· 
	Level of satisfaction with the decision-making and management process
	· Interviews
	· COPIL
· PMU
· UCPE
· MEEF
· UNDP
· PNGO

	· 
	· 
	Level of appreciation of the transparency and efficiency of project management by its main stakeholders
	· Interviews
	· COPIL
· PMU
· MEEF
· UNDP
· PNGO

	· 
	Did the management bodies play their roles? Were their resources sufficient, and did they provide sufficient direction and support for the project?
	Level of definition of the roles of the different project management bodies and project staff
	· Document review
 
 
 
· Interviews
	· Project document
· PV COPIL
· Activity Report
· PIR
· COPIL
· PMU
· MEEF/DREEF
· UNDP
· PNGO

	· 
	· 
	Human resources deployed at the Project Management Unit within the PMU and NPOs
	· Document review
 
 
· Interviews
	· Project document
· Activity Report
· PIR
· COPIL
· UNDP
· PMU
· MEEF/DREEF
· PNGO

	· 
	· 
	Assessment of the logistical means implemented
	· Document review
 
 
 
· Interviews
	· Project document
· Minutes of COPIL
· Activity Report
· PIR
· PMU
· MEEF/DREEF
· PNGO

	· 
	What is the assessment of the collaborative frameworks put in place between the different organizations active in the project and the assessment of the quality of the work delivered by the promoter NGOs?
	Level of appreciation of the collaborative frameworks put in place between the different organizations active within the project
	· Interviews
	· COPIL
· PMU
· MEEF/DREEF
· UNDP
· PNGO

	· 
	· 
	Level of appreciation of the work done by the promoter NGOs
	· Interviews
	· COPIL
· PMU
· MEEF/DREEF
· UNDP
· Beneficiaries

	· 
	Has UNDP assistance met the needs?
	Level of satisfaction with the assistance provided by UNDP
	· Interviews
	· PMU
· MEEF/DREEF

	· 
	Has the monitoring-evaluation and risk management system been efficient?
	Presence/absence of a monitoring and evaluation mechanism
	· Document review
	· Activity Report
· PIR

	· 
	· 
	Presence/absence of a zero situation or a detailed baseline for monitoring indicators
	· Document review
	· Activity Report
· PIR

	· 
	· 
	Quality of selected monitoring indicators
	· Document review
	· Activity Report
· PIR

	· 
	· 
	Level of information completed in the METT
	· Document review
	· Activity Report
· PIR
· METT

	· 
	· 
	Level of alignment with UNDP and GEF requirements for M&E
	· Document review
· Interviews
	· UNDP Handbook on M&E for results
· UNDP

	· 
	· 
	Quality of the monitoring documentation developed during implementation and examples of operational guidance taken from the information generated by the monitoring and evaluation mechanism in place
	· Document review
 
· Interviews
	· Activity reports
· PIR
· PMU
· UNDP

	· 
	· 
	Update of the risk management system
	· Document review
 
· Interviews
	· Activity reports
· PIR
· PMU

	· 
	· 
	Absence or presence of mitigation measures proposed to address the risks and management response
	· Document review
 
· Interviews
	· Activity reports
· PIR
· PMU

	· 
	To what extent has project management been adaptive?
	Extent of implementation of the mid-term evaluation recommendations
	· Documentary review
	· Mid-term review report
· Activity reports
· PIR
· Documentation report

	· 
	· 
	Presence or absence of changes to project design and results during implementation
	· Documentary review
 
 
 
· Interviews
	· Mid-term review report
· Activity reports
· PIR
· Documentation report
· PMU

	IMPACT
	 
	 
	 
	 

	6) What are the potential impacts that the project is contributing to in terms of developing a sub-network of managed natural resource PA in underrepresented ecological landscapes, establishing a joint management framework for local government and communities, and integrate into regional development frameworks?
	Have the preconditions for the achievement of impacts been put in place?
	Assessment of the likelihood of impact
	· Document review
 
 
 
 
· Interviews
	· Project document
· Activity reports
· PIR
· Documentation report
· Mid-term review report
· PMU
· MEEF/DREEF
· PNGO

	· 
	· 
	Factors that may affect impact achievement
	· Document review
 
 
 
 
· Interviews
	· Project document
· Activity reports
· PIR
· Documentation report
· Mid-term review report
· PMU
· MEEF/DREEF
· PNGO
· Beneficiaries

	SUSTAINABILITY
	 
	 
	 
	 

	7) What is the likelihood of sustainability, replication and dissemination of results and good practices after project implementation and dissemination of results and good practices after project implementation?
	What is the likelihood of environmental, socio-economic and institutional sustainability of the benefits generated by the project?
	Environmental, socio-economic or institutional factors that may jeopardize the sustainability of the benefits generated by the project
	· Document review
· Interviews
	· Documentation report
· COPIL
· MEEF/DREEF
· PMU
· PNGO

	· 
	· 
	Assessment of the conditions put in place by the project to ensure the long-term decentralized, recognized and effective participatory management of MRPAs
	· Interviews
	· COPIL
· MEEF/DREEF
· PMU
· PNGO
· Beneficiaries

	· 
	Has the project strengthened the capacity of partners to ensure that site managers are able to take charge of biodiversity conservation (planning, management monitoring and financing)?
	Capacity level of site managers to support biodiversity conservation (management planning and monitoring)
	· Document review
 
 
· Interviews
	· Activity Report
· PIR
· Documentation report
· PNGO

	· 
	· 
	Level of probability of setting up and using sustainable financing mechanisms for MRPAs
	· Document review
	· Activity Report
· PIR
· Documentation report
· PNGO

	· 
	Has the project put in place the conditions and basis for replicating/dissemination of the good practices and lessons learned identified?
	Level of appreciation on the project exit strategy
	· Document review
	· Project document
· Documentation report
· Mid-term review report

	· 
	· 
	Potential for replication of lessons learned and good project practices
	· Document review
· Interview
	· Capitalization document
· PMU
· COPIL
· MEEF/DREEF
· UNDP
· PNGO


 
 

[bookmark: _Ref499553132][bookmark: _Toc503252898]Appendix 3: List of interviewees
Individual interviews in Antananarivo, Morondava and Sambava
1. Guy Razafindralambo - Director UGPE
2. Vololoniaina RAHARINOMENJANAHARY - AT DSAP/MRPA 
3. Mamy RAFANOHARANA - RAF MRPA
4. Secretary General of MEEF
5. Verosoa - UNDP
6. Ranto Rakotoaridera - DSAP
7. Tahiry Rakotomanonjy - DSAP collaborator
8. Seheno Ramanantsoa - Head the Unit in charge of Creation and Management of PAs - DSAP
9. Honoré - Director of Tany Meva
10. Tantely Rakotoarimanana - Project Manager at Tany Meva
11. Michel Randrianirina - Administration and Finance Manager at Tany Meva
12. Voninavoko Raminoarisoa – Coordinator at Asity Madagascar
13. Rado Andriamasimanana - Project Manager at Asity Madagascar
14. Tina Ramahalo (to be verified) - Conservation Director at WWF Madagascar
15. Simon Rafanomezantsoa - Land Biodiversity Officer at WWF Madagascar
16. Narisoa Andoniaina - DREEF Menabe
17. Tahiry Hasina Andrianoelina - DRHP Menabe 
18. Jean Claude Razafiarison - Regional Director Fanamby Menabe
19. Lala Albert Rivoarisaoha - Coordinator of Conventions and Partnerships; National Center for Training, Studies and Research in Environment and Forestry (CNFEREF)
20. Toto Volahy - Regional Manager at Durrell
21. Toky Hasina Randriamiarina - Sustainable Tourism Manager at Fanamby Menabe
22. Romain Gilbert - Head of Menabe Region
23. Eli Todimanana - Head of Landscape Partnership - Manambolo Tsiribihina
24. Rose Rampilamanana – Head of the Regional Environmental Unit in Sava
25. Teddy Gervais - Regional Development Director - Sava Region
26. Regional Director of Agriculture and Livestock - Sava Region
27. Manantsoa Andriatahina - Landscape Manager at WWF - Northern highland landscape
28. Falitiana Andriamalala - COMATSA WWF Site Manager
29. Damiana Rasoavinjanahary - General Manager at Sahanala
30. Richelin Jaomary - Earth Conservation Manager in Loky Manambato
31. Mack Brice Sianghouissa - Marine Conservation Officer in Loky Mananbato
32. Amavatra Narcisse - Field Agent in Loky Manambato
33. Gislain Benourou - Field Agent in Loky Manambato
34. Hanta Rabefarihy - MRPA National Coordinator
35. Réné de Roland Lily Arison - National Director of The Peregrine Fund
36. Marius - Scientific Coordinator at The Peregrine Fund
37. Julie Ranivo - FAPBM
38. Serge Rajaobelina - Fanamby 
39. Danielle Rabenirina – Environmental Project Manager at AFD Antananarivo
40. Claire Isabelle Rousseau - Agriculture Project Manager at AFD Tana
41. Christian Camara - Permanent Representative of MBG Madagascar
42. Jeannie Raharimampionona – Coordinator of MBG Madagascar Conservation Unit
43. Patrick Ranirison – Chair of the Association Famelona
 
Focus groups in Menabe Antimena and Loky Manambato
1. VOI Lake Tsianaloka - 6 members (men)
2. VOI forest Tsianaloka - 14 members (men)
3. VOI Kiboy - 6 members including 1 KMMFA (men)
4. VOI Beroboka - 14 members (7 women and 7 men)
5. VOI Ankoraobato - 7 members (men)
6. KMT Daraina - 13 members
7. Association of Guides Camp Tatersalli - 6 members
8. Mayors of the OPCI Loky Manambato
 
	Dated
	Organization
	Lastnames and firstnames
	post
	Contact information

	[bookmark: OLE_LINK23][bookmark: OLE_LINK24][bookmark: OLE_LINK25]Tsaratanana

	30/10
	MNP
	Mr. Andriamaniry Charles
	Reserve Director
	 

	 
	MNP
	Mr. Solo Hervé
	Head of the component “Development Support and Environmental Education” 
	 

	 
	MNP
	Mr. Faed
	Head of the component “Conservation and Research” 
	 

	 
	MNP
	Mr. Darroi Berthold
 
	Head of the sector of Anaborano Ifasy
	 

	31/10
	FOFIFA
	Mr. Jidor Kalo
	Regional Research Station Manager Ambanja
	+ 231 34 14 950 82
jidorkalo@gmail.com 

	 
	Brigade of the Gendarmerie Ambanja
	Vonjiarimanana Alain Fidèle
	commanding officer
	+231 34 14 006 33
 

	 
	REZIKY Association, FKT Ampanasina, Commune of Ambohitrandriana 
	Ms. Zaojata Damo
	Chairwoman
	 

	01/11
	Rural Commune of Marovato
	Mr. Sambo Félicien
	Mayor
	+261 34 37 651 13
 

	 
	Brigade of the Gendarmerie Marovato
	Jean Velondia
	Commanding officer
	[bookmark: OLE_LINK26][bookmark: OLE_LINK27]+261 34 09 456 90
 

	 
	Association AVENIR, FKT Mikotramiezana 
	Mr. Aridy Jessie Andriamahatsara 
	Chair
	 

	 
	Local Park Committee (LPC)
	Mr. Rakoto Jean
	Member
	 

	 
	Fokontany of Mikotramiezana
 
	Mr. Jaomary
	President
	 

	02/11
	MNP
	 
	MNP team
	 

	AMPASINDAVA - GALOKO

	03/11
	MBG
	Mr. Faharidini
	Site Manager Galoko - Kalobinono
	[bookmark: OLE_LINK28][bookmark: OLE_LINK29]+261 32 05 125 16
faharidinidiego@yahoo.fr 

	 
	MBG
	Mr. Masahody Abdou
	Advocacy Facilitator (SRJS Project)
	+261 32 04 228 41
abdoumasahody@gmail.com 

	 
	MBG
	Ms. Razafindratombo Florence Evassa
	Development Manager Ampasindava
	[bookmark: OLE_LINK32][bookmark: OLE_LINK33]+261 32 45 507 76
evassaflorence_razafindratombo@yahoo.fr 

	 
	MBG
	Ms. Ambary elysa
	Database Manager 
	[bookmark: OLE_LINK36][bookmark: OLE_LINK37]+261 32 83 854 46
ambaryelysa@gmail.com 

	 
	Group of Tourist Operators of Sambirano
	Mr. Vita Leonard
	Executive Manager 
	[bookmark: OLE_LINK44][bookmark: OLE_LINK45]+261 32 50 584 33
gotsambanja@yahoo.fr 

	04/11
	Association Kindro Mena Vozo 
	Mr. Emanuel, Ms. Rasoa, Ms. Ravolatiana, Mr. Seraphin
	Members
	 

	 
	Rural Commune of Bemanevika West
	Mr. Tombozafy
	Advisor
	 

	 
	MBG
	Mr. Tafara Lignitry
	Local animator
	 

	05/11
	Rural Commune of Beramanja
	Mr. Abdoulatif, a.k.a. Youssouf
	Deputy mayor
	[bookmark: OLE_LINK48][bookmark: OLE_LINK49]+261 32 02 349 96

	 
	Committee of Dina Belinta, RC Beramanja
	Mr. Tamsia Gersitide
	Chair
	[bookmark: OLE_LINK52][bookmark: OLE_LINK53]+261 32 22 590 14

	 
	MBG
	Mr. Andriamanampy Mohajy
	Local Animator, Galoko
	+261 32 80 137 19

	06/11
	MBG
	 
	MBG team
	 

	BEMANEVIKA MAHIMBORONDRO

	06/11
	DREEF
	Mr. Zamany Rufin
	DREEF
	+261 34 05 624 15
zamanyrufin@yahoo.fr 

	 
	DREEF
	Rasatatsihoarana Thierry
	MRPA Coordinator at DREEF
	+261 34 05 624 13
drefsofia@gmail.com 

	07/11
	TPF
	Mr. Andriamalala Tolojanahary Richard
	Head of the Bemanevika-Mahimborondro sites
	+261 34 21 006 99
tollens37@yahoo.fr 

	 
	TPF
	Mr. Rakotoson Michel
	Socio-organizer Bemanevika
	[bookmark: OLE_LINK56][bookmark: OLE_LINK57]+261 33 16 178 33
rakotosonmichel@yahoo.fr 

	 
	TPF
	Mr. Randriamihavana Florent
	Socio-organizer Mahimborondro
	[bookmark: OLE_LINK58][bookmark: OLE_LINK59]+261 34 55 560 31

	 
	Forest Local Service of Bealanana
	Mr. Tsaramila Jean Claude
	Head
	+261 34 05 626 90

	08/11
	 
	 
	 
	 

	09/11
	VOI "FIMAKA"
	Mr. Ranaivozafy Olivier
	Chair 
	 

	 
	 
	Mr. Rabenera Gustane
	Secretary
	 

	 
	 
	Mr. Ramasy Thomas
	Secretary of the Dina Enforcement Committee 
	 

	 
	 
	Mr. Alizara
	VOI advisor
	 

	 
	Fokontany of Amberivery
	Randriamiarantsoa Xavier Lucien
	Head Fokontany
	 

	 
	PICO
	Mr. Beso Damien Haussina
	Guardian and electrician 
	 

	10/11
	TPF
	 
	TPF team
	 

	
	
	
	
	


People met at CMK
	LASTNAMES AND FIRSTNAMES
	FUNCTION
	PLACE
	CONTACT 

	Mrs. RAKOTOARIMANANA Josette Eveline Marcelle
	Regional Director of Ecology and Environment
	Mahajanga
	e-mail: dreef.boe@ecology.gov.mg

	RAKOTONIHAINA Faustin
	MRPA/DREEF Coordinator
	Mahajanga
	e-mail: faustin_rakotonihaina@yahoo.fr

	Mr. RANDRIAMBOLOLONA Marcellin
	Regional Development Director
	Mahajanga
	Contact: 0333740116/0342443161
e-mail: sseboeny@mjg.bluline.mg

	Mrs. RABESAHARISON Faratina Juliana
	Head of Department of Environment Development Support 
	Mahajanga
	Contact: 0328336103
e-mail: Julrabesa@gmail.com

	Mr. RAKOTONIRINA Jean Claude
	Head of Tourism Development Support Department
	Mahajanga
	Contact: 0328128181
e-mail: rjnclaude@gmail.com

	Mr. RANJATONANTENAINA Toky Armel
	Executive Director of the Regional Office of Tourism Boeny 
	Mahajanga
	Contact: 0324002989/0337377707
e-mail: armeltoky@gmail.com

	Mr. NIRINA Clarice
	NPA CMK Site Manager 
	Mitsinjo
	Contact: 0325301574

	Mr. RAKOTONARIVO Arijaona
	Asity NPA CMK Development Manager
	Mitsinjo
	Contact: 0344973123

	Mr. RANDRIANJATOVO Solofoson
	Conservation and Environmental Monitoring Manager
	Mitsinjo
	Contact: 0344973123
 

	Mr. RAZAFIMANDIMBY Ferdinand
	MMZ NPA CMK
	Mitsinjo
	0325171807

	Mr. ZALIFAH Binty Said Omar
	MMZ
	Mitsinjo
	0324097017

	Mr. RANDRIATSARAFARA Mamy 
	MMZ coordinator
	Mitsinjo
	0327449381

	Mr. DAMA Helson
	Deputy Coordinator MMZ
	Mitsinjo
	0327756740

	Mrs RAMANOARISOA Robinette
	MMZ Antenna 
	Ambararatabe
	0328593558

	Mr. Fréderic 
	DINA VNA 
	Ambohibary
	 

	Ms. Meltine
	School principal 
	Ambohibary
	 

	Mr. TAFITA Henri
	Assistant to the principal 
	Ambohibary
	 

	Mr. Daudet PAUL
	VNA DINA FKT 
	Antsoa
	 

	Mr. RAKOTOZAFY Paul
	FKT cultivator 
	Antsoa
	 

	Mrs. RAVONIARISOA Isabella
	Asity animator 
	Ambohibary
	0322593278

	Mr. TIANDRAZA 
	Sector Leader 
	Ambohibary
	 

	Mr. RAMILISON Liva Armand
	1st Deputy Mayor 
	Commune of Mitsinjo
	0322613795

	Mr. LONEZY Alfonse
	2nd Deputy Mayor 
	Commune of Matsakabanja
	0328589740

	Mr. GEORGE Edouard
	1st Deputy Mayor 
	Commune of Antongomena-Bevary
	0324286896

	Mr. MIAMBY Boris
	VNA 
	Fokotany of Benetsy
	0324123468

	Mr. BOTO Emmanuel
	Head
	Fokotany of Benetsy
	0329348017

	Mrs. AMBOZOHY Slestine
	Chair of the association 
	Benetsy
	 

	Mr. JUSTIN
	Chair of VOI 
	Benetsy
	 

	Mr. LAHADY
	Secretary of VOI
	Benetsy
	 

	Mr. HERMAN
	Fisherman 
	 
	0329576082

	Mr. BETSARA
	Local Guidea at the VOI Boabab 
	 
	 

	Mr. ANOZA Baraka Baohidy
	Chair of the VOI Baobab 
	 
	0326139766

	Mr. SALEMAN Salimou
	Fisherman
	 
	0329504152

	Mrs. FLORINE
	Chair of the VOI Tambatra 
	 
	0325915240

	Mr. BOTOTSARA Edmond
	KMDT Ambararatabe
	Ambararatabe
	0328593558


 
People met in Sambava and Loky Manambato
	dates
	names
	Institution

	02/11/2017
	RAMPILAMANANA Roselyne Léa
(interlocutor instead of DREEF)
Regional Manager of the Environment
DREEF - SAMBAVA
Email: rampilamanana@yahoo.fr
	DREEF – Head of Regional Environment Unit

	03/11/2017
	RATOVOLALAO Lalaina
	Head of Associations
Director of Sahanala for the Federation on nuts & spices, cashew nuts, ginger, peanut, ginger and vanilla

	 
	RASOAVINJANAHARY Damiana
	General Manager of Sahanala

	 
	Vadin'i MAHOLIDY 
	Chair of the Association COBIOVABY TSIMIRAFY, Vice-Chair of the Federation of IEG SAHANALA

	03/11/2017
	WALTER
	KMT Fokontany Antsapahana - Commune of Nosibe

	 
	Elizah
	KMT Fokontany Antsapahana – Commune of Daraina

	 
	BELAHY
	KMT Fokontany Daraina – Commune of Daraina

	 
	THEODORE
	KMT Fokontany Ambatoharanana – Commune of Daraina

	 
	BEZILY
	KMT Fokontany Ambatoharanana - Commune of Daraina

	 
	BISIBAO
	KMT Fokontany Parano – Commune of Daraina

	 
	SOAIBO
	KMT Fokontany Antsahapano - Commune of Nosibe

	 
	JUSTIN
	KMT Fokontany Antsahapano - Commune of Nosibe

	 
	MARTIN
	KMT Fokontany Moronjolava - Commune of Nosibe

	 
	CHRISTIAN
	KMT Fokontany Ambatoharana – Commune of Daraina

	 
	ANDRE
	KMT Fokontany Moronjolava – Commune of Nosibe

	 
	THEOPHILE
	KMT Fokontany Antsapahana - Commune of Nosibe

	 
	THEOGENE
	KMT Fokontany Antsapahana - Commune of Nosibe

	 
	SHIANGHOUISSA Mack Brice
	Regional Coordinator of Fanamby

	 
	JAOMARY Michelin
	Land Conservation Officer

	 
	AVAMATRA Narcissus
	Fieldworker

	 
	GISLIN Benoro
	Field Officer in charge of Development/ Conservation

	04/11/2017
	AMIDOU (President)
	Association AGTF (Association of Forest Tourist Guides) - Daraina

	 
	JAOTOMBO Djianto (Guide)
	Association of Guides in Maevatananan' Ampanomboana

	 
	Moril
	Association of Guides in Maevatananan' Ampanomboana

	 
	BE Lucien
	Association of Guides at Maevatananan' Aaampanomboana

	 
	SOAVY Nirina
	Akomba Malandy Association - Camp Tatersalli

	 
	SOA Charline
	Akomba Malandy Association - Camp Tatersalli

	 
	EMILIENNE
	Akomba Malandy Association - Camp Tatersalli

	 
	BE Rosette
	Akomba Malandy Association - Camp Tatersalli

	 
	Members of the Association "Fikambanan'ny MPANDRARY Tsaramandroso" (FMT) (association of women in basketry)
	Association MPANDRARY Tsaramandroso (FMT) - Fokontany Tsaratanàna - Municipality Ampisikina

	05/11/2017
	GISLIN Benoro
	FANAMBY field agent based in Daraina

	 
	GERALDO
	Ranger of FANAMBY at Ampisikina

	 
	JAOTINA
	Ranger of FANAMBY at Ampisikina

	 
	JAOTOMA 
	OPCI of Loky Manambato - Mayor of Daraina and Chair of the OPCI

	 
	JAOHASY Jean Claude
	OPCI of Loky Manambato - Mayor of Nosibe and Rapporteur of the OPCI

	 
	Beriziky
	OPCI of Loky Manambato - Mayor of Ampisikina

	 
	JAO Edouard
	OPCI de Maromokatra - Mayor of Ampisikina - Vice President of the OPCI

	 
	Members of the FIMAMA association: association of seaweed planters and market gardening (Fikambanana Mpamboly anana sy alga Mpiompy akoho sy vorona Ambanifony)
	Association FIMAMA - Village of Ambanifony - Fokontany Antsapilay – Commune of Ampisikina

	 
	Members of the Association of Fishers of Ambavarano (Fikambanan'ny mpanjono ao Ambavarano: FPA) – Chair JAOTINA Edmond
	Association Fikambanan'ny mPanjono ao Ambavarano (FPA) - Village of Ambavarano - Fokontany of Antsapilay

	 
	Members of the association protecting the environment (Fikambanana Miaro ny Tontolo Iainana: MTI) – Chair: MBOTY Vanona
	Fikambanana Miaro ny Iainana Tontolo (MTI) – Village of Ambavarano - Fokontany of Antsapilay

	06/11/2017
	DAMIEN
	Skipper of Fanamby in Ambavarano

	 
	NORBERT
	Skipper of Fanamby in Ambavarano

	 
	PESAN Feno
	Skipper of Fanamby in Ambavarano

	 
	ZAFISOA 
Member of the Crab and Shrimp Fishermen's Association
	Fikambanana Mpanjono – Village of Soafaneva - Antsapilay – Commune of Ampisikina

	07/11/2017
	Members of the MAHAVONJY Fishermen's Association
	Fikambanana MAHAVONJY - Village of Anjiamangotroka - Fokontany of Antsapilay – Commune of Ampisikina

	 
	Members of the COBIOVAP association of vanilla and patchouli production
	COBIOVAP Association - Village of Mahasoa - Commune of Nosibe

	08/11/2017
	RAMIANDRISOA Joseph – Head of Central Sorting
	Local unit - sorting - Vohemar

	 
	HARISOA Anselme - Collaborator CEEF
	Local unit of Environment, Ecology and Forests - Vohemar

	 
	RABEZANDRY Bruno - Regional Director of Fisheries Resources
	Regional Directorate of Fisheries Resources (DRHP) of SAVA - Vohémar

	 
	SHIANGHOUISSA Mack Brice
	Regional Coordinator of Fanamby
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Annex 5: Consolidation of the PIR ratings
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[bookmark: _Toc503252901]Annex 6: Evaluation Consultant Acceptance Form

 


[bookmark: _Toc503252902]Annex 7: Questionnaires used
MEEF/DREEF
Relevance
1. In your opinion, to what extent was the MRPA project aligned and responsive to national priorities in the area of ​​conservation and protected areas?
2. How would you describe the needs you had at the start of the project in 2012 in relation to protected areas and biodiversity protection? In your opinion, how did the objectives of the project meet these needs? What changes in the design of the project would have allowed for better meeting your needs and aspiration at that time?
3. Do you consider that you have been adequately consulted and involved in the project design process?
4. In your opinion, to what extent were the institutional arrangements and partnerships established for the implementation of the project clear and adequate? What improvements could have been made to these different arrangements to facilitate project implementation?
Effectiveness
5. [bookmark: _ftnref69]How did the project's achievements lead to results that contribute to the project's goal?[footnoteRef:69]  [69:  "Expand Madagascar's PA system by developing a sub-network of managed natural resource PAs in underrepresented ecological landscapes, under the joint management by local governments and communities, and integrated into regional frameworks of development." 
] 

6. Are you aware of examples of outcomes generated by the project (positive or negative) that were not expected at the design stage?
7. In your opinion, what good practices and lessons have been generated by the project?
8. To what extent have you owned the achievements and results of the project and what were the factors of such ownership? 
9. How did the communication and collaboration between the different actors involved in the project take place? Were they satisfactory and how could they have been improved?
10. In your opinion, how was the MRPA project complementary to other initiatives in the area of ​​conservation and biodiversity in Madagascar?
Efficiency
11. How clear were your responsibilities in managing the project and how effective was your role? In your opinion, how could the project management have been improved?
12. What human and logistical resources did you benefit from your involvement in the project? Were they sufficient?
13. In your opinion, how good was the work provided by non-governmental organizations promoting PAs in the field? 
14. What assistance has been provided by UNDP? How could it have been improved in your opinion?
Impacts and sustainability
15. What do you think are the likely impacts of the project? And what are the factors that can influence the achievements of these impacts?
16. What conditions have been put in place by the project to ensure the long-term participatory, decentralized, recognized and effective management of MRPA? What factors could jeopardize the sustainability of project benefits? 
PMU
Relevance
1. To what extent has the project design process enabled the development of a clear project strategy with good articulation between expected results and project activities? In your opinion, how could this strategy have been improved during project design?
2. In your opinion, to what extent were the institutional arrangements and partnerships established for the implementation of the project clear and adequate? What improvements could have been made to these different arrangements to facilitate project implementation?
Effectiveness 
3. What is the project’s budget execution rate?
4. In your opinion, what is the level of achievement of all the outputs expected from the project?
5. How did the activities implemented by the project generate results that contribute to the project objective?
6. Are there any examples of outcomes generated by the project (positive or negative) that were not expected at the design stage?
7. In your opinion, what good practices and lessons have been generated by the project?
8. What measures have been implemented to mainstream gender issues into project activities?
9. How did the communication and collaboration between the different actors involved in the project take place? Were they satisfactory and how could they have been improved?
Efficiency
10. On average, how much time did it take for GEF and UNDP funds to become available?
11. What was the level of mobilization of co-financing?
12. What was the level of alignment between the implementation of field activities and the initial project schedule? Have there been major delays, and if so, why?
13. What management monitoring mechanisms did you use for the project? Have you been satisfied?
14. How clear were your responsibilities in managing the project and how effective was your role? In your opinion, how could the project management have been improved?
15. What were the human and logistical resources of the PMU? Were they sufficient?
16. In your opinion, how good was the work delivered by non-governmental organizations promoting PAs in the field? Have you been aware of any major problems in implementing activities in the field?
17. What assistance has been provided by UNDP? How could it have been improved in your opinion?
18. How often has the risk management mechanism been updated during implementation? What mitigation measures have been implemented to address risks during implementation?
19. Do you have any examples of changes to the project’s design and expected results through the information generated by the M & E system?
Impacts and sustainability
20. What do you think the likely impacts of the project are? And what are the factors that can influence the achievements of these impacts?
21. What conditions have been put in place by the project to ensure long-term participatory, decentralized, recognized and effective management of MRPA? What factors could jeopardize the sustainability of project benefits?
 
UCPE
1. Do you consider that you have been adequately consulted and involved in the project design process?
2. In your opinion, were the institutional arrangements and partnerships established for the implementation of the project clear and adequate? What improvements could have been made to these different arrangements to facilitate project implementation?
3. What was your involvement in decision-making and project management? Do you consider it sufficient?
4. How did the communication and collaboration between the different actors involved in the project take place? Were they satisfactory and how could they have been improved?
5. How clear were your responsibilities in managing the project and how effective was your role? In your opinion, how could the project management have been improved?
 
P-NGO
Relevance
1. How would you describe the needs you had at the start of the project in 2012 in relation to protected areas and biodiversity protection? In your opinion, how did the objectives of the project meet these needs? What changes in the design of the project would have allowed for better meeting your needs and aspiration at that time?
2. Do you consider that you have been adequately consulted and involved in the project design process?
3. In your opinion, were the institutional arrangements and partnerships established for the implementation of the project clear and adequate? What improvements could have been made to these different arrangements to facilitate project implementation?
Effectiveness 
4. In your opinion, how did the project's achievements lead to results that contribute to the project's objective?
5. Are you aware of any examples of effects generated by the project (positive or negative) that were not expected at the design stage?
6. In your opinion, what good practices and lessons have been generated by the project? What is their replication potential?
7. Do you feel that you have owned the activities and results of the project? What allowed or what prevented such ownership?
8. What measures have been implemented to mainstream gender issues into project activities?
9. How did the communication and collaboration between the different actors involved in the project take place? Were they satisfactory and how could they have been improved?
10. What was the degree of alignment between the implementation of field activities and the initial project schedule? Have there been major delays, and if so, why?
Efficiency
11. How clear were your responsibilities in managing the project and how effective was your role? In your opinion, how could the project management have been improved?
12. What human and logistical resources did you benefit from your involvement in the project? Were they sufficient?
Impacts and sustainability
13. What do you think are the likely impacts of the project? And what are the factors that can influence the achievements of these impacts?
14. What conditions have been put in place by the project to ensure the long-term participatory, decentralized, recognized and effective management of MRPA? What factors could jeopardize the sustainability of project benefits?
15. Has the MRPA project enabled you to better ensure the planning and management of NPAs?
16. What sustainable financing mechanisms do you think you can implement for the PA?
 
COPIL
Relevance
1. Do you think that the project design process allowed for the development of a clear project strategy and a good link between the expected results and project activities? In your opinion, how could this strategy have been improved during project design?
2. In your opinion, were the institutional arrangements and partnerships established for the implementation of the project clear and adequate? What improvements could have been made to these different arrangements to facilitate project implementation?
Effectiveness
3. How did the project's achievements lead to results that contribute to the project's goal?
4. How did the communication and collaboration between the different actors involved in the project take place? Were they satisfactory and how could they have been improved?
5. In your opinion, how was the MRPA project complementary to other initiatives in the area of ​​conservation and biodiversity in Madagascar?
Efficiency
6. How good were the annual work plans? Did you find them relevant?
7. What monitoring and management mechanisms did the PMU use? Were they satisfactory?
8. To what extent were the roles and responsibilities of the COPIL clear? And to what extent has the COPIL played its role?
Impacts and sustainability
9. What do you think are the likely impacts of the project? And what are the factors that can influence the achievements of these impacts?
10. What conditions have been put in place by the project to ensure the long-term participatory, decentralized, recognized and effective management of MRPA? What factors could jeopardize the sustainability of project benefits?
 
UNDP
Relevance
1. In your opinion, what was the comparative advantage of UNDP in implementing the MRPA project? 
2. Do you think that the project design process allowed for the development of a clear project strategy and a good link between the expected results and the project activities? In your opinion, how could this strategy have been improved during project design?
3. In your opinion, were the institutional arrangements and partnerships established for the implementation of the project clear and adequate? What improvements could have been made to these different arrangements to facilitate project implementation?
Effectiveness 
4. How did the project's achievements lead to results that contribute to the project's goal?
5. Are you aware of examples of outcomes generated by the project (positive or negative) that were not expected at the design stage?
6. In your opinion, what good practices and lessons have been generated by the project? What is their replication potential?
7. How did the communication and collaboration between the different actors involved in the project take place? Were they satisfactory and how could they have been improved?
8. In your opinion, how was the MRPA project complementary to other initiatives in the area of ​​conservation and biodiversity in Madagascar?
Efficiency
9. How good were the annual work plans? Did you find them relevant?
10. In your opinion, how good was the budget monitoring carried out by the project?
11. What monitoring and management mechanisms did the PMU use? Were they satisfactory?
12. How was the decision-making and project management process going? Are you satisfied with it? How could it have been improved?
13. In your opinion, how good was the work provided by non-governmental organizations promoting PAs in the field? Have you been aware of any major problems in implementing activities in the field?
14. How was the project's monitoring and evaluation system in line with UNDP requirements?
Impacts and sustainability
15. What do you think are the likely impacts of the project? And what are the factors that can influence the achievements of these impacts?
16. What conditions have been put in place by the project to ensure the long-term participatory, decentralized, recognized and effective management of MRPA? What factors could jeopardize the sustainability of project benefits? 
 
Beneficiaries
Relevance
1. How would you describe the needs you had at the start of the project in 2012? In your opinion, how did the objectives of the project meet these needs? What changes in the design of the project would have allowed for better meeting your needs and aspiration at that time?
2. Do you consider that you have been adequately consulted and involved in the project design process?
Effectiveness
3. Can you tell us what results were generated by the project that benefited your community? Are there any results that were announced at the beginning of the project and that were not achieved? Has the project generated outcomes (positive or negative) that were not originally planned?
4. What lessons and best practices did you get from the project? What is their replication potential?
5. What was your involvement in decision-making and project management? Do you consider it sufficient?
6. Do you feel that you have owned the activities and results of the project? What allowed or what prevented such ownership?
7. Do you have any examples of activities implemented by the project that have integrated and/or benefited women in particular? 
8. How did the project communicate with you? Do you consider that this communication was satisfactory? How could it have been improved?
Efficiency
9. In your opinion, how good was the work provided by non-governmental organizations promoting PAs in the field? Have there been any major problems in implementing activities in the field?
Impacts and sustainability
10. What do you think are the likely impacts of the project? And what are the factors that can influence the achievements of these impacts?
Other actors/partners

1. How well do you know the MRPA project?
2. Were you consulted during the project design process?
3. In your opinion, how has the MRPA project generated results that contribute to the project objective?
4. How did you communicate or collaborate with the MRPA project? Does this communication and collaboration seem satisfactory to you? How could they have been improved?
5. In your opinion, how was the MRPA project complementary to other initiatives in the area of ​​conservation and biodiversity in Madagascar?
 
 

[bookmark: _Toc503252903]Annex 8: Mission Plans
Mission Plan for Gaétan Quesne 
	Dates
	Steps

	Tuesday 24/10/2017
	Arriva of Gaétan Quesne in Madagascar

	Wednesday 25 and Thursday 26/10/2017
	Interviews in Antananarivo:
· SG MEEF
· MRPA Project Focal Point, Head of Monitoring and Evaluation Department
· Directorate of Protected Areas System
· UNDP
· National Project Director
· MRPA team
· PNGO
· MNP
· FAPBM
· Tany Meva
Team meeting

	Friday 27/10/2017 - Morning
	Flight from Antananarivo to Morondava 

	Friday 27/10/2017 (Afternoon) - Tuesday 31/10/2017
	Field work PA Menabe Antimena

	Wednesday 01/11/2017 - Morning
	Flight from Morondava to Antananarivo

	Wednesday 01/11/2017 - Afternoon
	Holiday

	Thursday 02/11/2017 - Morning
	Flights from Antananarivo to Sambava 

	Thursday 02/11/2017 - afternoon
	Meeting with WWF COMATSA Team in Sambava

	Friday 03/11/2017 - Sunday 05/11/2017
	Field work PA Loky Manambato

	Monday 06/11/2017 - Morning
	Flight from Sambava to Antananarivo 

	Monday 06/11/2017 - Afternoon
	Additional Interviews in Antananarivo

	Tuesday 07/11/2017
	Additional interviews and debriefing

	Wednesday 08/11/2017
	Departure from Madagascar


 
 
Site visits program
	Expert
	Sites

	Gaétan Quesne
	· Menabe Antimena: October 27 to 31, 2017
· COMATSA: 02 November 2017 (meeting with WWF COMATSA team in Sambava)
·  Loky Manambato: 03 to 05 November 2017

	Bernardin Rasolonandrasana
	· INR Tsaratanàna: October 30 to November 02, 2017 (outbound trip on October 29)
· Ampasindava: 03 to 06 November
· Bemanevika or Mahimborondro: 07 to 10 November (return November 11 to Antananarivo)

	Nirhy Harinelina Christian Rabibisoa
	· Mahavavy Kinkony Complex: October 30 to November 03, 2017

	Omega Razanakoto
	· Loky Manambato: 02 to 08 November 2017


 



[bookmark: _Toc503252904]Annex 9: List of documents
General Project Documentation
· Project document
· Project documentation report
· Mid-term review report
Project planning and monitoring documentation
· Inception report
· Minutes of the national launch workshop
· Project Implementation Reviews (PIRs): 2013, 2014, 2015, 2016, 2017
· Annual Work Plans (AWPs): 2013, 2014, 2015, 2016, 2017
· Activity Reports: Quarter 1, 2, 3, 4 of 2013, 2014, 2015, 2016; and Quarter 1 and 2 of 2017
· Internal Audit Reports
· DREEF Boeny: 2013, 2014, 2015, 2016
· DREEF Diana: 2013, 2014, 2015;
· DREEF Menabe: 2013, 2015, 2016
· DREEF Sava: 2015
· DREEF Sofia: 2014, 2015, 2016
· WWF: 2015
· Asity: 2013, 2015, 2016
· Fanamby Loky: 2015
· Fanamby Menabe: 2013, 2017
· MBG: 2013, 2015, Feb 2016, Nov 2016
· MNP Ambanja: 2015-2016
· MNP Headquarters: 2015
· TPF: Feb 2015, Jul 2015
· METT 2013, 2015, 2016, 2017
· Supervision mission reports 2013 to 2017
Administrative procedures
· Guide for use of rolling stock
· Guide to Procurement
· Manual of Administrative and Financial Procedures
· Process for conducting missions within the DREEF
· MRPA Procedure Forms
· Accounting Procedures Manual
Project Steering Documents
· Minutes of the Steering Committee meetings: May 2013, Dec. 2013, Dec. 2014, June 2015, Oct 2015, June 2016, Nov 2016, Jun 2017
· Management Response Document
PA documentation
· Creation Decrees
· Business plans
· Development and Management Plans (DMPs)
· Environmental and Social Safeguard Plans (ESSP)
· Negotiation Procedure for Cohabitation in PAs
Studies
· Studies on innovative financing mechanisms
· Sub-sector studies
· Baseline inventories
Other
· COAP Decree
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Office in North America 
Le Groupe-conseil Baastel ltée
92, rue Montcalm
Gatineau QC J8X 2L7
CANADA 
Phone: + 1 819 595-1421 
Telec: + 1 819 595-8586


Representation in North Africa 
Olivier Beucher
Ghazoua KM8, 44 000 Essaouira 
MOROCCO
Phone: +212 (0)6 96 61 80 61



Office in Europe 
Le Groupe-conseil baastel sprl 
Boulevard Adolphe Max 55
B-1000 Bruxelles
BELGIUM 
Phone: + 32 (0)2 893 0031 
Telec: + 32 (0)2 503 3183 


Representation in Southeast Asia  
Michael Miner & Melinda MacDonald
9 Soi Tonson, Ploenchit Road
Bangkok, 10330
THAILAND
Phone: +66 (8)-1732-0822


Représentation in the Caribbean 
Curline Beckford
10 Wishaw Drive 
Kingston 8 
JAMAICA
Phone: + 1 876 298-6545www.baastel.com

 Founded in 1989, the Consulting Group Baastel’s mission is to provide decision-makers, executives, and local actors with knowledge tools and capacities needed to promoter effective management of sustainable development. Baastel has earned a strong reputation as a consulting firm that is committed to provide research and advisory services to development actors in order to enhance the impacts of their policies and efforts for development throughout the world






COPIL


DREEF


EPCU/PMU


P-NGO, co-managers and VOI
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INVITATION A SOUMISSIONNER (RFP) 


 


 
NOM & ADRESSE DE L’ENTREPRISE 


Date : 14 Juillet 2017 


REFERENCE : RFP 002_RFP_2017 
 


 
Chère Madame/Cher Monsieur, 
 
Nous vous demandons de bien vouloir nous adresser votre soumission au titre du « recrutement d’un 
cabinet pour l’évaluation finale du Projet Network of Managed Resources Protected Areas (MRPA) ». 
 
Veuillez utiliser le formulaire figurant dans l’annexe 2 jointe aux présentes pour les besoins de la préparation 
de votre soumission. 


Les soumissions, adressées à Madame Le Représentant Résident du PNUD peuvent être 
déposées jusqu’au mardi 25 juillet 2017 à 12 heures 00 GMT sous plis fermés à l’adresse suivante : 


 
Programme des Nations Unies pour le développement 


Département des Opérations du PNUD  Immeuble des Nations Unies  
 


Madame Le Représentant Résident du PNUD 


Maison Commune des Nations Unies 


Galaxy Andraharo 


Antananarivo 


Ou par Email à : upm.mg@undp.org 


  
Votre soumission doit être rédigée en Français avec une durée de validité minimum de 90 jours. 
 
Dans le cadre de la préparation de votre soumission, il vous appartiendra de vous assurer qu’elle parviendra 
à l’adresse indiquée ci-dessus au plus tard à la date-limite. Les soumissions qui seront reçues par le PNUD 
postérieurement à la date-limite indiquée ci-dessus, pour quelque raison que ce soit, ne seront pas prises en 
compte. Si vous transmettez votre soumission par courrier électronique, veuillez vous assurer qu’elle est 
signée, en format PDF et exempte de virus ou fichiers corrompus. 
 
Les services proposés seront examinés et évalués en fonction de l’exhaustivité et de la conformité de la 
soumission et du respect des exigences indiquées dans la RFP et dans l’ensemble des autres annexes 
fournissant des détails sur les exigences du PNUD.  


 
La soumission qui répondra à l’ensemble des exigences, satisfera l’ensemble des critères d’évaluation et 
possèdera le meilleur rapport qualité/prix sera sélectionnée aux fins d’attribution du contrat. Toute offre qui 
ne répondra pas aux exigences sera rejetée. 
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Toute différence entre le prix unitaire et le prix total sera recalculée par le PNUD. Le prix unitaire prévaudra 
et le prix total sera corrigé. Si le prestataire de services n’accepte pas le prix final basé sur le nouveau calcul 
et les corrections d’erreurs effectués par le PNUD, sa soumission sera rejetée. 


 


Aucune modification du prix résultant de la hausse des coûts, de l’inflation, de la fluctuation des taux de 
change ou de tout autre facteur de marché ne sera acceptée par le PNUD après réception de la soumission. 
Lors de l’attribution du contrat ou du bon de commande, le PNUD se réserve le droit de modifier (à la hausse 
ou à la baisse) la quantité des services et/ou des biens, dans la limite de vingt-cinq pour cent (25 %) du 
montant total de l’offre, sans modification du prix unitaire ou des autres conditions. 
 
Tout contrat ou bon de commande qui sera délivré au titre de la présente RFP sera soumis aux conditions 
générales jointes aux présentes. Le simple dépôt d’une soumission emporte acceptation sans réserve par le 
prestataire de services des conditions générales du PNUD figurant à l’annexe 3 des présentes. 


 


Veuillez noter que le PNUD n’est pas tenu d’accepter une quelconque soumission ou d’attribuer un 
contrat/bon de commande et n’est pas responsable des coûts liés à la préparation et au dépôt d’une 
soumission par le prestataire de services, quels que soient le résultat ou les modalités du processus de 
sélection. 


 
La procédure de contestation que le PNUD met à la disposition des fournisseurs a pour but de permettre aux 
personnes ou entreprises non retenues pour l’attribution d’un bon de commande ou d’un contrat de faire 
appel dans le cadre d’une procédure de mise en concurrence. Si vous estimez que vous n’avez pas été traité 
de manière équitable, vous pouvez obtenir des informations détaillées sur les procédures de contestation 
ouvertes aux fournisseurs à l’adresse suivante : http://www.undp.org/procurement/protest.shtml . 
  
Le PNUD encourage chaque prestataire de services potentiel à éviter et à prévenir les conflits d’intérêts en 
indiquant au PNUD si vous-même, l’une de vos sociétés affiliées ou un membre de votre personnel a 
participé à la préparation des exigences, du projet, des spécifications, des estimations des coûts et des 
autres informations utilisées dans la présente RFP. 
 


Le PNUD applique une politique de tolérance zéro vis-à-vis des fraudes et autres pratiques interdites et s’est 
engagé à prévenir, identifier et sanctionner l’ensemble de ces actes et pratiques préjudiciables au PNUD, 
ainsi qu’aux tiers participant aux activités du PNUD. Le PNUD attend de ses fournisseurs qu’ils respectent le 
code de conduite à l’intention des fournisseurs de l’Organisation des Nations Unies qui peut être consulté 
par l’intermédiaire du lien suivant : http://www.un.org/depts/ptd/pdf/conduct_english.pdf  
 
Nous vous remercions et attendons avec intérêt votre soumission. 


 


Yacin Kouadio  


Deputy Resident Representative / Operations 


                                                                                   14/07/2017 


 


 



http://www.undp.org/procurement/protest.shtml

http://www.un.org/depts/ptd/pdf/conduct_english.pdf
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Annexe 1 
Description des exigences 


 


Contexte Recrutement d’un cabinet pour l’évaluation finale du Projet Network 
of Managed Resources Protected Areas (MRPA) 


Partenaire de réalisation du 
PNUD 


Projet MRPA 


Brève description des services 
requis1 


Une évaluation de la performance du projet, basée sur les attentes énoncées 
dans le cadre logique/cadre de résultats du projet (voir  annexe A) qui offre 
des indicateurs de performance et d’impact dans le cadre de la mise en œuvre 
du projet ainsi que les moyens de vérification correspondants, sera réalisée. 
L’évaluation portera au moins sur les critères de pertinence, efficacité, 
efficience et durabilité. 


Liste et description des 
prestations attendues 


Le bureau d’études retenu devra au terme de la présente mission, 
fournir les données suivantes : 


Produits 
livrables 


Table des 
matières  


Durée Responsabilités 


Rapport 
initial 


L’évaluateur 
apporte des 
précisions sur 
le calendrier et 
la méthode  


Au plus tard deux 
semaines avant 
la mission 
d’évaluation.  


L’évaluateur envoie 
au BP du PNUD  


Présentation Conclusions 
initiales  


Fin de la mission 
d’évaluation 


À la direction du 
projet, BP du PNUD 


Projet de 
rapport final  


Rapport 
complet, 
(selon le 
modèle joint) 
avec les 
annexes 


Dans un délai de 
trois semaines 
suivant la 
mission 
d’évaluation 


Envoyé au BP, 
examiné par le CTR, 
le service de 
coordination du 
programme et les 
PFO du FEM 


Rapport 
final* 


Rapport révisé  Dans un délai 
d’une semaine 
suivant la 
réception des 
commentaires du 
PNUD sur le 
projet  


Envoyé au BP aux 
fins de 
téléchargement sur 
le site du CGELE du 
PNUD.  


 


Fréquence des rapports Confère TdRs 


Exigences en matière de 
rapport d’avancement 


Confère TdRs 
 


Lieu des prestations   Antananarive, Madagascar 


Durée prévue des prestations 51 jours 


Date de commencement 
prévue 


Dès la signature du contrat 


                                                           
1 Des TOR peuvent être joints si les informations énumérées dans la présente annexe ne suffisent pas à décrire de 


manière exhaustive la nature des prestations et les autres détails relatifs aux exigences. 
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Date-limite d’achèvement  


Déplacements prévus   
Destination/s 


 
Durée prévue 


Brève 
description de 
l’objet du 
déplacement 


Date(s)-
prévues 


TdR TdR TdR TdR 


    


    
 


Exigences particulières en 
matière de sécurité  


 Assurance voyage multirisque 


Equipements à fournir par le 
PNUD (doivent être exclus du 
prix offert) 


Le bureau d’études prendra en charge l’ensemble des équipements 
dont il aura besoin pour la réalisation de cette mission, conformément 
aux tdrs 


Calendrier d’exécution 
indiquant la composition et la 
chronologie des 
activités/sous-activités 


 Requis 
 


Noms et curriculum vitae des 
personnes qui participeront à 
la fourniture des services 


 Requis 
 


Devise de la soumission  Dollar des Etats-Unis (USD) 


 Devise locale (Ariary) 


Taxe sur la valeur ajoutée 
applicable au prix offert2 


 Non réquis 


 
Durée de validité des 
soumissions (à compter du 
dernier jour de dépôt des 
soumissions) 


 90 jours 
Dans certaines circonstances exceptionnelles, le PNUD pourra 
demander aux soumissionnaires de proroger la durée de validité de sa 
soumission au-delà de qui aura été initialement indiqué dans la 
présente RFP. La soumission devra alors confirmer par écrit la 
prorogation, sans aucune modification de la soumission. 


 
Soumissions partielles 


 Interdites 


Conditions de paiement3 Prestations Pourcentage Calendrier Condition de 
versement du 
paiement 


Rapport de 
démarrage 
validé 


A déterminer A 
déterminer  


Sous trente (30) jours 
à compter de la date 
à laquelle les 
conditions suivantes 
seront respectées : 


1er projet de 
rapport 
d’évaluation 


A déterminer A 
déterminer 


                                                           
2 L’exonération de TVA varie d’un pays à l’autre. Veuillez cocher ce qui est applicable au CO/BU du PNUD demandant 


les services. 
3 Le PNUD préfère ne pas verser d’avance lors de la signature du contrat. Si le prestataire de services exige une avance, 


celle-ci sera limitée à 20 % du prix total offert. En cas de versement d’un pourcentage plus élevé ou d’une avance de plus 


de $30,000, le PNUD obligera le prestataire de services à fournir une garantie bancaire ou un chèque de banque à 


l’ordre du PNUD du même montant que l’avance versée par le PNUD au prestataire de services. 
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finale validé a) l’acceptation écrite 
par le PNUD  de la 
qualité des 
prestations (et non 
pas leur simple 
réception) ; et  


b) la réception de la 
facture du 
prestataire de 
services. 


Rapport 
définitif 
validé 


A déterminer A 
déterminer 


 


Personne(s) devant 
examiner/inspecter/approuver 
les prestations/les services 
achevés et autoriser le 
versement du paiement 


Marie Dimond, Représentant Résident Adjoint/Programme 


Type de contrat devant être 
signé 


 Contrat  institutionnel   
 


Critère d’attribution du 
contrat 


 Score combiné le plus élevé (l’offre technique comptant pour 70 % 
et le  30 % pour l’offre financière)  


 Acceptation sans réserve des conditions générales du contrat du 
PNUD (CGC). Il s’agit d’un critère obligatoire qui ne peut pas être 
supprimé, quelle que soit la nature des services demandés. La non-
acceptation des CGC peut constituer un motif de rejet de la 
soumission. 


Critère d’évaluation de la 
soumission  
 
Ci-joint critères d’évaluation 
contenu dans le TdR 


Soumission technique (70 %) 


 Expertise des consultants (25 points) 


 Méthodologie, son adéquation aux conditions et au calendrier du 
plan d’exécution [25 points] 


 Structure de la direction et qualifications du personnel clé (40 
points) 


Critères, sous-critères, et système de points pour l’évaluation des 
Propositions Techniques. 


IAC 
5.2 


Critères, sous-critères 
Points 


Expertise des consultants : Capacités 
organisationnelles et Expérience générale du cabinet 
dans le secteur (expérience similaires) 


25  


Démarche et méthodologie proposée : cohérence de la 


démarche méthodologique et son adéquation avec le plan de 


travail proposé  
25 


Qualifications des Professionnels clés de la Mission  


 Evaluateur international, chef de mission 


 10 ans minimum d'expérience 


professionnelle pertinente 


 une connaissance du PNUD et du FEM ;  


20 
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 une expérience antérieure avec les 
méthodologies de suivi et d’évaluation 
axées sur les résultats ; 


 des connaissances techniques dans les 
domaines focaux ciblés ; et 


 des connaissances sur le contexte malagasy 
en matière d’environnement et aires 
protégées de catégories V et VI, de 
développement économique durable et de 
financement pérenne des aires protégées 


 3 Evaluateurs nationaux  


 10 ans minimum d'expérience 


professionnelle pertinente 


 une connaissance du PNUD et du FEM ;  


 une expérience antérieure avec les 
méthodologies de suivi et d’évaluation 
axées sur les résultats ; 


 des connaissances techniques dans les 
domaines focaux ciblés ; et 


 des connaissances sur le contexte malagasy 
en matière d’environnement et aires 
protégées de catégories V et VI, de 
développement économique durable et de 
financement pérenne des aires protégées 


30  


 Total de points  
 


100 points 


IAC 
5.7 


La formule utilisée pour déterminer les scores 
financiers est la suivante : 
Sf = 100 x Fm/F, où Sf est le score financier, Fm 
est la proposition la moins-disante et F est le 
prix de la Proposition considérée. 
Les pondérations attribuées aux Propositions 
Technique et Financière sont : 
T =xxx% et F = xxx%. 


 


 
Soumission financière (30 %) 
A calculer en comparant le prix de la soumission par rapport au prix le 
plus bas des soumissions reçues par le PNUD. 
 


 
Le PNUD attribuera le contrat 


 Un seul et unique prestataire de services 
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à : 


Annexes de la présente RFP  Formulaire de présentation de la soumission (annexe 2) 
 Conditions générales / Conditions particulières (annexe 3)4 
 TDR détaillés  
 


Personnes à contacter pour les 
demandes de renseignements 
(Demandes de 
renseignements écrites 
uniquement)5 


Unité de passation des marchés 
upm.mg@undp.org 
 
Les réponses tardives du PNUD ne pourront pas servir de prétexte à la 
prorogation de la date-limite de dépôt des soumissions, sauf si le 
PNUD estime qu’une telle prorogation est nécessaire et communique 
une nouvelle date-limite aux soumissionnaires. 


 


                                                           
4 Il est signalé aux prestataires de services que la non-acceptation des conditions générales (CG) peut constituer un motif 


d’élimination du présent processus d’achat. 
5 La personne à contacter et l’adresse sont indiquées à titre officiel par le PNUD. Si des demandes de renseignements 


sont adressées à d’autres personnes ou adresses, même s’il s’agit de fonctionnaires du PNUD, le PNUD ne sera pas tenu 


d’y répondre et ne pourra pas confirmer leur réception. 



mailto:procurement.burkina@undp.org
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Annexe 2 
 


FORMULAIRE DE PRESENTATION DE LA SOUMISSION DU PRESTATAIRE DE SERVICES6 
 
(Le présent formulaire doit être soumis uniquement sur le papier à en-tête officiel du prestataire de 
services7) 
 


 
[Insérez le lieu et la date] 
 
A : [insérez le nom et l’adresse du coordonateur du PNUD] 
 
Chère Madame/Cher Monsieur, 
 


Le prestataire de services soussigné accepte par les présentes de fournir les prestations 
suivantes au PNUD conformément aux exigences définies dans la RFP en date du [précisez la date] et 
dans l’ensemble de ses annexes, ainsi qu’aux dispositions des conditions contractuelles générales du 
PNUD. 


 
A. Qualifications du prestataire de services 


 


 
Le prestataire de services doit décrire et expliquer les raisons pour lesquelles il est le mieux à même de 
répondre aux exigences du PNUD en indiquant ce qui suit : 
 
a) Profil – décrivant la nature de l’activité, le domaine d’expertise, les licences, certifications, 
accréditations ; 
b) Licences commerciales – documents d’immatriculation, attestation du paiement des impôts, etc. ; 
c) Etats financiers vérifiés les plus récents – état des résultat et bilan pour témoigner de sa stabilité 


financière, de sa liquidité, de sa solvabilité et de sa réputation sur le marché, etc. ; 
d) Antécédents – liste des clients ayant bénéficié de prestations similaires à celles que demande le 


PNUD, contenant une description de l’objet du contrat, de la durée du contrat, de la valeur du 
contrat et des références à contacter ; 


e) Certificats et accréditations – y compris les certificats de qualité, les enregistrements de brevets, 
les certificats de viabilité environnementale, etc.   


f) Déclaration écrite de non-inscription sur la liste 1267/1989 du Conseil de sécurité de l’ONU, sur la 
liste de la division des achats de l’ONU ou sur toute autre liste d’exclusion de l’ONU. 


 


 
B. Méthodologie proposée pour la fourniture des services 


 
Le prestataire de services doit décrire la manière dont il entend répondre aux exigences du PNUD 
en fournissant une description détaillée des modalités d’exécution essentielles, des conditions 


                                                           
6 Ceci sert de guide au prestataire de services dans le cadre de la préparation de sa soumission.  
7 Le papier à en-tête officiel doit indiquer les coordonnées – adresses, courrier électronique, numéros de téléphone et de 


fax – aux fins de vérification. 
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d’information et des mécanismes d’assurance de la qualité qui seront mis en œuvre et en 
démontrant que la méthodologie proposée sera adaptée aux conditions locales et au contexte 
des prestations. 
 


C. Qualifications du personnel clé 
 


 
Si la RFP en fait la demande, le prestataire de services doit fournir : 
 
a) les noms et qualifications des membres du personnel clé qui fourniront les services, en indiquant qui 


assumera les fonctions de chef d’équipe, qui aura un rôle de soutien, etc. ; 
b) des CV témoignant des qualifications des intéressés doivent être fournis si la RFP en fait la 


demande ; et  
c) la confirmation écrite par chaque membre du personnel qu’il sera disponible pendant toute la 


durée du contrat. 
 


 
 
D. Ventilation des coûts par activité * 
 


 Prestations 
[énumérez-les telles qu’elles 
figurent dans la RFP] 


Pourcentage du prix total Prix 
(forfaitaire, 
tout compris) 


1 Prestation 1     


2 Prestation 2   


3 ….   


 Total  100 %  


*Ceci servira de fondement aux tranches de paiement 
 
 


E. Ventilation des coûts par élément de coût  [Il ne s’agit que d’un exemple] 


Description de l’activité Répartition  Rémunération 
par unité de 
temps 


Durée totale 
de 
l’engagement 


Nombre 
d’employés 


Tarif 
total 
 


I. Services fournis par le 
personnel 


     


     Personnels étrangers (le cas 
échéant) 


     


6.Expertise 1 
 


Siège     


Terrain     


           b.  Expertise 2 Siège     


Terrain     


Personnels locaux      


           a .  Expertise 1 Personnels 
locaux 
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           b.  Expertise 2  
      


Personnels 
locaux 


    


     


II. Frais      


           1.  Frais de déplacement      


           2.  Indemnité journalière      


           3.  Communications      


           4.  Reproduction      


           5.  Location de matériel      


           6.  Autres      


III. Couts des images 
satellitaires  


     


IV. Autres coûts connexes      


 
[Nom et signature de la personne habilitée par le prestataire 
de services] 
[Fonctions] 
[Date] 
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Annexe 3 


Conditions générales applicables aux services 


 
 
1.0 STATUT JURIDIQUE :  
 


Le prestataire sera considéré comme ayant le statut juridique d’un prestataire indépendant vis-à-vis 
du Programme des Nations Unies pour le développement (PNUD). Le personnel et les sous-traitants 
du prestataire ne seront considérés à aucun titre comme étant les employés ou agents du PNUD ou 
de l’Organisation des Nations Unies. 


 
2.0 SOURCE DES INSTRUCTIONS : 
 


Le prestataire ne pourra demander à une autorité externe au PNUD ou accepter de celle-ci aucune 
instruction au titre de la fourniture de ses services en application du présent contrat. Le prestataire 
devra s’abstenir de tout acte susceptible d’avoir des conséquences préjudiciables pour le PNUD ou 
l’Organisation des Nations Unies et devra s’acquitter de ses obligations en tenant pleinement 
compte des intérêts du PNUD. 


 
3.0 RESPONSABILITE DU PRESTATAIRE AU TITRE DE SES EMPLOYES : 
 


Le prestataire sera responsable des compétences professionnelles et techniques de ses employés et 
devra choisir, pour les besoins des prestations à fournir en application du présent contrat, des 
personnes fiables qui devront travailler avec efficacité dans le cadre de l’exécution du présent 
contrat, respecter les coutumes locales et se conformer à des normes morales et éthiques strictes. 


 
4.0 CESSION :  
 


Le prestataire devra s’abstenir de céder, de transférer, de nantir ou d’aliéner de toute autre manière 
le présent contrat, ou toute partie de celui-ci, ou ses droits, créances ou obligations aux termes du 
présent contrat, à moins d’avoir obtenu le consentement préalable et écrit du PNUD. 


 
5.0 SOUS-TRAITANCE : 
 


Si le prestataire a besoin des services de sous-traitants, il devra obtenir l’approbation et 
l’autorisation préalable du PNUD pour l’ensemble des sous-traitants. L’approbation d’un sous-
traitant par le PNUD ne libérera le prestataire d’aucune de ses obligations aux termes du présent 
contrat. Les conditions de tout contrat de sous-traitance seront soumises aux dispositions du présent 
contrat et devront y être conformes. 


 
6.0 INTERDICTION DE FOURNIR DES AVANTAGES AUX FONCTIONNAIRES 
 


Le prestataire garantit qu’il n’a fourni ou qu’il ne proposera à aucun fonctionnaire du PNUD ou de 
l’Organisation des Nations Unies un quelconque avantage direct ou indirect résultant du présent 
contrat ou de son attribution. Le prestataire convient que toute violation de la présente disposition 
constituera la violation d’une condition essentielle du présent contrat. 
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7.0 INDEMNISATION :  
 


Le prestataire devra garantir, couvrir et défendre, à ses propres frais, le PNUD, ses fonctionnaires, 
agents, préposés et employés contre l’ensemble des actions, réclamations, demandes et 
responsabilités de toute nature, y compris leurs coûts et frais, résultant d’actes ou d’omissions du 
prestataire ou de ses employés, dirigeants, agents ou sous-traitants, dans le cadre de l’exécution du 
présent contrat. La présente disposition s’étendra, notamment, aux réclamations et responsabilités 
en matière d’accidents du travail, de responsabilité du fait des produits ou de responsabilité 
résultant de l’utilisation d’inventions ou de dispositifs brevetés, de documents protégés par le droit 
d’auteur ou d’autres éléments de propriété intellectuelle par le prestataire, ses employés, dirigeants, 
agents, préposés ou sous-traitants. Les obligations prévues par le présent article ne s’éteindront pas 
lors de la résiliation du présent contrat. 


 
8.0 ASSURANCE ET RESPONSABILITES VIS-A-VIS DES TIERS : 
 


8.1 Le prestataire devra souscrire et conserver une assurance tous risques au titre de ses biens et 
de tout matériel utilisé pour les besoins de l’exécution du présent Contrat. 


 
8.2 Le prestataire devra souscrire et conserver toute assurance appropriée au titre des accidents 


du travail, ou son équivalent, relativement à ses employés, afin de couvrir les demandes 
d’indemnisation liées à des blessures corporelles ou à des décès dans le cadre du présent 
contrat. 


 
8.3 Le prestataire devra également souscrire et conserver une assurance responsabilité civile 


d’un montant adéquat pour couvrir les demandes d’indemnisation des tiers liées à des décès 
ou blessures corporelles, ou à la perte ou l’endommagement de biens, résultant de la 
fourniture de services en application du présent contrat ou de l’utilisation de véhicules, 
navires, aéronefs ou autres matériels détenus ou loués par le prestataire ou ses agents, 
préposés, employés ou sous-traitants fournissant des prestations ou services au titre du 
présent Contrat. 


 
8.4 Sous réserve de l’assurance contre les accidents du travail, les polices d’assurance prévues 


par le présent article devront : 
 


8.4.1 nommer le PNUD en qualité d’assuré supplémentaire ;  
8.4.2 inclure une renonciation à subrogation de l’assureur dans les droits du prestataire 


contre le PNUD ; 
8.4.3 prévoir que le PNUD recevra une notification écrite des assureurs trente (30) jours 


avant toute résiliation ou modification des assurances. 
8.5 Le prestataire devra, en cas de demande en ce sens, fournir au PNUD une preuve 


satisfaisante des assurances requises aux termes du présent article. 
 
 


 
9.0 CHARGES/PRIVILEGES :  
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Le prestataire devra s’abstenir de causer ou de permettre l’inscription ou le maintien d’un privilège, 
d’une saisie ou autre charge par toute personne auprès de toute administration publique ou du 
PNUD sur toute somme exigible ou devant le devenir au titre de prestations réalisées ou de 
matériaux fournis en application du présent Contrat ou en raison de toute autre réclamation ou 
demande dirigée contre le prestataire. 


 
10.0 PROPRIETE DU MATERIEL :  


 
Le PNUD conservera la propriété du matériel et des fournitures qu’il pourra fournir et ledit matériel 
devra lui être restitué à l’issue du présent contrat ou lorsque le prestataire n’en aura plus besoin. 
Lors de sa restitution au PNUD, ledit matériel devra être dans le même état que lors de sa remise au 
prestataire, sous réserve de l’usure normale. Le prestataire sera tenu d’indemniser le PNUD au titre 
du matériel qui sera considéré comme étant endommagé ou dégradé au-delà de l’usure normale. 
 


11.0 DROITS D’AUTEUR, BREVETS ET AUTRES DROITS PATRIMONIAUX : 
 


11.1  Sous réserve des dispositions contraires expresses et écrites du contrat, le PNUD pourra 
revendiquer l’ensemble des droits de propriété intellectuelle et autres droits patrimoniaux 
et, notamment, les brevets, droits d’auteur et marques se rapportant aux produits, 
processus, inventions, idées, savoir-faire ou documents et autres matériels que le prestataire 
aura développés pour le PNUD dans le cadre du contrat et qui seront directement liés à 
l’exécution du contrat, ou produits, préparés ou obtenus du fait ou au cours de son 
exécution, et le prestataire reconnaît et convient que lesdits produits, documents et autres 
matériels constitueront des œuvres réalisées contre rémunération pour le PNUD. 


 
11.2 Lorsque lesdits droits de propriété intellectuelle ou autres droits patrimoniaux contiendront 


des droits de propriété intellectuelle ou autres droits patrimoniaux du prestataire : (i) 
existant antérieurement à l’exécution par le prestataire de ses obligations aux termes du 
contrat, ou (ii) que le prestataire pourra ou aura pu développer ou acquérir 
indépendamment de l’exécution de ses obligations aux termes du contrat, le PNUD ne se 
prévaudra d’aucun droit de propriété sur ceux-ci et le prestataire accorde par les présentes 
au PNUD une licence perpétuelle d’utilisation desdits droits de propriété intellectuelle ou 
autres droits patrimoniaux uniquement aux fins du contrat et conformément à ses 
conditions. 


 
11.3 Si le PNUD en fait la demande, le prestataire devra pendre toute mesure nécessaire, signer 


tout document requis et, d’une manière générale, prêter son assistance aux fins de 
l’obtention desdits droits patrimoniaux et de leur transfert ou de leur fourniture sous licence 
au PNUD, conformément aux dispositions du droit applicable et du contrat. 


 
11.4 Sous réserve des dispositions qui précèdent, l’ensemble des cartes, dessins, photos, 


mosaïques, plans, rapports, estimations, recommandations, documents et toutes les autres 
données compilées ou reçues par le prestataire en application du présent contrat seront la 
propriété du PNUD, devront être mis à sa disposition aux fins d’utilisation ou d’inspection à 
des heures raisonnables et en des lieux raisonnables, devront être considérés comme étant 
confidentiels et ne devront être remis qu’aux fonctionnaires autorisés du PNUD à l’issue des 
prestations réalisées en application du contrat. 
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12.0 UTILISATION DU NOM, DE L’EMBLEME OU DU SCEAU OFFICIEL DU PNUD OU DE L’ORGANISATION 
DES NATIONS UNIES :  


 
Le prestataire devra s’abstenir de faire connaître ou de rendre publique de toute autre manière le 
fait qu’il fournit des prestations au PNUD et devra également s’abstenir de toute utilisation du nom, 
de l’emblème ou du sceau officiel du PNUD ou de l’Organisation des Nations Unies ou de toute 
abréviation du nom du PNUD ou de l’Organisation des Nations Unies dans le cadre de son activité ou 
par ailleurs. 


 
13.0 CONFIDENTIALITE DES DOCUMENTS ET INFORMATIONS : 
 


Les informations et données considérées par l’une ou l’autre des parties comme étant exclusives qui 
seront communiquées ou divulguées par l’une des parties (le « Divulgateur ») à l’autre partie (le 
« Destinataire ») au cours de l’exécution du contrat et qui seront qualifiées d’informations 
confidentielles (les « Informations ») devront être protégées par ladite partie et traitées de la 
manière suivante : 


 
13.1 Le destinataire (le « Destinataire ») desdites informations devra : 


 
13.1.1 faire preuve de la même prudence et de la même discrétion pour éviter toute 


divulgation, publication ou dissémination des Informations du Divulgateur que celles 
auxquelles il s’astreint pour ses propres informations similaires qu’il ne souhaite pas 
divulguer, publier ou disséminer ; et 


13.1.2 utiliser les Informations du Divulgateur uniquement aux fins pour lesquelles elles 
auront été divulguées. 


 
13.2 A condition que le Destinataire signe avec les personnes ou entités suivantes un accord écrit 


les obligeant à préserver la confidentialité des Informations conformément au contrat et au 
présent article 13, le Destinataire pourra divulguer les Informations : 


 
13.2.1 à toute autre partie, avec le consentement préalable et écrit du Divulgateur ; et 
13.2.2 aux employés, responsables, représentants et agents du Destinataire qui auront 


besoin de prendre connaissance desdites Informations pour les besoins de 
l’exécution d’obligations prévues par le contrat, et aux employés, responsables, 
représentants et agents de toute personne morale qu’il contrôlera, qui le contrôlera 
ou qui sera avec lui sous le contrôle commun d’un tiers, qui devront également en 
prendre connaissance pour exécuter des obligations prévues aux termes du contrat, 
sachant toutefois qu’aux fins des présentes, une personne morale contrôlée 
désigne : 


 
13.2.2.1 une société dans laquelle la partie concernée détient ou contrôle de toute 


autre manière, directement ou indirectement, plus de cinquante pour cent 
(50 %) des actions assorties du droit de vote ; ou 


13.2.2.2 une entité dont la direction effective est contrôlée par la partie concernée ; 
ou 


13.2.2.3 s’agissant du PNUD, un fonds affilié tel que l’UNCDF, l’UNIFEM ou l’UNV.  
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13.3 Le prestataire pourra divulguer les Informations dans la mesure requise par la loi, sachant 
toutefois que, sous réserve des privilèges et immunités de l’Organisation des Nations Unies 
et sans renonciation à ceux-ci, le prestataire devra notifier au PNUD suffisamment à l’avance 
une demande de divulgation des Informations afin de lui donner la possibilité de prendre des 
mesures de protection ou toute autre mesure opportune avant qu’une telle divulgation ne 
soit effectuée. 


 
13.4 Le PNUD pourra divulguer les Informations dans la mesure requise par la Charte des Nations 


Unies, les résolutions ou règlements de l’Assemblée générale ou les règles édictées par le 
Secrétaire général. 


 
13.5 Le Destinataire n’aura pas l’interdiction de divulguer les Informations qu’il aura obtenues 


d’un tiers sans restriction, qui seront divulguées par le Divulgateur à un tiers sans obligation 
de confidentialité, qui seront antérieurement connues du Destinataire ou qui seront 
développées à tout moment par le Destinataire de manière totalement indépendante de 
toute divulgation effectuée dans le cadre des présentes. 


 
13.6 Les présentes obligations et restrictions en matière de confidentialité produiront leurs effets 


au cours de la durée du contrat, y compris pendant toute prorogation de celui-ci, et, sauf 
disposition contraire figurant au contrat, demeureront en vigueur postérieurement à sa 
résiliation. 


 
 
14.0 FORCE MAJEURE ; AUTRES CHANGEMENTS DE SITUATION 
 


14.1 En cas de survenance d’un quelconque évènement constituant un cas de force majeure et 
aussi rapidement que possible après sa survenance, le prestataire devra en notifier par écrit 
le PNUD avec l’ensemble des détails s’y rapportant si le prestataire se trouve de ce fait dans 
l’incapacité totale ou partielle d’exécuter ses obligations et de s’acquitter de ses 
responsabilités aux termes du contrat. Le prestataire devra également notifier au PNUD tout 
autre changement de situation ou la survenance de tout évènement compromettant ou 
risquant de compromettre l’exécution de ses obligations aux termes du contrat. Dès 
réception de la notification requise par le présent article, le PNUD prendra les mesures qu’il 
considérera, à sa seule et entière discrétion, comme étant opportunes ou nécessaires au 
regard des circonstances, y compris l’octroi au prestataire d’un délai supplémentaire 
raisonnable pour exécuter ses obligations aux termes du contrat. 


 
14.2 Si, en raison d’un cas de force majeure, le prestataire est définitivement incapable de 


s’acquitter, en tout ou en partie, de ses obligations et de ses responsabilités aux termes du 
contrat, le PNUD aura le droit de suspendre ou de résilier le présent contrat selon les mêmes 
conditions que celles qui figurent dans l’article 15 « Résiliation », sachant toutefois que le 
délai de préavis sera de sept (7) jours au lieu de trente (30) jours. 


 
14.3 Le terme de force majeure, tel qu’il est utilisé dans le présent article désigne des 


catastrophes naturelles, une guerre (déclarée ou non), une invasion, une révolution, une 
insurrection ou d’autres actes d’une nature ou d’une force similaire. 
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14.4 Le prestataire reconnaît et convient qu’en ce qui concerne les obligations prévues au contrat 
que le prestataire doit exécuter dans ou pour les régions dans lesquelles le PNUD est engagé 
ou se prépare à s’engager dans des opérations de maintien de la paix, humanitaires ou 
similaires ou dans lesquelles le PNUD se désengage de telles opérations, toute exécution 
tardive ou inexécution desdites obligations liée à des conditions difficiles dans lesdites 
régions ou à des troubles civils y survenant ne constituera pas, en soi, un cas de force 
majeure au sens du contrat. 


 
15.0 RESILIATION 
 


15.1 Chaque partie pourra résilier le présent contrat pour un motif déterminé, en tout ou en 
partie, en adressant à l’autre partie un préavis écrit de trente (30) jours. L’engagement d’une 
procédure d’arbitrage conformément à l’article 16.2 (« Arbitrage ») ci-dessous ne pourra pas 
être considéré comme constituant une résiliation du présent contrat. 


 
15.2 Le PNUD se réserve le droit de résiliation le présent contrat sans motif à tout moment, en 


adressant au prestataire un préavis écrit de 15 jours. Dans ce cas, le PNUD devra rembourser 
au prestataire l’ensemble des frais raisonnables que celui-ci aura engagés avant de recevoir 
ledit préavis. 


 
15.3 En cas de résiliation par le PNUD en application du présent article, aucun paiement ne sera 


dû par le PNUD au prestataire, à l’exception des prestations et services fournis de manière 
satisfaisante et conformément aux conditions expresses du présent contrat. 


 
15.4 Si le prestataire est mis en redressement judiciaire ou en liquidation, s’il tombe en cessation 


de paiements, s’il procède à une cession au profit de ses créanciers ou si un administrateur 
judiciaire est nommé en raison de sa cessation de paiements, le PNUD pourra, sans préjudice 
de tout autre droit ou recours dont il pourra disposer aux termes des présentes conditions, 
résilier le présent contrat sur-le-champ. Le prestataire devra immédiatement informer le 
PNUD de la survenance de l’un quelconque des évènements susmentionnés. 


 
16.0 REGLEMENT DES DIFFERENDS 
 


16.1 Règlement amiable. Les parties devront faire tout leur possible pour régler à l’amiable les 
différends, litiges ou réclamations liés au présent contrat ou à sa violation, à sa résiliation ou à 
sa nullité. Lorsque les parties tenteront de parvenir à un tel règlement amiable par la 
conciliation, celle-ci devra se dérouler conformément au Règlement de conciliation de la 
CNUDCI qui sera alors en vigueur, ou selon toute autre procédure dont les parties pourront 
convenir entre elles. 


 
16.2 Arbitrage. Les différends, litiges ou réclamations entre les parties liés au présent contrat ou à sa 


violation, à sa résiliation ou à sa nullité qui n’auront pas fait l’objet d’un règlement amiable en 
application de l’article 16.1 ci-dessus, sous soixante (60) jours à compter de la réception par 
l’une des parties de la demande aux fins de règlement amiable de l’autre partie, devront être 
soumis par l’une ou l’autre des parties à un arbitrage, conformément au Règlement d’arbitrage 
de la CNUDCI alors en vigueur. Les décisions du tribunal arbitral devront être fondées sur des 
principes généraux de droit commercial international. En ce qui concerne l’ensemble des 
questions relatives à la preuve, le tribunal arbitral devra suivre les règles additionnelles 
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régissant la présentation et la réception des preuves dans les arbitrages commerciaux 
internationaux de l’Association internationale du barreau, édition du 28 mai 1983. Le tribunal 
arbitral sera habilité à ordonner la restitution ou la destruction de marchandises ou de tout 
bien, corporel ou incorporel, ou de toute information confidentielle fournie en application du 
contrat, à ordonner la résiliation du contrat, ou à ordonner que toute mesure de protection soit 
prise relativement à des marchandises, services ou à tout autre bien, corporel ou incorporel, ou 
à toute information confidentielle fournie dans le cadre du contrat, s’il y a lieu, conformément 
au pouvoir du tribunal arbitral aux termes de l’article 26 (« Mesures provisoires ou 
conservatoire ») et de l’article 32 (« Forme et effet de la sentence ») du Règlement d’arbitrage 
de la CNUDCI. Le tribunal arbitral n’aura pas le pouvoir d’allouer des dommages et intérêts 
punitifs. En outre, sauf disposition contraire expresse du contrat, le tribunal arbitral n’aura pas 
le pouvoir d’allouer des intérêts supérieurs au taux interbancaire offert à Londres (« LIBOR ») 
alors en vigueur, et il ne pourra s’agir que d’intérêts simples. Les parties seront liées par toute 
sentence arbitrale rendue dans le cadre d’un tel arbitrage à titre de règlement final desdits 
différends, litiges ou réclamations. 


 
17.0 PRIVILEGES ET IMMUNITES 
 


Aucune disposition du présent contrat ou y relative, qu’elle soit expresse ou implicite, ne pourra être 
considérée comme emportant renonciation aux privilèges et immunités de l’Organisation des 
Nations Unies, ainsi que de ses organes subsidiaires. 


 
18.0 EXONERATION FISCALE 
 


18.1 La section 7 de la Convention sur les privilèges et immunités des Nations Unies prévoit 
notamment que l’Organisation des Nations Unies, ainsi que ses organes subsidiaires, sont 
exonérés de tout impôt direct, sous réserve de la rémunération de services d’utilité publique, 
ainsi que des droits de douane et redevances de nature similaire à l’égard d’objets importés ou 
exportés pour leur usage officiel. Si une quelconque autorité gouvernementale refuse de 
reconnaître l’exonération de l’Organisation des Nations Unies au titre desdits impôts, droits ou 
redevances, le prestataire devra immédiatement consulter le PNUD afin de décider d’une 
procédure mutuellement acceptable. 


 
18.2 Par conséquent, le prestataire autorise le PNUD à déduire de la facture du prestataire toute 


somme correspondant auxdits impôts, droits ou redevances, à moins que le prestataire n’ait 
consulté le PNUD avant leur paiement et que le PNUD n’ait, dans chaque cas, expressément 
autorisé le prestataire à payer lesdits impôts, droits ou redevances sous toute réserve. Dans ce 
cas, le prestataire devra fournir au PNUD la preuve écrite de ce que le paiement desdits 
impôts, droits ou redevances aura été effectué et dûment autorisé. 


 
 
19.0 TRAVAIL DES ENFANTS 
 
 Le prestataire déclare et garantit que lui-même et ses fournisseurs ne se livrent à aucune pratique 


contraire aux droits énoncés dans la Convention relative aux droits de l’enfant, y compris dans son 
article 32 qui prévoit notamment qu’un enfant ne peut être astreint à aucun travail comportant des 
risques ou susceptibles de compromettre son éducation ou de nuire à sa santé ou à son développement 
physique, mental, spirituel, moral ou social. 
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 Toute violation de la déclaration et de la garantie qui précèdent autorisera le PNUD à résilier le présent 


bon de commande immédiatement par notification adressée au fournisseur, sans être redevable des 
frais de résiliation ou engager sa responsabilité à quelque autre titre que ce soit. 


 
20.0 MINES 
 
 Le fournisseur déclare et garantit que lui-même et ses fournisseurs ne participent pas activement et 


directement à des activités ayant trait aux brevets, au développement, à l’assemblage, à la production, 
au commerce ou à la fabrication de mines ou à de telles activités au titre de composants principalement 
utilisés dans la fabrication de mines. Le terme « mines » désigne les engins définis à l’article 2, 
paragraphes 1, 4 et 5 du Protocole II annexé à la Convention de 1980 sur l’interdiction ou la 
limitation de l’emploi de certaines armes classiques qui peuvent être considérées comme produisant 
des effets traumatiques excessifs ou comme frappant sans discriminations. 


 
 Toute violation de la déclaration et de la garantie qui précèdent autorisera le PNUD à résilier le présent 


contrat immédiatement par notification adressée au prestataire, sans être redevable des frais de 
résiliation ou engager sa responsabilité à quelque autre titre que ce soit. 


 
21.0 RESPECT DES LOIS  
 


Le prestataire devra se conformer à l’ensemble des lois, règlements et règles se rapportant à 
l’exécution de ses obligations aux termes du présent contrat. 


 
22.0 EXPLOITATION SEXUELLE 
 


22.1 Le prestataire devra prendre l’ensemble des mesures appropriées pour empêcher la 
commission à l’encontre de quiconque d’actes d’exploitation ou d’abus sexuel par le 
prestataire lui-même, par l’un quelconque de ses employés ou par toute autre personne 
pouvant être engagée par le prestataire pour fournir tout service en application du contrat. A 
cet égard, toute activité sexuelle avec une personne de moins de dix-huit ans, 
indépendamment de toute loi relative au consentement, constituera un acte d’exploitation et 
d’abus sexuels à l’encontre d’une telle personne. En outre, le prestataire devra s’abstenir 
d’échanger de l’argent, des biens, des services, des offres d’emploi ou d’autres choses de 
valeur contre des faveurs ou des activités sexuelles ou de se livrer à des activités sexuelles 
constitutives d’actes d’exploitation ou dégradantes, et devra prendre l’ensemble des mesures 
appropriées pour interdire à ses employés ou aux autres personnes qu’il aura engagées d’agir 
de la sorte. Le prestataire reconnaît et convient que les présentes dispositions constituent une 
condition essentielle du contrat et que toute violation de la présente déclaration et de la 
présente garantie autorisera le PNUD à résilier le contrat immédiatement par notification 
adressée au prestataire, sans être redevable des frais de résiliation ou engager sa responsabilité à 
quelque autre titre que ce soit. 


 
22.2 Le PNUD ne fera pas application de la règle précédente relative à l’âge lorsque l’employé du 


prestataire ou toute autre personne pouvant être engagée par celui-ci pour fournir des 
services en application du contrat sera marié à la personne de moins de dix-huit ans avec 
laquelle ledit employé ou ladite autre personne aura eu une activité sexuelle et lorsqu’un tel 
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mariage sera reconnu comme étant valable par les lois du pays de citoyenneté dudit employé 
ou de ladite autre personne. 


 
20. POUVOIR DE MODIFICATION 
 


Conformément au règlement financier et aux règles de gestion financière du PNUD, seul le 
fonctionnaire autorisé du PNUD a le pouvoir d’accepter pour le compte du PNUD toute modification 
apportée au présent contrat, une renonciation à l’une quelconque de ses dispositions ou toute 
relation contractuelle supplémentaire avec le prestataire. Par conséquent, aucune modification du 
présent contrat ne sera valable et opposable au PNUD à moins de faire l’objet d’un avenant au 
présent contrat signé par le prestataire et le fonctionnaire autorisé du PNUD conjointement. 
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Annexe 4 
 


Termes de référence 
 


 
 


 


TERMES DE REFERENCE POUR LE RECRUTEMENT D’UN CABINET POUR L’EVALUATION FINALE  DU 
PROJET NETWORK OF MANAGED RESOURCES PROTECTED AREAS (MRPA)  


INTRODUCTION 


Conformément aux politiques et procédures de suivi et d’évaluation du PNUD et du FEM, tous les projets de moyenne 
ou grande envergure soutenus par le PNUD et financés par le FEM doivent faire l’objet d’une évaluation finale à la fin 
de la mise en œuvre. Ces termes de référence (TOR) énoncent les attentes d'une évaluation finale (TE) du Projet 
Network of Managed Resources Protected Areas (MRPA)  (Nº SGIP). 


Les éléments essentiels du projet à évaluer sont les suivants :  


TABLEAU DE RÉSUMÉ DU PROJET 


Titre du 
projet :  


Network of Managed Resources Protected Areas (MRPA)


 


ID de projet du 
FEM : 3687 


  à l’approbation (en 
millions USD) 


à l’achèvement (en 
millions USD) 


ID de projet du 
PNUD : 


4172 
Financement du FEM :  


5 999 610 5 996 159  


Pays : 
Madagascar 


Financement de l’agence 
d’exécution/agence de 


réalisation : 
2 500 000 1 952 959 


Région : 
Afrique 


Gouvernement : 
Contribution en 
nature, non financière 


Contribution en 
nature, non 
financière 


Domaine focal : Biodiversité SO-1 
Catalyzing 
sustainability of 
Protected Area 
systems 


Autre : 5 653 400 6 484 264 (Situation 
au 31.10.15) 


Objectifs FA, 
(OP/SP) : 


BD-SP3 
Strengthening 
Terrestrial 
Protected Area 
Networks  


Cofinancement total : 5 718 400 6 484 264 


Agent 
d’exécution : 


PNUD 
Coût total du projet : 


14 218 011 
11 482 820 


Autres 
partenaires 


participant au 
projet : 


MEEF avec les 
ONG Asity, 
Fanamby, 
Missouri 


Signature du DP (Date de début du projet) :  21/12/12 


Date de clôture 
(opérationnelle) : 


Proposé : 
Initialement 
Décembre 2017 


Réel : 
Décembre 2017 
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Botanical Garden 
et World Wide 
Fund assisté par 
Madagascar 
National Parks et 
The Peregrine 
Fund 


Révisé Août 2018 


OBJECTIF ET PORTÉE 


Le Projet MRPA (Network of Managed Resources Protected Areas) est une initiative du Ministère de l’Environnement, 


de l’Ecologie et des Forêts (MEEF), financée par le Fonds pour l’Environnement Mondial (FEM) et le Programme des 


Nations Unies pour le Développement (PNUD), et mise en œuvre par l’Unité de Coordination des Projets 


Environnementaux (UCPE) et six Organisations Non Gouvernementales Partenaires (ONGP).  


Pour Madagascar, la combinaison d’un niveau élevé de diversité biologique générale et d’une exceptionnelle endémicité 


est unique dans le monde.  Sur la base de récentes réussites, le projet proposé a eu pour but de créer des Aires Protégées 


de Ressources Naturelles Gérées (MRPA) qui s’adaptent bien aux conditions culturelles, sociales et économiques du 


pays.  Ce projet a aidé à établir un réseau de MRPA venant en appui au Système des Aires Protégées de Madagascar et 


qui englobe toutes les parties prenantes des MRPA.  Le nouveau réseau contribue ainsi à une mise à jour du Plan 


National de Gestion du Système des Aires Protégées, qui contient les MRPA.  Comme dans de nombreux pays en 


développement, les Aires Protégées (AP) de Catégorie V Malagasy, dénommées Paysage Harmonieux Protégé, ne sont 


pas exactement conformes aux directives de l’UICN, et le GOM a négocié avec cet organisme mondial de conservation 


pour créer une nouvelle sous- catégorie.  Le projet avait le but d’ajouter des MRPA couvrant 1 527 151 ha au registre 


national des AP et en assurer la facilitation pour une autre superficie de 1 286 816 au moyen d’interventions de 


partenaires.  Ces surfaces représentent 4,9% du territoire national ou presque la moitié de l’engagement du pays à établir 


10% du territoire en AP.  Les MRPA ciblées sont estimées être parmi les plus sensibles pour assurer une représentation 


adéquate de la biodiversité Malagasy et ont d’excellentes perspectives de viabilité à long terme vu leur potentiel de 


résilience aux impacts du changement climatique et à d’autres pressions.  Le projet s’est concentré sur le renforcement de 


capacité aux niveaux national, régional et local avec un accent fort sur ce dernier niveau.  La mise en place des systèmes 


de gouvernance et de gestion efficace pour les parties prenantes locales a été considérée comme un facteur majeur à la 


réussite et à la pérennité des MRPA.  Les MRPA ont le double rôle d’assurer une conservation efficace de la biodiversité 


et de stimuler la croissance économique.  De ce fait, le projet  a mis un effort considérable dans l’élaboration de 


mécanismes novateurs qui stimulent la croissance économique au niveau des parties prenantes locales par le biais de 


partenariats avec le secteur privé afin de développer des marchés à valeur ajoutée pour les produits et services labellisés.  


Ces mesures aident à briser les cycles perpétuels de subsistance qui entretiennent la pauvreté rurale, et génèrent des 


recettes directes pour la gestion durable des MRPA.  Ces recettes, à travers un effort vers une indépendance financière, 


sont prévues pour éviter la persistance d’une dépendance par rapport aux bailleurs de fonds. 


Le but du projet a été de contribuer à l’efficacité et la durabilité du système national d’AP par l’établissement de 


nouvelles aires protégées de ressources gérées (MRPA) qui assurent la représentation et la conservation de la biodiversité 


exceptionnelle mondialement reconnue de Madagascar tout en assurant la croissance économique pour les défavorisés. 


L’objectif du projet consiste à étendre le système des AP de Madagascar en développant un sous 


réseau d’aires protégées de ressources gérées dans les paysages écologiques sous représentés, dans le 


cadre de la gestion conjointe du gouvernement local et des communautés, et intégrés dans les cadres 


régionaux de développement. 


 


Pour atteindre cet objectif, le projet PNUD/FEM MRPA a 3 composantes avec, pour chacune d’elle, 


un effet attendu par la mise en œuvre du projet : 
 


1. De nouvelles AP sont créées dans le cadre des catégories V et VI de l’UICN comme 


fondation d’un sous réseau fonctionnel et efficace d’aires protégées de ressources gérées, sur 


la base d’une vision et de principes de gestion communs.  
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2. La capacité institutionnelle des groupes de parties prenantes fournit un cadre favorable de 


gouvernance décentralisée des MRPA assurant la conservation de la biodiversité et la 


croissance économique durable basée sur les ressources naturelles.  


 


3. La pérennité financière des MRPA est renforcée au moyen de partenariats innovants et de 


mobilisation du financement public.  


L’évaluation finale sera menée conformément aux directives, règles et procédures établies par le PNUD et le FEM 
comme l’indique les directives d’évaluation du PNUD pour les projets financés par le FEM.   
Les objectifs de l’évaluation consistent à  


Evaluer les réalisations et les stratégies mises en œuvre par le projet aussi bien sur le terrain qu’au niveau national ; 


Apprécier de manière objective la pertinence, l’efficacité, l’efficience, les impacts (ou signes précoces d’impacts) et la 
durabilité des résultats du Projet ; 


Analyser les atouts et les contraintes ayant jalonné la mise en œuvre du projet, et présenter les points forts et les points 
à améliorer ; 


Faire ressortir les bonnes pratiques à capitaliser pour renforcer les acquis, ainsi que les leçons à tirer ; 


Faire des recommandations et proposer des orientations claires, pertinentes et réalistes pour favoriser l’amélioration 
globale des programmes du PNUD. 


Apprécier la réalisation des objectifs du projet et à tirer des enseignements qui peuvent améliorer la durabilité des 
avantages de ce projet et favoriser l’amélioration globale des programmes du PNUD.    


APPROCHE ET METHODE D'EVALUATION 


Une approche et une méthode globales8 pour la réalisation des évaluations finales de projets soutenus par le PNUD et 
financés par le FEM se sont développées au fil du temps. L’évaluateur doit articuler les efforts d’évaluation autour des 
critères de pertinence, d’efficacité, d’efficience, de durabilité et d’impact, comme défini et expliqué dans les directives 
du PNUD pour la réalisation des évaluations finales des projets soutenus par le PNUD et financés par le FEM.    Une série 


de questions couvrant chacun de ces critères ont été rédigées et sont incluses dans ces termes de référence (remplir 
l'Annexe C). L’évaluateur doit modifier, remplir et soumettre ce tableau dans le cadre d’un rapport initial d’évaluation et 


le joindre au rapport final en annexe.   
L’évaluation doit fournir des informations factuelles qui sont crédibles, fiables et utiles. L’évaluateur doit adopter une 
approche participative et consultative garantissant une collaboration étroite avec les homologues du gouvernement, en 
particulier avec le point focal opérationnel du FEM, le bureau de pays du PNUD, l’équipe chargée du projet, le conseiller 
technique du PNUD-FEM basé dans la région et les principales parties prenantes. L'évaluateur devrait effectuer une 
mission sur le terrain à Madagascar, et visiter un échantillon des sites d’intervention dans les cinq régions concernées 
par les aires protégées, DIANA, SAVA, Sofia, Boeny et Menabe y compris la liste suivante des sites des projets Complexe 
Mahavavy Kinkony, Ampasindava, Galoko Kalobinôno, Tsaratanana, COMATSA Nord, COMATSA Sud, Bemanevika, 
Mahimborondro, Loky Manambato, Menabe Antimena. Les entretiens auront lieu au minimum avec les organisations et 
les particuliers suivants :  


- MEEF : Ministère de l’Environnement, de l’Ecologie et des Forêts 


 Secrétaire Général, co-président du Comité de pilotage du projet 


 Point Focal du projet, chef de service suivi-évaluation du MEEF 


 Direction du Système des Aires Protégées   


                                                           
8 Pour de plus amples informations sur les méthodes, lire le chapitre 7 du Guide de la planification, du suivi et de 


l’évaluation axés sur les résultats de développement,  à la page  163 



http://www.undp.org/evaluation/handbook

http://www.undp.org/evaluation/handbook
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 Direction de la Planification, Programmation et Suivi-Evaluation   


 les 5 Directeurs Régionaux : Boeny, DIANA, SAVA, Sofia et Menabe 


- UCPE : Unité de Coordination des Projets Environnementaux 


 Directeur National du Projet MRPA 


 Coordonnateur National du Projet MRPA 


 Equipe de l’Unité de gestion du projet MRPA 


- ONGP : Organisations non gouvernementales partenaires gestionnaires des aires protégées 


 Asity: Coordinatrice Nationale et Chef de site CMK 


 Fanamby : Secrétaire Exécutif et Chefs des sites Menabe Antimena et Loky 


Manambato 


 Missouri Botanical Garden: Représentant resident et chefs de sites Ampasindava et 


Galoko 


 World Wide Fund: Directeur Pays et Chef de site COMATSA Nord et COMATSA Sud 


 Madagascar National Parks: Directeur Général et Directeur RNI Tsaratanana 


 The Peregrine Fund: Directeur National et Chef des sites Bemanevika et 


Mahimborondro 


- PNUD Madagascar :  


 Représentant Résident Adjoint/Programmes 


 Chargé de Programme Environnement  


 Unité de Suivi-Evaluation  


L’évaluateur passera en revue toutes les sources pertinentes d’information, telles que le descriptif de projet, les 
rapports de projet, notamment le RAP/RMP et les autres rapports, les révisions budgétaires du projet, l’examen à mi-
parcours, les rapports sur l’état d’avancement, les outils de suivi du domaine focal du FEM, les dossiers du projet, les 
documents stratégiques et juridiques nationaux et tous les autres documents que l’évaluateur juge utiles pour cette 
évaluation fondée sur les faits. Une liste des documents que l’équipe chargée du projet fournira à l’évaluateur aux fins 


d’examen est jointe à l’annexe B  des présents termes de référence. 


CRITERES D'EVALUATION ET NOTATIONS 


Une évaluation de la performance du projet, basée sur les attentes énoncées dans le cadre logique/cadre de résultats 
du projet (voir  annexe A) qui offre des indicateurs de performance et d’impact dans le cadre de la mise en œuvre du 
projet ainsi que les moyens de vérification correspondants, sera réalisée. L’évaluation portera au moins sur les critères 
de pertinence, efficacité, efficience et durabilité. Des notations doivent être fournies par rapport aux critères de 
performance suivants. Le tableau rempli doit être joint au résumé d’évaluation.   Les échelles de notation obligatoires 
sont inclues dans l'annexe D. 
 


Notes d'évaluation : 


1 Suivi et évaluation Notation 2  Agence d’exécution/agence de 
réalisation   


Notation 


Conception du suivi et 
de l’évaluation à 
l’entrée 


      Qualité de la mise en œuvre par le PNUD       


Mise en œuvre du 
plan de suivi et 


      Qualité de l’exécution : agence d’exécution        
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d’évaluation 


Qualité globale du 
suivi et de l’évaluation 


      Qualité globale de la mise en œuvre et de 
l’exécution 


      


3 Évaluation des 
résultats  


de l’agence 
d’exécution/agence 


de réalisation : 


4 Durabilité de l’agence 
d’exécution/agence 


de réalisation : 


Pertinence        Ressources financières :       


Efficacité       Sociopolitique :       


Efficience        Cadre institutionnel et gouvernance :       


Note globale de la 
réalisation du projet 


      Environnemental :       


  Probabilité globale de la durabilité :       


FINANCEMENT/COFINANCEMENT DU PROJET 


L’évaluation portera sur les principaux aspects financiers du projet, notamment la part de cofinancement prévue et 
réalisée. Les données sur les coûts et le financement du projet seront nécessaires, y compris les dépenses annuelles.  
Les écarts entre les dépenses prévues et réelles devront être évalués et expliqués.  Les résultats des audits financiers 
récents disponibles doivent être pris en compte. Les évaluateurs bénéficieront de l’intervention du bureau de pays (BP) 
et de l’équipe de projet dans leur quête de données financières pour compléter le tableau de cofinancement ci-
dessous, qui sera inclus dans le rapport d’évaluation finale.   


INTÉGRATION 


Les projets financés par le PNUD et soutenus par le PNUD sont des éléments clés du programme de pays du PNUD, ainsi 
que des programmes régionaux et mondiaux. L’évaluation portera sur la mesure dans laquelle le projet a été intégré 
avec succès dans les priorités du PNUD, y compris l’atténuation de la pauvreté, l’amélioration de la gouvernance, la 
prévention des catastrophes naturelles et le relèvement après celles-ci et la problématique hommes-femmes.  


IMPACT 


Les évaluateurs apprécieront dans quelle mesure le projet atteint des impacts ou progresse vers la réalisation de ceux-
ci. Parmi les principales conclusions des évaluations doit figurer ce qui suit : le projet a-t-il démontré: a) des progrès 
vérifiables dans l'état écologique, b) des réductions vérifiables de stress sur les systèmes écologiques, ou c) des progrès 
notables vers ces réductions d'impact. 9  


CONCLUSIONS, RECOMMANDATIONS ET ENSEIGNEMENTS 


                                                           
9 Un outil utile pour mesurer les progrès par rapport aux impacts est la méthode ROtI (Review of Outcomes to Impacts) 


mise au point par le Bureau de l'évaluation du FEM :  ROTI Handbook 2009 


Cofinancement 
(type/source) 


Propre financement 
du PNUD (en millions 
USD) 


Gouvernement 
(en millions USD) 


Organisme partenaire 
(en millions USD) 


Total 
(en millions USD) 


Prévu Réel  Prévu Réel Prévu Réel Réel Réel 


Subventions          


Prêts/concessions          


 Soutien en 
nature 


        


 Autre         


Totaux         



http://www.thegef.org/gef/sites/thegef.org/files/documents/M2_ROtI%20Handbook.pdf
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Le rapport d’évaluation doit inclure un chapitre proposant un ensemble de conclusions, de recommandations et 
d’enseignements.   


MODALITES DE MISE EN OEUVRE 


La responsabilité principale de la gestion de cette évaluation revient au bureau de pays du PNUD en/au  Madagascar) 
Le bureau de pays du PNUD contactera les évaluateurs en vue de garantir le versement en temps opportun des 
indemnités journalières à l’équipe d’évaluation et de finaliser les modalités de voyage de celle-ci dans le pays. L’équipe 
de projet sera chargée d’assurer la liaison avec l’équipe d’évaluateurs afin d’organiser des entretiens avec les parties 
prenantes et des visites sur le terrain, ainsi que la coordination avec le gouvernement, etc.   


CALENDRIER D’EVALUATION 


L’évaluation durera au total 51 jours selon le plan suivant :  


Activité Durée Date d’achèvement 


Préparation 10 jours (recommandé: 2-4) 02 au 12 octobre 2017 


Mission d’évaluation 21 jours (recommandé: 7-15) 16 octobre au 06 novembre 2017 


Projet de rapport d’évaluation 15 jours (recommandé: 5-10) 09 au 23 novembre 2017 


Rapport final 05 jours (recommandé: 1-2) 07 au 12 décembre 2017 


PRODUITS LIVRABLES EN VERTU DE L'EVALUATION 


Les éléments suivants sont attendus de l’équipe d’évaluation :  


Produits 
livrables 


Table des matières  Durée Responsabilités 


Rapport initial L’évaluateur apporte des 
précisions sur le 
calendrier et la méthode  


Au plus tard deux semaines 
avant la mission 
d’évaluation.  


L’évaluateur envoie au BP du 
PNUD  


Présentation Conclusions initiales  Fin de la mission 
d’évaluation 


À la direction du projet, BP du 
PNUD 


Projet de 
rapport final  


Rapport complet, (selon 
le modèle joint) avec les 
annexes 


Dans un délai de trois 
semaines suivant la mission 
d’évaluation 


Envoyé au BP, examiné par le CTR, 
le service de coordination du 
programme et les PFO du FEM 


Rapport final* Rapport révisé  Dans un délai d’une semaine 
suivant la réception des 
commentaires du PNUD sur 
le projet  


Envoyé au BP aux fins de 
téléchargement sur le site du 
CGELE du PNUD.  


*Lors de la présentation du rapport final d’évaluation, l’évaluateur est également tenu de fournir une « piste d’audit », 
expliquant en détail la façon dont les commentaires reçus ont (et n’ont pas) été traités dans ledit rapport.  


COMPOSITION DE L'EQUIPE 


L'équipe d'évaluation sera composée de (1 évaluateur international / 3 évaluateurs nationaux).  Les consultants doivent 
disposer d’une expérience antérieure dans l’évaluation de projets similaires.  Une expérience des projets financés par le 
FEM est un avantage. (L’évaluateur international sera désigné comme chef d’équipe et sera chargé de finaliser le 
rapport).Les évaluateurs sélectionnés ne doivent pas avoir participé à la préparation ou à la mise en œuvre du projet et 
ne doivent pas avoir de conflit d’intérêts avec les activités liées au projet. 
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Les membres de l’équipe doivent posséder les qualifications suivantes : 


 10 ans minimum d'expérience professionnelle pertinente 


 une connaissance du PNUD et du FEM ;  


 une expérience antérieure avec les méthodologies de suivi et d’évaluation axées sur les résultats ; 


 des connaissances techniques dans les domaines focaux ciblés ; et 


 des connaissances sur le contexte malagasy en matière d’environnement et aires protégées de catégories V et 
VI, de développement économique durable et de financement pérenne des aires protégées 


CODE DE DEONTOLOGIE DE L'EVALUATEUR 
 


Les consultants en évaluation sont tenus de respecter les normes éthiques les plus élevées et doivent signer un code de 
conduite (voir Annexe E) à l’acceptation de la mission. Les évaluations du PNUD sont menées en conformité avec les 
principes énoncés dans les « Directives éthiques de l'UNEG pour les évaluations ». 


MODALITES DE PAIEMENT ET SPECIFICATIONS  


(le présent échéancier de paiements est donné à titre indicatif et doit être complété par le BP et le conseiller technique 
du PNUD-FEM selon leurs procédures habituelles de passation de marchés)  


% Étape 


10 % Rapport de démarrage  


40 % Suite à la présentation et l’approbation du 1ER projet de rapport d’évaluation finale 


50 % Suite à la présentation et l’approbation (par le BP et le CTR du PNUD) du rapport d’évaluation finale 
définitif  


PROCESSUS DE CANDIDATURE 


Les candidats sont invités à postuler en ligne (indiquer le lieu tel que http://jobs.undp.org, etc.) au plus tard le 25 juillet 
2017 à 12 heures 00 GMT. Les consultants individuels sont invités à envoyer leur candidature, ainsi que leur curriculum 
vitae pour ces postes. La candidature doit comprendre un curriculum vitae à jour et complet en français (Afrique 
francophone), ainsi que l’adresse électronique et le numéro de téléphone du candidat. Les candidats présélectionnés 
seront invités à présenter une offre indiquant le coût total de la mission (y compris les frais quotidiens, les indemnités 
quotidiennes et les frais de déplacement).  


Le PNUD applique un processus de sélection équitable et transparent qui tient compte des compétences et des 
aptitudes des candidats, ainsi que de leurs propositions financières. Les femmes qualifiées et les membres des 
minorités sociales sont invités à postuler.  


_________________________________    _____________________________ 
Guy RAZAFINDRALAMBO      Marie DIMOND 
Directeur National du Projet MRPA    Représentant Résident Adjoint/Programme 


 


 


 


 


 



http://www.unevaluation.org/ethicalguidelines
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ANNEXE A : CADRE LOGIQUE DU PROJET 


Objectif/ Résultat 


attendu 
Indicateur Référence Objectif de fin de projet  


Source 


d’Information 
Hypothèses 


Objectif – Etendre le 


système des AP de 


Madagascar en 


développant un sous 


réseau d’aires protégées 


de ressources naturelles 


gérées dans les 


paysages écologiques 


sous représentés, dans 


le cadre de la gestion 


conjointe du 


gouvernement local et 


des communautés, et 


intégrés dans les cadres 


régionaux de 


développement. 


 


 


 


1. La protection juridique totale de 


représentation des habitats et des 


espèces critiques par le biais d’AP 


augmente de 177% par rapport à la 


situation de référence de 1 987 486 ha. 


Sur les 1 527 151 ha ciblés par le 


projet, 530 880 ha (statut de 


protection) sont actuellement appuyés 


par Fanamby, Asity et d’autres 


partenaires. Ces aires sont déjà 


démarquées et jouissent d’un statut 


de protection temporaire. Les deux 


sites restants qui couvrent 328 286 ha 


(statut temporaire) ont obtenu la 


protection temporaire en 2008 à la fin 


du moratoire d’exploitation minière. 


746,335 ha ne jouissent pas encore de 


statut de protection. Ces aires n’ont 


pas encore de promoteurs actifs, mais 


elles ont suscité l’intérêt de Fanamby, 


CI, MBG et WWF. Elles n’ont pas 


encore été démarquées avec precision 


étant donné que des consultations 


sont encore nécessaires avec les 


parties prenantes locales. Parmi les 


1 286 816 ha non inclus dans le 


projet actuel mais promus par les 


projets partenaires, deux sites sont 


dirigés par CI et le reste est 


actuellement aménagé par WWF.  


Tous ces sites supplémentaires sont 


déjà bien démarqués.  


2 813 967 ha jouissent d’une 


protection totale dans le registre 


national des AP, le SAPM. 


Evaluation de 


mi-parcours et 


évaluation finale  


Leçons apprises de 


travaux antérieurs; par 


exemple, le projet 


Anjozorobe peut être 


appliqué avec succès 


aux MRPA. 


 


Les conditions de 


référence et les 


pratiques réussies dans 


les sites choisis 


peuvent être 


extrapolées avec un 


niveau de confiance 


raisonnable aux autres 


MRPA à Madagascar. 


 


Une conscience et une 


capacité accrues 


mèneront à un 


changement 


comportemental, en ce 


qui concerne le rôle 


des MRPA en matière 


de conservation 


efficace de biodiversité 


élevée et, en même 


temps, de conduite de 


croissance économique 


locale. 


 


2. Perte de la forêt naturelle à 


l’intérieur de Zones cibles prioritaires 


de Conservation (PCZ) de MRPA de 


moins de la moitié de la moyenne 


nationale pour les aires non protégées. 


Les valeurs de référence pour chaque 


MRPA seront calculées à partir de 


l’évaluation, par CI, en 2006, des 


taux de perte de forêt annuelle 


jusqu’en 2005.  Les forêts non 


protégées ont une moyenne de taux 


L’objectif est un taux maximum 


de perte de 2,5% dans les Zones 


de Conservation Prioritaires des 


MRPA, ces zones à l’intérieur 


des sites ayant la valeur la plus 


élevée pour la conservation de 


Mises à jour par 


CI relatives aux 


taux de perte de 


forêt attendues 


en 2011 et 2015. 
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Objectif/ Résultat 


attendu 
Indicateur Référence Objectif de fin de projet  


Source 


d’Information 
Hypothèses 


de perte annuel de 5,3%. la biodiversité. 


3. Tendances de la fréquence et de 


l’étendue des feux dans les Zones 


Prioritaires de Conservation des 


MRPA, par rapport aux forêts 


naturelles non protégées, à l’intérieur 


de la même région 


Les valeurs de référence sont à 


définir par les spécialistes au début 


de projet. 


Un objectif général et indicatif 


serait que la fréquence des feux 


dans les PCZ des MRPA est 


inférieure à un tiers des 


superficies des forêts naturelles 


non protégées dans la même 


région. Les valeurs d’objectif 


plus exactes de chaque site 


seront définies par des 


spécialistes au début du projet.  


Données par 


satellite sur les 


rapports annuels 


relatifs aux feux 


de l’Université 


de Maryland. 


Résultat attendu 1 – 
De nouvelles AP créées 


dans le cadre des 


catégories V et VI de 


l’UICN comme 


fondation d’un sous 


réseau fonctionnel et 


efficace d’Aires 


Protégées de 


Ressources Naturelles 


Gérées sur la base 


d’une vision et de 


principes de gestion 


communs 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


1. Augmentation des points sur l’Outil 


de Suivi analytique de l’Efficacité de 


Gestion (METT) du GEF4 pour tous 


les huit MRPA. 


 


 


Points de référence en 2010 :  
[1] Menabe-Antimena 78 
[2] Complex Mahavavy-Kinkony 56  
[3] Loky Manambato 67 
[4] Ampasindava Peninsula & Galoko 
Kalabenono  6 
[5] Ambohimirahavavy 


Marivorahona  5 


Tous les sites ont un minimum 


de 80 points.  Actuellement, les 


sites appuyés avec les points 


plus élevés devraient augmenter 


de 20. 


Application de 


l’Outil de Suivi 


Analytique de 


l’Efficacité de la 


Gestion des AP 


de GEF4 


“METT” pour 


tous les huit sites 


cibles de MRPA, 


examinés 


minutieusement 


par l’évaluation 


de mi parcours et 


l’évaluation 


finale.  


Les administrations 


régionales et 


communales, ainsi que 


les communautés 


locales, choisissent de 


coopérer avec les 


partenaires du projet 


vers la consolidation 


des MRPA. 


 


Le zonage des MRPA 


est un outil efficace 


pour la conservation 


des écosystèmes clés 


intacts, dans un 


contexte 


d’aménagement du 


territoire et 


d’utilisation durable de 


la biodiversité. 


2. L’application des Plans de Zonage 


des MRPA pour les AP sensibles est 


efficace, tel que mesuré par le nombre 


annuel d’infractions, faisant l’objet de 


rapport, sur chaque site, par les 


communes et les communautés locales. 


A présent, les communes et les 


communautés locales dans les MRPA 


ciblées ne se sont pas encore 


préparées à faire des rapports sur les 


infractions. 


 


Un affinement de cet indicateur 


et des objectifs appropriés 


seront définis une fois que les 


Plans sont en vigueur et qu’un 


système de suivi des infractions 


est en place. 


Rapports annuels 


relatives aux 


sites MRPA et 


surveillance sur 


le terrain. 


 


Résultat attendu 2 –  
La capacité 


institutionnelle, au 


1. Augmentation progressive des points 


sur la carte de pointage du 


Développement de Capacité pour la 


Systémique  14/30 (44%) 


Institutionnelle 21/45 (55%) 


Individuelle  11/21 (54%) 


Les points, exprimés en termes 


absolus, augmentent au moins 


de 20%. 


Application de la 


Carte de 


pointage du 


Les MRPA 


deviendront 


progressivement une 
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Objectif/ Résultat 


attendu 
Indicateur Référence Objectif de fin de projet  


Source 


d’Information 
Hypothèses 


niveau des groupes 


majeurs des parties 


prenantes, fournit un 


cadre favorable à la 


décentralisation de la 


gouvernance des 


MRPA et assure la 


conservation de la 


biodiversité et une 


croissance économique 


durable basée sur les 


ressources naturelles 


 


 


 


 


Gestion des Aires Protégées par 


rapport au ratio de la moyenne de 


référence de 51% pour les MRPA  


ciblées. 


 


 


(Moyenne générale 51%) 


 


 


 


 


 


 


PNUD en 


matière de 


Développement 


de Capacité 


examinée 


minutieusement 


par l’évaluation 


de mi-parcours et 


l’évaluation 


finale. 


priorité nationale pour  


Madagascar au fur et à 


mesure que les 


connaissances et les 


informations sont 


mises à disposition. 


 


La création/ le 


renforcement des 


MRPA sera appuyé par 


toutes les parties 


prenantes, au fur et à 


mesure que des 


avantages concrets 


sont perçus, surtout au 


niveau régional et au 


niveau local. 


2. La perception par les communautés 


de l’enjeu de leur moyen d’existence, 


dans la bonne gestion des ressources 


biologiques dans les MRPA, mesurée 


au moyen de l’application périodique 


et indépendante de la technique du 


‘Changement le plus efficace’ (MSC). 


 


Ne s’applique pas. 


 


La technique MSC est à appliquer 


une fois que le projet a été lancé et 


qu’un certain degré de changement a 


eu lieu. La référence correspond à 


toutes les évaluations qui corroborant 


l’analyse de la situation de ce projet, 


en particulier, en ce qui concerne les 


aménagements et les moyens 


d’existence. 


Des changements positifs dans 


les moyens d’existence sont 


perçus à travers l’application 


indépendante de la technique 


MSC.  Les résultats devraient 


confirmer des changements 


positifs dans l’indicateur 2, 


dans le cadre du Résultats 


attendu 3 et de l’indicateur 3, 


du Résultat attendu 2. 


Résultats et 


analyse issus de 


l’application de 


la technique 


MSC par 


l’évaluation de 


mi-parcours et 


l’évaluation 


finale. 


3. Augmentation de la sécurité foncière 


pour les communautés locales. 


Référence à définir au début du 


projet.  Cela inclura l’évaluation du 


foncier sous propriété coutumière, où 


les propriétaires souhaitent avoir un 


titre légal.   


Valeur cible à définir une fois 


que les évaluations de référence 


ont été faites pendant le début 


du projet.  


Evaluation de 


mi- parcours et 


l’évaluation 


finale. 


 


Résultat attendu 3 – 


La pérennité financière 


des MRPA est 


renforcée au moyen de 


partenariats public-


privé innovants et de 


mobilisation de 


financement public. 


1. Augmentation des points sur la Carte 


de pointage du PNUD en matière de 


Pérennité Financière des Systèmes 


nationaux d’Aires Protégées par 


rapport à la référence pour les MRPA 


ciblées. 


 


 


Total  de points pour MRPA cibles = 


98 sur un nombre total possible de 


points de 197 (c’est-à-dire de 50%). 


 


Les points, exprimés en termes 


absolus, augmentent au moins 


de 25%. 


Application de la 


carte de pointage 


du PNUD en 


matière de 


Pérennité 


financière (dans 


le cadre des 


Outils de Suivi 


SO1 au moyen 


de l’aval, de 


l’évaluation de 


Les activités 


d’entreprise favorable 


à la biodiversité sont 


faisables dans le 


contexte des MRPA, et 


elles jouissent d’une 


adhésion et d’une 


participation forte de la 


part,  tant des 


communautés que des 


investisseurs. 
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Objectif/ Résultat 


attendu 
Indicateur Référence Objectif de fin de projet  


Source 


d’Information 
Hypothèses 


mi-parcours et de 


l’évaluation 


finale par le 


CEO. 


 


Les menaces et les 


risques à la 


biodiversité posés par 


les opérations des 


industries extractives 


peuvent être 


raisonnablement 


contrôlés et atténués, et 


sinon compensés.  


 


Les initiatives 


entrepreneuriales et le 


leadership peuvent 


avec succès émerger 


dans le contexte des 


MRPA pour que les 


sources novatrices de 


financement 


environnemental 


puissent être 


exploitées. 


2. Nombre de ménages bénéficiant de 


l’intervention des MRPA; et leurs 


recettes moyennes. 


Des données de référence sont 


disponibles pour Daraina-Loky-


Manambato et Menabe-Antimena.  


Les références doivent être établies 


pour toutes les MRPA cibles (0 


recettes,  mis à part celles des sites ci-


dessus) et des objectifs projetés fixés 


sur la base des occasions favorables. 


Valeurs à déterminer sur la base 


des évaluations et des 


projections de référence 


pendant le début du projet. 


Rapports relatifs 


aux sites MRPA 


et 


enregistrements 


d’association/ de 


partenaires du 


secteur privé. 


Indicateur 2.1 : Nombre de personnes 


vulnérables désagrégé par sexe et 


tranche d’âge ayant eu accès aux 


activités génératrices de revenus et à 


l’emploi dans les zones d’intervention 


du projet  


2 311 dont 1 044 hommes, 1 267 


femmes et 809 jeunes (baseline 2015) 


7 559 (dont 4 258 hommes, 3 


301 femmes et 2 729 jeunes) 


Rapports 


trimestriels et 


annuels du projet 


Indicateur 2.2 : Nombre d’emploi verts 


créés pour les populations vulnérables 


à travers la gestion durable des 


ressources naturelles, les énergies 


renouvelables, l’agriculture durable, 


l’éco-tourisme, les services des 


écosystèmes, le traitement des produits 


chimiques et des déchets désagrégé par 


sexe et par tranche d’âge  


298 dont 147 hommes, 151 femmes 


et 104 jeunes (baseline 2015) 


842 (dont 529 hommes, 313 


femmes et 430 jeunes) 


Rapports 


trimestriels et 


annuels du projet 


3. Financement obtenu pour les 


opérations de gestion des MRPA. 


Des données de référence sont 


disponibles pour Daraina-Loky-


Manambato et Menabe-Antimena.  


Les références doivent être établies 


pour toutes les MRPA cibles (0 


recettes,  mis à part celles des sites ci-


dessus) et des objectifs projetés fixés 


sur la base des occasions favorables.  


Ces dernières impliqueront les 


partenaires du secteur privé. 


Valeurs à déterminer sur la base 


des évaluations et des 


projections de référence 


pendant le début du projet. 


Rapports relatifs 


au Projet, au site 


MRPA et à 


l’UPCE. 
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ANNEXE B : LISTE DES DOCUMENTS A EXAMINER PAR LES EVALUATEURS 


1. Document de projet du PNUD   
2. Rapport d’initiation de projet  
3. Rapport de la revue à mi-parcours du projet 
4. Tous les rapports de mise en œuvre de projets (PIR)  
5. Rapports d’activité et plans de travail trimestriels des différentes équipes de travail  
6. Rapports d’audit interne 
7. Outils de suivi du GEF : Management Effectiveness Tracking Tool (METT) 
8. Tous les rapports de suivi élaborés dans le cadre du projet  
9. Manuel de procédures administratives et financières du projet  
10. Manuel de procédures comptables du projet 
11. Procès-verbaux des réunions du Comité de pilotage du projet MRPA  
12. Carte indiquant le lieu du projet  
13. Rapport de capitalisation final du projet (en cours processus de passation de marché) 
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ANNEXE C : QUESTIONS D'EVALUATION 


Il s'agit d'une liste générique, devant être détaillé par l'ajout de questions par le bureau de pays et le Conseiller technique FEM du PNUD sur la base des spécificités du 


projet. 


Critères des questions d'évaluation Indicateurs Sources Méthodologie 


Pertinence : Comment le projet se rapporte-t-il aux principaux objectifs du domaine focal du FEM et aux priorités en matière d’environnement et de développement au niveau 
local, régional et national ?  


         


         


         


Efficacité : Dans quelle mesure les résultats escomptés et les objectifs du projet ont-ils été atteints ? 


         


         


        


Efficience : Le projet a-t-il été mis en œuvre de façon efficiente, conformément aux normes et standards nationaux et internationaux ? 


         


         


         


 Durabilité : Dans quelle mesure existe-t-il des risques financiers, institutionnels, socio-économiques ou environnementaux au maintien des résultats du projet à long terme ? 


         


         


         


Impact : Existe-t-il des indications à l’effet que le projet a contribué au (ou a permis le) progrès en matière de réduction de la tension sur l’environnement, ou à 
l’amélioration de l’état écologique ?   


         


         
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ANNEXE D : ÉCHELLES DE NOTATIONS 


 


Notations pour les résultats, l’efficacité, 
l’efficience, le suivi et l’évaluation et les 
enquêtes 


Notations de durabilité :  
 


Notations de la 
pertinence 


6 Très satisfaisant (HS) : pas de lacunes  
5 Satisfaisant (S) : lacunes mineures 
4 Modérément satisfaisant (MS) 
3 Modérément Insatisfaisant (MU) : des 
lacunes importantes 
2 Insatisfaisant (U) : problèmes majeurs 
1 Très insatisfaisant (HU) : de graves 
problèmes 


 


4 Probables (L) : risques négligeables pour 
la durabilité 


2 Pertinent (P) 


3 Moyennement probable (MP) : risques 
modérés 


1 Pas pertinent (PP) 


2 Moyennement peu probable (MU) : des 
risques importants 
1 Improbable (U) : risques graves 


 
Notations de 
l’impact : 
3 Satisfaisant (S) 
2 Minime (M) 
1 Négligeable (N) 


Notations supplémentaires le cas échéant : 
Sans objet (S.O.)  
Évaluation impossible (E.I.) 
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ANNEXE E : FORMULAIRE D’ACCEPTATION DU CODE DE CONDUITE DU CONSULTANT EN 


EVALUATION 


 


Les évaluateurs : 


1. Doivent présenter des informations complètes et équitables dans leur évaluation des 


forces et des faiblesses afin que les décisions ou les mesures prises soient bien fondées ;   


2. Doivent divulguer l’ensemble des conclusions d’évaluation, ainsi que les informations sur 


leurs limites et les mettre à disposition de tous ceux concernés par l’évaluation et qui sont 


légalement habilités à recevoir les résultats ;  


3. Doivent protéger l’anonymat et la confidentialité à laquelle ont droit les personnes qui 


leur communiquent des informations ; Les évaluateurs doivent accorder un délai 


suffisant, réduire au maximum les pertes de temps et respecter le droit des personnes à la 


vie privée. Les évaluateurs doivent respecter le droit des personnes à fournir des 


renseignements en toute confidentialité et s’assurer que les informations dites sensibles 


ne permettent pas de remonter jusqu’à leur source. Les évaluateurs n’ont pas à évaluer les 


individus et doivent maintenir un équilibre entre l’évaluation des fonctions de gestion et 


ce principe général. 


4. Découvrent parfois des éléments de preuve faisant état d’actes répréhensibles pendant 


qu’ils mènent des évaluations. Ces cas doivent être signalés de manière confidentielle aux 


autorités compétentes chargées d’enquêter sur la question. Ils doivent consulter d’autres 


entités compétentes en matière de supervision lorsqu’il y a le moindre doute à savoir s’il 


y a lieu de signaler des questions, et comment le faire.  


5. Doivent être attentifs aux croyances, aux us et coutumes et faire preuve d’intégrité et 


d’honnêteté dans leurs relations avec toutes les parties prenantes. Conformément à la 


Déclaration universelle des droits de l’homme, les évaluateurs doivent être attentifs aux 


problèmes de discrimination ainsi que de disparité entre les sexes, et s’en préoccuper. Les 


évaluateurs doivent éviter tout ce qui pourrait offenser la dignité ou le respect de soi-


même des personnes avec lesquelles ils entrent en contact durant une évaluation. Sachant 


qu’une évaluation peut avoir des répercussions négatives sur les intérêts de certaines 


parties prenantes, les évaluateurs doivent réaliser l’évaluation et en faire connaître l’objet 


et les résultats d’une façon qui respecte absolument la dignité et le sentiment de respect 


de soi-même des parties prenantes.  


6. Sont responsables de leur performance et de ce qui en découle. Les évaluateurs doivent 


savoir présenter par écrit ou oralement, de manière claire, précise et honnête, 


l’évaluation, les limites de celle-ci, les constatations et les recommandations.  


7. Doivent respecter des procédures comptables reconnues et faire preuve de prudence dans 


l’utilisation des ressources de l’évaluation. 
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Formulaire d’acceptation du consultant en évaluation10 


Engagement à respecter le Code de conduite des évaluateurs du système des Nations Unies  


Nom du consultant : __     _________________________________________________  


Nom de l’organisation de consultation (le cas échéant) : ________________________  


Je confirme avoir reçu et compris le Code de conduite des évaluateurs des Nations Unies et je m’engage à le 
respecter.  


Signé à lieu le date 


Signature : ________________________________________ 


                                                           
10www.unevaluation.org/unegcodeofconduct 
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ANNEXE F : GRANDES LIGNES DU RAPPORT D'EVALUATION11 


i. Page d’introduction : 


 Titre du projet financé par le FEM et soutenu par le PNUD  


 Nº d’identification des projets du PNUD et du FEM   


 Calendrier de l’évaluation et date du rapport d’évaluation 


 Région et pays inclus dans le projet 


 Programme opérationnel/stratégique du FEM 


 Partenaire de mise en œuvre et autres partenaires de projet 


 Membres de l’équipe d’évaluation  


 Remerciements 
ii. Résumé 


 Tableau de résumé du projet 


 Description du projet (brève) 


 Tableau de notations d’évaluation 


 Résumé des conclusions, des recommandations et des enseignements 
iii. Acronymes et abréviations 


(Voir : Manuel de rédaction du PNUD12) 
1 Introduction 


 Objectif de l’évaluation  


 Champ d’application et méthodologie  


 Structure du rapport d’évaluation 
2 Description et contexte de développement du projet 


 Démarrage et durée du projet 


 Problèmes que le projet visait à régler 


 Objectifs immédiats et de développement du projet 


 Indicateurs de base mis en place 


 Principales parties prenantes 


 Résultats escomptés 
3 Conclusions  


(Outre une appréciation descriptive, tous les critères marqués d’un (*) doivent être notés13)  
3.1 Conception/Formulation du projet 


 Analyse ACL/du cadre des résultats (Logique/stratégie du projet ; indicateurs) 


 Hypothèses et risques 


 Enseignements tirés des autres projets pertinents (par exemple, dans le même domaine 
focal) incorporés dans la conception du projet  


 Participation prévue des parties prenantes  


 Approche de réplication  


 Avantage comparatif du PNUD 


 Les liens entre le projet et d’autres interventions au sein du secteur 


 Modalités de gestion 
3.2 Mise en œuvre du projet 


 Gestion adaptative (modifications apportées à la conception du projet et résultats du projet 
lors de la mise en œuvre) 


 Accords de partenariat (avec les parties prenantes pertinentes impliquées dans le pays/la 


                                                           
11Le rapport ne doit pas dépasser 40 pages au total (en excluant les annexes). 
12 Manuel de style du PNUD, Bureau des communications, Bureau des partenariats, mis à jour en novembre 2008 
13 Utilisation d’une échelle de notations de six points : 6 Très satisfaisant, 5 : Satisfaisant, 4 : Partiellement 


satisfaisant, 3 : Partiellement insatisfaisant, 2 : Insatisfaisant et 1 : Très insatisfaisant. Voir la section 3.5 à la page 37 


pour plus d’explications sur les notations.   
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région) 


 Commentaires provenant des activités de suivi et d’évaluation utilisés dans le cadre de la 
gestion adaptative 


 Financement du projet :   


 Suivi et évaluation : conception  à l'entrée et mise en œuvre (*) 


 Coordination au niveau de la mise en œuvre et de l’exécution avec PNUD et le partenaire de 
mise en œuvre (*) et questions opérationnelles 


3.3 Résultats des projets 


 Résultats globaux (réalisation des objectifs) (*) 


 Pertinence(*) 


 Efficacité et efficience (*) 


 Appropriation par le pays  


 Intégration 


 Durabilité (*)  


 Impact  
4  Conclusions, recommandations et enseignements 


 Mesures correctives pour la conception, la mise en œuvre, le suivi et l’évaluation du projet 


 Mesures visant à assurer le suivi ou à renforcer les avantages initiaux du projet 


 Propositions relatives aux orientations futures favorisant les principaux objectifs 


 Les meilleures et les pires pratiques lors du traitement des questions concernant la 
pertinence, la performance et la réussite 


5  Annexes 


 TR 


 Itinéraire 


 Liste des personnes interrogées 


 Résumé des visites sur le terrain 


 Liste des documents examinés 


 Tableau des questions d’évaluation 


 Questionnaire utilisé et résumé des résultats 


 Formulaire d’acceptation du consultant en évaluation   
 
 


 



mailto:registry.mg@undp.org





Maison Commune des Nations Unies, Galaxy Andraharo- Antananarivo 
Téléphone : (261) 22 392 00 –– Email : registry.mg@undp.org  


 


 


38 


 


ANNEXE G : FORMULAIRE D'AUTORISATION DU RAPPORT D'EVALUATION 


(à remplir par le BP et le conseiller technique du PNUD-FEM affecté dans la région et à inclure dans le document 
final) 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 
 
 


Rapport d’évaluation examiné et approuvé par 


Bureau de pays du PNUD 


Nom :  ___________________________________________________ 


Signature : ______________________________ Date : _________________________________ 


CTR du PNUD-FEM 


Nom :  ___________________________________________________ 


Signature : ______________________________ Date : _________________________________ 
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Explanations

		This Tracking Tool shall track the targets and their achievements from concept (PIF) to evaluation.

		It is consistent with the results framework for Climate Change Mitigation.



		The data that we collect through this Tracking Tool are intended to be fed automatically into the PMIS.

		The data will help us track and monitor the results of projects and allow us to quickly filter our portfolio and report to donors, council and conventions in the most accurate way on GHG emission reductions, investments and other facts.



		Please fill in the relevant indicators for each component that is included in the project.















drop down entries

		Protected Sheet

										digit_input

										0

										1



		if -- then ... Drop down

		LULUCF		Energy Efficiency		Renewable Energy

		Afforestation				Biomass

		Agriculture/Agroforestry				Cogeneration

		Avoided Deforestation/Degradation				Geothermal

		Carbon Monitoring				Hydro

		Mixed				Marine Tech

		Reforestation				Mixed

				Appliances		Photovoltaic

				Cook Stoves		Solar Thermal Cooling

				Equipment		Solar Thermal Heating

				Existing Building		Solar Thermal Power

				Industrial Processes		Wind

				Lighting		Other

				New Building

				Synergies with ODS

				Other















		TT_Choices		Energy_Efficiency		Renewable_Energy		Transport_Urban		LULUCF		Other

		Energy_Efficiency		Appliances		Biomass		Electric vehicles and plug-ins		Afforestation		Carbon capture and storage

		Renewable_Energy		Cook stoves		Geothermal		Fuel cell vehicles		Agriculture/agroforestry		Waste management

		Transport_Urban		Equipment		Hydrogen		Other lower GHG vehicles		Avoided deforestation/degradation		Energy storage

		LULUCF		Existing buildings		Hydro		Transport biofuels		Carbon monitoring		Fuel cells

		Other		Industrial processes		Marine (i.e., wave,  thermal energy conversion, etc.)		Intelligent transport systems (ITS)		Reforestation		Management system

				Lighting		Wind		Rail		Mixed		Monitoring system

				New buildings		Photovoltaic		Public rapid transit				Mixed

				Power generation, transmission, distribution		Solar thermal power (i.e., Concentrated Solar Power, etc.)		Travel demand management				Other

				Mixed		Solar thermal cooling, heating		Logistics

						Cogeneration		Transport/Urban Planning

						Mixed		Mixed





Obj 1. Section I

								Tracking Tool for Biodiversity Projects in
GEF-3, GEF-4, and GEF-5                                 





						Objective 1: Catalyzing Sustainability of Protected Area Systems

						SECTION I



						Objective:  To measure progress in achieving the impacts and outcomes established at the portfolio level under the biodiversity focal area.  
Rationale: Project data from the GEF-3, GEF-4, and GEF-5 project cohort will be aggregated for analysis of directional trends and patterns at a portfolio-wide level to inform the development of future GEF strategies and to report to GEF Council on portfolio-level performance in the biodiversity focal area. 
Structure of Tracking Tool:  Each tracking tool requests background and coverage information on the project and specific information required to track portfolio level indicators in the GEF-3, GEF-4, and GEF-5 strategy.  
Guidance in Applying GEF Tracking Tools:  GEF tracking tools are applied three times: at CEO endorsement, at project mid-term, and at project completion. 
Submission: The finalized tracking tool will be cleared by the GEF Agencies as being correctly completed.  

						Important: Please read the Guidelines posted on the GEF website before entering your data



						I. General Data		Please indicate your answer here		Notes

						Project Title		"Managed Resources Protected Ares - MRPA"

						GEF Project ID		3687

						Agency Project ID		4172

						Implementing Agency		UNDP

						Project Type		FSP		FSP or MSP

						Country		Madagascar

						Region		AFR

						Date of submission of the tracking tool		September 22, 2017		Month DD, YYYY (e.g., May 12, 2010)

						Name of reviewers completing tracking tool and completion date 		September 22, 2017		Completion Date

								Harifidy Rakoto Ratsimba		Names of reviewers

						Planned project duration		5		years

						Actual project duration		5		years

						Lead Project Executing Agency (ies) 		Ministry of Environment and Forests



						Date of Council/CEO Approval		November 3, 2010		Month DD, YYYY (e.g., May 12, 2010)

						GEF Grant (US$)		6,000,000

						Cofinancing expected (US$)		9,075,000



						II. Total Extent in hectares of protected areas targeted by the project by biome type 		Please indicate your answer here



						Please use the following biomes provided below and place the coverage data within these biomes

						Terrestrial (insert total hectares for terrestrial coverage and then provide coverage for each of the terrestrial biomes below)

						Total hectares 		1,403,991		ha

						Tropical and subtropical moist broadleaf forests (tropical and subtropical, humid)		756,455		ha

						Tropical and subtropical dry broadleaf forests (tropical and subtropical, semi-humid)		608,292		ha

						Tropical and subtropical coniferous forests (tropical and subtropical, semi-humid)		0		ha

						Temperate broadleaf and mixed forests (temperate, humid)		0		ha

						Temperate coniferous forests (temperate, humid to semi-humid)		0		ha

						Boreal forests/taiga (subarctic, humid)		0		ha

						Tropical and subtropical grasslands, savannas, and shrublands (tropical and subtropical, semi-arid)		0		ha

						Temperate grasslands, savannas, and shrublands (temperate, semi-arid)		0		ha

						Flooded grasslands and savannas (temperate to tropical, fresh or brackish water inundated)		0		ha

						Mangroves		39,244		ha

						Montane grasslands and shrublands (alpine or montane climate)		0		ha

						Tundra (Arctic)		0		ha

						Mediterranean forests, woodlands, and scrub or Sclerophyll forests (temperate warm, semi-humid to semi-arid with winter rainfall)		0		ha

						Deserts and xeric shrublands (temperate to tropical, arid)		0		ha

						Mangrove (subtropical and tropical, salt water inundated)		0		ha

						Freshwater (insert total hectares for freshwater coverage and then provide coverage for each of the freshwater biomes below)

						Total hectares 		40,962		ha

						Large lakes 		15,762		ha

						Large river deltas		15,200		ha

						Polar freshwaters		0		ha

						Montane freshwaters		0		ha

						Temperate coastal rivers		0		ha

						Temperate floodplain rivers and wetlands		0		ha

						Temperate upland rivers		0		ha

						Tropical and subtropical coastal rivers		0		ha

						Tropical and subtropical floodplain rivers and wetlands		0		ha

						Tropical and subtropical upland rivers		10000		ha

						Xeric freshwaters and endorheic basins		0		ha

						Oceanic islands		0		ha

						Marine (insert total hectares for marine and then distinguish coverage between each of the following zones)

						Total hectares 		60,475		ha

						Coral reefs		0		ha

						Estuaries		0		ha

						Ocean (beyond EEZ)		60,475		ha



						III. Please complete the table below for the protected areas that are the target of the GEF intervention and add new sections for each protected area if the project extends beyond four Pas. Use NA for not applicable.		Please indicate your answer here		EN

						1. Protected Area

						Name of Protected Area		Menabe Antimena		Currently under definitive protected status. The creation decrees were adopted by the Council of Government on April 28, 2015. Decree # 2015-762 dated April 28, 2015 on the creation of the "MENABE ANTIMENA" 

						Is this a new protected area?  		1		Yes = 1, No = 0 

						Area in Hectares		210 312 - Dry forests; Mangroves; Lakes & marshes		Please specify biome type.

						Global designation or priority lists		Ramsar Site, Important Bird Area		(E.g., Biosphere Reserve, World Heritage site, Ramsar site, WWF Global 2000, etc.),

						Local Designation of Protected Area 		Protected Area		(E.g, indigenous reserve, private reserve, etc.)

						IUCN Category		5		1: Strict Nature Reserve/Wilderness Area: managed mainly for science or wilderness protection
2:  National Park: managed mainly for ecosystem protection and recreation
3: Natural Monument: managed mainly for conservation of specific natural features
4: Habitat/Species Management Area: managed mainly for conservation through management intervention
5: Protected Landscape/Seascape: managed mainly for landscape/seascape protection and recreation
6: Managed Resource Protected Area: managed mainly for the sustainable use of natural ecosystems



						2. Protected Area

						Name of Protected Area		Complexe Zones Humides Mahavavy Kinkony		Currently under definitive protected status. The creation decrees were adopted by the Council of Government on April 28, 2015. Decree # 2015-718 dated April 21, 2015 on the creation of the Protected Area of "MAHAVAVY KINKONY Wetland Complex

						Is this a new protected area?  		1		Yes = 1, No = 0 

						Area in Hectares		302 000 - Dry forests; Mangroves; Lakes & marshes		ha, Please specify biome type.

						Global designation or priority lists		Ramsar Site, Important Bird Area		(E.g., Biosphere Reserve, World Heritage site, Ramsar site, WWF Global 2000, etc.) 

						Local Designation of Protected Area 		Protected Area		(E.g, indigenous reserve, private reserve, etc.)

						IUCN Category		5		1: Strict Nature Reserve/Wilderness Area: managed mainly for science or wilderness protection
2:  National Park: managed mainly for ecosystem protection and recreation
3: Natural Monument: managed mainly for conservation of specific natural features
4: Habitat/Species Management Area: managed mainly for conservation through management intervention
5: Protected Landscape/Seascape: managed mainly for landscape/seascape protection and recreation
6: Managed Resource Protected Area: managed mainly for the sustainable use of natural ecosystems



						3. Protected Area

						Name of Protected Area		Loky Manambato		Currently under definitive protected status. The creation decrees were adopted by the Council of Government on April 28, 2015. Decree # 2015-759 dated April 28, 2015 on the creation of the Protected Area called "LOKY MANAMBATO" 

						Is this a new protected area?  		1		Yes = 1, No = 0 

						Area in Hectares		250 000 - Humid forest, Dry forest, Mountain, Transition, Littoral forests; Lakes & marshes; Mangroves		Please specify biome type.

						Global designation or priority lists		Important Bird Area		(E.g., Biosphere Reserve, World Heritage site, Ramsar site, WWF Global 2000, etc.)

						Local Designation of Protected Area 		Protected Area		(E.g, indigenous reserve, private reserve, etc.)

						IUCN Category		5		1: Strict Nature Reserve/Wilderness Area: managed mainly for science or wilderness protection
2:  National Park: managed mainly for ecosystem protection and recreation
3: Natural Monument: managed mainly for conservation of specific natural features
4: Habitat/Species Management Area: managed mainly for conservation through management intervention
5: Protected Landscape/Seascape: managed mainly for landscape/seascape protection and recreation
6: Managed Resource Protected Area: managed mainly for the sustainable use of natural ecosystems



						4. Protected Area

						Name of Protected Area		Péninsule d’Ampasindava&Galoko-Kalobinôno		Currently under definitive protected status. The creation decrees were adopted by the Council of Government on April 28, 2015. Decree # 2015-769 dated April 28, 2015 on the creation of the Protected Area called "AMPASINDAVA", Decree # 2015-770 dated April 28, 2015 on the creation of the Protected Area called "GALOKO KALOBINONO"

						Is this a new protected area?  		1		Yes = 1, No = 0 

						Area in Hectares		165 995 - Humid forests, Transition forests; Mangroves; Coastal marshes		Please specify biome type.

						Global designation or priority lists		Important Bird Area		(E.g., Biosphere Reserve, World Heritage site, Ramsar site, WWF Global 2000, etc.)

						Local Designation of Protected Area 		Protected Area		(E.g, indigenous reserve, private reserve, etc.)

						IUCN Category		5		1: Strict Nature Reserve/Wilderness Area: managed mainly for science or wilderness protection
2:  National Park: managed mainly for ecosystem protection and recreation
3: Natural Monument: managed mainly for conservation of specific natural features
4: Habitat/Species Management Area: managed mainly for conservation through management intervention
5: Protected Landscape/Seascape: managed mainly for landscape/seascape protection and recreation
6: Managed Resource Protected Area: managed mainly for the sustainable use of natural ecosystems



						5. Protected Area

						Name of Protected Area		CAPAM - Complexe des Aires Protégées Ambohimirahavavy Marivorahona		Currently under definitive protected status. The creation decrees were adopted by the Council of Government on April 28, 2015. Decree # 2015-782, dated April 28, 2015 on the creation of the "AMBOHIMIRAHAVAVY MARIVORAHONA PROTECTED AREA COMPLEX" 

						Is this a new protected area?  		1		Yes = 1, No = 0 

						Area in Hectares		537 465  - Humid forests, Mountain forests; Ericoid thicket; Lakes; Peat bogs		Please specify biome type.

						Global designation or priority lists		Ramsar Site		(E.g., Biosphere Reserve, World Heritage site, Ramsar site, WWF Global 2000, etc.)

						Local Designation of Protected Area 		Protected Area		(E.g, indigenous reserve, private reserve, etc.)

						IUCN Category		6		1: Strict Nature Reserve/Wilderness Area: managed mainly for science or wilderness protection
2:  National Park: managed mainly for ecosystem protection and recreation
3: Natural Monument: managed mainly for conservation of specific natural features
4: Habitat/Species Management Area: managed mainly for conservation through management intervention
5: Protected Landscape/Seascape: managed mainly for landscape/seascape protection and recreation
6: Managed Resource Protected Area: managed mainly for the sustainable use of natural ecosystems





Obj1 Sect II - Menabe Antimena

				Tracking Tool for Biodiversity Projects in GEF-3, GEF-4, and GEF-5                                  





				Objective 1: Catalyzing Sustainability of Protected Area Systems

				SECTION II: Management Effectiveness Tracking Tool for Protected Areas 



				Note: Please complete the management effectiveness tracking tool for EACH protected area that is the target of the GEF intervention and create a new worksheet for each.
Structure and content of the Tracking Tool - Objective 1. Section II:
The Tracking Tool has two main sections: datasheets and assessment form. Both sections should be completed.
1. Datasheets: the data sheet comprises of two separate sections:
 Data sheet 1: records details of the assessment and some basic information about the site, such as name, size and location etc. 
 Data sheet 2: provides a generic list of threats which protected areas can face. On this data sheet the assessors are asked to identify threats and rank their impact on the protected area.
2. Assessment Form: the assessment is structured around 30 questions presented in table format which includes three columns for recording details of the assessment, all of which should be completed. 

				Important: Please read the Guidelines posted on the GEF website before entering your data



				Data Sheet 1: Reporting Progress at Protected Area Sites		Please indicate your answer here		Notes



				Name, affiliation and contact details for person responsible for completing the METT (email etc.)		Harifidy Rakoto Ratsimba rrharifidy@moov.mg

				Date assessment carried out		September 22, 2017		Month DD, YYYY (e.g., May 12, 2010)

				Name of protected area		Menabe Antimena

				WDPA site code (these codes can be found on www.unep-wcmc.org/wdpa/)		352251

				Designations(please choose 1-3)  		2		1:  National
2:  IUCN Category
3:  International (please  complete lines 35-69 as necessary )

				Country		Madagascar

				Location of protected area (province and if possible map reference)		CR Bemanonga, CR Belo / Tsiribihina, CR Tsimafana, CR Beroboka, CR Tsarahotana
Districts Morondava and Belo / Tsiribihina, 
Region MENABE / Toliara


				Date of establishment 		March 28, 2006

				Ownership details (please choose 1-4) 		1		1:  State
2:  Private
3:  Community
4:  Other

				Management Authority		Direction of Protected Areas System/Ministry of Environment, Ecology and Forestry

				Size of protected area (ha)		210,312.00

				Number of Permanent staff		23

				Number of Temporary staff		0

				Annual budget (US$)  for recurrent (operational) funds – excluding staff salary costs		0

				Annual budget (US$) for project or other supplementary funds – excluding staff salary costs		165,539.50

				What are the main values for which the area is designated		Dry forests; Mangroves; Lakes & marshes

				List the two primary protected area management objectives in below:  

				Management objective 1		Ensure the sustainability of conservation targets in the NAP

				Management objective 2		Contribute to the improvement of living conditions of riparian communities based natural resources

				No. of people involved in completing assessment		58

				Including: (please choose 1-8)		1 - 2 - 3 - 4 - 5 - 6 - 7 - 8		
1:  PA manager 
2:  PA staff
3:  Other PA agency staff   
4:  Donors                                                                                                                         5:  NGOs                                                                                                                           6: External experts                                                                                                         7: Local community                                                                                                             8: Other 

								 

				Information on International Designations		Please indicate your answer here



				UNESCO World Heritage site (see: http://whc.unesco.org/en/list) 

				Date Listed

				Site name

				Site area

				Geographical co-ordinates



				Criteria for designation 				(i.e. criteria i to x)

				Statement of Outstanding Universal Value



				Ramsar site (see: http://ramsar.wetlands.org)

				Date Listed		May 12, 2007

				Site name		Lake Bedo

				Site area		1,962

				Geographical number		1MG006

				Reason for Designation (see Ramsar Information Sheet)		Criteria 2, 3, 4, 6 and 7



				UNESCO Man and Biosphere Reserves  (see: http://www.unesco.org/new/en/natural-sciences/environment/ecological-sciences/man-and-biosphere-programme/

				Date Listed

				Site name

				Site area				Total, Core, Buffe, and Transition 
Totale, Zone Centrale, Zone tampon, et Zone de transition
Total, Área Central, Zona Tampão, Zona de Trasição

				Geographical co-ordinates

				Criteria for designation 

				Fulfilment of three functions of MAB 				conservation, development and logistic support



				Please list other designations (i.e. ASEAN Heritage, Natura 2000) and any supporting information below

						Important Bird Area		Name

						MG059 Tsiribihina River and Delta Wetlands		Detail



								Name

								Detail



								Name

								Detail



				 Data Sheet 2: Protected Areas Threats (please complete a Data Sheet of threats and assessment for each protected area of the project).

				Please choose all relevant existing threats as either of high, medium or low significance. Threats ranked as of high significance are those which are seriously degrading values; medium are those threats having some negative impact and those characterised as low are threats which are present but not seriously impacting values or N/A where the threat is not present or not applicable in the protected area. 

				1. Residential and commercial development within a protected area

				Threats from human settlements or other non-agricultural land uses with a substantial footprint

				1.1 Housing and settlement 		3		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				1.2 Commercial and industrial areas 		1		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				1.3 Tourism and recreation infrastructure 		1		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				2. Agriculture and aquaculture within a protected area

				Threats from farming and grazing as a result of agricultural expansion and intensification, including silviculture, mariculture and aquaculture

				2.1 Annual and perennial non-timber crop cultivation		3		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				2.1a Drug cultivation		0		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				2.2 Wood and pulp plantations 		0		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				2.3 Livestock farming and grazing 		1		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				2.4 Marine and freshwater aquaculture 		1		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				3. Energy production and mining within a protected area

				Threats from production of non-biological resources

				3.1 Oil and gas drilling 		1		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				3.2 Mining and quarrying 		0		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				3.3 Energy generation, including from hydropower dams		0		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				4. Transportation and service corridors within a protected area

				Threats from long narrow transport corridors and the vehicles that use them including associated wildlife mortality

				4.1 Roads and railroads (include road-killed animals)		1		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				4.2 Utility and service lines (e.g. electricity cables, telephone lines,)		0		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				4.3 Shipping lanes and canals		1		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				4.4 Flight paths		1		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				5. Biological resource use and harm within a protected area

				Threats from consumptive use of "wild" biological resources including both deliberate and unintentional harvesting effects; also persecution or control of specific species (note this includes hunting and killing of animals)

				5.1 Hunting, killing and collecting terrestrial animals (including killing of animals as a result of human/wildlife conflict)		1		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				5.2 Gathering terrestrial plants or plant products (non-timber)		2		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				5.3 Logging and wood harvesting		2		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				5.4 Fishing, killing  and harvesting aquatic resources		2		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				6. Human intrusions and disturbance within a protected area

				Threats from human activities that alter, destroy or disturb habitats and species associated with non-consumptive uses of biological resources

				6.1 Recreational activities and tourism		1		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				6.2 War, civil unrest and military exercises		0		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				6.3 Research, education and other work-related activities in protected areas		1		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				6.4 Activities of protected area managers (e.g. construction or vehicle use, artificial watering points and dams)		0		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				6.5 Deliberate vandalism, destructive activities or threats to protected area staff and visitors		2		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				7. Natural system modifications 

				Threats from other actions that convert or degrade habitat or change the way the ecosystem functions

				7.1 Fire and fire suppression (including arson)		3		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				7.2 Dams, hydrological modification and water management/use 		1		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				7.3a Increased fragmentation within protected area		2		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				7.3b Isolation from other natural habitat (e.g. deforestation, dams without effective aquatic wildlife passages)		2		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				7.3c Other ‘edge effects’ on park values		2		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				7.3d Loss of keystone species (e.g. top predators, pollinators etc)		0		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				8. Invasive and other problematic species and genes

				Threats from terrestrial and aquatic non-native and native plants, animals, pathogens/microbes or genetic materials that have or are predicted to have harmful effects on biodiversity following introduction, spread and/or increase 

				8.1 Invasive non-native/alien plants (weeds)		1		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				8.1a Invasive non-native/alien animals		1		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				8.1b Pathogens (non-native or native but creating new/increased problems)		0		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				8.2 Introduced genetic material (e.g. genetically modified organisms)		0		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				9. Pollution entering or generated within protected area

				Threats from introduction of exotic and/or excess materials or energy from point and non-point sources

				9.1 Household sewage and urban waste water		0		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				9.1a  Sewage and waste water from protected area facilities (e.g. toilets, hotels etc) 		1		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				9.2 Industrial, mining and military effluents and discharges (e.g. poor water quality discharge from dams, e.g. unnatural temperatures, de-oxygenated, other pollution)		0		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				9.3 Agricultural and forestry effluents (e.g. excess fertilizers or pesticides)		1		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				9.4 Garbage and solid waste		1		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				9.5 Air-borne pollutants		1		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				9.6 Excess energy (e.g. heat pollution, lights etc)		0		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				10. Geological events

				Geological events may be part of natural disturbance regimes in many ecosystems. But they can be a threat if a species or habitat is damaged and has lost its resilience and is vulnerable to disturbance. Management capacity to respond to some of these changes may be limited.

				10.1 Volcanoes		0		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				10.2 Earthquakes/Tsunamis		0		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				10.3 Avalanches/ Landslides		0		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				10.4 Erosion and siltation/ deposition (e.g. shoreline or riverbed changes) 		2		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				11. Climate change and severe weather

				Threats from long-term climatic changes which may be linked to global warming and other severe climatic/weather events outside of the natural range of variation

				11.1 Habitat shifting and alteration		1		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				11.2 Droughts		2		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				11.3 Temperature extremes		1		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				11.4 Storms and flooding		1		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				12. Specific cultural and social threats

				12.1 Loss of cultural links, traditional knowledge and/or management practices		2		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				12.2 Natural deterioration of important cultural site values		1		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				12.3 Destruction of cultural heritage buildings, gardens, sites etc		0		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta



				Assessment Form



				1. Legal status: Does the protected area have legal status (or in the case of private reserves is covered by a covenant or similar)? 		3		0: The protected area is not gazetted/covenanted                                            1: There is agreement that the protected area should be gazetted/covenanted but the process has not yet begun                              2: The protected area is in the process of being gazetted/covenanted but the process is still incomplete (includes sites designated under international conventions, such as Ramsar, or local/traditional law such as community conserved areas, which do not yet have national legal status or covenant)                                                                                                      3: The protected area has been formally gazetted/covenanted

				Comments and Next Steps

				2. Protected area regulations: Are appropriate regulations in place to control land use and activities (e.g. hunting)?
		2		0: There are no regulations for controlling land use and activities in the protected area 
1: Some regulations for controlling land use and activities in the protected area exist but these are major weaknesses
2: Regulations for controlling land use and activities in the protected area exist but there are some weaknesses or gaps
3: Regulations for controlling inappropriate land use and activities in the protected area exist and provide an excellent basis for management

				Comments and Next Steps

				3. Law 
Enforcement: Can staff (i.e. those with responsibility for managing the site) enforce protected area rules well enough?
		2		0: The staff have no effective capacity/resources to enforce protected area legislation and regulations 
1: There are major deficiencies in staff capacity/resources to enforce protected area legislation and regulations (e.g. lack of skills, no patrol budget, lack of institutional support)
2: The staff have acceptable capacity/resources to enforce protected area legislation and regulations but some deficiencies remain
3: The staff have excellent capacity/resources to enforce protected area legislation and regulations

				Comments and Next Steps

				4. Protected area objectives: Is management undertaken according to agreed objectives?		2		0: No firm objectives have been agreed for the protected area 
1: The protected area has agreed objectives, but is not managed according to these objectives
2: The protected area has agreed objectives, but is only partially managed according to these objectives
3: The protected area has agreed objectives and is managed to meet these objectives

				Comments and Next Steps		Unbalanced conservation and development activities / short-term and long-term development activities remain to be further strengthened trough agricultural activities. Partnership agreement to be developed as the case of ecotourism.

				5. Protected area design: Is the protected area the right size and shape to protect species, habitats, ecological processes and water catchments of key conservation concern?		2		0: Inadequacies in protected area design mean achieving the major objectives of the protected area is very difficult
1: Inadequacies in protected area design mean that achievement of major objectives is difficult but some mitigating actions are being taken (e.g. agreements with adjacent land owners for wildlife corridors or introduction of appropriate catchment management)
2: Protected area design is not significantly constraining achievement of objectives, but could be improved (e.g. with respect to larger scale ecological processes)
3: Protected area design helps achievement of objectives; it is appropriate for species and habitat conservation; and maintains ecological processes such as surface and groundwater flows at a catchment scale, natural disturbance patterns etc

				Comments and Next Steps		Zoning to be revised according to current contexts especially for dry forests

				6. Protected area boundary demarcation: 
Is the boundary known and demarcated?
		2		0: The boundary of the protected area is not known by the management authority or local residents/neighbouring land users
1: The boundary of the protected area is known by the management authority but is not known by local residents/neighbouring land users 
2: The boundary of the protected area is known by both the management authority and local residents/neighbouring land users but is not appropriately demarcated
3: The boundary of the protected area is known by the management authority and local residents/neighbouring land users and is appropriately demarcated

				Comments and Next Steps		Implementation of markings on the North East and East sides

				7. Management plan: Is there a management plan and is it being implemented?		2		0: There is no management plan for the protected area
1: A management plan is being prepared or has been prepared but is not being implemented
2: A management plan exists but it is only being partially implemented because of funding constraints or other problems
3: A management plan exists and is being implemented

				Comments and Next Steps

				7.a Planning process: The planning process allows adequate opportunity for key stakeholders to influence the management plan 		1		0: No                                                                                                                                 1: Yes

				Comments and Next Steps		The process exists not only at manager units levels but also at COS level

				7.b Planning process: There is an established schedule and process for periodic review and updating of the management plan 		1		0: No                                                                                                                                 1: Yes

				Comments and Next Steps		Planned every five years but there is a process for a midterm review prevalidation by DREEF, DSAP and validation by COS and SAPM

				7.c Planning process: The results of monitoring, research and evaluation are routinely incorporated into planning 		1		0: No                                                                                                                                 1: Yes

				Comments and Next Steps

				8. Regular work plan: Is there a regular work plan and is it being implemented		3		0: No regular work plan exists 
1: A regular work plan exists but few of the activities are implemented
2: A regular work plan exists and many activities are implemented
3: A regular work plan exists and all activities are implemented

				Comments and Next Steps		For PTT1 and PTT2 PTA 2017

				9. Resource inventory: Do you have enough information to manage the area?		3		0: There is little or no information available on the critical habitats, species and cultural values of the protected area 
1: Information on the critical habitats, species, ecological processes and cultural values of the protected area is not sufficient to support planning and decision making
2: Information on the critical habitats, species, ecological processes and cultural values of the protected area is sufficient for most key areas of planning and decision making 
3: Information on the critical habitats, species, ecological processes and cultural values  of the protected area is sufficient to support all areas of planning and decision making 

				Comments and Next Steps		
Available climate change data (Bemanonga, Belo on Tsiribihina, Delta and Morondava) and incorporated into the planning process

				10. Protection systems: 
Are systems in place to control access/resource use in the protected area?
		2		0: Protection systems (patrols, permits etc) do not exist or are not effective in controlling access/resource use
1: Protection systems are only partially effective in controlling access/resource use
2: Protection systems are moderately effective in controlling access/resource use 
3: Protection systems are largely or wholly effective in controlling access/ resource use 


				Comments and Next Steps		Systems for the control of resources in the protected area exist but their effectiveness is disrupted by the problem of territorial governance

				11. Research: Is there a programme of management-orientated survey and research work?		2		0: There is no survey or research work taking place in the protected area
1: There is a small amount of survey and research work but it is not directed towards the needs of protected area management
2: There is considerable survey and research work but it is not directed towards the needs of protected area management 
3:There is a comprehensive, integrated programme of survey and research work, which is relevant to management needs

				Comments and Next Steps

				12. Resource management: Is active resource management being undertaken?		1		0: Active resource management is not being undertaken 
1: Very few of the requirements for active management of critical habitats, species, ecological processes and cultural values  are being implemented
2: Many of the requirements for active management of critical habitats, species, ecological processes and, cultural values are being implemented but some key issues are not being addressed
3: Requirements for active management of critical habitats, species, ecological processes and, cultural values are being substantially or fully implemented

				Comments and Next Steps

				13. Staff numbers: Are there enough people employed to manage the protected area?		3		0: There are no staff  
1: Staff numbers are inadequate for critical management activities
2: Staff numbers are below optimum level for critical management activities
3: Staff numbers are adequate for the management needs of the protected area

				Comments and Next Steps		DREEF: 5 additional OPJs involved in the PA

				14. Staff training: Are staff adequately trained to fulfill management objectives?		2		0: Staff lack the skills needed for protected area management
1: Staff training and skills are low relative to the needs of the protected area
2: Staff training and skills are adequate, but could be further improved to fully achieve the objectives of management
3: Staff training and skills are aligned with the management needs of the protected area

				Comments and Next Steps

				15. Current budget: Is the current budget sufficient?		2		0: There is no budget for management of the protected area
1: The available budget is inadequate for basic management needs and presents a serious constraint to the capacity to manage
2: The available budget is acceptable but could be further improved to fully achieve effective management
3: The available budget is sufficient and meets the full management needs of the protected area

				Comments and Next Steps		Other financial partners are present (CEPF, PAZC project, LOUVAIN Developpement, AD2M IFAD, WWF, MNP (KFW), DPZ, Helmsley)

				16. Security of budget: Is the budget secure?		2		0: There is no secure budget for the protected area and management is wholly reliant on outside or highly variable funding  
1: There is very little secure budget and the protected area could not function adequately without outside funding 
2: There is a reasonably secure core budget for regular operation of the protected area but many innovations and initiatives are reliant on outside funding
3: There is a secure budget for the protected area and its management needs 


				Comments and Next Steps

				17. Management of budget: Is the budget managed to meet critical management needs?		2		0: Budget management is very poor and significantly undermines effectiveness (e.g. late release of budget in financial year)
1: Budget management is poor and constrains effectiveness
2: Budget management is adequate but could be improved
3: Budget management is excellent and meets management needs

				Comments and Next Steps

				18. Equipment: Is equipment sufficient for management needs?
		2		0: There are little or no equipment and facilities for management needs
1: There are some equipment and facilities but these are inadequate for most management needs
2: There are equipment and facilities, but still some gaps that constrain management
3: There are adequate equipment and facilities 

				Comments and Next Steps		Vehicle Difficulty

				19. Maintenance of equipment: Is equipment adequately maintained?		2		0: There is little or no maintenance of equipment and facilities
1: There is some ad hoc maintenance of equipment and facilities 
2: There is basic maintenance of equipment and facilities 
3: Equipment and facilities are well maintained

				Comments and Next Steps		Notes: phones and bicycles in faulty state, elderly vehicles

				20. Education and awareness: Is there a planned education programme linked to the objectives and needs?		2		0: There is no education and awareness programme
1: There is a limited and ad hoc education and awareness programme 
2: There is an education and awareness programme but it only partly meets needs and could be improved
3: There is an appropriate and fully implemented education and awareness programme 

				Comments and Next Steps		Fire Awareness (DREEF), KMMFA Training, Emergency Plan Awareness, Radio Programming, Environmental Education by AD2M

				21. Planning for land and water use: Does land and water use planning recognise the protected area and aid the achievement of objectives?		2		0: Adjacent land and water use planning does not take into account the needs of the protected area and activities/policies are detrimental to the survival of the area 
1: Adjacent land and water use planning does not  takes into account the long term needs of the protected area, but activities are not detrimental the area 
2: Adjacent land and water use planning partially takes into account the long term needs of the protected area
3: Adjacent land and water use planning fully takes into account the long term needs of the protected area

				Comments and Next Steps		Upland areas = PA for Category III / Efforts to plan upland area use to achieve Protected Area objectives exist but are difficult to implement because dependent on territorial administration

				21a. Land and water planning for habitat conservation: Planning and management in the catchment or landscape containing the protected area incorporates provision for adequate environmental conditions (e.g. volume, quality and timing of water flow, air pollution levels etc) to sustain relevant habitats.		0		0: No                                                                                                                                 1: Yes

				Comments and Next Steps

				21b. Land and water planning for habitat conservation: Management of corridors linking the protected area provides for wildlife passage to key habitats outside the protected area (e.g. to allow migratory fish to travel between freshwater spawning sites and the sea, or to allow animal migration).		0		0: No                                                                                                                                 1: Yes

				Comments and Next Steps

				21c. Land and water planning for habitat conservation:  "Planning adresses ecosystem-specific needs and/or the needs of particular species of concern at an ecosystem scale (e.g. volume, quality and timing of freshwater flow to sustain particular species, fire management to maintain savannah habitats etc.)"		1		0: No                                                                                                                                 1: Yes

				Comments and Next Steps

				22. State and commercial neighbours:Is there co-operation with adjacent land and water users? 		2		0: There is no contact between managers and neighbouring official or corporate land and water users
1: There is contact between managers and neighbouring official or corporate land and water users but little or no cooperation
2: There is contact between managers and neighbouring official or corporate land and water users, but only some co-operation 
3: There is regular contact between managers and neighbouring official or corporate land and water users, and substantial co-operation on management

				Comments and Next Steps		Cooperation with the Antsiraraka CR on Lake Management

				23. Indigenous people: Do indigenous and traditional peoples resident or regularly using the protected area have input to management decisions?		2		0: Indigenous and traditional peoples have no input into decisions relating to the management of the protected area
1: Indigenous and traditional peoples have some input into discussions relating to management but no direct role in management
2: Indigenous and traditional peoples directly contribute to some relevant decisions relating to management but their involvement could be improved
3: Indigenous and traditional peoples directly participate in all relevant decisions relating to management, e.g. co-management

				Comments and Next Steps

				24. Local communities: Do local communities resident or near the protected area have input to management decisions?		2		0: Local communities have no input into decisions relating to the management of the protected area
1: Local communities have some input into discussions relating to management but no direct role in management
2: Local communities directly contribute to some relevant  decisions relating to management but their involvement could be improved
3: Local communities directly participate in all relevant decisions relating to management, e.g. co-management

				Comments and Next Steps

				24 a. Impact on communities: There is open communication and trust between local and/or  indigenous people, stakeholders and protected area managers		1		0: No                                                                                                                                 1: Yes

				Comments and Next Steps

				24 b. Impact on communities: Programmes to enhance community welfare, while conserving protected area resources, are being implemented 		1		0: No                                                                                                                                 1: Yes

				Comments and Next Steps		PAG Plan, BP, PRD, SAC, PCD, project PAZC, AD2M, LOUVAIN DEVELOPMENT COOPERATION

				24 c. Impact on communities: Local and/or indigenous people actively support the protected area		1		0: No                                                                                                                                 1: Yes

				Comments and Next Steps

				25. Economic benefit: Is the protected area providing economic benefits to local communities, e.g. income, employment, payment for environmental services?		2		0: The protected area does not deliver any economic benefits to local communities
1: Potential economic  benefits are recognised and plans to realise these are being developed
2: There is some flow of economic benefits to local communities 
3: There is a major flow of economic benefits to local communities from activities associated with the protected area

				Comments and Next Steps		Diversities of commercial activities observed but impacted by uncontrolled migration

				26. Monitoring and evaluation: Are management activities monitored against performance?		3		0: There is no monitoring and evaluation in the protected area
1: There is some ad hoc monitoring and evaluation, but no overall strategy and/or no regular collection of results
2: There is an agreed and implemented monitoring and evaluation system but results do not feed back into management
3: A good monitoring and evaluation system exists, is well implemented and used in adaptive management

				Comments and Next Steps		COS semi-annual, quarterly monitoring, monthly coordination meeting, annual METT

				27. Visitor facilities: Are visitor facilities adequate?		2		0: There are no visitor facilities and services despite an identified need
1: Visitor facilities and services are inappropriate for current levels of visitation 
2: Visitor facilities and services are adequate for current levels of visitation but could be improved
3: Visitor facilities and services are excellent for current levels of visitation

				Comments and Next Steps

				28. Commercial tourism operators: Do commercial tour operators contribute to protected area management?		3		0: There is little or no contact between managers and tourism operators using the protected area
1: There is contact between managers and tourism operators but this is largely confined to administrative or regulatory matters
2: There is limited co-operation between managers and tourism operators to enhance visitor experiences and maintain protected area values
3: There is good co-operation between managers and tourism operators to enhance visitor experiences, and maintain protected area values

				Comments and Next Steps

				29. Fees: If fees (i.e. entry fees or fines) are applied, do they help protected area management?		2		0: Although fees are theoretically applied, they are not collected
1: Fees are collected, but make no contribution to the protected area or its environs
2: Fees are collected, and make some contribution to the protected area and its environs
3: Fees are collected and make a substantial contribution to the protected area and its environs 

				Comments and Next Steps		Vonodina, Proposal of fees submitted to the ministry

				30. Condition of values: What is the condition of the important values of the protected area as compared to when it was first designated?		2		0: Many important biodiversity, ecological or cultural values are being severely degraded 
1: Some biodiversity, ecological or cultural values are being severely degraded 
2: Some biodiversity, ecological and cultural values are being partially degraded but the most important values have not been significantly impacted
3: Biodiversity, ecological and cultural values are predominantly intact

				Comments and Next Steps

				30a: Condition of values: The assessment of the condition of values is based on research and/or monitoring		1		0: No                                                                                                                                 1: Yes

				Comments and Next Steps

				30b: Condition of values Specific management programmes are being implemented to address threats to biodiversity, ecological and cultural values		1		0: No                                                                                                                                 1: Yes

				Comments and Next Steps		Scientific Monitoring / Bird Nesting Monitoring Plan

				30c: Condition of values: Activities to maintain key biodiversity, ecological and cultural values are a routine part of park management		1		0: No                                                                                                                                 1: Yes

				Comments and Next Steps



				TOTAL SCORE		75		Significant decrease in PA Menabe between baseline (78) and mid-term is due to drought, massive migration with acceleration of slash & burn dynamic in Menabe in 2015. 
There is the same pressure (agriculture, fires) as at the beginning of the project but with an increasing trend. 
This site is facing considerable threats that must be fixed by a joint action of Government (central, regional and local) and promoter. 
Impact of fires and slash and burn techniques (named hatsake) is dramatically increasing due to drought, increasing rural migration (people from poorer regions or people dismissed due to plant closures) and food insecurity. Illegal logging is also still an issue.
However, a lot of efforts have been deployed between 2015 and 2017 with the participation of all of the stakeholders which have enhanced the management capacity at regional scale. These initiatives have to be maintained in the future.

















































































































































































































































































































































































































Obj1 Sect II - Mahavavy Kinkony

				Tracking Tool for Biodiversity Projects in GEF-3, GEF-4, and GEF-5                                  





				Objective 1: Catalyzing Sustainability of Protected Area Systems

				SECTION II: Management Effectiveness Tracking Tool for Protected Areas 



				Note: Please complete the management effectiveness tracking tool for EACH protected area that is the target of the GEF intervention and create a new worksheet for each.
Structure and content of the Tracking Tool - Objective 1. Section II:
The Tracking Tool has two main sections: datasheets and assessment form. Both sections should be completed.
1. Datasheets: the data sheet comprises of two separate sections:
 Data sheet 1: records details of the assessment and some basic information about the site, such as name, size and location etc. 
 Data sheet 2: provides a generic list of threats which protected areas can face. On this data sheet the assessors are asked to identify threats and rank their impact on the protected area.
2. Assessment Form: the assessment is structured around 30 questions presented in table format which includes three columns for recording details of the assessment, all of which should be completed. 

				Important: Please read the Guidelines posted on the GEF website before entering your data



				Data Sheet 1: Reporting Progress at Protected Area Sites		Please indicate your answer here		Notes



				Name, affiliation and contact details for person responsible for completing the METT (email etc.)		Harifidy Rakoto Ratsimba rrharifidy@moov.mg

				Date assessment carried out		September 22, 2017		Month DD, YYYY (e.g., May 12, 2010)

				Name of protected area		Complexe Mahavavy Kinkony

				WDPA site code (these codes can be found on www.unep-wcmc.org/wdpa/)		352248

				Designations(please choose 1-3)  		2		1:  National
2:  IUCN Category
3:  International (please  complete lines 35-69 as necessary )

				Country		Madagascar

				Location of protected area (province and if possible map reference)		CR Ambarimaninga - CR Antongomena bevary - CR Antseza - CR Bekipay - CR Katsepy - CR Matsakabanja - CR Mitsinjo / District  Mitsinjo Région Boeny / Mahajanga

				Date of establishment 		January 17, 2007

				Ownership details (please choose 1-4) 		1		1:  State
2:  Private
3:  Community
4:  Other

				Management Authority		Direction of Protected Areas System/Ministry of Environment, Ecology and Forestry

				Size of protected area (ha)		302000		Difference at midterm vs baseline is due to a gap between hypothetical/approximate surfaces at the launching of project and final measures during SESA process. For MTR, we took the official datas (decree).

				Number of Permanent staff		6

				Number of Temporary staff		27

				Annual budget (US$)  for recurrent (operational) funds – excluding staff salary costs		0

				Annual budget (US$) for project or other supplementary funds – excluding staff salary costs		350000

				What are the main values for which the area is designated		Dry forests; Mangroves; Lakes & marshes

				List the two primary protected area management objectives in below:  

				Management objective 1		Ensure the sustainability of conservation targets in the NAP

				Management objective 2		Contribute to the improvement of living conditions of riparian communities based natural resources

				No. of people involved in completing assessment		52

				Including: (please choose 1-8)		1 - 2 - 3 - 4 - 5 - 6 - 7 - 8		1:  PA manager 
2:  PA staff
3:  Other PA agency staff   
4:  Donors                                                                                                                         5:  NGOs                                                                                                                           6: External experts                                                                                                         7: Local community                                                                                                             8: Other 

								 

				Information on International Designations		Please indicate your answer here



				UNESCO World Heritage site (see: http://whc.unesco.org/en/list) 

				Date Listed

				Site name

				Site area

				Geographical co-ordinates



				Criteria for designation 				(i.e. criteria i to x)

				Statement of Outstanding Universal Value



				Ramsar site (see: http://ramsar.wetlands.org)

				Date Listed		June 5, 2012

				Site name		Lake Kinkony

				Site area		13,800

				Geographical number		2048

				Reason for Designation (see Ramsar Information Sheet)		Criteria 2, 3, 4, 6, 7 and 8



				UNESCO Man and Biosphere Reserves  (see: http://www.unesco.org/new/en/natural-sciences/environment/ecological-sciences/man-and-biosphere-programme/

				Date Listed

				Site name

				Site area				Total, Core, Buffe, and Transition 
Totale, Zone Centrale, Zone tampon, et Zone de transition
Total, Área Central, Zona Tampão, Zona de Trasição

				Geographical co-ordinates

				Criteria for designation 

				Fulfilment of three functions of MAB 				conservation, development and logistic support



				Please list other designations (i.e. ASEAN Heritage, Natura 2000) and any supporting information below

						Important Bird Area		Name

						MG025 Mahavavy River Delta Wetlands		Detail



								Name

								Detail



								Name

								Detail



				 Data Sheet 2: Protected Areas Threats (please complete a Data Sheet of threats and assessment for each protected area of the project).

				Please choose all relevant existing threats as either of high, medium or low significance. Threats ranked as of high significance are those which are seriously degrading values; medium are those threats having some negative impact and those characterised as low are threats which are present but not seriously impacting values or N/A where the threat is not present or not applicable in the protected area. 

				1. Residential and commercial development within a protected area

				Threats from human settlements or other non-agricultural land uses with a substantial footprint

				1.1 Housing and settlement 		2		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				1.2 Commercial and industrial areas 		2		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				1.3 Tourism and recreation infrastructure 		1		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				2. Agriculture and aquaculture within a protected area

				Threats from farming and grazing as a result of agricultural expansion and intensification, including silviculture, mariculture and aquaculture

				2.1 Annual and perennial non-timber crop cultivation		1		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				2.1a Drug cultivation		0		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				2.2 Wood and pulp plantations 		1		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				2.3 Livestock farming and grazing 		1		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				2.4 Marine and freshwater aquaculture 		1		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				3. Energy production and mining within a protected area

				Threats from production of non-biological resources

				3.1 Oil and gas drilling 		0		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				3.2 Mining and quarrying 		3		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				3.3 Energy generation, including from hydropower dams		0		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				4. Transportation and service corridors within a protected area

				Threats from long narrow transport corridors and the vehicles that use them including associated wildlife mortality

				4.1 Roads and railroads (include road-killed animals)		1		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				4.2 Utility and service lines (e.g. electricity cables, telephone lines,)		1		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				4.3 Shipping lanes and canals		2		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				4.4 Flight paths		0		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				5. Biological resource use and harm within a protected area

				Threats from consumptive use of "wild" biological resources including both deliberate and unintentional harvesting effects; also persecution or control of specific species (note this includes hunting and killing of animals)

				5.1 Hunting, killing and collecting terrestrial animals (including killing of animals as a result of human/wildlife conflict)		1		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				5.2 Gathering terrestrial plants or plant products (non-timber)		1		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				5.3 Logging and wood harvesting		2		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				5.4 Fishing, killing  and harvesting aquatic resources		1		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				6. Human intrusions and disturbance within a protected area

				Threats from human activities that alter, destroy or disturb habitats and species associated with non-consumptive uses of biological resources

				6.1 Recreational activities and tourism		1		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				6.2 War, civil unrest and military exercises		0		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				6.3 Research, education and other work-related activities in protected areas		1		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				6.4 Activities of protected area managers (e.g. construction or vehicle use, artificial watering points and dams)		1		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				6.5 Deliberate vandalism, destructive activities or threats to protected area staff and visitors		2		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				7. Natural system modifications 

				Threats from other actions that convert or degrade habitat or change the way the ecosystem functions

				7.1 Fire and fire suppression (including arson)		2		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				7.2 Dams, hydrological modification and water management/use 		1		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				7.3a Increased fragmentation within protected area		0		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				7.3b Isolation from other natural habitat (e.g. deforestation, dams without effective aquatic wildlife passages)		0		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				7.3c Other ‘edge effects’ on park values		1		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				7.3d Loss of keystone species (e.g. top predators, pollinators etc)		0		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				8. Invasive and other problematic species and genes

				Threats from terrestrial and aquatic non-native and native plants, animals, pathogens/microbes or genetic materials that have or are predicted to have harmful effects on biodiversity following introduction, spread and/or increase 

				8.1 Invasive non-native/alien plants (weeds)		2		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				8.1a Invasive non-native/alien animals		1		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				8.1b Pathogens (non-native or native but creating new/increased problems)		0		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				8.2 Introduced genetic material (e.g. genetically modified organisms)		0		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				9. Pollution entering or generated within protected area

				Threats from introduction of exotic and/or excess materials or energy from point and non-point sources

				9.1 Household sewage and urban waste water		1		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				9.1a  Sewage and waste water from protected area facilities (e.g. toilets, hotels etc) 		1		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				9.2 Industrial, mining and military effluents and discharges (e.g. poor water quality discharge from dams, e.g. unnatural temperatures, de-oxygenated, other pollution)		2		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				9.3 Agricultural and forestry effluents (e.g. excess fertilizers or pesticides)		1		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				9.4 Garbage and solid waste		1		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				9.5 Air-borne pollutants		1		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				9.6 Excess energy (e.g. heat pollution, lights etc)		0		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				10. Geological events

				Geological events may be part of natural disturbance regimes in many ecosystems. But they can be a threat if a species or habitat is damaged and has lost its resilience and is vulnerable to disturbance. Management capacity to respond to some of these changes may be limited.

				10.1 Volcanoes		0		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				10.2 Earthquakes/Tsunamis		0		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				10.3 Avalanches/ Landslides		0		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				10.4 Erosion and siltation/ deposition (e.g. shoreline or riverbed changes) 		2		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				11. Climate change and severe weather

				Threats from long-term climatic changes which may be linked to global warming and other severe climatic/weather events outside of the natural range of variation

				11.1 Habitat shifting and alteration		1		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				11.2 Droughts		1		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				11.3 Temperature extremes		0		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				11.4 Storms and flooding		1		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				12. Specific cultural and social threats

				12.1 Loss of cultural links, traditional knowledge and/or management practices		1		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				12.2 Natural deterioration of important cultural site values		2		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				12.3 Destruction of cultural heritage buildings, gardens, sites etc		1		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta



				Assessment Form



				1. Legal status: Does the protected area have legal status (or in the case of private reserves is covered by a covenant or similar)? 		3		0: The protected area is not gazetted/covenanted                                            1: There is agreement that the protected area should be gazetted/covenanted but the process has not yet begun                              2: The protected area is in the process of being gazetted/covenanted but the process is still incomplete (includes sites designated under international conventions, such as Ramsar, or local/traditional law such as community conserved areas, which do not yet have national legal status or covenant)                                                                                                      3: The protected area has been formally gazetted/covenanted

				Comments and Next Steps

				2. Protected area regulations: Are appropriate regulations in place to control land use and activities (e.g. hunting)?
		3		0: There are no regulations for controlling land use and activities in the protected area 
1: Some regulations for controlling land use and activities in the protected area exist but these are major weaknesses
2: Regulations for controlling land use and activities in the protected area exist but there are some weaknesses or gaps
3: Regulations for controlling inappropriate land use and activities in the protected area exist and provide an excellent basis for management

				Comments and Next Steps		Marine TGRN  in process
Consideration of the PAG of the PA in the SACs of 4 communes (Katsepy, Antongomena Bevary, Matsakabanja, Mitsinjo)

				3. Law 
Enforcement: Can staff (i.e. those with responsibility for managing the site) enforce protected area rules well enough?
		3		0: The staff have no effective capacity/resources to enforce protected area legislation and regulations 
1: There are major deficiencies in staff capacity/resources to enforce protected area legislation and regulations (e.g. lack of skills, no patrol budget, lack of institutional support)
2: The staff have acceptable capacity/resources to enforce protected area legislation and regulations but some deficiencies remain
3: The staff have excellent capacity/resources to enforce protected area legislation and regulations

				Comments and Next Steps		Active participation of COS in PA management

				4. Protected area objectives: Is management undertaken according to agreed objectives?		3		0: No firm objectives have been agreed for the protected area 
1: The protected area has agreed objectives, but is not managed according to these objectives
2: The protected area has agreed objectives, but is only partially managed according to these objectives
3: The protected area has agreed objectives and is managed to meet these objectives

				Comments and Next Steps		Conservation and development actions through the development of natural resources valorization

				5. Protected area design: Is the protected area the right size and shape to protect species, habitats, ecological processes and water catchments of key conservation concern?		3		0: Inadequacies in protected area design mean achieving the major objectives of the protected area is very difficult
1: Inadequacies in protected area design mean that achievement of major objectives is difficult but some mitigating actions are being taken (e.g. agreements with adjacent land owners for wildlife corridors or introduction of appropriate catchment management)
2: Protected area design is not significantly constraining achievement of objectives, but could be improved (e.g. with respect to larger scale ecological processes)
3: Protected area design helps achievement of objectives; it is appropriate for species and habitat conservation; and maintains ecological processes such as surface and groundwater flows at a catchment scale, natural disturbance patterns etc

				Comments and Next Steps		Complexity in diversity (ecological functioning, structure, ecosystem service) allowing the management of the PA

				6. Protected area boundary demarcation: 
Is the boundary known and demarcated?
		2		0: The boundary of the protected area is not known by the management authority or local residents/neighbouring land users
1: The boundary of the protected area is known by the management authority but is not known by local residents/neighbouring land users 
2: The boundary of the protected area is known by both the management authority and local residents/neighbouring land users but is not appropriately demarcated
3: The boundary of the protected area is known by the management authority and local residents/neighbouring land users and is appropriately demarcated

				Comments and Next Steps		The delimitation requires special efforts particularly for the marine part

				7. Management plan: Is there a management plan and is it being implemented?		2		0: There is no management plan for the protected area
1: A management plan is being prepared or has been prepared but is not being implemented
2: A management plan exists but it is only being partially implemented because of funding constraints or other problems
3: A management plan exists and is being implemented

				Comments and Next Steps		Financial constraints

				7.a Planning process: The planning process allows adequate opportunity for key stakeholders to influence the management plan 		1		0: No                                                                                                                                 1: Yes

				Comments and Next Steps

				7.b Planning process: There is an established schedule and process for periodic review and updating of the management plan 		1		0: No                                                                                                                                 1: Yes

				Comments and Next Steps

				7.c Planning process: The results of monitoring, research and evaluation are routinely incorporated into planning 		1		0: No                                                                                                                                 1: Yes

				Comments and Next Steps

				8. Regular work plan: Is there a regular work plan and is it being implemented		2		0: No regular work plan exists 
1: A regular work plan exists but few of the activities are implemented
2: A regular work plan exists and many activities are implemented
3: A regular work plan exists and all activities are implemented

				Comments and Next Steps

				9. Resource inventory: Do you have enough information to manage the area?		2		0: There is little or no information available on the critical habitats, species and cultural values of the protected area 
1: Information on the critical habitats, species, ecological processes and cultural values of the protected area is not sufficient to support planning and decision making
2: Information on the critical habitats, species, ecological processes and cultural values of the protected area is sufficient for most key areas of planning and decision making 
3: Information on the critical habitats, species, ecological processes and cultural values  of the protected area is sufficient to support all areas of planning and decision making 

				Comments and Next Steps		Inventory of cultural values needed

				10. Protection systems: 
Are systems in place to control access/resource use in the protected area?
		2		0: Protection systems (patrols, permits etc) do not exist or are not effective in controlling access/resource use
1: Protection systems are only partially effective in controlling access/resource use
2: Protection systems are moderately effective in controlling access/resource use 
3: Protection systems are largely or wholly effective in controlling access/ resource use 


				Comments and Next Steps		The migration problem persists and is not controlled

				11. Research: Is there a programme of management-orientated survey and research work?		3		0: There is no survey or research work taking place in the protected area
1: There is a small amount of survey and research work but it is not directed towards the needs of protected area management
2: There is considerable survey and research work but it is not directed towards the needs of protected area management 
3:There is a comprehensive, integrated programme of survey and research work, which is relevant to management needs

				Comments and Next Steps

				12. Resource management: Is active resource management being undertaken?		2		0: Active resource management is not being undertaken 
1: Very few of the requirements for active management of critical habitats, species, ecological processes and cultural values  are being implemented
2: Many of the requirements for active management of critical habitats, species, ecological processes and, cultural values are being implemented but some key issues are not being addressed
3: Requirements for active management of critical habitats, species, ecological processes and, cultural values are being substantially or fully implemented

				Comments and Next Steps		Inadequate data on cultural values

				13. Staff numbers: Are there enough people employed to manage the protected area?		3		0: There are no staff  
1: Staff numbers are inadequate for critical management activities
2: Staff numbers are below optimum level for critical management activities
3: Staff numbers are adequate for the management needs of the protected area

				Comments and Next Steps

				14. Staff training: Are staff adequately trained to fulfill management objectives?		2		0: Staff lack the skills needed for protected area management
1: Staff training and skills are low relative to the needs of the protected area
2: Staff training and skills are adequate, but could be further improved to fully achieve the objectives of management
3: Staff training and skills are aligned with the management needs of the protected area

				Comments and Next Steps		Capacity building in line with the evolution of the PA management situation

				15. Current budget: Is the current budget sufficient?		2		0: There is no budget for management of the protected area
1: The available budget is inadequate for basic management needs and presents a serious constraint to the capacity to manage
2: The available budget is acceptable but could be further improved to fully achieve effective management
3: The available budget is sufficient and meets the full management needs of the protected area

				Comments and Next Steps

				16. Security of budget: Is the budget secure?		2		0: There is no secure budget for the protected area and management is wholly reliant on outside or highly variable funding  
1: There is very little secure budget and the protected area could not function adequately without outside funding 
2: There is a reasonably secure core budget for regular operation of the protected area but many innovations and initiatives are reliant on outside funding
3: There is a secure budget for the protected area and its management needs 


				Comments and Next Steps		Budget insecurity expected

				17. Management of budget: Is the budget managed to meet critical management needs?		3		0: Budget management is very poor and significantly undermines effectiveness (e.g. late release of budget in financial year)
1: Budget management is poor and constrains effectiveness
2: Budget management is adequate but could be improved
3: Budget management is excellent and meets management needs

				Comments and Next Steps		See Financial Audit Report

				18. Equipment: Is equipment sufficient for management needs?
		3		0: There are little or no equipment and facilities for management needs
1: There are some equipment and facilities but these are inadequate for most management needs
2: There are equipment and facilities, but still some gaps that constrain management
3: There are adequate equipment and facilities 

				Comments and Next Steps		Insufficient budget for equipment maintenance

				19. Maintenance of equipment: Is equipment adequately maintained?		2		0: There is little or no maintenance of equipment and facilities
1: There is some ad hoc maintenance of equipment and facilities 
2: There is basic maintenance of equipment and facilities 
3: Equipment and facilities are well maintained

				Comments and Next Steps		Insufficient budget for equipment maintenance

				20. Education and awareness: Is there a planned education programme linked to the objectives and needs?		3		0: There is no education and awareness programme
1: There is a limited and ad hoc education and awareness programme 
2: There is an education and awareness programme but it only partly meets needs and could be improved
3: There is an appropriate and fully implemented education and awareness programme 

				Comments and Next Steps		A major improvement over last year (green school, awareness raising / education on marine biodiversity, organization and participation in various celebrations / events: JME, JMOM, JMZH …

				21. Planning for land and water use: Does land and water use planning recognise the protected area and aid the achievement of objectives?		3		0: Adjacent land and water use planning does not take into account the needs of the protected area and activities/policies are detrimental to the survival of the area 
1: Adjacent land and water use planning does not  takes into account the long term needs of the protected area, but activities are not detrimental the area 
2: Adjacent land and water use planning partially takes into account the long term needs of the protected area
3: Adjacent land and water use planning fully takes into account the long term needs of the protected area

				Comments and Next Steps		Integrated water and soil management (Dam, AUE, Fish farming, ...)

				21a. Land and water planning for habitat conservation: Planning and management in the catchment or landscape containing the protected area incorporates provision for adequate environmental conditions (e.g. volume, quality and timing of water flow, air pollution levels etc) to sustain relevant habitats.		1		0: No                                                                                                                                 1: Yes

				Comments and Next Steps		Conflict in the use of managed water and treatment of COMPLANT's waste water (awaiting validation of the environmental permit)

				21b. Land and water planning for habitat conservation: Management of corridors linking the protected area provides for wildlife passage to key habitats outside the protected area (e.g. to allow migratory fish to travel between freshwater spawning sites and the sea, or to allow animal migration).		1		0: No                                                                                                                                 1: Yes

				Comments and Next Steps

				21c. Land and water planning for habitat conservation:  "Planning adresses ecosystem-specific needs and/or the needs of particular species of concern at an ecosystem scale (e.g. volume, quality and timing of freshwater flow to sustain particular species, fire management to maintain savannah habitats etc.)"		1		0: No                                                                                                                                 1: Yes

				Comments and Next Steps

				22. State and commercial neighbours:Is there co-operation with adjacent land and water users? 		3		0: There is no contact between managers and neighbouring official or corporate land and water users
1: There is contact between managers and neighbouring official or corporate land and water users but little or no cooperation
2: There is contact between managers and neighbouring official or corporate land and water users, but only some co-operation 
3: There is regular contact between managers and neighbouring official or corporate land and water users, and substantial co-operation on management

				Comments and Next Steps

				23. Indigenous people: Do indigenous and traditional peoples resident or regularly using the protected area have input to management decisions?		3		0: Indigenous and traditional peoples have no input into decisions relating to the management of the protected area
1: Indigenous and traditional peoples have some input into discussions relating to management but no direct role in management
2: Indigenous and traditional peoples directly contribute to some relevant decisions relating to management but their involvement could be improved
3: Indigenous and traditional peoples directly participate in all relevant decisions relating to management, e.g. co-management

				Comments and Next Steps		Public Consultations, Existence Strategic Development Plan (SDP), Involvement of MMZ in planning

				24. Local communities: Do local communities resident or near the protected area have input to management decisions?		3		0: Local communities have no input into decisions relating to the management of the protected area
1: Local communities have some input into discussions relating to management but no direct role in management
2: Local communities directly contribute to some relevant  decisions relating to management but their involvement could be improved
3: Local communities directly participate in all relevant decisions relating to management, e.g. co-management

				Comments and Next Steps		Involvement of all stakeholders

				24 a. Impact on communities: There is open communication and trust between local and/or  indigenous people, stakeholders and protected area managers		0		0: No                                                                                                                                 1: Yes

				Comments and Next Steps

				24 b. Impact on communities: Programmes to enhance community welfare, while conserving protected area resources, are being implemented 		1		0: No                                                                                                                                 1: Yes

				Comments and Next Steps

				24 c. Impact on communities: Local and/or indigenous people actively support the protected area		1		0: No                                                                                                                                 1: Yes

				Comments and Next Steps

				25. Economic benefit: Is the protected area providing economic benefits to local communities, e.g. income, employment, payment for environmental services?		2		0: The protected area does not deliver any economic benefits to local communities
1: Potential economic  benefits are recognised and plans to realise these are being developed
2: There is some flow of economic benefits to local communities 
3: There is a major flow of economic benefits to local communities from activities associated with the protected area

				Comments and Next Steps		Improved production

				26. Monitoring and evaluation: Are management activities monitored against performance?		3		0: There is no monitoring and evaluation in the protected area
1: There is some ad hoc monitoring and evaluation, but no overall strategy and/or no regular collection of results
2: There is an agreed and implemented monitoring and evaluation system but results do not feed back into management
3: A good monitoring and evaluation system exists, is well implemented and used in adaptive management

				Comments and Next Steps

				27. Visitor facilities: Are visitor facilities adequate?		2		0: There are no visitor facilities and services despite an identified need
1: Visitor facilities and services are inappropriate for current levels of visitation 
2: Visitor facilities and services are adequate for current levels of visitation but could be improved
3: Visitor facilities and services are excellent for current levels of visitation

				Comments and Next Steps

				28. Commercial tourism operators: Do commercial tour operators contribute to protected area management?		2		0: There is little or no contact between managers and tourism operators using the protected area
1: There is contact between managers and tourism operators but this is largely confined to administrative or regulatory matters
2: There is limited co-operation between managers and tourism operators to enhance visitor experiences and maintain protected area values
3: There is good co-operation between managers and tourism operators to enhance visitor experiences, and maintain protected area values

				Comments and Next Steps		Convention with BOENY Region, MATOR signed
ORTB operational, ITM ongoing

				29. Fees: If fees (i.e. entry fees or fines) are applied, do they help protected area management?		1		0: Although fees are theoretically applied, they are not collected
1: Fees are collected, but make no contribution to the protected area or its environs
2: Fees are collected, and make some contribution to the protected area and its environs
3: Fees are collected and make a substantial contribution to the protected area and its environs 

				Comments and Next Steps

				30. Condition of values: What is the condition of the important values of the protected area as compared to when it was first designated?		3		0: Many important biodiversity, ecological or cultural values are being severely degraded 
1: Some biodiversity, ecological or cultural values are being severely degraded 
2: Some biodiversity, ecological and cultural values are being partially degraded but the most important values have not been significantly impacted
3: Biodiversity, ecological and cultural values are predominantly intact

				Comments and Next Steps		No fire in PA's core area

				30a: Condition of values: The assessment of the condition of values is based on research and/or monitoring		1		0: No                                                                                                                                 1: Yes

				Comments and Next Steps

				30b: Condition of values Specific management programmes are being implemented to address threats to biodiversity, ecological and cultural values		1		0: No                                                                                                                                 1: Yes

				Comments and Next Steps

				30c: Condition of values: Activities to maintain key biodiversity, ecological and cultural values are a routine part of park management		1		0: No                                                                                                                                 1: Yes

				Comments and Next Steps



				TOTAL SCORE		87		Mahavavy Kinkony has one of the most effective management plan with a sequence of planification and an optimal use of financial and human resources. However, the threats are still high and the sustainable financing is still unclear. The PA manager need more technical assistance for this aspect in the coming years.

















































































































































































































































































































































































































Obj1 Sect II - Loky Manambato

				Tracking Tool for Biodiversity Projects in GEF-3, GEF-4, and GEF-5                                  





				Objective 1: Catalyzing Sustainability of Protected Area Systems

				SECTION II: Management Effectiveness Tracking Tool for Protected Areas 



				Note: Please complete the management effectiveness tracking tool for EACH protected area that is the target of the GEF intervention and create a new worksheet for each.
Structure and content of the Tracking Tool - Objective 1. Section II:
The Tracking Tool has two main sections: datasheets and assessment form. Both sections should be completed.
1. Datasheets: the data sheet comprises of two separate sections:
 Data sheet 1: records details of the assessment and some basic information about the site, such as name, size and location etc. 
 Data sheet 2: provides a generic list of threats which protected areas can face. On this data sheet the assessors are asked to identify threats and rank their impact on the protected area.
2. Assessment Form: the assessment is structured around 30 questions presented in table format which includes three columns for recording details of the assessment, all of which should be completed. 

				Important: Please read the Guidelines posted on the GEF website before entering your data



				Data Sheet 1: Reporting Progress at Protected Area Sites		Please indicate your answer here		Notes



				Name, affiliation and contact details for person responsible for completing the METT (email etc.)		Harifidy Rakoto Ratsimba rrharifidy@moov.mg

				Date assessment carried out		September 22, 2017		Month DD, YYYY (e.g., May 12, 2010)

				Name of protected area		Loky Manambato

				WDPA site code (these codes can be found on www.unep-wcmc.org/wdpa/)		352245

				Designations(please choose 1-3)  		2		1:  National
2:  IUCN Category
3:  International (please  complete lines 35-69 as necessary )

				Country		Madagascar

				Location of protected area (province and if possible map reference)		CR Ampisikinana, Maromokotra, Nosibe, Daraina
District Vohémar
Region SAVA
 / Antsiranana

				Date of establishment 		May 31, 2005

				Ownership details (please choose 1-4) 		1		1:  State
2:  Private
3:  Community
4:  Other

				Management Authority		 Direction of Protected Areas System/Ministry of Environment, Ecology and Forestry 

				Size of protected area (ha)		250000

				Number of Permanent staff		27

				Number of Temporary staff		1

				Annual budget (US$)  for recurrent (operational) funds – excluding staff salary costs		0

				Annual budget (US$) for project or other supplementary funds – excluding staff salary costs		111999

				What are the main values for which the area is designated		Humid forest, Dry forest, Mountain, Transition, Littoral forests; Lakes & marshes; Mangroves

				List the two primary protected area management objectives in below:  

				Management objective 1		Ensure the sustainability of conservation targets in the NAP

				Management objective 2		Contribute to the improvement of living conditions of riparian communities based natural resources

				No. of people involved in completing assessment		48

				Including: (please choose 1-8)		1 - 2 - 3 - 4 - 5 - 6 - 7 - 8		
1:  PA manager 
2:  PA staff
3:  Other PA agency staff   
4:  Donors                                                                                                                         5:  NGOs                                                                                                                           6: External experts                                                                                                         7: Local community                                                                                                             8: Other 

								 

				Information on International Designations		Please indicate your answer here



				UNESCO World Heritage site (see: http://whc.unesco.org/en/list) 

				Date Listed

				Site name

				Site area

				Geographical co-ordinates



				Criteria for designation 				(i.e. criteria i to x)

				Statement of Outstanding Universal Value



				Ramsar site (see: http://ramsar.wetlands.org)

				Date Listed

				Site name

				Site area

				Geographical number

				Reason for Designation (see Ramsar Information Sheet)



				UNESCO Man and Biosphere Reserves  (see: http://www.unesco.org/new/en/natural-sciences/environment/ecological-sciences/man-and-biosphere-programme/

				Date Listed

				Site name

				Site area				Total, Core, Buffe, and Transition 
Totale, Zone Centrale, Zone tampon, et Zone de transition
Total, Área Central, Zona Tampão, Zona de Trasição

				Geographical co-ordinates

				Criteria for designation 

				Fulfilment of three functions of MAB 				conservation, development and logistic support



				Please list other designations (i.e. ASEAN Heritage, Natura 2000) and any supporting information below

						Important Bird Area		Name

						MG008 former Reserve Sahaka Lake		Detail



								Name

								Detail



								Name

								Detail



				 Data Sheet 2: Protected Areas Threats (please complete a Data Sheet of threats and assessment for each protected area of the project).

				Please choose all relevant existing threats as either of high, medium or low significance. Threats ranked as of high significance are those which are seriously degrading values; medium are those threats having some negative impact and those characterised as low are threats which are present but not seriously impacting values or N/A where the threat is not present or not applicable in the protected area. 

				1. Residential and commercial development within a protected area

				Threats from human settlements or other non-agricultural land uses with a substantial footprint

				1.1 Housing and settlement 		1		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				1.2 Commercial and industrial areas 		1		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				1.3 Tourism and recreation infrastructure 		1		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				2. Agriculture and aquaculture within a protected area

				Threats from farming and grazing as a result of agricultural expansion and intensification, including silviculture, mariculture and aquaculture

				2.1 Annual and perennial non-timber crop cultivation		2		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				2.1a Drug cultivation		0		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				2.2 Wood and pulp plantations 		1		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				2.3 Livestock farming and grazing 		1		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				2.4 Marine and freshwater aquaculture 		0		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				3. Energy production and mining within a protected area

				Threats from production of non-biological resources

				3.1 Oil and gas drilling 		0		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				3.2 Mining and quarrying 		2		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				3.3 Energy generation, including from hydropower dams		0		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				4. Transportation and service corridors within a protected area

				Threats from long narrow transport corridors and the vehicles that use them including associated wildlife mortality

				4.1 Roads and railroads (include road-killed animals)		1		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				4.2 Utility and service lines (e.g. electricity cables, telephone lines,)		1		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				4.3 Shipping lanes and canals		0		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				4.4 Flight paths		1		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				5. Biological resource use and harm within a protected area

				Threats from consumptive use of "wild" biological resources including both deliberate and unintentional harvesting effects; also persecution or control of specific species (note this includes hunting and killing of animals)

				5.1 Hunting, killing and collecting terrestrial animals (including killing of animals as a result of human/wildlife conflict)		1		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				5.2 Gathering terrestrial plants or plant products (non-timber)		1		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				5.3 Logging and wood harvesting		1		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				5.4 Fishing, killing  and harvesting aquatic resources		2		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				6. Human intrusions and disturbance within a protected area

				Threats from human activities that alter, destroy or disturb habitats and species associated with non-consumptive uses of biological resources

				6.1 Recreational activities and tourism		1		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				6.2 War, civil unrest and military exercises		0		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				6.3 Research, education and other work-related activities in protected areas		1		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				6.4 Activities of protected area managers (e.g. construction or vehicle use, artificial watering points and dams)		1		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				6.5 Deliberate vandalism, destructive activities or threats to protected area staff and visitors		1		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				7. Natural system modifications 

				Threats from other actions that convert or degrade habitat or change the way the ecosystem functions

				7.1 Fire and fire suppression (including arson)		2		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				7.2 Dams, hydrological modification and water management/use 		1		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				7.3a Increased fragmentation within protected area		1		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				7.3b Isolation from other natural habitat (e.g. deforestation, dams without effective aquatic wildlife passages)		2		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				7.3c Other ‘edge effects’ on park values		1		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				7.3d Loss of keystone species (e.g. top predators, pollinators etc)		0		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				8. Invasive and other problematic species and genes

				Threats from terrestrial and aquatic non-native and native plants, animals, pathogens/microbes or genetic materials that have or are predicted to have harmful effects on biodiversity following introduction, spread and/or increase 

				8.1 Invasive non-native/alien plants (weeds)		1		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				8.1a Invasive non-native/alien animals		0		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				8.1b Pathogens (non-native or native but creating new/increased problems)		0		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				8.2 Introduced genetic material (e.g. genetically modified organisms)		0		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				9. Pollution entering or generated within protected area

				Threats from introduction of exotic and/or excess materials or energy from point and non-point sources

				9.1 Household sewage and urban waste water		0		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				9.1a  Sewage and waste water from protected area facilities (e.g. toilets, hotels etc) 		1		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				9.2 Industrial, mining and military effluents and discharges (e.g. poor water quality discharge from dams, e.g. unnatural temperatures, de-oxygenated, other pollution)		0		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				9.3 Agricultural and forestry effluents (e.g. excess fertilizers or pesticides)		0		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				9.4 Garbage and solid waste		1		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				9.5 Air-borne pollutants		0		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				9.6 Excess energy (e.g. heat pollution, lights etc)		0		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				10. Geological events

				Geological events may be part of natural disturbance regimes in many ecosystems. But they can be a threat if a species or habitat is damaged and has lost its resilience and is vulnerable to disturbance. Management capacity to respond to some of these changes may be limited.

				10.1 Volcanoes		0		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				10.2 Earthquakes/Tsunamis		0		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				10.3 Avalanches/ Landslides		0		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				10.4 Erosion and siltation/ deposition (e.g. shoreline or riverbed changes) 		1		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				11. Climate change and severe weather

				Threats from long-term climatic changes which may be linked to global warming and other severe climatic/weather events outside of the natural range of variation

				11.1 Habitat shifting and alteration		1		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				11.2 Droughts		2		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				11.3 Temperature extremes		0		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				11.4 Storms and flooding		2		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				12. Specific cultural and social threats

				12.1 Loss of cultural links, traditional knowledge and/or management practices		0		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				12.2 Natural deterioration of important cultural site values		0		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				12.3 Destruction of cultural heritage buildings, gardens, sites etc		0		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta



				Assessment Form



				1. Legal status: Does the protected area have legal status (or in the case of private reserves is covered by a covenant or similar)? 		3		0: The protected area is not gazetted/covenanted                                            1: There is agreement that the protected area should be gazetted/covenanted but the process has not yet begun                              2: The protected area is in the process of being gazetted/covenanted but the process is still incomplete (includes sites designated under international conventions, such as Ramsar, or local/traditional law such as community conserved areas, which do not yet have national legal status or covenant)                                                                                                      3: The protected area has been formally gazetted/covenanted

				Comments and Next Steps

				2. Protected area regulations: Are appropriate regulations in place to control land use and activities (e.g. hunting)?
		3		0: There are no regulations for controlling land use and activities in the protected area 
1: Some regulations for controlling land use and activities in the protected area exist but these are major weaknesses
2: Regulations for controlling land use and activities in the protected area exist but there are some weaknesses or gaps
3: Regulations for controlling inappropriate land use and activities in the protected area exist and provide an excellent basis for management

				Comments and Next Steps

				3. Law 
Enforcement: Can staff (i.e. those with responsibility for managing the site) enforce protected area rules well enough?
		2		0: The staff have no effective capacity/resources to enforce protected area legislation and regulations 
1: There are major deficiencies in staff capacity/resources to enforce protected area legislation and regulations (e.g. lack of skills, no patrol budget, lack of institutional support)
2: The staff have acceptable capacity/resources to enforce protected area legislation and regulations but some deficiencies remain
3: The staff have excellent capacity/resources to enforce protected area legislation and regulations

				Comments and Next Steps		Fanamby staff have not yet had any training on the new COAP and implementing decrees that are currently available, adopted. Capacity building by MEEF / DREEF can be requested and supported by the manager. Strengthen the OPJ team at the Loky PA level (triage level)

				4. Protected area objectives: Is management undertaken according to agreed objectives?		3		0: No firm objectives have been agreed for the protected area 
1: The protected area has agreed objectives, but is not managed according to these objectives
2: The protected area has agreed objectives, but is only partially managed according to these objectives
3: The protected area has agreed objectives and is managed to meet these objectives

				Comments and Next Steps		Category V: reconciliation of conservation and development objectives

				5. Protected area design: Is the protected area the right size and shape to protect species, habitats, ecological processes and water catchments of key conservation concern?		3		0: Inadequacies in protected area design mean achieving the major objectives of the protected area is very difficult
1: Inadequacies in protected area design mean that achievement of major objectives is difficult but some mitigating actions are being taken (e.g. agreements with adjacent land owners for wildlife corridors or introduction of appropriate catchment management)
2: Protected area design is not significantly constraining achievement of objectives, but could be improved (e.g. with respect to larger scale ecological processes)
3: Protected area design helps achievement of objectives; it is appropriate for species and habitat conservation; and maintains ecological processes such as surface and groundwater flows at a catchment scale, natural disturbance patterns etc

				Comments and Next Steps		Conservation targets still maintained

				6. Protected area boundary demarcation: 
Is the boundary known and demarcated?
		3		0: The boundary of the protected area is not known by the management authority or local residents/neighbouring land users
1: The boundary of the protected area is known by the management authority but is not known by local residents/neighbouring land users 
2: The boundary of the protected area is known by both the management authority and local residents/neighbouring land users but is not appropriately demarcated
3: The boundary of the protected area is known by the management authority and local residents/neighbouring land users and is appropriately demarcated

				Comments and Next Steps		Replacement of buoys before June 30

				7. Management plan: Is there a management plan and is it being implemented?		3		0: There is no management plan for the protected area
1: A management plan is being prepared or has been prepared but is not being implemented
2: A management plan exists but it is only being partially implemented because of funding constraints or other problems
3: A management plan exists and is being implemented

				Comments and Next Steps		The activities of PAG are implemented and goes in line of sustainability.

				7.a Planning process: The planning process allows adequate opportunity for key stakeholders to influence the management plan 		1		0: No                                                                                                                                 1: Yes

				Comments and Next Steps		Consultation with the Mayors with for SAC development and a participatory budget planned for 2017, 1 Commune Nosibe, and 3 municipalities in 2018.

				7.b Planning process: There is an established schedule and process for periodic review and updating of the management plan 		1		0: No                                                                                                                                 1: Yes

				Comments and Next Steps		Revision of PAG to integrate CC and other development components with SAC

				7.c Planning process: The results of monitoring, research and evaluation are routinely incorporated into planning 		1		0: No                                                                                                                                 1: Yes

				Comments and Next Steps		Implementation of the recommendations of the ONE in the follow-up of the EIA in October 2016: formalization of the associations of the guides, nb of the bungalows in the Camp Tattersali to 8 to be in the norms, extension of the activities in Maromokotra

				8. Regular work plan: Is there a regular work plan and is it being implemented		3		0: No regular work plan exists 
1: A regular work plan exists but few of the activities are implemented
2: A regular work plan exists and many activities are implemented
3: A regular work plan exists and all activities are implemented

				Comments and Next Steps		MRPA and FAPBM, Hemsley, MacArthur (radio) reached 90% for Q1 and for Q2, including work to set up a processing center in Ambavarano, a gap in the execution of the works due to the predicted rainfall June

				9. Resource inventory: Do you have enough information to manage the area?		3		0: There is little or no information available on the critical habitats, species and cultural values of the protected area 
1: Information on the critical habitats, species, ecological processes and cultural values of the protected area is not sufficient to support planning and decision making
2: Information on the critical habitats, species, ecological processes and cultural values of the protected area is sufficient for most key areas of planning and decision making 
3: Information on the critical habitats, species, ecological processes and cultural values  of the protected area is sufficient to support all areas of planning and decision making 

				Comments and Next Steps		Research on fauna wildlife in vanilla culture ecosystems in partnership with UK University. Statistics on marine species and habitats exist (tern, turtles, ...) but for lemurs there are statistics given by community monitoring and not yet scientific confirmation. No reports from researchers at the field level. A circuit of lemurs Tattersalii contains 7 groups currently, new groups. Lemur coronatus translocation object on Nosy Ankao

				10. Protection systems: 
Are systems in place to control access/resource use in the protected area?
		2		0: Protection systems (patrols, permits etc) do not exist or are not effective in controlling access/resource use
1: Protection systems are only partially effective in controlling access/resource use
2: Protection systems are moderately effective in controlling access/resource use 
3: Protection systems are largely or wholly effective in controlling access/ resource use 


				Comments and Next Steps

				11. Research: Is there a programme of management-orientated survey and research work?		3		0: There is no survey or research work taking place in the protected area
1: There is a small amount of survey and research work but it is not directed towards the needs of protected area management
2: There is considerable survey and research work but it is not directed towards the needs of protected area management 
3:There is a comprehensive, integrated programme of survey and research work, which is relevant to management needs

				Comments and Next Steps		Establishment of observation hut at Nosy Manampao with the intervention of a scientist (CNRO)

				12. Resource management: Is active resource management being undertaken?		2		0: Active resource management is not being undertaken 
1: Very few of the requirements for active management of critical habitats, species, ecological processes and cultural values  are being implemented
2: Many of the requirements for active management of critical habitats, species, ecological processes and, cultural values are being implemented but some key issues are not being addressed
3: Requirements for active management of critical habitats, species, ecological processes and, cultural values are being substantially or fully implemented

				Comments and Next Steps		Application decree available, successful cooperation DREEF / CEEF, need for certification and quality control of filling KMT sheets

				13. Staff numbers: Are there enough people employed to manage the protected area?		2		0: There are no staff  
1: Staff numbers are inadequate for critical management activities
2: Staff numbers are below optimum level for critical management activities
3: Staff numbers are adequate for the management needs of the protected area

				Comments and Next Steps		Fanamby: technical staff 3 marine and terrestrial conservation officers, development, 7 rangers, 6 animators, 2 field workers, 1 radio operator, 110 KMT still need DREEF facilitators (1 triage in Daraina)

				14. Staff training: Are staff adequately trained to fulfill management objectives?		2		0: Staff lack the skills needed for protected area management
1: Staff training and skills are low relative to the needs of the protected area
2: Staff training and skills are adequate, but could be further improved to fully achieve the objectives of management
3: Staff training and skills are aligned with the management needs of the protected area

				Comments and Next Steps		Need for capacity building in GIS for Fanamby Loky Conservation Officers and 1 DREEF representative if possible

				15. Current budget: Is the current budget sufficient?		3		0: There is no budget for management of the protected area
1: The available budget is inadequate for basic management needs and presents a serious constraint to the capacity to manage
2: The available budget is acceptable but could be further improved to fully achieve effective management
3: The available budget is sufficient and meets the full management needs of the protected area

				Comments and Next Steps		New Donors: Livelihoods, L'Oréal cosmetics

				16. Security of budget: Is the budget secure?		2		0: There is no secure budget for the protected area and management is wholly reliant on outside or highly variable funding  
1: There is very little secure budget and the protected area could not function adequately without outside funding 
2: There is a reasonably secure core budget for regular operation of the protected area but many innovations and initiatives are reliant on outside funding
3: There is a secure budget for the protected area and its management needs 


				Comments and Next Steps		New donors: Livelihoods 10 years from 2017

				17. Management of budget: Is the budget managed to meet critical management needs?		2		0: Budget management is very poor and significantly undermines effectiveness (e.g. late release of budget in financial year)
1: Budget management is poor and constrains effectiveness
2: Budget management is adequate but could be improved
3: Budget management is excellent and meets management needs

				Comments and Next Steps

				18. Equipment: Is equipment sufficient for management needs?
		2		0: There are little or no equipment and facilities for management needs
1: There are some equipment and facilities but these are inadequate for most management needs
2: There are equipment and facilities, but still some gaps that constrain management
3: There are adequate equipment and facilities 

				Comments and Next Steps		Sanitary installations and solar panels in Ampisikina planned in June

				19. Maintenance of equipment: Is equipment adequately maintained?		3		0: There is little or no maintenance of equipment and facilities
1: There is some ad hoc maintenance of equipment and facilities 
2: There is basic maintenance of equipment and facilities 
3: Equipment and facilities are well maintained

				Comments and Next Steps		Sanitary installations and solar panels in Ampisikina planned in June

				20. Education and awareness: Is there a planned education programme linked to the objectives and needs?		3		0: There is no education and awareness programme
1: There is a limited and ad hoc education and awareness programme 
2: There is an education and awareness programme but it only partly meets needs and could be improved
3: There is an appropriate and fully implemented education and awareness programme 

				Comments and Next Steps		Sanitary installations and solar panels in Ampisikina planned in June

				21. Planning for land and water use: Does land and water use planning recognise the protected area and aid the achievement of objectives?		2		0: Adjacent land and water use planning does not take into account the needs of the protected area and activities/policies are detrimental to the survival of the area 
1: Adjacent land and water use planning does not  takes into account the long term needs of the protected area, but activities are not detrimental the area 
2: Adjacent land and water use planning partially takes into account the long term needs of the protected area
3: Adjacent land and water use planning fully takes into account the long term needs of the protected area

				Comments and Next Steps		The future SAC and the revised PAG must be able to fully answer this question

				21a. Land and water planning for habitat conservation: Planning and management in the catchment or landscape containing the protected area incorporates provision for adequate environmental conditions (e.g. volume, quality and timing of water flow, air pollution levels etc) to sustain relevant habitats.		0		0: No                                                                                                                                 1: Yes

				Comments and Next Steps

				21b. Land and water planning for habitat conservation: Management of corridors linking the protected area provides for wildlife passage to key habitats outside the protected area (e.g. to allow migratory fish to travel between freshwater spawning sites and the sea, or to allow animal migration).		1		0: No                                                                                                                                 1: Yes

				Comments and Next Steps		Improved connectivity between the two massifs Bakaraoka and Ampondrabe

				21c. Land and water planning for habitat conservation:  "Planning adresses ecosystem-specific needs and/or the needs of particular species of concern at an ecosystem scale (e.g. volume, quality and timing of freshwater flow to sustain particular species, fire management to maintain savannah habitats etc.)"		1		0: No                                                                                                                                 1: Yes

				Comments and Next Steps		Crocodile valorization program

				22. State and commercial neighbours:Is there co-operation with adjacent land and water users? 		3		0: There is no contact between managers and neighbouring official or corporate land and water users
1: There is contact between managers and neighbouring official or corporate land and water users but little or no cooperation
2: There is contact between managers and neighbouring official or corporate land and water users, but only some co-operation 
3: There is regular contact between managers and neighbouring official or corporate land and water users, and substantial co-operation on management

				Comments and Next Steps		Development of vanilla and protection of mangroves with l'Oréal (renovation of vanilla vines, development of rice cultivation), education of children (in-kind support of school supplies); rice granary GCV with the support of MANE in Mahasoa. All trading partners have agreements.

				23. Indigenous people: Do indigenous and traditional peoples resident or regularly using the protected area have input to management decisions?		2		0: Indigenous and traditional peoples have no input into decisions relating to the management of the protected area
1: Indigenous and traditional peoples have some input into discussions relating to management but no direct role in management
2: Indigenous and traditional peoples directly contribute to some relevant decisions relating to management but their involvement could be improved
3: Indigenous and traditional peoples directly participate in all relevant decisions relating to management, e.g. co-management

				Comments and Next Steps		Concrete case: indigenous populations were consulted on the translocation and installation of the circuit at Devil's Cape

				24. Local communities: Do local communities resident or near the protected area have input to management decisions?		2		0: Local communities have no input into decisions relating to the management of the protected area
1: Local communities have some input into discussions relating to management but no direct role in management
2: Local communities directly contribute to some relevant  decisions relating to management but their involvement could be improved
3: Local communities directly participate in all relevant decisions relating to management, e.g. co-management

				Comments and Next Steps		Concrete case: indigenous populations were consulted on the translocation and installation of the circuit at Devil's Cape

				24 a. Impact on communities: There is open communication and trust between local and/or  indigenous people, stakeholders and protected area managers		1		0: No                                                                                                                                 1: Yes

				Comments and Next Steps		Improved communication between FNB and DREEF for better frank cooperation

				24 b. Impact on communities: Programmes to enhance community welfare, while conserving protected area resources, are being implemented 		1		0: No                                                                                                                                 1: Yes

				Comments and Next Steps		Improved communication between FNB and DREEF for better frank cooperation

				24 c. Impact on communities: Local and/or indigenous people actively support the protected area		1		0: No                                                                                                                                 1: Yes

				Comments and Next Steps		People are beginning to know Fanamby and PA's objective and are asking for more cooperation in AGR

				25. Economic benefit: Is the protected area providing economic benefits to local communities, e.g. income, employment, payment for environmental services?		2		0: The protected area does not deliver any economic benefits to local communities
1: Potential economic  benefits are recognised and plans to realise these are being developed
2: There is some flow of economic benefits to local communities 
3: There is a major flow of economic benefits to local communities from activities associated with the protected area

				Comments and Next Steps		Establishment of baselines for new AGR.
Needed to be done for former AGR and the beneficiaries income assessment.

				26. Monitoring and evaluation: Are management activities monitored against performance?		3		0: There is no monitoring and evaluation in the protected area
1: There is some ad hoc monitoring and evaluation, but no overall strategy and/or no regular collection of results
2: There is an agreed and implemented monitoring and evaluation system but results do not feed back into management
3: A good monitoring and evaluation system exists, is well implemented and used in adaptive management

				Comments and Next Steps		Recommendations taken into account in the management of the PA

				27. Visitor facilities: Are visitor facilities adequate?		3		0: There are no visitor facilities and services despite an identified need
1: Visitor facilities and services are inappropriate for current levels of visitation 
2: Visitor facilities and services are adequate for current levels of visitation but could be improved
3: Visitor facilities and services are excellent for current levels of visitation

				Comments and Next Steps		Camp Tattersali: Kitchen, Shop, sanitary facilities; the number of visitors is limited linked to the charge capacity of the PA.

				28. Commercial tourism operators: Do commercial tour operators contribute to protected area management?		3		0: There is little or no contact between managers and tourism operators using the protected area
1: There is contact between managers and tourism operators but this is largely confined to administrative or regulatory matters
2: There is limited co-operation between managers and tourism operators to enhance visitor experiences and maintain protected area values
3: There is good co-operation between managers and tourism operators to enhance visitor experiences, and maintain protected area values

				Comments and Next Steps		Extension with new circuits

				29. Fees: If fees (i.e. entry fees or fines) are applied, do they help protected area management?		2		0: Although fees are theoretically applied, they are not collected
1: Fees are collected, but make no contribution to the protected area or its environs
2: Fees are collected, and make some contribution to the protected area and its environs
3: Fees are collected and make a substantial contribution to the protected area and its environs 

				Comments and Next Steps		Application decree exists and allows the collection of entrance fees. Need to think benefit sharing mechanism probably through consultation with DREEF, and other managers.

				30. Condition of values: What is the condition of the important values of the protected area as compared to when it was first designated?		3		0: Many important biodiversity, ecological or cultural values are being severely degraded 
1: Some biodiversity, ecological or cultural values are being severely degraded 
2: Some biodiversity, ecological and cultural values are being partially degraded but the most important values have not been significantly impacted
3: Biodiversity, ecological and cultural values are predominantly intact

				Comments and Next Steps

				30a: Condition of values: The assessment of the condition of values is based on research and/or monitoring		1		0: No                                                                                                                                 1: Yes

				Comments and Next Steps		40 Aye Aye in the Bekaraoka massif - Continuous seafront monitoring

				30b: Condition of values Specific management programmes are being implemented to address threats to biodiversity, ecological and cultural values		1		0: No                                                                                                                                 1: Yes

				Comments and Next Steps		40 Aye Aye in the Bekaraoka massif - Continuous seafront monitoring

				30c: Condition of values: Activities to maintain key biodiversity, ecological and cultural values are a routine part of park management		1		0: No                                                                                                                                 1: Yes

				Comments and Next Steps



				TOTAL SCORE		88		Loky Manamabto managers have been able to build strong partnership with donors but also with local stakeholders leading to a strong preparation for financial sustainability of the PA. These efforts have to be reinforced in the coming years.

















































































































































































































































































































































































































Obj1 Sect II - Ampasindava Galo

				Tracking Tool for Biodiversity Projects in GEF-3, GEF-4, and GEF-5                                  





				Objective 1: Catalyzing Sustainability of Protected Area Systems

				SECTION II: Management Effectiveness Tracking Tool for Protected Areas 



				Note: Please complete the management effectiveness tracking tool for EACH protected area that is the target of the GEF intervention and create a new worksheet for each.
Structure and content of the Tracking Tool - Objective 1. Section II:
The Tracking Tool has two main sections: datasheets and assessment form. Both sections should be completed.
1. Datasheets: the data sheet comprises of two separate sections:
 Data sheet 1: records details of the assessment and some basic information about the site, such as name, size and location etc. 
 Data sheet 2: provides a generic list of threats which protected areas can face. On this data sheet the assessors are asked to identify threats and rank their impact on the protected area.
2. Assessment Form: the assessment is structured around 30 questions presented in table format which includes three columns for recording details of the assessment, all of which should be completed. 

				Important: Please read the Guidelines posted on the GEF website before entering your data



				Data Sheet 1: Reporting Progress at Protected Area Sites		Please indicate your answer here		Notes



				Name, affiliation and contact details for person responsible for completing the METT (email etc.)		Harifidy Rakoto Ratsimba rrharifidy@moov.mg

				Date assessment carried out		September 22, 2017		Month DD, YYYY (e.g., May 12, 2010)

				Name of protected area		Péninsule d’Ampasindava & Galoko-Kalobinôno

				WDPA site code (these codes can be found on www.unep-wcmc.org/wdpa/)		N/A

				Designations(please choose 1-3)  		2		1:  National
2:  IUCN Category
3:  International (please  complete lines 35-69 as necessary )

				Country		Madagascar

				Location of protected area (province and if possible map reference)		CR Ampisikinana, Maromokotra, Nosibe, Daraina
District Vohémar
Region SAVA
 / Antsiranana

				Date of establishment 		October 17, 2008

				Ownership details (please choose 1-4) 		1		1:  State
2:  Private
3:  Community
4:  Other

				Management Authority		 Direction of Protected Areas System/Ministry of Environment, Ecology and Forestry 

				Size of protected area (ha)		165,995.00

				Number of Permanent staff		6

				Number of Temporary staff		5

				Annual budget (US$)  for recurrent (operational) funds – excluding staff salary costs		0

				Annual budget (US$) for project or other supplementary funds – excluding staff salary costs		- 0

				What are the main values for which the area is designated		Humid forests, Transition forests; Mangroves; Coastal marshes

				List the two primary protected area management objectives in below:  

				Management objective 1		Ensure the sustainability of conservation targets in the NAP

				Management objective 2		Contribute to the improvement of living conditions of riparian communities based natural resources

				No. of people involved in completing assessment		77

				Including: (please choose 1-8)		1 - 2 - 3 - 4 - 5 - 6 - 7 - 8		
1:  PA manager 
2:  PA staff
3:  Other PA agency staff   
4:  Donors                                                                                                                         5:  NGOs                                                                                                                           6: External experts                                                                                                         7: Local community                                                                                                             8: Other 

								 

				Information on International Designations		Please indicate your answer here



				UNESCO World Heritage site (see: http://whc.unesco.org/en/list) 

				Date Listed

				Site name

				Site area

				Geographical co-ordinates



				Criteria for designation 				(i.e. criteria i to x)

				Statement of Outstanding Universal Value



				Ramsar site (see: http://ramsar.wetlands.org)

				Date Listed

				Site name

				Site area

				Geographical number

				Reason for Designation (see Ramsar Information Sheet)



				UNESCO Man and Biosphere Reserves  (see: http://www.unesco.org/new/en/natural-sciences/environment/ecological-sciences/man-and-biosphere-programme/

				Date Listed

				Site name

				Site area				Total, Core, Buffe, and Transition 
Totale, Zone Centrale, Zone tampon, et Zone de transition
Total, Área Central, Zona Tampão, Zona de Trasição

				Geographical co-ordinates

				Criteria for designation 

				Fulfilment of three functions of MAB 				conservation, development and logistic support



				Please list other designations (i.e. ASEAN Heritage, Natura 2000) and any supporting information below

						Important Bird Area		Name

						 MG012 Ampasindava Bay wetlands		Detail



								Name

								Detail



								Name

								Detail



				 Data Sheet 2: Protected Areas Threats (please complete a Data Sheet of threats and assessment for each protected area of the project).

				Please choose all relevant existing threats as either of high, medium or low significance. Threats ranked as of high significance are those which are seriously degrading values; medium are those threats having some negative impact and those characterised as low are threats which are present but not seriously impacting values or N/A where the threat is not present or not applicable in the protected area. 

				1. Residential and commercial development within a protected area

				Threats from human settlements or other non-agricultural land uses with a substantial footprint

				1.1 Housing and settlement 		2		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				1.2 Commercial and industrial areas 		1		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				1.3 Tourism and recreation infrastructure 		1		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				2. Agriculture and aquaculture within a protected area

				Threats from farming and grazing as a result of agricultural expansion and intensification, including silviculture, mariculture and aquaculture

				2.1 Annual and perennial non-timber crop cultivation		2		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				2.1a Drug cultivation		1		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				2.2 Wood and pulp plantations 		1		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				2.3 Livestock farming and grazing 		1		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				2.4 Marine and freshwater aquaculture 		0		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				3. Energy production and mining within a protected area

				Threats from production of non-biological resources

				3.1 Oil and gas drilling 		0		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				3.2 Mining and quarrying 		1		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				3.3 Energy generation, including from hydropower dams		0		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				4. Transportation and service corridors within a protected area

				Threats from long narrow transport corridors and the vehicles that use them including associated wildlife mortality

				4.1 Roads and railroads (include road-killed animals)		1		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				4.2 Utility and service lines (e.g. electricity cables, telephone lines,)		1		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				4.3 Shipping lanes and canals		0		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				4.4 Flight paths		0		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				5. Biological resource use and harm within a protected area

				Threats from consumptive use of "wild" biological resources including both deliberate and unintentional harvesting effects; also persecution or control of specific species (note this includes hunting and killing of animals)

				5.1 Hunting, killing and collecting terrestrial animals (including killing of animals as a result of human/wildlife conflict)		1		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				5.2 Gathering terrestrial plants or plant products (non-timber)		1		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				5.3 Logging and wood harvesting		1		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				5.4 Fishing, killing  and harvesting aquatic resources		1		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				6. Human intrusions and disturbance within a protected area

				Threats from human activities that alter, destroy or disturb habitats and species associated with non-consumptive uses of biological resources

				6.1 Recreational activities and tourism		1		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				6.2 War, civil unrest and military exercises		0		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				6.3 Research, education and other work-related activities in protected areas		1		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				6.4 Activities of protected area managers (e.g. construction or vehicle use, artificial watering points and dams)		1		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				6.5 Deliberate vandalism, destructive activities or threats to protected area staff and visitors		1		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				7. Natural system modifications 

				Threats from other actions that convert or degrade habitat or change the way the ecosystem functions

				7.1 Fire and fire suppression (including arson)		2		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				7.2 Dams, hydrological modification and water management/use 		1		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				7.3a Increased fragmentation within protected area		2		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				7.3b Isolation from other natural habitat (e.g. deforestation, dams without effective aquatic wildlife passages)		3		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				7.3c Other ‘edge effects’ on park values		1		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				7.3d Loss of keystone species (e.g. top predators, pollinators etc)		0		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				8. Invasive and other problematic species and genes

				Threats from terrestrial and aquatic non-native and native plants, animals, pathogens/microbes or genetic materials that have or are predicted to have harmful effects on biodiversity following introduction, spread and/or increase 

				8.1 Invasive non-native/alien plants (weeds)		1		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				8.1a Invasive non-native/alien animals		1		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				8.1b Pathogens (non-native or native but creating new/increased problems)		0		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				8.2 Introduced genetic material (e.g. genetically modified organisms)		0		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				9. Pollution entering or generated within protected area

				Threats from introduction of exotic and/or excess materials or energy from point and non-point sources

				9.1 Household sewage and urban waste water		0		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				9.1a  Sewage and waste water from protected area facilities (e.g. toilets, hotels etc) 		1		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				9.2 Industrial, mining and military effluents and discharges (e.g. poor water quality discharge from dams, e.g. unnatural temperatures, de-oxygenated, other pollution)		2		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				9.3 Agricultural and forestry effluents (e.g. excess fertilizers or pesticides)		1		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				9.4 Garbage and solid waste		1		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				9.5 Air-borne pollutants		0		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				9.6 Excess energy (e.g. heat pollution, lights etc)		0		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				10. Geological events

				Geological events may be part of natural disturbance regimes in many ecosystems. But they can be a threat if a species or habitat is damaged and has lost its resilience and is vulnerable to disturbance. Management capacity to respond to some of these changes may be limited.

				10.1 Volcanoes		0		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				10.2 Earthquakes/Tsunamis		0		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				10.3 Avalanches/ Landslides		0		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				10.4 Erosion and siltation/ deposition (e.g. shoreline or riverbed changes) 		1		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				11. Climate change and severe weather

				Threats from long-term climatic changes which may be linked to global warming and other severe climatic/weather events outside of the natural range of variation

				11.1 Habitat shifting and alteration		0		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				11.2 Droughts		1		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				11.3 Temperature extremes		0		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				11.4 Storms and flooding		1		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				12. Specific cultural and social threats

				12.1 Loss of cultural links, traditional knowledge and/or management practices		0		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				12.2 Natural deterioration of important cultural site values		0		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				12.3 Destruction of cultural heritage buildings, gardens, sites etc		0		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta



				Assessment Form



				1. Legal status: Does the protected area have legal status (or in the case of private reserves is covered by a covenant or similar)? 		3		0: The protected area is not gazetted/covenanted                                            1: There is agreement that the protected area should be gazetted/covenanted but the process has not yet begun                              2: The protected area is in the process of being gazetted/covenanted but the process is still incomplete (includes sites designated under international conventions, such as Ramsar, or local/traditional law such as community conserved areas, which do not yet have national legal status or covenant)                                                                                                      3: The protected area has been formally gazetted/covenanted

				Comments and Next Steps		The protected areas have definitive statutes in July 2015: (AP Ampasindava DECREE No. 2015-769, AP Galoko Kalobinono DECREE N ° 2015-770)

				2. Protected area regulations: Are appropriate regulations in place to control land use and activities (e.g. hunting)?
		2		0: There are no regulations for controlling land use and activities in the protected area 
1: Some regulations for controlling land use and activities in the protected area exist but these are major weaknesses
2: Regulations for controlling land use and activities in the protected area exist but there are some weaknesses or gaps
3: Regulations for controlling inappropriate land use and activities in the protected area exist and provide an excellent basis for management

				Comments and Next Steps		- File sent to the court for the 05 commune of Galoko
- Report of the deputy to the chief of the district in relation to the communal validation of the dina for Anorontsangana and Beramanja
- Approach by OPCI at the District level for the acceleration of the Anorontsangana dina
- Legal framework: Forest legislation, COAP
- Dina pending approval, blocking homologation
- Dina Bemaranja and Amorotsangana: to be resolved with the Mayor and the municipal councilor, municipal validation process

				3. Law 
Enforcement: Can staff (i.e. those with responsibility for managing the site) enforce protected area rules well enough?
		2		0: The staff have no effective capacity/resources to enforce protected area legislation and regulations 
1: There are major deficiencies in staff capacity/resources to enforce protected area legislation and regulations (e.g. lack of skills, no patrol budget, lack of institutional support)
2: The staff have acceptable capacity/resources to enforce protected area legislation and regulations but some deficiencies remain
3: The staff have excellent capacity/resources to enforce protected area legislation and regulations

				Comments and Next Steps		The basic management structures still have problems for the application of the various regulations on PA and natural resources

				4. Protected area objectives: Is management undertaken according to agreed objectives?		3		0: No firm objectives have been agreed for the protected area 
1: The protected area has agreed objectives, but is not managed according to these objectives
2: The protected area has agreed objectives, but is only partially managed according to these objectives
3: The protected area has agreed objectives and is managed to meet these objectives

				Comments and Next Steps		
The PA is managed in line with the objective

				5. Protected area design: Is the protected area the right size and shape to protect species, habitats, ecological processes and water catchments of key conservation concern?		3		0: Inadequacies in protected area design mean achieving the major objectives of the protected area is very difficult
1: Inadequacies in protected area design mean that achievement of major objectives is difficult but some mitigating actions are being taken (e.g. agreements with adjacent land owners for wildlife corridors or introduction of appropriate catchment management)
2: Protected area design is not significantly constraining achievement of objectives, but could be improved (e.g. with respect to larger scale ecological processes)
3: Protected area design helps achievement of objectives; it is appropriate for species and habitat conservation; and maintains ecological processes such as surface and groundwater flows at a catchment scale, natural disturbance patterns etc

				Comments and Next Steps		Proposal issued by the reference inventories fully considered. Score maintained because no change in objectives of conservation, species and habitats.

				6. Protected area boundary demarcation: 
Is the boundary known and demarcated?
		3		0: The boundary of the protected area is not known by the management authority or local residents/neighbouring land users
1: The boundary of the protected area is known by the management authority but is not known by local residents/neighbouring land users 
2: The boundary of the protected area is known by both the management authority and local residents/neighbouring land users but is not appropriately demarcated
3: The boundary of the protected area is known by the management authority and local residents/neighbouring land users and is appropriately demarcated

				Comments and Next Steps		The demarcation of PA core area and boundaries is completed through participatory activitiesy (physical delimitation of all boundaries and announcement by local radio for wide distribution). PA identification signs are also in place at strategic locations.

				7. Management plan: Is there a management plan and is it being implemented?		2		0: There is no management plan for the protected area
1: A management plan is being prepared or has been prepared but is not being implemented
2: A management plan exists but it is only being partially implemented because of funding constraints or other problems
3: A management plan exists and is being implemented

				Comments and Next Steps		Implementation management plan at mid-term (50%)

				7.a Planning process: The planning process allows adequate opportunity for key stakeholders to influence the management plan 		1		0: No                                                                                                                                 1: Yes

				Comments and Next Steps		Proposed improvement of intervention at each OPCI meeting

				7.b Planning process: There is an established schedule and process for periodic review and updating of the management plan 		1		0: No                                                                                                                                 1: Yes

				Comments and Next Steps		Periodic annual activity planning and review of the management plan every 5 years.

				7.c Planning process: The results of monitoring, research and evaluation are routinely incorporated into planning 		1		0: No                                                                                                                                 1: Yes

				Comments and Next Steps		Community Ecological Monitoring, Scientific SE, Monitoring PAG, CCE are periodic by the Ministries and ONE and taken into account in the management

				8. Regular work plan: Is there a regular work plan and is it being implemented		2		0: No regular work plan exists 
1: A regular work plan exists but few of the activities are implemented
2: A regular work plan exists and many activities are implemented
3: A regular work plan exists and all activities are implemented

				Comments and Next Steps		PTA activities carried out at more than 80%

				9. Resource inventory: Do you have enough information to manage the area?		3		0: There is little or no information available on the critical habitats, species and cultural values of the protected area 
1: Information on the critical habitats, species, ecological processes and cultural values of the protected area is not sufficient to support planning and decision making
2: Information on the critical habitats, species, ecological processes and cultural values of the protected area is sufficient for most key areas of planning and decision making 
3: Information on the critical habitats, species, ecological processes and cultural values  of the protected area is sufficient to support all areas of planning and decision making 

				Comments and Next Steps		Available database,
Database to be shared with DREEF
Regional database needed (Software)

				10. Protection systems: 
Are systems in place to control access/resource use in the protected area?
		2		0: Protection systems (patrols, permits etc) do not exist or are not effective in controlling access/resource use
1: Protection systems are only partially effective in controlling access/resource use
2: Protection systems are moderately effective in controlling access/resource use 
3: Protection systems are largely or wholly effective in controlling access/ resource use 


				Comments and Next Steps		Control system in place and known to the majority of the population.

				11. Research: Is there a programme of management-orientated survey and research work?		3		0: There is no survey or research work taking place in the protected area
1: There is a small amount of survey and research work but it is not directed towards the needs of protected area management
2: There is considerable survey and research work but it is not directed towards the needs of protected area management 
3:There is a comprehensive, integrated programme of survey and research work, which is relevant to management needs

				Comments and Next Steps		Strengthening and respect of administrative procedures for research,
Ongoing research program:
- Dypsis ampasindavae
- Akomba joby
- Ankoay
- Phenological monitoring

				12. Resource management: Is active resource management being undertaken?		2		0: Active resource management is not being undertaken 
1: Very few of the requirements for active management of critical habitats, species, ecological processes and cultural values  are being implemented
2: Many of the requirements for active management of critical habitats, species, ecological processes and, cultural values are being implemented but some key issues are not being addressed
3: Requirements for active management of critical habitats, species, ecological processes and, cultural values are being substantially or fully implemented

				Comments and Next Steps		Implementation of the PGES document:
Habitat management: classification of mangroves among the Ala fady and reforestation of cleaned areas, preparation of a management plan for the cultivated areas underway with the Communes
Species management: Research on Dypsis ampasindavae for the purpose of setting up a management plan
Ecological Process: Processing the ecosystem process under the SJRS initiative Shared Resource and Joint Management
Cultural value: Research work carried out by a sociologist on the socio-cultural context in the PA
Untreated Problem: Effect and Impact of TREM Extractive Activities on PA, CCE Condition
Problem of methodology and effect/impact of extractive activities of TREM on PA still unprocessed, condition CCE ONE.

				13. Staff numbers: Are there enough people employed to manage the protected area?		2		0: There are no staff  
1: Staff numbers are inadequate for critical management activities
2: Staff numbers are below optimum level for critical management activities
3: Staff numbers are adequate for the management needs of the protected area

				Comments and Next Steps		Below threshold
Current staff
DREEF: 1 Chef Triage Ambalia Bemanevika for Ampasindava
1 chief triage at Beramanja for Galoka Kalobenono
By AP: 5 local facilitators, Head of AP, 1 Resp Development

				14. Staff training: Are staff adequately trained to fulfill management objectives?		2		0: Staff lack the skills needed for protected area management
1: Staff training and skills are low relative to the needs of the protected area
2: Staff training and skills are adequate, but could be further improved to fully achieve the objectives of management
3: Staff training and skills are aligned with the management needs of the protected area

				Comments and Next Steps		Need recycling

				15. Current budget: Is the current budget sufficient?		2		0: There is no budget for management of the protected area
1: The available budget is inadequate for basic management needs and presents a serious constraint to the capacity to manage
2: The available budget is acceptable but could be further improved to fully achieve effective management
3: The available budget is sufficient and meets the full management needs of the protected area

				Comments and Next Steps		Decrease in budget for 2017, new funding source needs

				16. Security of budget: Is the budget secure?		1		0: There is no secure budget for the protected area and management is wholly reliant on outside or highly variable funding  
1: There is very little secure budget and the protected area could not function adequately without outside funding 
2: There is a reasonably secure core budget for regular operation of the protected area but many innovations and initiatives are reliant on outside funding
3: There is a secure budget for the protected area and its management needs 


				Comments and Next Steps		Possible autofinancing of certain activities: Ecotourism, processing center (honey and lemon) but a large part of the activities remains dependent on external financing

				17. Management of budget: Is the budget managed to meet critical management needs?		2		0: Budget management is very poor and significantly undermines effectiveness (e.g. late release of budget in financial year)
1: Budget management is poor and constrains effectiveness
2: Budget management is adequate but could be improved
3: Budget management is excellent and meets management needs

				Comments and Next Steps		Technical and financial follow-up, internal audit and regular audits

				18. Equipment: Is equipment sufficient for management needs?
		2		0: There are little or no equipment and facilities for management needs
1: There are some equipment and facilities but these are inadequate for most management needs
2: There are equipment and facilities, but still some gaps that constrain management
3: There are adequate equipment and facilities 

				Comments and Next Steps		Equipment to be reinforced to ensure the effectiveness of monitoring and control operations (Forestry Administration and Manager at the same time)

				19. Maintenance of equipment: Is equipment adequately maintained?		3		0: There is little or no maintenance of equipment and facilities
1: There is some ad hoc maintenance of equipment and facilities 
2: There is basic maintenance of equipment and facilities 
3: Equipment and facilities are well maintained

				Comments and Next Steps		Materials and equipment well-maintained, except parts which are not available from local dealers

				20. Education and awareness: Is there a planned education programme linked to the objectives and needs?		2		0: There is no education and awareness programme
1: There is a limited and ad hoc education and awareness programme 
2: There is an education and awareness programme but it only partly meets needs and could be improved
3: There is an appropriate and fully implemented education and awareness programme 

				Comments and Next Steps		Participation of local management structures and OPCIs in radio broadcasting

				21. Planning for land and water use: Does land and water use planning recognise the protected area and aid the achievement of objectives?		2		0: Adjacent land and water use planning does not take into account the needs of the protected area and activities/policies are detrimental to the survival of the area 
1: Adjacent land and water use planning does not  takes into account the long term needs of the protected area, but activities are not detrimental the area 
2: Adjacent land and water use planning partially takes into account the long term needs of the protected area
3: Adjacent land and water use planning fully takes into account the long term needs of the protected area

				Comments and Next Steps		At the end of 2016
Galoka: development of SAC, taking account of PAG in the SAC
Dialogue and Collaboration with BV, WWF, WCS ...: Consultation with other NGOs Fishermen's Federation on Fisheries and Coastal Management
Exchange with operators

				21a. Land and water planning for habitat conservation: Planning and management in the catchment or landscape containing the protected area incorporates provision for adequate environmental conditions (e.g. volume, quality and timing of water flow, air pollution levels etc) to sustain relevant habitats.		1		0: No                                                                                                                                 1: Yes

				Comments and Next Steps		Inclusion of global public goods under the SRJS Initiative

				21b. Land and water planning for habitat conservation: Management of corridors linking the protected area provides for wildlife passage to key habitats outside the protected area (e.g. to allow migratory fish to travel between freshwater spawning sites and the sea, or to allow animal migration).		1		0: No                                                                                                                                 1: Yes

				Comments and Next Steps		Collaboration between PA / NGO managers, and network of marine resources manager MIARY, Federations, landscape approach

				21c. Land and water planning for habitat conservation:  "Planning adresses ecosystem-specific needs and/or the needs of particular species of concern at an ecosystem scale (e.g. volume, quality and timing of freshwater flow to sustain particular species, fire management to maintain savannah habitats etc.)"		1		0: No                                                                                                                                 1: Yes

				Comments and Next Steps		Reforestation of hiaka or bare land to avoid erosion
Research on the species Dyspis ampasindavae (lavaboko) which is widely used by the local community in the construction of houses

				22. State and commercial neighbours:Is there co-operation with adjacent land and water users? 		2		0: There is no contact between managers and neighbouring official or corporate land and water users
1: There is contact between managers and neighbouring official or corporate land and water users but little or no cooperation
2: There is contact between managers and neighbouring official or corporate land and water users, but only some co-operation 
3: There is regular contact between managers and neighbouring official or corporate land and water users, and substantial co-operation on management

				Comments and Next Steps		2017: cooperation with NGOs BV, WCS, coordination of activities with the Ambilobe Federation
Structuring the federation of fishermen from the community to integrate the FUPBA (Fédération des Unions des Pécheurs de la Baie d'Ambaro) to comply with expectations by report to the Fisheries Management Plan for the 5 Bay of the DIANA Region

				23. Indigenous people: Do indigenous and traditional peoples resident or regularly using the protected area have input to management decisions?		2		0: Indigenous and traditional peoples have no input into decisions relating to the management of the protected area
1: Indigenous and traditional peoples have some input into discussions relating to management but no direct role in management
2: Indigenous and traditional peoples directly contribute to some relevant decisions relating to management but their involvement could be improved
3: Indigenous and traditional peoples directly participate in all relevant decisions relating to management, e.g. co-management

				Comments and Next Steps		Traditional structure decision-maker Dina committee member

				24. Local communities: Do local communities resident or near the protected area have input to management decisions?		2		0: Local communities have no input into decisions relating to the management of the protected area
1: Local communities have some input into discussions relating to management but no direct role in management
2: Local communities directly contribute to some relevant  decisions relating to management but their involvement could be improved
3: Local communities directly participate in all relevant decisions relating to management, e.g. co-management

				Comments and Next Steps		Community meeting contribution in each activitY in the management of the PA (eg project development and implementation of action plan)

				24 a. Impact on communities: There is open communication and trust between local and/or  indigenous people, stakeholders and protected area managers		1		0: No                                                                                                                                 1: Yes

				Comments and Next Steps		The community and the basic management structures no longer hesitate to communicate with the managers through reports and requests in relation to their needs

				24 b. Impact on communities: Programmes to enhance community welfare, while conserving protected area resources, are being implemented 		1		0: No                                                                                                                                 1: Yes

				Comments and Next Steps		AGR implementation

				24 c. Impact on communities: Local and/or indigenous people actively support the protected area		1		0: No                                                                                                                                 1: Yes

				Comments and Next Steps		Active participation of CL in PA activities: reforestation, fire fighting, rehabilitation of runways ...

				25. Economic benefit: Is the protected area providing economic benefits to local communities, e.g. income, employment, payment for environmental services?		2		0: The protected area does not deliver any economic benefits to local communities
1: Potential economic  benefits are recognised and plans to realise these are being developed
2: There is some flow of economic benefits to local communities 
3: There is a major flow of economic benefits to local communities from activities associated with the protected area

				Comments and Next Steps		AGR with partial effects: beekeeping, ecotourism, cash crops, local products processing center, …

				26. Monitoring and evaluation: Are management activities monitored against performance?		3		0: There is no monitoring and evaluation in the protected area
1: There is some ad hoc monitoring and evaluation, but no overall strategy and/or no regular collection of results
2: There is an agreed and implemented monitoring and evaluation system but results do not feed back into management
3: A good monitoring and evaluation system exists, is well implemented and used in adaptive management

				Comments and Next Steps		BD of realization/ Monitoring evaluation to be sent to RSE Region

				27. Visitor facilities: Are visitor facilities adequate?		2		0: There are no visitor facilities and services despite an identified need
1: Visitor facilities and services are inappropriate for current levels of visitation 
2: Visitor facilities and services are adequate for current levels of visitation but could be improved
3: Visitor facilities and services are excellent for current levels of visitation

				Comments and Next Steps		Ampasindava: existence of infrastructure adapted to the current level of attendance, reception of technical meeting, circuit
Galoka: Cottage for researcher

				28. Commercial tourism operators: Do commercial tour operators contribute to protected area management?		2		0: There is little or no contact between managers and tourism operators using the protected area
1: There is contact between managers and tourism operators but this is largely confined to administrative or regulatory matters
2: There is limited co-operation between managers and tourism operators to enhance visitor experiences and maintain protected area values
3: There is good co-operation between managers and tourism operators to enhance visitor experiences, and maintain protected area values

				Comments and Next Steps		Ampasidava: Collaboration Ambanja: Association member of GOTS
Galoka: tourist orientation in collaboration with GOTDA
In collaboration with the GOT Nosibe, Sacred Tree Nosibe

				29. Fees: If fees (i.e. entry fees or fines) are applied, do they help protected area management?		2		0: Although fees are theoretically applied, they are not collected
1: Fees are collected, but make no contribution to the protected area or its environs
2: Fees are collected, and make some contribution to the protected area and its environs
3: Fees are collected and make a substantial contribution to the protected area and its environs 

				Comments and Next Steps		Various royalties and fees are foreseen

				30. Condition of values: What is the condition of the important values of the protected area as compared to when it was first designated?		3		0: Many important biodiversity, ecological or cultural values are being severely degraded 
1: Some biodiversity, ecological or cultural values are being severely degraded 
2: Some biodiversity, ecological and cultural values are being partially degraded but the most important values have not been significantly impacted
3: Biodiversity, ecological and cultural values are predominantly intact

				Comments and Next Steps		Local authorities and local community are seeing improved resources

				30a: Condition of values: The assessment of the condition of values is based on research and/or monitoring		1		0: No                                                                                                                                 1: Yes

				Comments and Next Steps		Periodical scientific ecological monitoring

				30b: Condition of values Specific management programmes are being implemented to address threats to biodiversity, ecological and cultural values		1		0: No                                                                                                                                 1: Yes

				Comments and Next Steps		Patrol, surveillance and control

				30c: Condition of values: Activities to maintain key biodiversity, ecological and cultural values are a routine part of park management		1		0: No                                                                                                                                 1: Yes

				Comments and Next Steps		Monitoring and control



				TOTAL SCORE		80		The development of PA tools have allowed a better participation of all of the stakeholders. Their integration with other local and regional initiatives has grown up a particular interest of local communities. However, the sustainable financing is still uncertain and efforts have to be oriented on this point in the coming years.

















































































































































































































































































































































































































Obj1 Sect II - CAPAM

				Tracking Tool for Biodiversity Projects in GEF-3, GEF-4, and GEF-5                                  





				Objective 1: Catalyzing Sustainability of Protected Area Systems

				SECTION II: Management Effectiveness Tracking Tool for Protected Areas 



				Note: Please complete the management effectiveness tracking tool for EACH protected area that is the target of the GEF intervention and create a new worksheet for each.
Structure and content of the Tracking Tool - Objective 1. Section II:
The Tracking Tool has two main sections: datasheets and assessment form. Both sections should be completed.
1. Datasheets: the data sheet comprises of two separate sections:
 Data sheet 1: records details of the assessment and some basic information about the site, such as name, size and location etc. 
 Data sheet 2: provides a generic list of threats which protected areas can face. On this data sheet the assessors are asked to identify threats and rank their impact on the protected area.
2. Assessment Form: the assessment is structured around 30 questions presented in table format which includes three columns for recording details of the assessment, all of which should be completed. 

				Important: Please read the Guidelines posted on the GEF website before entering your data



				Data Sheet 1: Reporting Progress at Protected Area Sites		Please indicate your answer here		Notes



				Name, affiliation and contact details for person responsible for completing the METT (email etc.)		Harifidy Rakoto Ratsimba rrharifidy@moov.mg

				Date assessment carried out		September 22, 2017		Month DD, YYYY (e.g., May 12, 2010)

				Name of protected area		CAPAM - Complexe des Aires Protégées Ambohimirahavavy Marivorahona

				WDPA site code (these codes can be found on www.unep-wcmc.org/wdpa/)		555549464

				Designations(please choose 1-3)  		2		1:  National
2:  IUCN Category
3:  International (please  complete lines 35-69 as necessary )

				Country		Madagascar

				Location of protected area (province and if possible map reference)		District Bealanana / Region SOFIA / Province Mahajnaga, Districts Andapa,  Sambava and Vohémar Region SAVA / Province Antsiranana,Districts Ambanja, Ambilobe / Region DIANA / Province Antsiranana

				Date of establishment 		October 17, 2008

				Ownership details (please choose 1-4) 		1		1:  State
2:  Private
3:  Community
4:  Other

				Management Authority		 Direction of Protected Areas System/Ministry of Environment, Ecology and Forestry 

				Size of protected area (ha)		537,465.00

				Number of Permanent staff		59

				Number of Temporary staff		2

				Annual budget (US$)  for recurrent (operational) funds – excluding staff salary costs		0

				Annual budget (US$) for project or other supplementary funds – excluding staff salary costs		-

				What are the main values for which the area is designated		Humid forests, Mountain forests; Ericoid thicket; Lakes; Peat bogs

				List the two primary protected area management objectives in below:  

				Management objective 1		Ensure the sustainability of conservation targets in the NAP

				Management objective 2		Contribute to the improvement of living conditions of riparian communities based natural resources

				No. of people involved in completing assessment		57

				Including: (please choose 1-8)		1 - 2 - 3 - 4 - 5 - 6 - 7 - 8		
1:  PA manager 
2:  PA staff
3:  Other PA agency staff   
4:  Donors                                                                                                                         5:  NGOs                                                                                                                           6: External experts                                                                                                         7: Local community                                                                                                             8: Other 

								 

				Information on International Designations		Please indicate your answer here



				UNESCO World Heritage site (see: http://whc.unesco.org/en/list) 

				Date Listed

				Site name

				Site area

				Geographical co-ordinates



				Criteria for designation 				(i.e. criteria i to x)

				Statement of Outstanding Universal Value



				Ramsar site (see: http://ramsar.wetlands.org)

				Date Listed		May 12, 2007

				Site name		Bemanevika

				Site area		10,000

				Geographical number

				Reason for Designation (see Ramsar Information Sheet)		Criteria 1, 2, 3, 4, 6 and ç



				UNESCO Man and Biosphere Reserves  (see: http://www.unesco.org/new/en/natural-sciences/environment/ecological-sciences/man-and-biosphere-programme/

				Date Listed

				Site name

				Site area				Total, Core, Buffe, and Transition 
Totale, Zone Centrale, Zone tampon, et Zone de transition
Total, Área Central, Zona Tampão, Zona de Trasição

				Geographical co-ordinates

				Criteria for designation 

				Fulfilment of three functions of MAB 				conservation, development and logistic support



				Please list other designations (i.e. ASEAN Heritage, Natura 2000) and any supporting information below

								Name

								Detail



								Name

								Detail



								Name

								Detail



				 Data Sheet 2: Protected Areas Threats (please complete a Data Sheet of threats and assessment for each protected area of the project).

				Please choose all relevant existing threats as either of high, medium or low significance. Threats ranked as of high significance are those which are seriously degrading values; medium are those threats having some negative impact and those characterised as low are threats which are present but not seriously impacting values or N/A where the threat is not present or not applicable in the protected area. 

				1. Residential and commercial development within a protected area

				Threats from human settlements or other non-agricultural land uses with a substantial footprint

				1.1 Housing and settlement 		2		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				1.2 Commercial and industrial areas 		2		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				1.3 Tourism and recreation infrastructure 		1		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				2. Agriculture and aquaculture within a protected area

				Threats from farming and grazing as a result of agricultural expansion and intensification, including silviculture, mariculture and aquaculture

				2.1 Annual and perennial non-timber crop cultivation		2		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				2.1a Drug cultivation		3		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				2.2 Wood and pulp plantations 		0		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				2.3 Livestock farming and grazing 		2		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				2.4 Marine and freshwater aquaculture 		0		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				3. Energy production and mining within a protected area

				Threats from production of non-biological resources

				3.1 Oil and gas drilling 		0		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				3.2 Mining and quarrying 		1		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				3.3 Energy generation, including from hydropower dams		0		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				4. Transportation and service corridors within a protected area

				Threats from long narrow transport corridors and the vehicles that use them including associated wildlife mortality

				4.1 Roads and railroads (include road-killed animals)		1		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				4.2 Utility and service lines (e.g. electricity cables, telephone lines,)		1		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				4.3 Shipping lanes and canals		0		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				4.4 Flight paths		0		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				5. Biological resource use and harm within a protected area

				Threats from consumptive use of "wild" biological resources including both deliberate and unintentional harvesting effects; also persecution or control of specific species (note this includes hunting and killing of animals)

				5.1 Hunting, killing and collecting terrestrial animals (including killing of animals as a result of human/wildlife conflict)		1		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				5.2 Gathering terrestrial plants or plant products (non-timber)		3		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				5.3 Logging and wood harvesting		2		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				5.4 Fishing, killing  and harvesting aquatic resources		1		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				6. Human intrusions and disturbance within a protected area

				Threats from human activities that alter, destroy or disturb habitats and species associated with non-consumptive uses of biological resources

				6.1 Recreational activities and tourism		1		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				6.2 War, civil unrest and military exercises		0		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				6.3 Research, education and other work-related activities in protected areas		1		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				6.4 Activities of protected area managers (e.g. construction or vehicle use, artificial watering points and dams)		1		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				6.5 Deliberate vandalism, destructive activities or threats to protected area staff and visitors		0		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				7. Natural system modifications 

				Threats from other actions that convert or degrade habitat or change the way the ecosystem functions

				7.1 Fire and fire suppression (including arson)		3		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				7.2 Dams, hydrological modification and water management/use 		0		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				7.3a Increased fragmentation within protected area		2		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				7.3b Isolation from other natural habitat (e.g. deforestation, dams without effective aquatic wildlife passages)		1		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				7.3c Other ‘edge effects’ on park values		0		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				7.3d Loss of keystone species (e.g. top predators, pollinators etc)		0		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				8. Invasive and other problematic species and genes

				Threats from terrestrial and aquatic non-native and native plants, animals, pathogens/microbes or genetic materials that have or are predicted to have harmful effects on biodiversity following introduction, spread and/or increase 

				8.1 Invasive non-native/alien plants (weeds)		1		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				8.1a Invasive non-native/alien animals		2		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				8.1b Pathogens (non-native or native but creating new/increased problems)		0		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				8.2 Introduced genetic material (e.g. genetically modified organisms)		0		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				9. Pollution entering or generated within protected area

				Threats from introduction of exotic and/or excess materials or energy from point and non-point sources

				9.1 Household sewage and urban waste water		0		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				9.1a  Sewage and waste water from protected area facilities (e.g. toilets, hotels etc) 		1		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				9.2 Industrial, mining and military effluents and discharges (e.g. poor water quality discharge from dams, e.g. unnatural temperatures, de-oxygenated, other pollution)		0		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				9.3 Agricultural and forestry effluents (e.g. excess fertilizers or pesticides)		0		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				9.4 Garbage and solid waste		0		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				9.5 Air-borne pollutants		0		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				9.6 Excess energy (e.g. heat pollution, lights etc)		0		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				10. Geological events

				Geological events may be part of natural disturbance regimes in many ecosystems. But they can be a threat if a species or habitat is damaged and has lost its resilience and is vulnerable to disturbance. Management capacity to respond to some of these changes may be limited.

				10.1 Volcanoes		0		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				10.2 Earthquakes/Tsunamis		0		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				10.3 Avalanches/ Landslides		1		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				10.4 Erosion and siltation/ deposition (e.g. shoreline or riverbed changes) 		1		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				11. Climate change and severe weather

				Threats from long-term climatic changes which may be linked to global warming and other severe climatic/weather events outside of the natural range of variation

				11.1 Habitat shifting and alteration		0		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				11.2 Droughts		1		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				11.3 Temperature extremes		1		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				11.4 Storms and flooding		1		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				12. Specific cultural and social threats

				12.1 Loss of cultural links, traditional knowledge and/or management practices		0		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				12.2 Natural deterioration of important cultural site values		0		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta

				12.3 Destruction of cultural heritage buildings, gardens, sites etc		0		0: N/A   --    s/o    --    não aplic.
1: Low   --    faibles    --    baixa
2: Medium   --    moyennes    --    média
3: High   --    élevées    --    alta



				Assessment Form



				1. Legal status: Does the protected area have legal status (or in the case of private reserves is covered by a covenant or similar)? 		3		0: The protected area is not gazetted/covenanted                                            1: There is agreement that the protected area should be gazetted/covenanted but the process has not yet begun                              2: The protected area is in the process of being gazetted/covenanted but the process is still incomplete (includes sites designated under international conventions, such as Ramsar, or local/traditional law such as community conserved areas, which do not yet have national legal status or covenant)                                                                                                      3: The protected area has been formally gazetted/covenanted

				Comments and Next Steps		COMATSA
Promulgation of the NAP Final Creation Decree in 2015
Date of obtaining final status: Decree 2015-782 of 23 July 2015
RNI TST
Existence of regulations / COAP
BMNVK
Decree No. 2015-782 of 26 April 2015
RAMSAR site N ° 2207 of 02 February 2017

				2. Protected area regulations: Are appropriate regulations in place to control land use and activities (e.g. hunting)?
		3		0: There are no regulations for controlling land use and activities in the protected area 
1: Some regulations for controlling land use and activities in the protected area exist but these are major weaknesses
2: Regulations for controlling land use and activities in the protected area exist but there are some weaknesses or gaps
3: Regulations for controlling inappropriate land use and activities in the protected area exist and provide an excellent basis for management

				Comments and Next Steps		COMATSA
Existence of CoAP, forestry texts, DINAs (currently 10 DINA registered with TPI Antsohihy, 15 deposited with TPI Antalaha and 05 with TPI Antsiranana)
RNI TST
Existence of regulations / COAP
BMNVK
Compliance with PA and TGRN zoning (included in PA). However, there are limits on the application of the PA regulations in the context of socio-cultural and local contexts

				3. Law 
Enforcement: Can staff (i.e. those with responsibility for managing the site) enforce protected area rules well enough?
		2		0: The staff have no effective capacity/resources to enforce protected area legislation and regulations 
1: There are major deficiencies in staff capacity/resources to enforce protected area legislation and regulations (e.g. lack of skills, no patrol budget, lack of institutional support)
2: The staff have acceptable capacity/resources to enforce protected area legislation and regulations but some deficiencies remain
3: The staff have excellent capacity/resources to enforce protected area legislation and regulations

				Comments and Next Steps		COMATSA
NAP staff in NGOs are not OPJs and are not able to apply legislation (verbalization). In addition, support for the various management structures is already provided by the NGO and the forestry administrations through the adoption of law enforcement monitoring systems (LEM / SMART), support for the organization of the various workshops and training on the application of the regulations in (consultation on the revised Forest Policy with SAVA CSOs, Workshop on improving the fight against the illegal exploitation of natural resources and strengthening the application of legal frameworks and regulatory), training of the OPJs for the Bealanana zone via DREEF SOFIA.
RNI TST
Staff have a good level of ability. Existence of collaboration protocols for the OPJ (ZP, CEEF, Police)
BMNVK
Offenders are brought to justice by the OPJ but sometimes released by the court. This sometimes leads to the resurgence of forest crime (practice of bush fire and clearing)
there is training provided by DREEF Sofia for all Bealanana OPJs to develop gaps during the new COAP implementation,
Consensual criminal policy development during the OPJ training workshop in Bealanana 15 March 2017 on forest crime
Effective application of the Bealanana law by all the actors concerned, Request for information sharing with the Tribunal on the results of periodic judgment on them and forest offense
Gap: intervention to be intensified

				4. Protected area objectives: Is management undertaken according to agreed objectives?		2		0: No firm objectives have been agreed for the protected area 
1: The protected area has agreed objectives, but is not managed according to these objectives
2: The protected area has agreed objectives, but is only partially managed according to these objectives
3: The protected area has agreed objectives and is managed to meet these objectives

				Comments and Next Steps		COMATSA
For example: difficult to manage cohabitation in the NAP despite the categorization of NAP (small mine, extension of cash crop, existence of new clearing house)
RNI TST
Management objective on fire control still difficult to achieve. Planting of cannabis is in the eradication phase
BMNVK
Elaboration of PTA at the level of CoBa and consolidated to be object of validation of COS at the Regional level

				5. Protected area design: Is the protected area the right size and shape to protect species, habitats, ecological processes and water catchments of key conservation concern?		3		0: Inadequacies in protected area design mean achieving the major objectives of the protected area is very difficult
1: Inadequacies in protected area design mean that achievement of major objectives is difficult but some mitigating actions are being taken (e.g. agreements with adjacent land owners for wildlife corridors or introduction of appropriate catchment management)
2: Protected area design is not significantly constraining achievement of objectives, but could be improved (e.g. with respect to larger scale ecological processes)
3: Protected area design helps achievement of objectives; it is appropriate for species and habitat conservation; and maintains ecological processes such as surface and groundwater flows at a catchment scale, natural disturbance patterns etc

				Comments and Next Steps		COMATSA
The PA is a biological corridor within PA networks, a zone for the protection of biodiversity.
RNI TST
The size is adequate enough to protect the PA values. The existence of a COMATSA corridor allows biodiversity to develop.
BMNVK
Consideration of areas of ecological importance during the implementation of the TGRN (eg water source, protection of watersheds); the improvement cannot be done until the update of the PAG

				6. Protected area boundary demarcation: 
Is the boundary known and demarcated?
		2		0: The boundary of the protected area is not known by the management authority or local residents/neighbouring land users
1: The boundary of the protected area is known by the management authority but is not known by local residents/neighbouring land users 
2: The boundary of the protected area is known by both the management authority and local residents/neighbouring land users but is not appropriately demarcated
3: The boundary of the protected area is known by the management authority and local residents/neighbouring land users and is appropriately demarcated

				Comments and Next Steps		538/5000
COMATSA
Community delimitation process after public consultation. Over 33% of the external boundaries of the NAP are currently marked by paintings
Meeting at the CirTopo level on the aspects of land plotting
RNI TST
Limit already clear on zone of extension, and well known by the riparian population (80% of marked limit). Marking borders with the riparian community, CLP ...
BMNVK
The demarcation mainly affects the most frequented areas of the PA (32%)

				7. Management plan: Is there a management plan and is it being implemented?		2		0: There is no management plan for the protected area
1: A management plan is being prepared or has been prepared but is not being implemented
2: A management plan exists but it is only being partially implemented because of funding constraints or other problems
3: A management plan exists and is being implemented

				Comments and Next Steps		COMATSA
The resources available do not cover the entire NAP and the targets.
Also, a good part of the axes are not practicable (difficulties of access at the level of the sites which slowed the implementation of the activities)
RNI TST
Existence of PAG for 5 years, realization in progress
BMNVK
Documents PAG and PGESS exist and validated at all levels and implemented from PTA and PTT depending on the availability of funding and budget

				7.a Planning process: The planning process allows adequate opportunity for key stakeholders to influence the management plan 		1		0: No                                                                                                                                 1: Yes

				Comments and Next Steps		RNI TST
All stakeholders are integrated into the planning process through COSAP / CLP (local authorities, riparian populations, technical partners)
BMNVK
Each VOI develops its PTA, which are then consolidated and integrated into the PA PTA to be validated at the COS level

				7.b Planning process: There is an established schedule and process for periodic review and updating of the management plan 		1		0: No                                                                                                                                 1: Yes

				Comments and Next Steps		Periodic annual activity planning and review of the management plan every 5 years.

				7.c Planning process: The results of monitoring, research and evaluation are routinely incorporated into planning 		1		0: No                                                                                                                                 1: Yes

				Comments and Next Steps		COMATSA
collaboration with universities, research institution (CURSA, UNA, DLC, ...) in parallel with ecological monitoring
RNI TST
Use of monitoring results in quarterly / annual planning
BMNVK
Consideration of the results obtained from each PTT for the planning of the following PTT

				8. Regular work plan: Is there a regular work plan and is it being implemented		2		0: No regular work plan exists 
1: A regular work plan exists but few of the activities are implemented
2: A regular work plan exists and many activities are implemented
3: A regular work plan exists and all activities are implemented

				Comments and Next Steps		COMATSA
Apart from the availability of funds, constraints linked to the local context do not allow us to carry out activities 100%.
Obligation to replan and review objectives (restriction) in view of delays in the release of funds
RNI TST
The activities foreseen in the work plan for 2017 are carried out at 95%
BMNVK
Implementation of each activity established in the PTT following budget line 3 => 2

				9. Resource inventory: Do you have enough information to manage the area?		2		0: There is little or no information available on the critical habitats, species and cultural values of the protected area 
1: Information on the critical habitats, species, ecological processes and cultural values of the protected area is not sufficient to support planning and decision making
2: Information on the critical habitats, species, ecological processes and cultural values of the protected area is sufficient for most key areas of planning and decision making 
3: Information on the critical habitats, species, ecological processes and cultural values  of the protected area is sufficient to support all areas of planning and decision making 

				Comments and Next Steps		COMATSA
Many sites are still unexplored. Additional information on 2016 ecological monitoring and scientific expedition DLC
RNI TST
The MNP has been managing the RNI for almost 20 years, and with inventories during this period, it has provided sufficient information to manage the PA. For the case of the newly delimited part, the inventory carried out by the provider (Biodev) also enabled him to have the needed information of this part. Scientific research still needs to be done to complement biodiversity data
BMNVK
In addition to the reference documents, additional studies are carried out (study of the sectors, business plan, ecotourism development plan ...)
Search results: 3 => 2

				10. Protection systems: 
Are systems in place to control access/resource use in the protected area?
		2		0: Protection systems (patrols, permits etc) do not exist or are not effective in controlling access/resource use
1: Protection systems are only partially effective in controlling access/resource use
2: Protection systems are moderately effective in controlling access/resource use 
3: Protection systems are largely or wholly effective in controlling access/ resource use 


				Comments and Next Steps		COMATSA
System of control very localized in the VOIs and in other zones but already support by the LEM / SMART, endowment of GPS for more than 50 VOI, collaboration with Duke Lemur SAVA Conservation. Area to be controlled very wide and VOI only in some areas; Faculty of VOI and patrolling itineraries ?
As a system, the involvement of institutions from local to regional is widely felt.
Implementation of 12 new COBAs, bringing 65 in total
RNI TST
Realization of CLP patrols, Mixed Brigade and AGR.
Establishment of conservation infrastructure such as barriers, guard posts, but the occupation of cannabis operators still persists.
BMNVK
VOI: Monthly Patrol and Monitoring
TPF: support of the process (financial, institutional)
OPJ: Control and verbalization; intervention that exceeds the competence of the VOI and the other local structures (traditional authorities)
CTD: conflict management
Mixed Brigade Control
Dynamism of control structure at the distal level in the face of pressure problems on resources

				11. Research: Is there a programme of management-orientated survey and research work?		2		0: There is no survey or research work taking place in the protected area
1: There is a small amount of survey and research work but it is not directed towards the needs of protected area management
2: There is considerable survey and research work but it is not directed towards the needs of protected area management 
3:There is a comprehensive, integrated programme of survey and research work, which is relevant to management needs

				Comments and Next Steps		COMATSA
Studies are carried out but cover only a certain key area
To set up a dashboard on the studies / research to be carried out annually. Recent study on the viability of conservation targets PHCF2, scientific ecological monitoring MRPA, scientific expedition DLC
Existence of comprehensive research at the level of the scientific authorities of the State
Research on the preparation of the first phase of the PADAP project
RNI TST
Studies and research have been carried out but they are made to the needs of the researchers themselves. No feedback from the researchers in relation to the result of their research: as an alert or indirect contribution for the sustainable management of this PA (Research Report does not exist at the level of the manager)
BMNVK
Multiplication of PA studies (other target, fragmentation effect, cultural) for more detailed data on decision making on PA management.

				12. Resource management: Is active resource management being undertaken?		3		0: Active resource management is not being undertaken 
1: Very few of the requirements for active management of critical habitats, species, ecological processes and cultural values  are being implemented
2: Many of the requirements for active management of critical habitats, species, ecological processes and, cultural values are being implemented but some key issues are not being addressed
3: Requirements for active management of critical habitats, species, ecological processes and, cultural values are being substantially or fully implemented

				Comments and Next Steps		RNI TST
We are talking about the RNI, so human activity is very limited (see prohibited) inside, but certain activities permitted in this sense are carried out as, repression, monitoring-ecological by the placement of the transect
BMNVK
Inclusion in the core area and Conservation Area (TGRN) for the nesting site of the Fulligule and other threatened species, reconsideration of areas of ecological importance (eg ecologically significant area) management transfer

				13. Staff numbers: Are there enough people employed to manage the protected area?		2		0: There are no staff  
1: Staff numbers are inadequate for critical management activities
2: Staff numbers are below optimum level for critical management activities
3: Staff numbers are adequate for the management needs of the protected area

				Comments and Next Steps		COMATSA
Less than 15 staff for 318,087 ha of PAs for the NGO, each unit needs a main responsible.
Increased local and regional co-management staff through TGRN and especially at the forest administration level
RNI TST
Staff divided by strategic point: 16 staff, 25 CLP, 03 sectors, 03 CEEF
BMNVK
Two socio-organizer only for 110,000ha
16 VOI and 4 COBA UNION
21 resource persons and 104 operational local trainers for reforestation and improved household management (LIFE model)
Managerial staff: 9
DREEF: Insufficient

				14. Staff training: Are staff adequately trained to fulfill management objectives?		2		0: Staff lack the skills needed for protected area management
1: Staff training and skills are low relative to the needs of the protected area
2: Staff training and skills are adequate, but could be further improved to fully achieve the objectives of management
3: Staff training and skills are aligned with the management needs of the protected area

				Comments and Next Steps		COMATSA
cohabitation skills - categorization V and VI to be reinforced
RNI TST
Staff have adequate skills following the various training received
BMNVK
Need for training for personnel in relation to the general context of the PA (COAP law, climate change, REDD +)
Staff of the TPF member of the regional platform REDD +

				15. Current budget: Is the current budget sufficient?		2		0: There is no budget for management of the protected area
1: The available budget is inadequate for basic management needs and presents a serious constraint to the capacity to manage
2: The available budget is acceptable but could be further improved to fully achieve effective management
3: The available budget is sufficient and meets the full management needs of the protected area

				Comments and Next Steps		COMATSA
Dependence on donor / budget restriction
RNI TST
Budget sufficient for MNO management but not for other institutions
BMNVK
Budget available
The budget allocated to staff recruitment remains strongly desired.

				16. Security of budget: Is the budget secure?		2		0: There is no secure budget for the protected area and management is wholly reliant on outside or highly variable funding  
1: There is very little secure budget and the protected area could not function adequately without outside funding 
2: There is a reasonably secure core budget for regular operation of the protected area but many innovations and initiatives are reliant on outside funding
3: There is a secure budget for the protected area and its management needs 


				Comments and Next Steps		COMATSA
BP of NAP established but source of funding still limited. Fundraising activated.
Financing 2017: PHCF, MRPA, RPN; Budget secured until 2017
RNI TST
At the moment the budget is secured but innovations and initiatives depend on the outside (FP, FAPBM, MRPA)
BMNVK
The two PAs do not have the same source of funding; AP Mahimborondro funded only by GEF / UNDP, AP Bemanevika in addition to financial support from the MRPA benefits from other sources of funding from other donors (ex Helmesley). In addition, a new source of funding is available through Conservation International, which allows us to balance the use of funds between the two PAs.
Thanks to the operation of the PICO PES at Amberivery.

				17. Management of budget: Is the budget managed to meet critical management needs?		3		0: Budget management is very poor and significantly undermines effectiveness (e.g. late release of budget in financial year)
1: Budget management is poor and constrains effectiveness
2: Budget management is adequate but could be improved
3: Budget management is excellent and meets management needs

				Comments and Next Steps		COMATSA
Adaptive management, budget rearrangement according to NAP scope and lines of activities, donor requirements, co-managers, other stakeholders
RNI TST
The budget allowed the proper management of the PA.
BMNVK
A tangible improvement in the background release level was observed.
Extras organization adopted by the manager based on substantive availability, efficiency of the team on the duration of the activities.

				18. Equipment: Is equipment sufficient for management needs?
		2		0: There are little or no equipment and facilities for management needs
1: There are some equipment and facilities but these are inadequate for most management needs
2: There are equipment and facilities, but still some gaps that constrain management
3: There are adequate equipment and facilities 

				Comments and Next Steps		COMATSA
The level of equipment (qualitative and quantitative) differs according to the institutions (NGO, DREEF, DRAE, ...).
RNI TST
Equipment is available but some equipment provided under the extension project is not granted (fire equipment, ...)
BMNVK
Equipment for a new motorcycle; new tourist infrastructure facilities; but inadequate facilities for local communities; ecological monitoring (self-financing solution or other partners)

				19. Maintenance of equipment: Is equipment adequately maintained?		3		0: There is little or no maintenance of equipment and facilities
1: There is some ad hoc maintenance of equipment and facilities 
2: There is basic maintenance of equipment and facilities 
3: Equipment and facilities are well maintained

				Comments and Next Steps		COMATSA
Basically maintained equipment
RNI TST
The budget has been appropriately allocated to the maintenance of equipment
BMNVK
The maintenance of equipment is inserted into the affected activities.
The equipment obtained is all in good condition and functional, maintenance based on available fund.

				20. Education and awareness: Is there a planned education programme linked to the objectives and needs?		2		0: There is no education and awareness programme
1: There is a limited and ad hoc education and awareness programme 
2: There is an education and awareness programme but it only partly meets needs and could be improved
3: There is an appropriate and fully implemented education and awareness programme 

				Comments and Next Steps		COMATSA
Explicit program at national level but sensitizations need to be reinforced
RNI TST
Existence of PGEE (Environmental Education Management Plan).
BMNVK
Sensitization is systematically carried out by the different entities concerned (forestry administration, PA manager and other resource person) for each Fokontany visited in the PA
Local radio broadcasts (Vaovaom-paritra, spot), Diego Tsaraparitra
Endowment of school kits (17,000 didactic articles) and 3 schools supported in rehabilitations

				21. Planning for land and water use: Does land and water use planning recognise the protected area and aid the achievement of objectives?		3		0: Adjacent land and water use planning does not take into account the needs of the protected area and activities/policies are detrimental to the survival of the area 
1: Adjacent land and water use planning does not  takes into account the long term needs of the protected area, but activities are not detrimental the area 
2: Adjacent land and water use planning partially takes into account the long term needs of the protected area
3: Adjacent land and water use planning fully takes into account the long term needs of the protected area

				Comments and Next Steps		COMATSA
TG encircling the AP taking into account the AP
RNI TST
Existence of land and water use planning (dam construction, cereal crop sub-project and agroforestry)
BMNVK
The plots and land used by the local residents are located downstream of the PA

				21a. Land and water planning for habitat conservation: Planning and management in the catchment or landscape containing the protected area incorporates provision for adequate environmental conditions (e.g. volume, quality and timing of water flow, air pollution levels etc) to sustain relevant habitats.		1		0: No                                                                                                                                 1: Yes

				Comments and Next Steps		COMATSA
Existence of water pollution linked to artisanal extractive activities adjacent to the PA but not significant impacts (Ambodihasina Andapa, Andravory Vohémar, Manambato)
RNI TST
No formal planning there is nevertheless the contact between the heads of the PA and the users of soil and water in the surroundings
BMNVK
No new land grabs in the PA.
Development of buffer areas; endowing materials and inputs to farmers so as not to return to dependence on natural resources

				21b. Land and water planning for habitat conservation: Management of corridors linking the protected area provides for wildlife passage to key habitats outside the protected area (e.g. to allow migratory fish to travel between freshwater spawning sites and the sea, or to allow animal migration).		1		0: No                                                                                                                                 1: Yes

				Comments and Next Steps		COMATSA
AP adjacent to several APs
RNI TST
CAPAM acts as a corridor connecting East-West and North-South ecosystems.
BMNVK
Proximity to CAPAM PAs and existence of a corridor which constitutes a genetic bridge for certain species.

				21c. Land and water planning for habitat conservation:  "Planning adresses ecosystem-specific needs and/or the needs of particular species of concern at an ecosystem scale (e.g. volume, quality and timing of freshwater flow to sustain particular species, fire management to maintain savannah habitats etc.)"		1		0: No                                                                                                                                 1: Yes

				Comments and Next Steps		COMATSA
Ecological monitoring, viability study of certain species (end 2015 - early 2016)
RNI TST
Existence of management plan by conservation target
BMNVK
Ecological monitoring of Onjy and lemurs and protection of sensitive ecosystems (forest, lake swamp) by the installation of a firewall.

				22. State and commercial neighbours:Is there co-operation with adjacent land and water users? 		2		0: There is no contact between managers and neighbouring official or corporate land and water users
1: There is contact between managers and neighbouring official or corporate land and water users but little or no cooperation
2: There is contact between managers and neighbouring official or corporate land and water users, but only some co-operation 
3: There is regular contact between managers and neighbouring official or corporate land and water users, and substantial co-operation on management

				Comments and Next Steps		COMATSA
cooperation between manager, AUE, partners (DRAE, Dreau, ...) after construction of hydro-agricultural dam
RNI TST
Some neighboring land users and water users have contact with the manager (Creation of dam associations). Form of cooperation: Conservation contract between MNP and AUE
BMNVK
Effective presence of socio-organizers;
Zoning compliance and farmland management rule

				23. Indigenous people: Do indigenous and traditional peoples resident or regularly using the protected area have input to management decisions?		2		0: Indigenous and traditional peoples have no input into decisions relating to the management of the protected area
1: Indigenous and traditional peoples have some input into discussions relating to management but no direct role in management
2: Indigenous and traditional peoples directly contribute to some relevant decisions relating to management but their involvement could be improved
3: Indigenous and traditional peoples directly participate in all relevant decisions relating to management, e.g. co-management

				Comments and Next Steps		RNI TST
Decision on the access rule and respect for the usual (Rules of Procedure and management rule)
BMNVK
there is no indigenous population on the side of NAP Bemanevika and Mahimborondro
Native keyword not applicable,
Traditional population: Sojabe, traditional authority included in the local community

				24. Local communities: Do local communities resident or near the protected area have input to management decisions?		2		0: Local communities have no input into decisions relating to the management of the protected area
1: Local communities have some input into discussions relating to management but no direct role in management
2: Local communities directly contribute to some relevant  decisions relating to management but their involvement could be improved
3: Local communities directly participate in all relevant decisions relating to management, e.g. co-management

				Comments and Next Steps		COMATSA
NAP surrounded by TGRN, but PA co-management is not yet effective, local community participation in decision-making is still limited, unlike TG
RNI TST
Decision-making through COSAP / CLP: increase in the frequency of intervention in decision-making
BMNVK
Mutual exchanges with local communities (community monitoring, implementation of DINA, TGRN limit ...)
Integration of all local structures into the principle of co-management (conflict management, monitoring of activities) namely SOJABE, women's associations, local authorities (responsibility charter).

				24 a. Impact on communities: There is open communication and trust between local and/or  indigenous people, stakeholders and protected area managers		1		0: No                                                                                                                                 1: Yes

				Comments and Next Steps		COMATSA
absence of conflict between manager and community
RNI TST
Good relationship
BMNVK
Non-effectiveness of the application of the decision taken together linked to the socio-cultural context based on the "Fihavanana".

				24 b. Impact on communities: Programmes to enhance community welfare, while conserving protected area resources, are being implemented 		1		0: No                                                                                                                                 1: Yes

				Comments and Next Steps		COMATSA
Eg: Barefoot college, hydroagricultural dams, start of implementation of the NAP
RNI TST
Existence of development programs: ACR, PSSE, ...
BMNVK
Reduction of the dependence of the local population on the use of natural resources, increase of income of Paps
Direct support to target people involved in conservation programs (assiduity, voluntarism)

				24 c. Impact on communities: Local and/or indigenous people actively support the protected area		1		0: No                                                                                                                                 1: Yes

				Comments and Next Steps		COMATSA
tangible membership of the community in activities despite threats from third parties (political, ...)
RNI TST
Existence of the Local Park Committee
BMNVK
Community reforestation next to Lake Matsaborimena
Engagement of nurserymen in the peripheral FKT of the PA
Extension of the LIFE model in other non-PAP communities
A green belt of 16 TGRN
KMDT for each fokontany (6 -8 members / KMDT)

				25. Economic benefit: Is the protected area providing economic benefits to local communities, e.g. income, employment, payment for environmental services?		2		0: The protected area does not deliver any economic benefits to local communities
1: Potential economic  benefits are recognised and plans to realise these are being developed
2: There is some flow of economic benefits to local communities 
3: There is a major flow of economic benefits to local communities from activities associated with the protected area

				Comments and Next Steps		COMATSA
income on patrol allowances, guidance, production cash crop (especially vanilla, agricultural products at local market level)
PSE and REDD to come; Hydroelectric Project under study at the Andapa level
Integration of COMATSA into the National REDD Program, PADAP
RNI TST
Projects to support local residents are to be carried out within the framework of the management of the protected area.
Cases of porters, labor, co-management. Others benefit from income-generating activities to compensate for their losses in relation to the PA's profit after extension (PSE)
BMNVK
Implementation of a PICO in Amberivery will provide local communities with an opportunity for socio-economic development. Frequent local benefits have granted some homes to increase their income (ex village Bemanevika)
Implementation of the LIFE model would reduce household expenditure for each adopting household
3 tons of shared seed
130 plows and 40 harrows are available for the concerned PA residents

				26. Monitoring and evaluation: Are management activities monitored against performance?		3		0: There is no monitoring and evaluation in the protected area
1: There is some ad hoc monitoring and evaluation, but no overall strategy and/or no regular collection of results
2: There is an agreed and implemented monitoring and evaluation system but results do not feed back into management
3: A good monitoring and evaluation system exists, is well implemented and used in adaptive management

				Comments and Next Steps		COMATSA
MRPA SGBD used at the NAP scale, METT
score based on qualitative assessment
RNI TST
Monitoring and evaluation for year n is taken into account in management n + 1
BMNVK
Follow-up ONE in the implementation of PGESS, METT for PA management effectiveness; COS; Database, technical follow-up DSAPT and DREEF Sofia

				27. Visitor facilities: Are visitor facilities adequate?		1		0: There are no visitor facilities and services despite an identified need
1: Visitor facilities and services are inappropriate for current levels of visitation 
2: Visitor facilities and services are adequate for current levels of visitation but could be improved
3: Visitor facilities and services are excellent for current levels of visitation

				Comments and Next Steps		RNI TST
Existence of campsites, not infrastructures.
BMNVK
Improvement of a campsite (installation of the new shelters tents, purchase of solar panels, existences of the new showers and WC)
2016: 50 foreign visitors
2017: 10 national visitors

				28. Commercial tourism operators: Do commercial tour operators contribute to protected area management?		1		0: There is little or no contact between managers and tourism operators using the protected area
1: There is contact between managers and tourism operators but this is largely confined to administrative or regulatory matters
2: There is limited co-operation between managers and tourism operators to enhance visitor experiences and maintain protected area values
3: There is good co-operation between managers and tourism operators to enhance visitor experiences, and maintain protected area values

				Comments and Next Steps		COMATSA
The CIRCUITS offered after visits to the ORT SAVA grounds are still adventurous circuits.
RNI TST
Category I, RNI
BMNVK
the development of new tariffs for access to sites is obtained after consultation with the tourist actors (guides, TO) but the relations are still informal
Marketing Bemanevika by ORT SOFIA

				29. Fees: If fees (i.e. entry fees or fines) are applied, do they help protected area management?		2		0: Although fees are theoretically applied, they are not collected
1: Fees are collected, but make no contribution to the protected area or its environs
2: Fees are collected, and make some contribution to the protected area and its environs
3: Fees are collected and make a substantial contribution to the protected area and its environs 

				Comments and Next Steps		COMATSA
Equitable distribution of VonoDina to stakeholders
The entrance fees (guide, porter) collected at the level of the local structures, COBA
RNI TST
Right to research: minimal
BMNVK
A portion of the donations obtained used the social development of beneficiary communities
A new procedure for accessing the sites will be regulated. Formalization of law and distribution, to be devised with the actors concerned,
Ongoing the creation of grouping of tourist operators of Bemanevika

				30. Condition of values: What is the condition of the important values of the protected area as compared to when it was first designated?		3		0: Many important biodiversity, ecological or cultural values are being severely degraded 
1: Some biodiversity, ecological or cultural values are being severely degraded 
2: Some biodiversity, ecological and cultural values are being partially degraded but the most important values have not been significantly impacted
3: Biodiversity, ecological and cultural values are predominantly intact

				Comments and Next Steps		COMATSA
the large blocks are intact, deforestation is decreasing, indicators are stable compared to scientific ecological monitoring but re-emerging from deforestation
RNI TST
But there is a very localized degradation in the cannabis zone (Besahono).
BMNVK
Despite the existing pressures, the results of the monitoring carried out show positive tourist trends in Bemanevika

				30a: Condition of values: The assessment of the condition of values is based on research and/or monitoring		1		0: No                                                                                                                                 1: Yes

				Comments and Next Steps		COMATSA
Eco regular follow-ups
RNI TST
Reference inventory, ecological monitoring
BMNVK
Monitoring of conservation targets
Dragonfly: 32 Individuals gana fotsy maso
Lemur: 8 species
Birds of water: 20 species (5 menaceae)
Community monitoring: reduction of observed offenses
Sensitive habitats are more or less spared from bush fires thanks to installed firewalls
New information about Râle de waters (endangered species)

				30b: Condition of values Specific management programmes are being implemented to address threats to biodiversity, ecological and cultural values		1		0: No                                                                                                                                 1: Yes

				Comments and Next Steps		COMATSA
project PHCF: restoration of 120ha
green belt 12 TGRN
RNI TST
Ex: repression program
BMNVK
Commitment of WTO local authorities to tangibly reduce pressures in the PA (bush fire, clearing)
DINA approval; training of OPJs; Terms of Use
environmental education through endowments of school kits

				30c: Condition of values: Activities to maintain key biodiversity, ecological and cultural values are a routine part of park management		1		0: No                                                                                                                                 1: Yes

				Comments and Next Steps		COMATSA
Conventional management activities
RNI TST
Periodic ecological monitoring, patrolling and monitoring
BMNVK
there are activities for the protection of habitats (fire protection, forest restoration) and control over crime (community monitoring for each quarter and joint missions)



				TOTAL SCORE		79		This huge Complex of Ambohimirahavavy Marivorahona has demonstrated the complexity of the management of different ecosystems deployed in different ecoregions, landscapes and administrative distributions. However the use of coherent management tools have allowed a successful implementation of the PAs. The sustainability of these PAs will need more financing especially for income generation.



								

















































































































































































































































































































































































































Objective 1. Section III

				Tracking Tool for Biodiversity Projects in GEF-3, GEF-4, and GEF-5                     





				Objective 1: Catalyzing Sustainability of Protected Area Systems

				SECTION III: Financial Sustainability Scorecard



				Note: Please complete the financial sustainability scorecard for each project that is focusing on improving the financial sustainability of a PA system or an individual PA, per outcome 1.2 in the GEF biodiversity strategy. As we did in GEF-4, we will use the scorecard that was developed by Andrew Bovarnick of UNDP as it addresses our needs in a comprehensive fashion.  
The scorecard has three sections:
Part I – Overall financial status of the protected areas system.  This includes basic protected area information and a financial analysis of the national protected area system.
Part II – Assessing elements of the financing system.
Part III – Scoring.

				Important: Please read the Guidelines posted on the GEF website before entering your data



				Part I: Protected Areas System, sub-systems and networks

				Part I requires financial data to determine the costs, revenues and financing gaps of the PA system both in the current year and as forecast for the future. It provides a quantitative analysis of the PA system and shows the financial data needed by PA planners needed to determine financial targets and hence the quantity of additional funds required to finance effective management of their PA system. As different countries have different accounting systems certain data requirements may vary in their relevance for each country. However, where financial data is absent, the first activity the PA authority should be to generate and collect the data.



				Part 1.1 – Basic Information on Country’s National Protected Area System, Sub-systems and Networks. Detail in the Table every sub-system and network within the national system of protected areas in the country.  


				Protected Areas System, sub-systems and networks		Number of sites		Terrestrial hectares covered		Marine hectares covered[1]		Total hectares covered		Institution responsible for PA management 

				National System of PAs

				Sub-system







				Network

				Managed Resources Protected Areas		5		1,432,472		32,500		1,464,972		MEEMF





				[1] MPAs should be detailed separately to terrestrial PAs as they tend to be much larger in size and have different cost structures



				Part 1.2 – Financial Analysis of the National Protected Area System 



				Financial Analysis of the Sub-System or Network –[insert name of Sub-System or Network]		Baseline year (US$) [1][2]		Year 2015 (US$)  [3][4]		Comments Add the source of data and state confidence in data (low, medium, high)



				Available Finances[5]



				(1) Total annual central government budget allocated to PA management (excluding donor funds and revenues generated for the PA system)		N/A		N/A		 

				- operational budget (salaries, maintenance, fuel etc)		-

				- infrastructure investment budget (roads, visitor centres etc)		-

				(2) Extra budgetary funding for PA management 		0				Specify sources of funds 

				- Total of  A + B - 

				A. Funds channelled through government - total		0

				- PA dedicated taxes		0				eg a conservation departure tax or water fees re-invested in PAs

				- Trust Funds		0				Only include available funds for the year and not amounts contributed for capitalization

				- Donor funds		0

				- Loans		0

				- Debt for nature swaps		0

				- Others		0



				B. Funds channelled through third party/independent institutional arrangements – total

				- Trust Funds		0

				- Donor funds		0

				- Loans		0

				- Others		0



				(3) Total annual site based revenue generation across all PAs broken down by source[6]		0				Indicate total economic value of PAs (if studies available)[7]

				- Total		0

				A. Tourism entrance fees		0				Specify the number of visitors to the protected areas in year X                                                                                                                                                                                                       - international:                                                                                                                                                - national:                                                                                                                                            Specify fee levels: Estimate % of overall fees generated by most popular PAs within the system (as often a high % of fees may be generated by only one or two PA sites): Estimate total revenues possible if fee level raised:

				B. Other tourism and recreational related fees (camping, fishing permits etc)		0				Specify purpose and level of fees:



				C. Income from concessions		0				Specify type of concession



				D. Payments for ecosystem services (PES)		0				Provide examples:

				- water		0

				- carbon		0

				- biodiversity		0





				E. Other non-tourism related fees and charges (specify each type of revenue generation mechanism)		0

				- scientific research fees		0

				- genetic patents		0

				- pollution charges		0

				- sale of souvenirs from state run shops		0

				 

				(4) Percentage of PA generated revenues retained in the PA system for re-investment[8]		0

										Specify whether PA generated revenues are retained directly in the PA system or are sent to government and then returned back to the PA system

				(5) Total finances available to the PA system [line item 1+2.A+2.B]+ [line item 3 * line item 4]

				Available for operations		-

				Available for infrastructure investment		-



				Costs and Financing Needs



				(1) Total annual expenditure for PAs (all PA operating and investment costs and system level expenses)[9]		0				State any extraordinary levels of capital investment in a given year                                                                                                                                 State degree of disbursement/executed – total annual expenditures as % of available finances (line item 5.)                         

										If this % is low, state reasons:

				- by government

				- by independent/other channels		0

						0

				(2) Estimation of PA system financing needs						Where possible breakdown by terrestrial and marine sub-systems

				A. Estimated financing needs for basic management costs (operational and investments) to be covered						Summarize methodology used to make estimate (eg costs detailed at certain sites and then extrapolated for system)

				- PA central system level operational costs (salaries, office maintenance etc)

				- PA site management operational costs

				- PA site infrastructure investment costs 

				- PA system capacity building costs for central and site levels (training, strategy, policy reform etc)						These system capacity building needs are additional to daily operations but critical for system development and are often covered by donors 



				B. Estimated financing needs for optimal management costs (operational and investments) to be covered						Summarize methodology used to make estimate





				- PA central system level operational costs (salaries, office maintenance etc)

				- PA site management operational costs

				- PA site infrastructure investment costs 

				- PA system capacity building costs for central and site levels (training, strategy, policy reform etc)						These system capacity building needs are additional to attaining basic management capacities and may entail additional scientific research, public communications, scholarships etc) 

				C. Estimated financial needs to expand the PA systems to be fully ecologically representative						Insert additional costs required for land purchase for new PAs:



				- basic management costs for new PAs

				- optimal management costs for new PAs



				Annual financing gap (financial needs – available finances)[10]						Where possible breakdown by terrestrial and marine sub-systems

				1. Net actual annual surplus/deficit[11] 



				2. Annual financing gap for basic management scenarios

				Operations

				Infrastructure investment



				3. Annual financing gap for optimal management scenarios

				Operations

				Infrastructure investment



				4. Annual financing gap for basic management of an expanded PA system (current network costs plus annual costs of adding more PAs)





				5. Projected annual financing gap for basic expenditure scenario in year X+5[12],[13]





				Financial data collection needs 



				Specify main data gaps identified from this analysis:



				Specify actions to be taken to fill data gaps[14]:



				[1] The baseline year refers to the year the Scorecard was completed for the first time and remains fixed.  Insert year eg 2007.  

				[2] Insert in footnote the local currency and exchange rate to US$ and date of rate (eg US$1=1000 colones, August 2007)

				[3] X refers to the year the Scorecard is completed and should be inserted (eg 2008).  For the first time the Scorecard is completed X will be the same as the baseline year.  For subsequent years insert an additional column to present the data for each year the Scorecard is completed.

				[4] Insert in footnote the local currency and exchange rate to US$ and date of rate

				[5] This section unravels sources of funds available to PAs, categorized by (i) government core budget (line item 1), (ii) additional government funds (line item 2), and (iii) PA generated revenues (line item 3).

				[6] This data should be the total for all the PA systems to indicate total revenues.  If data is only available for a specific PA system specify which system

				[7] Note this will include non monetary values and hence will differ (be greater) than revenues

				[8] This includes funds to be shared by PAs with local stakeholders

				[9] In some countries actual expenditure differs from planned expenditure due to disbursement difficulties.  In this case actual expenditure should be presented and a note on disbursement rates and planned expenditures can be made in the Comments column.

				[10] Financing needs as calculated in (8) minus available financing total in (6)

				[11]  This will likely be zero but some PAs may have undisbursed funds and some with autonomous budgets may have deficits

				[12] This data is useful to show the direction and pace of the PA system towards closing the finance gap.  This line can only be completed if a long term financial analysis of the PA system has been undertaken for the country

				[13] As future costs are projected, initial consideration should be given to upcoming needs of PA systems to adapt to climate change which may include incorporating new areas into the PA system to facilitate habitat changes and migration

				[14] Actions may include (i) cost data based on site based management plans and extrapolation of site costs across a PA system and (ii) revenue and budget accounts and projections



				Part II of the scorecard is compartmentalized into three fundamental components for a fully functioning financial system at the site and system level – (i) legal, regulatory  and institutional frameworks, (ii) business planning and tools for cost-effective management (eg accounting practices) and (iii) tools for revenue generation.  

COMPONENT 1: LEGAL, REGULATORY AND INSTITUTIONAL FRAMEWORKS THAT ENABLE SUSTAINABLE PA FINANCING
Legal, policy, regulatory and institutional frameworks affecting PA financing systems need to be clearly defined and supportive of effective financial planning, revenue generation, revenue retention and management. Institutional responsibilities must be clearly delineated and agreed, and an enabling policy and legal environment in place. Institutional governance structures must enable and require the use of effective, transparent mechanisms for allocation, management and accounting of revenues and expenditures.
COMPONENT 2: BUSINESS PLANNING AND TOOLS FOR COST-EFFECTIVE MANAGEMENT 
Financial planning, accounting and business planning are important tools for cost-effective management when undertaken on a regular and systematic basis. Effective financial planning requires accurate knowledge not only of revenues, but also of expenditure levels, patterns and investment requirements. Options for balancing the costs/revenues equation should include equal consideration of revenue increases and cost control. Good financial planning enables PA managers to make strategic financial decisions such as allocating spending to match management priorities, and identifying appropriate cost reductions and potential cash flow problems. Improved planning can also help raise more funds as donors and governments feel more assured that their funds will be more effectively invested in the protected area system. 
COMPONENT 3: TOOLS FOR REVENUE GENERATION AND MOBILIZATION
PA systems must be able to attract and take advantage of all existing and potential revenue mechanisms within the context of their overall management priorities. Diversification of revenue sources is a powerful strategy to reduce vulnerability to external shocks and dependency on limited government budgets. Sources of revenue for protected area systems can include traditional funding sources – tourism entrance fees – along with innovative ones such as debt swaps, tourism concession arrangements, payments for water and carbon services and in some cases, carefully controlled levels of resource extraction.

				 PART II: FINANCIAL SCORECARD – ASSESSING ELEMENTS OF THE FINANCING SYSTEM

				Component 1 –   Legal, regulatory and institutional frameworks

				Element 1 – Legal, policy and regulatory support for revenue generation by PAs

				(i) Laws or policies are in place that facilitate PA revenue mechanisms		0		0: None
1: A few
2: Several
3: Fully
		Specify the revenue generation mechanisms that are not permitted under the current legal framework: 

				(ii) Fiscal instruments such as taxes on tourism and water or tax breaks exist to promote PA financing		0		0: None
1: A few
2: Several
3: Fully


				Element 2 - Legal, policy and regulatory support for revenue retention and sharing within the PA system

				(i) Laws or policies are in place for PA revenues to be retained by the PA system		0		0: No
1: Under development
2: Yes, but needs improvement
3: Yes, satisfactory
		Specify % to be retained:

				(ii) Laws or policies are in place for PA revenues to be retained at the PA site level		0		0: No
1: Under development
2: Yes, but needs improvement
3: Yes, satisfactory
		Specify % to be retained:

				(iii) Laws or policies are in place for revenue sharing at the PA site level with local stakeholders 		0		0: No
1: Under development
2: Yes, but needs improvement
3: Yes, satisfactory
		Specify % to be shared:

				Element 3 - Legal and regulatory conditions for establishing Funds (endowment, sinking or revolving)[1]

				(i) A Fund has been established and capitalized to finance the PA system		1		0: No
1: Established
2: Established with limited capital
3: Established with adequate capital


				(ii) Funds have been created to finance specific PAs		0		0: No
1: Partially
2: Quite well
3: Fully


				(iii) Fund expenditures are integrated with national PA financial planning and accounting 		0		0: No
1: Partially
2: Quite well
3: Fully


				Element 4 - Legal, policy and regulatory support for alternative institutional arrangements for PA management to reduce cost burden to government

				(i) There are laws or policies which allow and regulate concessions for PA services		1		0: None
1: Under development
2: Yes, but needs improvement
3: Yes, Satisfactory 


				(ii) There are laws or policies which allow and regulate co-management of PAs		1		0: None
1: Under development
2: Yes, but needs improvement
3: Yes, Satisfactory 


				(iii) There are laws or policies which allow and regulate local government management of PAs		1		0: None
1: Under development
2: Yes, but needs improvement
3: Yes, Satisfactory 


				(iv) There are laws which allow, promote and regulate private reserves		1		0: None
1: Under development
2: Yes, but needs improvement
3: Yes, Satisfactory 


				Element 5 –National PA Financing Strategies

				(i) There are policies and/or regulations that exist for the following which should be part of a National PA Finance Strategy:

				-    Comprehensive financial data and plans for a standardized and coordinated cost accounting systems (both input and activity based accounting)		0		0: None
1: Under development
2: Yes, but needs improvement
3: Yes, Satisfactory 


				- Revenue generation and fee levels across PAs 		0		0: None
1: Under development
2: Yes, but needs improvement
3: Yes, Satisfactory 
		Specify the tariff levels for the Pas:

				- Allocation of PA budgets to PA sites (criteria based on size, threats, business plans, performance etc)		0		0: None
1: Under development
2: Yes, but needs improvement
3: Yes, Satisfactory 
		List the budget allocation criteria:

				- Safeguards to ensure that revenue generation does not adversely affect conservation objectives of PAs		0		0: None
1: Under development
2: Yes, but needs improvement
3: Yes, Satisfactory 


				- PA management plans to include financial data or associated business plans		0		0: None
1: Under development
2: Yes, but needs improvement
3: Yes, Satisfactory 


				(ii) Degree of formulation, adoption and implementation of a national financing strategy[2]		0		0: Not begun
1: In progress
2: Completed and adopted
3: Under implementation


				Element 6 - Economic valuation of protected area systems (ecosystem services, tourism based employment etc)

				(i) Economic valuation studies on the contribution of protected areas to local and national development are available		0		0: None
1: Partial
2: Satisfactory
3: Full
		Provide summary data from studies:

				(ii) PA economic valuation influences government decision makers		0		0: None
1: Partial
2: Satisfactory
3: Full
		Specify ministries that have been influenced: 

				Element 7 - Improved government budgeting for PA systems

				(i) Government policy promotes budgeting for PAs based on financial need as determined by PA management plans		0		0: No
1: Partially
2: Yes



				(ii) PA budgets includes funds to finance threat reduction strategies in buffer zones (eg livelihoods of communities living around the PA)[3]		0		0: No
1: Partially
2: Yes



				(iii) Administrative (eg procurement) procedures facilitate budget to be spent, reducing risk of future budget cuts due to low disbursement rates		0		0: No
1: Partially
2: Yes



				(iii) Administrative (eg procurement) procedures facilitate budget to be spent, reducing risk of future budget cuts due to low disbursement rates		0		0: No
1: Partially
2: Yes



				(iv) Government plans to increase budget, over the long term, to reduce the PA financing gap		0		0: No
1: Partially
2: Yes



				Element 8 - Clearly defined institutional responsibilities for financial management of PAs

				(i)  Mandates of public institutions regarding PA finances are clear and agreed		1		0: None
1: Partial
2: Improving
3: Full


				Element 9 - Well-defined staffing requirements, profiles and incentives at site and system level

				(i) Central level has sufficient economists and economic planners to improve financial sustainability of the system		0		0: None
1: Partial
2: Almost there
3: Full
		State positions and describe roles:

				(ii) There is an organizational structure (eg a dedicated unit) with sufficient authority and coordination to properly manage the finances of the PA system		0		0: None
1: Partial
2: Almost there
3: Full


				(iii) At the regional and PA site level there is sufficient professional capacity to promote financial sustainability at site level		0		0: None
1: Partial
2: Almost there
3: Full
		State positions and describe roles:

				(iv) PA site manager responsibilities include, financial management, cost-effectiveness and revenue generation [4]		0		0: None
1: Partial
2: Almost there
3: Full


				(v) Budgetary incentives motivate PA managers to promote site level financial sustainability (eg sites generating revenues do not necessarily experience budget cuts)		0		0: None
1: Partial
2: Almost there
3: Full


				(vi) Performance assessment of PA site managers includes assessment of sound financial planning, revenue generation, fee collection and cost-effective management		0		0: None
1: Partial
2: Almost there
3: Full


				(vii) There is capacity within the system for auditing PA finances		0		0: None
1: Partial
2: Almost there
3: Full


				(viii) PA managers have the possibility to budget and plan for the long-term (eg over 5 years)		0		0: None
1: Partial
2: Almost there
3: Full


				Total Score for Component 1		6		Actual score:   

						90		Total Possible: 90                                

						7		% achieved

				Component 2 – Business planning and tools for cost-effective management

				Element 1 – PA site-level management and business planning

				(i) Quality of PA management plans used, (based on conservation objectives, management needs and costs based on cost-effective analysis)		0		0: Does not exist
1: Poor
2: Decent
3: High quality


				(ii) PA management plans are used at PA sites across the PA system		0		0: Not begun
1: Early stages Below 25% of sites within the system
2: Near complete Above 70% of sites 
3: Completed  or 100% coverage 
		Specify if management plans are current or out-dated: 

				(iii) Business plans, based on standard formats and linked to PA management plans and conservation objectives, are developed across the PA system[5]		0		0: Not begun
1: Early stages Below 25% of sites within the system
2: Near complete Above 70% of sites 
3: Completed  or 100% coverage 


				(iv) Business plans are implemented across the PA system (degree of implementation measured by achievement of objectives)		0		0: Not begun
1: Early stages Below 25% of sites within the system
2: Near complete Above 70% of sites 
3: Completed  or 100% coverage 


				(v) Business plans for PAs contribute to system level planning and budgeting		0		0: Not begun
1: Early stages Below 25% of sites within the system
2: Near complete Above 70% of sites 
3: Completed  or 100% coverage 


				(vi) Costs of implementing management and business plans are monitored and contributes to cost-effective guidance and financial performance reporting 		0		0: Not begun
1: Early stages Below 25% of sites within the system
2: Near complete Above 70% of sites 
3: Completed  or 100% coverage 


				Element 2 - Operational, transparent and useful accounting and auditing systems

				(i) There is a transparent and coordinated cost (operational and investment) accounting system functioning for the PA system 		0		0: None
1: Partial
2: Near complete
3: Fully completed


				(ii) Revenue tracking systems for each PA in place and operational		0		0: None
1: Partial
2: Near complete
3: Fully completed


				(iii) There is a system so that the accounting data contributes to system level planning and budgeting		0		0: None
1: Partial
2: Near complete
3: Fully completed


				Element 3 - Systems for monitoring and reporting on financial management performance

				(i) All PA revenues and expenditures are fully and accurately reported by PA authorities to stakeholders 		0		0: None
1: Partial
2: Near complete
3: Complete and operational


				(ii) Financial returns on tourism related investments are measured and reported, where possible (eg track increase in visitor revenues before and after establishment of a visitor centre)		0		0: None
1: Partial
2: Near complete
3: Complete and operational


				(iii) A monitoring and reporting system in place to show how and why funds are allocated across PA sites and the central PA authority		0		0: None
1: Partial
2: Near complete
3: Complete and operational


				(iv) A reporting and evaluation system is in place to show how effectively PAs use their available finances (ie disbursement rate and cost-effectiveness) to achieve management objectives		0		0: None
1: Partial
2: Near complete
3: Complete and operational


				Element 4 - Methods for allocating funds across individual PA sites

				(i) National PA budget is allocated to sites based on agreed and appropriate criteria (eg size, threats, needs, performance) 		0		0: No
1: Yes



				(ii) Funds raised by co-managed PAs do not reduce government budget allocations where funding gaps still exist		0		0: No
1: Yes



				Element 5 - Training and support networks to enable PA managers to operate more cost-effectively[6]

				(i) Guidance on cost-effective management developed and being used by PA managers		0		0: Absent
1: Partially done
2: Almost done
3: Fully


				(ii) Inter-PA site level network exist for PA managers to share information with each other on their costs, practices and impacts		0		0: Absent
1: Partially done
2: Almost done
3: Fully


				(iii) Operational and investment cost comparisons between PA sites complete, available and being used to track PA manager performance		0		0: Absent
1: Partially done
2: Almost done
3: Fully


				(iv) Monitoring and learning systems of cost-effectiveness are in place and feed into system management policy and planning		0		0: Absent
1: Partially done
2: Almost done
3: Fully


				(v) PA site managers are trained in financial management and cost-effective management		0		0: Absent
1: Partially done
2: Almost done
3: Fully


				(vi) PA financing system facilitates PAs to share costs of common practices with each other and with PA headquarters[7] 		0		0: Absent
1: Partially done
2: Almost done
3: Fully


				Total Score for Component 2		0		Actual score:   

						59		Total Possible: 59                             

						0		% achieved

				Component 3 – Tools for revenue generation by PAs

				Element 1 - Number and variety of revenue sources used across the PA system

				(i) An up-to-date analysis of revenue options for the country complete and available including feasibility studies;		0		0: None
1: Partially
2: A fair amount
3: Optimal 


				(ii) There is a diverse set of sources and mechanisms, generating funds for the PA system		0		0: None
1: Partially
2: A fair amount
3: Optimal 
		Suggested benchmarks for a diversified portfolio of financial mechanisms for the PA system: Partial – 1-2                                                 Fair amount – 3-4                              Optimal – 5 or more                                             List the mechanisms:

				(iii) PAs are operating revenue mechanisms that generate positive net revenues (greater than annual operating costs and over long-term payback initial investment cost)		0		0: None
1: Partially
2: A fair amount
3: Optimal 


				(iv) PAs enable local communities to generate revenues, resulting in reduced threats to the PAs		0		0: None
1: Partially
2: A fair amount
3: Optimal 


				Element 2 - Setting and establishment of user fees across the PA system

				(i) A system wide strategy and action plan for user fees is complete and adopted by government		0		0: None
1: Partially
2: Satisfactory
3: Fully 
		If PA sites have tariffs but there is no system strategy score as partial: 

				(ii) The national tourism industry and Ministry are supportive and are partners in the PA user fee system and programmes		0		0: None
1: Partially
2: Satisfactory
3: Fully 


				(iii) Tourism related infrastructure investment is proposed and developed for PA sites across the network based on analysis of revenue potential and return on investment [8]		0		0: None
1: Partially
2: Satisfactory
3: Fully 


				(iv) Where tourism is promoted PA managers can demonstrate maximum revenue whilst not threatening PA conservation objectives		0		0: None
1: Partially
2: Satisfactory
3: Fully 


				(v) Non tourism user fees are applied and generate additional revenue		0		0: None
1: Partially
2: Satisfactory
3: Fully 


				Element 3 - Effective fee collection systems

				(i) System wide guidelines for fee collection are complete and approved by PA authorities 		0		0: None
1: Partially
2: Completely
3: Operational 


				(ii)  Fee collection systems are being implemented at PA sites in a cost-effective manner		0		0: None
1: Partially
2: Completely
3: Operational 


				(iii) Fee collection systems are monitored, evaluated and acted upon		0		0: None
1: Partially
2: Completely
3: Operational 


				(iv) PA visitors are satisfied with the professionalism of fee collection and the services provided		0		0: None
1: Partially
2: Completely

		This can be done through visitor surveys

				Element 4 - Communication strategies to increase public awareness about the rationale for revenue generation mechanisms

				(i) Communication campaigns for the public about tourism fees, conservation taxes etc are widespread and high profile at national level		0		0: None
1: Partially
2: Satisfactory
3: Fully 


				(i) Communication campaigns for the public about PA fees are in place at PA site level		0		0: None
1: Partially
2: Satisfactory
3: Fully 


				Element 5 - Operational PES schemes for PAs[9]

				(i) A system wide strategy and action plan for PES is complete and adopted by government 		0		0: None
1: Partially
2: Progressing 
3: Fully 


				(ii) Pilot PES schemes at select PA sites developed		0		0: None
1: Partially
2: Progressing 
3: Fully 


				(iii) Operational performance of pilots is monitored, evaluated and reported		0		0: None
1: Partially
2: Progressing 
3: Fully 


				(iv) Scale up of PES across the PA system is underway		0		0: None
1: Partially
2: Progressing 
3: Fully 


				Element 6 - Concessions operating within PAs[10]

				(i) A system wide strategy and implementation action plan is complete and adopted by government for concessions		0		0: None
1: Partially
2: Progressing 
3: Fully 


				(ii) Concession opportunities are operational at pilot PA sites		0		0: None
1: Partially
2: Progressing 
3: Fully 


				(iii) Operational performance (environmental and financial) of pilots is monitored, evaluated, reported and acted upon		0		0: None
1: Partially
2: Progressing 
3: Fully 


				(iv) Scale up of concessions across the PA system is underway		0		0: None
1: Partially
2: Progressing 
3: Fully 


				Element 7 - PA training programmes on revenue generation mechanisms

				(1) Training courses run by the government and other competent organizations for PA managers on revenue mechanisms and financial administration		0		0: None
1: Limited
2: Satisfactory 
3: Extensive 


				Total Score for Component 2		0		Actual score:   

						71		Total Possible: 71                       

						0		% achieved

				[1] This element can be omitted in countries where a PA system does not require a Trust Fund due to robust financing within government 

				[2] A national PA Financing Strategy will include targets, policies, tools and approaches

				[3] This could include budgets for development agencies and local governments for local livelihoods

				[4] These responsibilities should be found in the Terms of Reference for the posts

				[5] A PA Business Plan is a plan that analyzes and identifies the financial gap in a PA’s operations, and presents opportunities to mitigate that gap through operational cost efficiencies or revenue generation schemes. It does not refer to business plans for specific concession services within a PA.  Each country may have its own definition and methodology for business plans or may only carry out financial analysis and hence may need to adapt the questions accordingly.

				[6] Cost-effectiveness is broadly defined as maximizing impact from amount invested and achieving a target impact in the least cost manner.  It is not about lowering costs and resulting impacts.

				[7] This might include aerial surveys, marine pollution monitoring, economic valuations etc.

				[8] As tourism infrastructure increases within PAs and in turn increases visitor numbers and PA revenues the score for this item should be increased in proportion to its importance to funding the PA system.

				[9] Where PES is not appropriate or feasible for a PA system take 12 points off total possible score for the PA system

				[10] Concessions will be mainly for tourism related services such as visitor centres, giftshops, restaurants, transportation etc



				Part III summarizes the total scores and percentages scored by the country in any given year when the exercise is completed.  It shows the total possible score and the total actual score for the PA system and presents the results as a percentage.  Over time changes to the scores can show progress in strengthening the PA financing system.

				PART III- FINANCIAL SCORECARD – SCORING AND MEASURING PROGRESS

				Total Score for PA System		6



				Total Possible Score		220



				Actual score as a percentage of the total possible score		3



				Percentage scored in previous year or previous time the scorecard was applied [1]		n/a



				[1] Insert NA if this is first year of completing scorecard.



				Annex I – Revenue Projection Estimates

				This table should be filled out to supplement data presented on revenue generation in both Part I and II.

				Fees and other revenue generation mechanisms		Current fee levels 		Current revenues		Proposed  fee  level		Estimated revenue		Comments













				Total

				Annex II – Policy Reform and Strengthening

				This Table should be filled out to complement information provided in Part II, Component I on the policy and legislative frameworks.  This table presents the list all policies to be reformed, established or strengthened to improve the PA financing system



				Policy/Law		Justification for change or new policy/law		Recommended changes		Proposed Timeframe

















Objective 1 Section III_SAPM

				Tracking Tool for Biodiversity Projects in GEF-3, GEF-4, and GEF-5       SAPM 2017        





				Objective 1: Catalyzing Sustainability of Protected Area Systems

				SECTION III: Financial Sustainability Scorecard



				Note: Please complete the financial sustainability scorecard for each project that is focusing on improving the financial sustainability of a PA system or an individual PA, per outcome 1.2 in the GEF biodiversity strategy. As we did in GEF-4, we will use the scorecard that was developed by Andrew Bovarnick of UNDP as it addresses our needs in a comprehensive fashion.  
The scorecard has three sections:
Part I – Overall financial status of the protected areas system.  This includes basic protected area information and a financial analysis of the national protected area system.
Part II – Assessing elements of the financing system.
Part III – Scoring.

				Important: Please read the Guidelines posted on the GEF website before entering your data



				Part I: Protected Areas System, sub-systems and networks

				Part I requires financial data to determine the costs, revenues and financing gaps of the PA system both in the current year and as forecast for the future. It provides a quantitative analysis of the PA system and shows the financial data needed by PA planners needed to determine financial targets and hence the quantity of additional funds required to finance effective management of their PA system. As different countries have different accounting systems certain data requirements may vary in their relevance for each country. However, where financial data is absent, the first activity the PA authority should be to generate and collect the data.





				2017



				Part 1.1 – Basic Information on Country’s National Protected Area System, Sub-systems and Networks. Detail in the Table every sub-system and network within the national system of protected areas in the country.  


				Protected Areas System, sub-systems and networks		Number of sites		Terrestrial hectares covered		Marine hectares covered[1]		Total hectares covered		Institution responsible for PA management 

				National System of PAs		123		6,480,475 		1,129,380 		7,609,855 

				Sub-system

				PA sub-system 1 – insert name		_

				PA sub-system 2 - insert name		_

				Additional Sub-Systems		_

				Network

				Protected Areas
Within Madagascar National Parks network		43		2,338,752 		270,288 		2,609,040 		MNP

				Other New Protected Area
Having received official gazettement
Details in Appendix		80		4,141,723 		859,092 		5,000,815 		Others (depending on specific individual AP agreement with national government)

				[1] MPAs should be detailed separately to terrestrial PAs as they tend to be much larger in size and have different cost structures









				Part 1.2 – Financial Analysis of the National Protected Area System 



				Financial Analysis of the Sub-System or Network –[most of donors are financing the existing network, the network is recorded when necessary]		Baseline 2007 (US$) [1][2]		Year 2017 (US$)  [3][4]		Comments 
Add the source of data and state confidence in data (low, medium, high)

										Respond to all green notes below

				Available Finances[5]



				(1) Total annual central government budget allocated to PA management (excluding donor funds and revenues generated for the PA system)		250000		844057

				- operational budget (salaries, maintenance, fuel etc)

				- infrastructure investment budget (roads, visitor centres etc)

				(2) Extra budgetary funding for PA management 

				- Total of  A + B - 		2000000		6219804

				A. Funds channelled through government - total		2000000		3099527

				- PA dedicated taxes		0		0		eg a conservation departure tax or water fees re-invested in PAs

				- Trust Funds		0		1917495		Only include available funds for the year and not amounts contributed for capitalization

				- Donor funds		2000000		719784.5		Not exhaustive as most of funds are not systematically centralized and registered in the central government inventory
MRPA finance included

				- Loans

				- Debt for nature swaps		0		462247.5

				- Others



				B. Funds channelled through third party/independent institutional arrangements – total		0		3120277

				- Trust Funds

				_ Donor funds MNP network and MRPA		0		3120277		MNP KFW IF
MRPA finance included
Not exhaustive as most of funds are not systematically centralized and registered in the central government for inventory

				- Loans

				- Others



				(3) Total annual site based revenue generation across all PAs broken down by source[6]						Indicate total economic value of PAs (if studies available)[7]

				- Total		670000		2542113

				A. Tourism entrance fees MNP network		170000		1966843		MNP estimation for 2017



				B. Other tourism and recreational related fees (camping, fishing permits etc)		500000		327653		Based on MNP estimation
The entrance fees in the other network is still very low





				C. Income from concessions		0		136517.7		Ongoing process



				D. Payments for ecosystem services (PES)						Provide examples:

				- water

				- carbon				94369		Makira

				- biodiversity





				E. Other non-tourism related fees and charges (specify each type of revenue generation mechanism)

				- scientific research fees				16731

				- genetic patents

				- pollution charges

				- sale of souvenirs from state run shops

				 

				(4) Percentage of PA generated revenues retained in the PA system for re-investment[8]		1		1		PA generated revenues are retained directly in the PA system



				(5) Total finances available to the PA system [line item 1+2.A+2.B]+ [line item 3 * line item 4]		2920000		9605974

				Available for operations

				Available for infrastructure investment



				Costs and Financing Needs



				(1) Total annual expenditure for PAs (all PA operating and investment costs and system level expenses)[9]		0		11469459.9		The needs exceed the available budget                        

										If this % is low, state reasons:

				- by government				844057

				- by independent/other channels				10625403



				(2) Estimation of PA system financing needs						Where possible breakdown by terrestrial and marine sub-systems

				A. Estimated financing needs for basic management costs (operational and investments) to be covered		ND		30439420		Based on Carret estimation cost of 4US$ per ha
The suggested management and operational costs are based on MNP rate

				_ PA central system level operational costs (salaries, office maintenance etc) MNP network		ND

				- PA site management operational costs		ND		22525171

				- PA site infrastructure investment costs 		ND		7914249

				- PA system capacity building costs for central and site levels (training, strategy, policy reform etc)		ND



				B. Estimated financing needs for optimal management costs (operational and investments) to be covered		ND		52139604		Based on FAPBM estimation of USD 7 for terrestrial PA and USD 6 for MPA





				- PA central system level operational costs (salaries, office maintenance etc)

				- PA site management operational costs		ND		39626099

				- PA site infrastructure investment costs 		ND		12513505

				- PA system capacity building costs for central and site levels (training, strategy, policy reform etc)		ND



				C. Estimated financial needs to expand the PA systems to be fully ecologically representative		ND		126000000		Based on SPANB (Biodiversity National Strategy and Action Plan), the country needs a representation of 15% of coastal and marine area in PA
Situation : 1,129,380ha + 1,200,000 LMMA
The needs : around 14,000,000ha

				- basic management costs for new PAs		ND		42000000		Based on FAPBM estimation of USD 9 for MPAcreation

				- optimal management costs for new PAs		ND		84000000



				Annual financing gap (financial needs – available finances)[10]						Where possible breakdown by terrestrial and marine sub-systems



				1. Net actual annual surplus/deficit[11] 		ND		-1863486



				2. Annual financing gap for basic management scenarios		ND		20833446

				Operations				15416750

				Infrastructure investment				5416696



				3. Annual financing gap for optimal management scenarios		ND		42533631

				Operations				32325559

				Infrastructure investment				10208071



				4. Annual financing gap for basic management of an expanded PA system (current network costs plus annual costs of adding more PAs)		ND		146833446





				5. Projected annual financing gap for basic expenditure scenario in year X+5[12],[13]





				Financial data collection needs 



				Specify main data gaps identified from this analysis:						Specific analysis by site have to be  centralized in the central system (DSAP)



				Specify actions to be taken to fill data gaps[14]:						A permanent monitoring system has to be set up at the DSAP and all of funding has to be registerd before the validation (ongoing process for the creation of a permanent national system)



				[1] The baseline year refers to the year the Scorecard was completed for the first time and remains fixed.  Insert year eg 2007.  

				[2] Insert in footnote the local currency and exchange rate to US$ and date of rate (eg 1MGA=3175US$, Mey 2015)

				[3] X refers to the year the Scorecard is completed and should be inserted (eg 2008).  For the first time the Scorecard is completed X will be the same as the baseline year.  For subsequent years insert an additional column to present the data for each year the Scorecard is completed.

				[4] Insert in footnote the local currency and exchange rate to US$ and date of rate (eg 1MGA=3175US$, Mey 2015)

				[5] This section unravels sources of funds available to PAs, categorized by (i) government core budget (line item 1), (ii) additional government funds (line item 2), and (iii) PA generated revenues (line item 3).

				[6] This data should be the total for all the PA systems to indicate total revenues.  If data is only available for a specific PA system specify which system

				[7] Note this will include non monetary values and hence will differ (be greater) than revenues

				[8] This includes funds to be shared by PAs with local stakeholders

				[9] In some countries actual expenditure differs from planned expenditure due to disbursement difficulties.  In this case actual expenditure should be presented and a note on disbursement rates and planned expenditures can be made in the Comments column.

				[10] Financing needs as calculated in (8) minus available financing total in (6)

				[11]  This will likely be zero but some PAs may have undisbursed funds and some with autonomous budgets may have deficits

				[12] This data is useful to show the direction and pace of the PA system towards closing the finance gap.  This line can only be completed if a long term financial analysis of the PA system has been undertaken for the country

				[13] As future costs are projected, initial consideration should be given to upcoming needs of PA systems to adapt to climate change which may include incorporating new areas into the PA system to facilitate habitat changes and migration

				[14] Actions may include (i) cost data based on site based management plans and extrapolation of site costs across a PA system and (ii) revenue and budget accounts and projections



				Part II of the scorecard is compartmentalized into three fundamental components for a fully functioning financial system at the site and system level – (i) legal, regulatory  and institutional frameworks, (ii) business planning and tools for cost-effective management (eg accounting practices) and (iii) tools for revenue generation.  

COMPONENT 1: LEGAL, REGULATORY AND INSTITUTIONAL FRAMEWORKS THAT ENABLE SUSTAINABLE PA FINANCING
Legal, policy, regulatory and institutional frameworks affecting PA financing systems need to be clearly defined and supportive of effective financial planning, revenue generation, revenue retention and management. Institutional responsibilities must be clearly delineated and agreed, and an enabling policy and legal environment in place. Institutional governance structures must enable and require the use of effective, transparent mechanisms for allocation, management and accounting of revenues and expenditures.
COMPONENT 2: BUSINESS PLANNING AND TOOLS FOR COST-EFFECTIVE MANAGEMENT 
Financial planning, accounting and business planning are important tools for cost-effective management when undertaken on a regular and systematic basis. Effective financial planning requires accurate knowledge not only of revenues, but also of expenditure levels, patterns and investment requirements. Options for balancing the costs/revenues equation should include equal consideration of revenue increases and cost control. Good financial planning enables PA managers to make strategic financial decisions such as allocating spending to match management priorities, and identifying appropriate cost reductions and potential cash flow problems. Improved planning can also help raise more funds as donors and governments feel more assured that their funds will be more effectively invested in the protected area system. 
COMPONENT 3: TOOLS FOR REVENUE GENERATION AND MOBILIZATION
PA systems must be able to attract and take advantage of all existing and potential revenue mechanisms within the context of their overall management priorities. Diversification of revenue sources is a powerful strategy to reduce vulnerability to external shocks and dependency on limited government budgets. Sources of revenue for protected area systems can include traditional funding sources – tourism entrance fees – along with innovative ones such as debt swaps, tourism concession arrangements, payments for water and carbon services and in some cases, carefully controlled levels of resource extraction.

				 PART II: FINANCIAL SCORECARD – ASSESSING ELEMENTS OF THE FINANCING SYSTEM

				Component 1 –   Legal, regulatory and institutional frameworks

				Element 1 – Legal, policy and regulatory support for revenue generation by PAs

				(i) Laws or policies are in place that facilitate PA revenue mechanisms		2		0: None
1: A few
2: Several
3: Fully
		Specify the revenue generation mechanisms that are not permitted under the current legal framework: specific mechanism and law have to be defined

				(ii) Fiscal instruments such as taxes on tourism and water or tax breaks exist to promote PA financing		0		0: None
1: A few
2: Several
3: Fully
		Such initiative does not exist for PA

				Element 2 - Legal, policy and regulatory support for revenue retention and sharing within the PA system

				(i) Laws or policies are in place for PA revenues to be retained by the PA system		2		0: No
1: Under development
2: Yes, but needs improvement
3: Yes, satisfactory
		Specify % to be retained: the facilitation of PAs revenues generation have to be reinforced

				(ii) Laws or policies are in place for PA revenues to be retained at the PA site level		1		0: No
1: Under development
2: Yes, but needs improvement
3: Yes, satisfactory
		Specify % to be retained: not specified and reflexions are under way for benefits sharing

				(iii) Laws or policies are in place for revenue sharing at the PA site level with local stakeholders 		1		0: No
1: Under development
2: Yes, but needs improvement
3: Yes, satisfactory
		Specify % to be shared: not specified and reflexions are under way for benefits sharing

				Element 3 - Legal and regulatory conditions for establishing Funds (endowment, sinking or revolving)[1]

				(i) A Fund has been established and capitalized to finance the PA system		2		0: No
1: Established
2: Established with limited capital
3: Established with adequate capital
		The Madagascar Fund for biodiversity (FAPBM in french)
Gaps for PAs financing still exist

				(ii) Funds have been created to finance specific PAs		1		0: No
1: Partially
2: Quite well
3: Fully
		Sinking funds

				(iii) Fund expenditures are integrated with national PA financial planning and accounting 		0		0: No
1: Partially
2: Quite well
3: Fully
		The national PA financial planning and accounting does not exist (and is needed)

				Element 4 - Legal, policy and regulatory support for alternative institutional arrangements for PA management to reduce cost burden to government

				(i) There are laws or policies which allow and regulate concessions for PA services		2		0: None
1: Under development
2: Yes, but needs improvement
3: Yes, Satisfactory 
		Yes, but the application is still challenging

				(ii) There are laws or policies which allow and regulate co-management of PAs		2		0: None
1: Under development
2: Yes, but needs improvement
3: Yes, Satisfactory 
		Yes, but the regulation is not explicit especially about engagement and obligations

				(iii) There are laws or policies which allow and regulate local government management of PAs		0		0: None
1: Under development
2: Yes, but needs improvement
3: Yes, Satisfactory 
		Not for local government but directly for local communities

				(iv) There are laws which allow, promote and regulate private reserves		2		0: None
1: Under development
2: Yes, but needs improvement
3: Yes, Satisfactory 
		Yes, but private sector investment has to be encouraged

				Element 5 –National PA Financing Strategies

				(i) There are policies and/or regulations that exist for the following which should be part of a National PA Finance Strategy:

				-    Comprehensive financial data and plans for a standardized and coordinated cost accounting systems (both input and activity based accounting)		1		0: None
1: Under development
2: Yes, but needs improvement
3: Yes, Satisfactory 
		Based on need assessment

				- Revenue generation and fee levels across PAs 		1		0: None
1: Under development
2: Yes, but needs improvement
3: Yes, Satisfactory 
		Only MNP network is substantial at this stage

				- Allocation of PA budgets to PA sites (criteria based on size, threats, business plans, performance etc)		2		0: None
1: Under development
2: Yes, but needs improvement
3: Yes, Satisfactory 
		For MNP network, MRPA financed Pas, criteria for FAPBM

				- Safeguards to ensure that revenue generation does not adversely affect conservation objectives of PAs		2		0: None
1: Under development
2: Yes, but needs improvement
3: Yes, Satisfactory 
		The obligations of PA managers are clear but need regular monitoring from the central government representative (DSAP)

				- PA management plans to include financial data or associated business plans		2		0: None
1: Under development
2: Yes, but needs improvement
3: Yes, Satisfactory 
		Most of PAs have a business plan but the financial plans have to be improved for financial sustainability

				(ii) Degree of formulation, adoption and implementation of a national financing strategy[2]		1		0: Not begun
1: In progress
2: Completed and adopted
3: Under implementation
		The Malagasy fund for biodiversity is a very important step forward. However, more initiative has to be set up by the central government for a national strategy.

				Element 6 - Economic valuation of protected area systems (ecosystem services, tourism based employment etc)

				(i) Economic valuation studies on the contribution of protected areas to local and national development are available		2		0: None
1: Partial
2: Satisfactory
3: Full
		Provide summary data from studies: Carret assessment and WAVES project

				(ii) PA economic valuation influences government decision makers		1		0: None
1: Partial
2: Satisfactory
3: Full
		Specify ministries that have been influenced: National commitments

				Element 7 - Improved government budgeting for PA systems

				(i) Government policy promotes budgeting for PAs based on financial need as determined by PA management plans		0		0: No
1: Partially
2: Yes

		Not enough data on PAs at the central government representative

				(ii) PA budgets includes funds to finance threat reduction strategies in buffer zones (eg livelihoods of communities living around the PA)[3]		2		0: No
1: Partially
2: Yes

		Yes, all PAs are working in their buffer zones

				(iii) Administrative (eg procurement) procedures facilitate budget to be spent, reducing risk of future budget cuts due to low disbursement rates		2		0: No
1: Partially
2: Yes

		Yes, with specific procedures depending on networks and donors

				(iv) Government plans to increase budget, over the long term, to reduce the PA financing gap		1		0: No
1: Partially
2: Yes

		Difficulties to mobilize government budget

				Element 8 - Clearly defined institutional responsibilities for financial management of PAs

				(i)  Mandates of public institutions regarding PA finances are clear and agreed		3		0: None
1: Partial
2: Improving
3: Full
		The central government has just a monitoring mandate

				Element 9 - Well-defined staffing requirements, profiles and incentives at site and system level

				(i) Central level has sufficient economists and economic planners to improve financial sustainability of the system		1		0: None
1: Partial
2: Almost there
3: Full
		State positions and describe roles: most of the evaluation are done by external expertise

				(ii) There is an organizational structure (eg a dedicated unit) with sufficient authority and coordination to properly manage the finances of the PA system		2		0: None
1: Partial
2: Almost there
3: Full
		All of PAs are audited and have appropriate manager

				(iii) At the regional and PA site level there is sufficient professional capacity to promote financial sustainability at site level		1		0: None
1: Partial
2: Almost there
3: Full
		Most of the PAs are not financially sustainable 

				(iv) PA site manager responsibilities include, financial management, cost-effectiveness and revenue generation [4]		2		0: None
1: Partial
2: Almost there
3: Full
		Most of PAs are working on a sustainable financing scheme in their business plan

				(v) Budgetary incentives motivate PA managers to promote site level financial sustainability (eg sites generating revenues do not necessarily experience budget cuts)		1		0: None
1: Partial
2: Almost there
3: Full
		Mainly in MNP network where appendix incomes are staying at site level

				(vi) Performance assessment of PA site managers includes assessment of sound financial planning, revenue generation, fee collection and cost-effective management		2		0: None
1: Partial
2: Almost there
3: Full
		Yes, the site managers are assessed on these criteria

				(vii) There is capacity within the system for auditing PA finances		2		0: None
1: Partial
2: Almost there
3: Full
		Most of the networks have an auditor (at least the donors)

				(viii) PA managers have the possibility to budget and plan for the long-term (eg over 5 years)		2		0: None
1: Partial
2: Almost there
3: Full
		Most of the business plans are from 5 to 10 years projection

				Total Score for Component 1		48		Actual score:   

						95		Total Possible: 95                         

						51%		% achieved

				Component 2 – Business planning and tools for cost-effective management

				Element 1 – PA site-level management and business planning

				(i) Quality of PA management plans used, (based on conservation objectives, management needs and costs based on cost-effective analysis)		2		0: Does not exist
1: Poor
2: Decent
3: High quality
		Most of PA management plans are based on these criteria

				(ii) PA management plans are used at PA sites across the PA system		2		0: Not begun
1: Early stages Below 25% of sites within the system
2: Near complete Above 70% of sites 
3: Completed  or 100% coverage 
		Specify if management plans are current or out-dated: current

				(iii) Business plans, based on standard formats and linked to PA management plans and conservation objectives, are developed across the PA system[5]		2		0: Not begun
1: Early stages Below 25% of sites within the system
2: Near complete Above 70% of sites 
3: Completed  or 100% coverage 
		Most of PA has developed an business plan

				(iv) Business plans are implemented across the PA system (degree of implementation measured by achievement of objectives)		2		0: Not begun
1: Early stages Below 25% of sites within the system
2: Near complete Above 70% of sites 
3: Completed  or 100% coverage 
		Most of PA has developed an business plan

				(v) Business plans for PAs contribute to system level planning and budgeting		1		0: Not begun
1: Early stages Below 25% of sites within the system
2: Near complete Above 70% of sites 
3: Completed  or 100% coverage 
		Not enough hindsight from the business plan baseline

				(vi) Costs of implementing management and business plans are monitored and contributes to cost-effective guidance and financial performance reporting 		1		0: Not begun
1: Early stages Below 25% of sites within the system
2: Near complete Above 70% of sites 
3: Completed  or 100% coverage 
		Not enough hindsight from the business plan baseline

				Element 2 - Operational, transparent and useful accounting and auditing systems

				(i) There is a transparent and coordinated cost (operational and investment) accounting system functioning for the PA system 		0		0: None
1: Partial
2: Near complete
3: Fully completed
		Still needed

				(ii) Revenue tracking systems for each PA in place and operational		1		0: None
1: Partial
2: Near complete
3: Fully completed
		Only for some PAs (MNP network for example) 

				(iii) There is a system so that the accounting data contributes to system level planning and budgeting		1		0: None
1: Partial
2: Near complete
3: Fully completed
		Only for some PAs (MNP network for example) 

				Element 3 - Systems for monitoring and reporting on financial management performance

				(i) All PA revenues and expenditures are fully and accurately reported by PA authorities to stakeholders 		1		0: None
1: Partial
2: Near complete
3: Complete and operational
		Only some stakeholders can access to this kind of data

				(ii) Financial returns on tourism related investments are measured and reported, where possible (eg track increase in visitor revenues before and after establishment of a visitor centre)		1		0: None
1: Partial
2: Near complete
3: Complete and operational
		Only some stakeholders can access to this kind of data. The financial returns are not analyzed through specific impacts.

				(iii) A monitoring and reporting system in place to show how and why funds are allocated across PA sites and the central PA authority		1		0: None
1: Partial
2: Near complete
3: Complete and operational
		Yes, some financial reports are shared between the managers and the central organizations

				(iv) A reporting and evaluation system is in place to show how effectively PAs use their available finances (ie disbursement rate and cost-effectiveness) to achieve management objectives		2		0: None
1: Partial
2: Near complete
3: Complete and operational
		Most of all PAs have an internal system of monitoring and evaluation

				Element 4 - Methods for allocating funds across individual PA sites

				(i) National PA budget is allocated to sites based on agreed and appropriate criteria (eg size, threats, needs, performance) 		0		0: No
1: Yes

		The budgeting system is different accross the network

				(ii) Funds raised by co-managed PAs do not reduce government budget allocations where funding gaps still exist		1		0: No
1: Yes

		No direct financing from the government

				Element 5 - Training and support networks to enable PA managers to operate more cost-effectively[6]

				(i) Guidance on cost-effective management developed and being used by PA managers		1		0: Absent
1: Partially done
2: Almost done
3: Fully
		International standard used, no specific local tool

				(ii) Inter-PA site level network exist for PA managers to share information with each other on their costs, practices and impacts		1		0: Absent
1: Partially done
2: Almost done
3: Fully
		Not formal sharing system

				(iii) Operational and investment cost comparisons between PA sites complete, available and being used to track PA manager performance		1		0: Absent
1: Partially done
2: Almost done
3: Fully
		Inside specific network (MRPA for example)

				(iv) Monitoring and learning systems of cost-effectiveness are in place and feed into system management policy and planning		1		0: Absent
1: Partially done
2: Almost done
3: Fully
		The cost effectiveness is most of the time assessed at the end of projects

				(v) PA site managers are trained in financial management and cost-effective management		2		0: Absent
1: Partially done
2: Almost done
3: Fully
		Punctual capacity building based on needs

				(vi) PA financing system facilitates PAs to share costs of common practices with each other and with PA headquarters[7] 		1		0: Absent
1: Partially done
2: Almost done
3: Fully
		Not formal sharing system

				Total Score for Component 2		25		Actual score:   

						59		Total Possible: 59                             

						42%		% achieved

				Component 3 – Tools for revenue generation by PAs

				Element 1 - Number and variety of revenue sources used across the PA system

				(i) An up-to-date analysis of revenue options for the country complete and available including feasibility studies;		1		0: None
1: Partially
2: A fair amount
3: Optimal 
		For specific network (mainly for MNP and MRPA network)

				(ii) There is a diverse set of sources and mechanisms, generating funds for the PA system		1		0: None
1: Partially
2: A fair amount
3: Optimal 
		Suggested benchmarks for a diversified portfolio of financial mechanisms for the PA system: Partial – 1-2                                                 Fair amount – 3-4                              Optimal – 5 or more                                             List the mechanisms: mainly fees

				(iii) PAs are operating revenue mechanisms that generate positive net revenues (greater than annual operating costs and over long-term payback initial investment cost)		1		0: None
1: Partially
2: A fair amount
3: Optimal 
		Not sustainable at this time except very specific PAs

				(iv) PAs enable local communities to generate revenues, resulting in reduced threats to the PAs		1		0: None
1: Partially
2: A fair amount
3: Optimal 
		Partcipation of local communities (mainly guides and shops)

				Element 2 - Setting and establishment of user fees across the PA system

				(i) A system wide strategy and action plan for user fees is complete and adopted by government		1		0: None
1: Partially
2: Satisfactory
3: Fully 
		If PA sites have tariffs but there is no system strategy score as partial: reflexions are under way for benefits sharing 

				(ii) The national tourism industry and Ministry are supportive and are partners in the PA user fee system and programmes		1		0: None
1: Partially
2: Satisfactory
3: Fully 
		The promotion of tourism is done in parallel with PAs networking development

				(iii) Tourism related infrastructure investment is proposed and developed for PA sites across the network based on analysis of revenue potential and return on investment [8]		2		0: None
1: Partially
2: Satisfactory
3: Fully 
		Most of investment has a feasibility assessment

				(iv) Where tourism is promoted PA managers can demonstrate maximum revenue whilst not threatening PA conservation objectives		2		0: None
1: Partially
2: Satisfactory
3: Fully 
		Conservation is most of the time the first priority in each management plan

				(v) Non tourism user fees are applied and generate additional revenue		1		0: None
1: Partially
2: Satisfactory
3: Fully 
		Appendix income

				Element 3 - Effective fee collection systems

				(i) System wide guidelines for fee collection are complete and approved by PA authorities 		1		0: None
1: Partially
2: Completely
3: Operational 
		The benefit sharing mechanism is under development

				(ii)  Fee collection systems are being implemented at PA sites in a cost-effective manner		1		0: None
1: Partially
2: Completely
3: Operational 
		Only for some PAs (MNP network for example) 

				(iii) Fee collection systems are monitored, evaluated and acted upon		1		0: None
1: Partially
2: Completely
3: Operational 
		Only for some PAs (MNP network for example) 

				(iv) PA visitors are satisfied with the professionalism of fee collection and the services provided		1		0: None
1: Partially
2: Completely

		Partially and last study on visitor survey has shown that there is still some improvement to be set up

				Element 4 - Communication strategies to increase public awareness about the rationale for revenue generation mechanisms

				(i) Communication campaigns for the public about tourism fees, conservation taxes etc are widespread and high profile at national level		1		0: None
1: Partially
2: Satisfactory
3: Fully 
		The communication for all of the stakeholders is not easy throughout the country (accessiblity)

				(i) Communication campaigns for the public about PA fees are in place at PA site level		2		0: None
1: Partially
2: Satisfactory
3: Fully 
		The information is available around the sites

				Element 5 - Operational PES schemes for PAs[9]

				(i) A system wide strategy and action plan for PES is complete and adopted by government 		1		0: None
1: Partially
2: Progressing 
3: Fully 
		Under development

				(ii) Pilot PES schemes at select PA sites developed		2		0: None
1: Partially
2: Progressing 
3: Fully 
		Under progress especially about carbon storage

				(iii) Operational performance of pilots is monitored, evaluated and reported		2		0: None
1: Partially
2: Progressing 
3: Fully 
		Yes, Makira project for example

				(iv) Scale up of PES across the PA system is underway		1		0: None
1: Partially
2: Progressing 
3: Fully 
		A large REDD program implementation is under development

				Element 6 - Concessions operating within PAs[10]

				(i) A system wide strategy and implementation action plan is complete and adopted by government for concessions		1		0: None
1: Partially
2: Progressing 
3: Fully 
		Under development

				(ii) Concession opportunities are operational at pilot PA sites		2		0: None
1: Partially
2: Progressing 
3: Fully 
		Under development with some pilot Pas

				(iii) Operational performance (environmental and financial) of pilots is monitored, evaluated, reported and acted upon		1		0: None
1: Partially
2: Progressing 
3: Fully 
		Not applicable at this time

				(iv) Scale up of concessions across the PA system is underway		1		0: None
1: Partially
2: Progressing 
3: Fully 
		Under development

				Element 7 - PA training programmes on revenue generation mechanisms

				(1) Training courses run by the government and other competent organizations for PA managers on revenue mechanisms and financial administration		0		0: None
1: Limited
2: Satisfactory 
3: Extensive 
		Not applicable at this time

				Total Score for Component 3		29		Actual score:   

						71		Total Possible: 71                       

						41%		% achieved

				[1] This element can be omitted in countries where a PA system does not require a Trust Fund due to robust financing within government 

				[2] A national PA Financing Strategy will include targets, policies, tools and approaches

				[3] This could include budgets for development agencies and local governments for local livelihoods

				[4] These responsibilities should be found in the Terms of Reference for the posts

				[5] A PA Business Plan is a plan that analyzes and identifies the financial gap in a PA’s operations, and presents opportunities to mitigate that gap through operational cost efficiencies or revenue generation schemes. It does not refer to business plans for specific concession services within a PA.  Each country may have its own definition and methodology for business plans or may only carry out financial analysis and hence may need to adapt the questions accordingly.

				[6] Cost-effectiveness is broadly defined as maximizing impact from amount invested and achieving a target impact in the least cost manner.  It is not about lowering costs and resulting impacts.

				[7] This might include aerial surveys, marine pollution monitoring, economic valuations etc.

				[8] As tourism infrastructure increases within PAs and in turn increases visitor numbers and PA revenues the score for this item should be increased in proportion to its importance to funding the PA system.

				[9] Where PES is not appropriate or feasible for a PA system take 12 points off total possible score for the PA system

				[10] Concessions will be mainly for tourism related services such as visitor centres, giftshops, restaurants, transportation etc



				Part III summarizes the total scores and percentages scored by the country in any given year when the exercise is completed.  It shows the total possible score and the total actual score for the PA system and presents the results as a percentage.  Over time changes to the scores can show progress in strengthening the PA financing system.

				PART III- FINANCIAL SCORECARD – SCORING AND MEASURING PROGRESS						A lot of efforts have been set up especially the implementation of the definitive status of most of PAs. It helps the central government to have an overview of the situation of the system and have to lead to the management phase of all of the PAs. The data on the system have to be regularly capitalized for a better decision-making.

				Total Score for PA System		102



				Total Possible Score		225



				Actual score as a percentage of the total possible score		45%



				Percentage scored in previous year or previous time the scorecard was applied [1]		42%



				[1] Insert NA if this is first year of completing scorecard.



				Annex I – Revenue Projection Estimates

				This table should be filled out to supplement data presented on revenue generation in both Part I and II.

				Fees and other revenue generation mechanisms		Current fee levels 		Current revenues		Proposed  fee  level		Estimated revenue		Comments

				Not applicable in the whole PAs system at this stage











				Total

				Annex II – Policy Reform and Strengthening

				This Table should be filled out to complement information provided in Part II, Component I on the policy and legislative frameworks.  This table presents the list all policies to be reformed, established or strengthened to improve the PA financing system



				Policy/Law		Justification for change or new policy/law		Recommended changes		Proposed Timeframe

				Benefits sharing		Have to be clear based on local circumstances				2017
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PROJECT OBJECTIVE

		Objective

		Indicator

		Baseline

		End of project Target



		Objective: To expand the PA system of Madagascar by developing a sub-network of managed resource protected areas in represented ecological landscapes, co-managed by local government and communities and integrated into regional development frameworks.

		1. Full legal protection for critical habitat and species representation in Madagascar's PA estate through the addition of 'new PAs' to it, of which the proclamation of pilot MRPAs will be engineered through this project

1a) on the project’s role in the gazettal process  

1b) on the total surface of the 5 new MRPA sites for which the project will directly ensure the gazettal of 

1c) on the total surface of other MRPAs for which the project will indirectly influence the gazettal of through advocacy and methodology

		In 2008, the baseline surface of PAs of all categories in within Madagascar's PA estate that has had a definitive PA status was of 1.9 million ha. 

  Of the 1.5 million ha targeted by the project to be operationalised as MRPAs, 0.8 million ha had temporary status in 2008, 0.7 million ha remained unprotected (with only proposed status), while only a small fraction (6,420 ha) had definitive status (namely the Andranomena Special Reserve within the Menabe-Antimena site)

		1a) The project will be instrumental in achieving the full legal protection (statut d_aire protégée définitif) to most sites within the MRPA network, in particular 

1b) 1.5 million ha currently proposed as PAs and representing the sites directly targeted by the project 

1c) an additional 1.2 million hectares of MRPA sites managed by partners but not directly targeted by the project with funding, but for which the achievement of full protection status will be a result of the project's work in terms of policy dialogue with the SAPM Commission.







		Level at 30 June 2013

		Level at 30 June 2014

		Level at 30 June 2015

		Level at 30 June 2016

		Level at 30 June 2017



		Progressing on a step-wise manner towards the target. 

It is noteworthy that until 2007, only 3% of the country’s terrestrial ecosystems were protected—various threatened ecosystems and species were under-represented in the PA estate. Since then, a concerted effort has been made to carry out gap analyses and establish new PAs (nouvelles aires protégées, NAPs) within the SAPM (Système d’aires protégées de Madagascar). 

The situation has been fluid since the 2008 baseline had been defined, and without sufficient clarity on the official information vis-a-vis the status of different sites and categories. 

We can however report the following: 

The 2009 Fourth National Report to the CBD mentioned that the area under protection status (i.e. both permanent and temporary without distinction) covered 4.7 million hectares in 2009 (about 8% of the territory) and that this represented 79% of the target DURBAN 2012. [http://www.cbd.int/doc/world/mg/mg-nr-04-fr.pdf] 

The current SAPM Action Plan (2012), submitted to the CBD in fulfilment of PoWPA reporting requirements, proposed a significant increase in the PA and MPA coverage. The report is stated that "existing and new protected areas" (the former meaning with definitive status and the latter with either temporary or proposed) included 6.9 million hectares, of which 6 million ha would be under 'terrestrial'. 

As Madagascar is still on the way out of a political, crisis, progress in policy making and in the passing of legislation has been slow. We expect this to change in the near future. 

In particular, we note that there is currently a legislative vacuum with respect to PAs. The PA Code now in force dates from 2000 and makes provision only for strict protection PA categories (IUCN categories I, II and IV). In 2005, a regulating decree was passed to expand the set of nationally recognised PA categories and include IUCN categories V and VI (these fall under the national nomenclature managed resources PAs or ‘MRPAs’). Yet, the decree is brief and does not provide an explanation on how these categories are to be interpreted at the national level. A new PA Code was subsequently prepared. Although the proposed text for the Code was completed in 2008, it has not yet been approved. This new draft code (the ‘COAP’) would fill the above-mentioned legislation vacuum and clarify the role of local communities, of managing entities to MRPAs (and of other stakeholders) in the management of PAs. 

Official data available to the project are those described in the project document. 

Of the 1.5 million ha targeted by the project, 0.5 ha had been proclaimed under protection status and were already being supported by Fanamby, Asity and other partners prior to the project start (namely in sites [site #1] Menabé-Antimena and [site #2] Mahavavy-Kinkony). 

These sites have already been demarcated and at least part of their coverage had temporary protected status.  Furthermore, 0.3 million ha were given temporary protection in 2008 following the end of the moratorium on mining. The remaining 0.7 million ha did not have any protection status.  For the additional 1.2 million ha, not directly targeted by the present project (but promoted by project partners), the situation remains fluid, in particular for the Spiny and Dry Forests sites.  The definitive PA status has so far been achieved only for 6,420 ha – namely the Special Reserve of Andranomena managed by Madagascar National Parks within the Menabé-Antimena Complex.  In terms of progress towards the target, we report an important milestone: 

- 3 MRPA-promoting NGOs have already obtained temporary management delegation order from the Ministry of Water Resources and Forests (MEF), namely FANAMBY for [site #1] Menabe Antimena and [site #3] Loky Manambato, ASITY for the [2] Mahavavy Kinkony Complex, and WWF for the Marojejy Tsaratanana Corridor (the latter is part of [site #5] Ambohimirahavavy-Marivorahona site). 

These managing NGOs obtained their first Grants for the setting up of site management teams in the course of May 2013 and started updating tools in their possession towards the creation of NPAs, namely demarcation and zoning, management rules, the development and management plan, the social safeguard plan, and the charters governing access to resources. The process is underway and we will be able to present more concrete results in the next reporting period. 

On the other hand, the creation of the Protected Area of Ampasindava Galoko [site #4] was validated pursuant to consultation of the stakeholders, and MBG was recently appointed by MEF to act as lead promoter of its creation. MBG will undertake to prepare the documents required to obtain the temporary protection status for the site of [site #4] Ampasindava Galoko of a surface area of 187,305 ha. 

The project is in the process of obtaining more clarity on the status of the different sites included in the SAPM register, as well as the governance/management status of each of them (beyond what we already know), alongside with the legal status vis-a-vis protection. 

Whenever possible (given the on-going and delicate political transition process), the project will also strive to develop a policy dialogue that advocates for the overall strengthening  of the PA system, in particular the MRPA network. 

		Progressing well towards the target, with a solid and progressive achievement  in terms of surface for which the project is directly responsible for "delivering" (could reach 70% of the target by 2015), plus other key achievements in terms of advocacy. 

1a) The project has been instrumental in creating the basis for sites to achieve the full legal protection (statut d'aire protégée définitif) for its 5 sites, through studies (several have been completed), local level consultations, and work at the national level with the presentation and submission of dossiers to the SAPM Commission.

The 5 sites are: 

Site [1] Menabe Antimena 

Site [2] CMK - Complexe Mahavavy Kinkony 

Site [3] Loky Manambato 

Site [4] Ampasindava Galoka 

Site [5]* COMATSA - Corridor Marojejy Tsaratanana 

However, the key focus of the work described further up is on so far on the five above-mentioned sites covered by the MRPA project. 

The project is not at this stage in a position to do the same for other NAPs. 

1b) We report an overall achievement of approx. 1.1 million ha under temporary PA status and 55,924 ha under permanent PA status. 

We think that achieving by project end a total of 1.2 million ha of new MRPAs under permanent gazettal status – and under management as project sites -- would be an excellent achievement given the circumstances. 

1c) This last sub-indicator remains vague and we will leave it up to the MTR to properly assess progress. Our work on policy is not yet very concrete, several of our NGO responsible parties do a lot of advocacy, which is at times instrumental in changing policies. 

In addition, it should be mentioned that the political situation does not promote NPA creation, as the promulgation of the new Protected Area Code is still pending, the Administration has more or less adopted a wait-and-see attitude between the election of the President of the Republic and the constitution of the Government and the setting up of a organizational structure and the new officers’ appointment. 

Politics are currently strongly oriented on promoting mining and oil investments. 

As we know it, the locations of such investments overlap with PAs. Nevertheless, the project set itself the objective of obtaining a final creation decree for a minimum of 3 advanced PAs and the 2 remaining ones in the first quarter of 2015 at latest. 

Regarding the 1.2 million ha of category V and VI NPAs supported by other partners , the progress of the creation process is also satisfactory: CAZ, COFAV, MAKIRA 

		Progressing well towards the target. The process that was intended to set up five MRPA project sites resulted in the actual creation of ten protected areas as negotiations with mining operators, OMNIS, and line Ministries led to the classification of the various areas in Category V or VI, depending on overlaps and cohabitation possibilities. Some protected areas, such as the Ambohimirahavavy Marivorahona Complex and Ampasindava Galoko KalobinÃ´no were consequently divided into several Protected Areas (PAs) of different categories. In the end, 1,464,973 hectares out of the target of 1.5 million hectares, i.e. 97.6% of the objective, are currently under definitive protected status. The creation decrees were adopted by the Council of Government on April 28, 2015. The decrees were signed by the 6 Ministers and the Prime Minister on June 15, 2015 and their numbers were obtained on the same day. The list of the decrees is as follows:

Decree # 2015-718 dated April 21, 2015 on the creation of the Protected Area of "MAHAVAVY KINKONY Wetland Complex" Mitsinjo District, Boeny Region , 302,000Ha

Decree # 2015-759 dated April 28, 2015 on the creation of the Protected Area called "LOKY MANAMBATO" Rural Communes of Ampisikina, Maromokotra, Nosibe, Daraina, Vohemar District, SAVA Region, 250,000Ha

Decree # 2015-762 dated April 28, 2015 on the creation of the "MENABE ANTIMENA" Protected Area, Rural Communes of

Bemanonga, Belo / Tsiribihina, Tsimafana, Beroboka, Tsarahotana, Districts of Morondava and Belo / Tsiribihina, Menabe Region, 210,312Ha

Decree # 2015-769 dated April 28, 2015 on the creation of the Protected Area called "AMPASINDAVA", Rural Communes of Anorotsangana and Bemaneviky-West, Ambanja District, Diana Region, 91,790Ha

Decree # 2015-770 dated April 28, 2015 on the creation of the Protected Area called "GALOKO KALOBINONO", Rural Communes of Beramanja, Anaborano Ifasy, Maherivaratra, Antsakoamanondro, and Ambodimanga Ramena, Districts of Ambilobe and Ambanja, Diana Region, 74,205Ha

Decree # 2015-782, dated April 28, 2015 on the creation of the "AMBOHIMIRAHAVAVY MARIVORAHONA PROTECTED AREA COMPLEX" located in the Bealanana District, Sofia Region, the Districts of Andapa, Sambava, and Vohemar, SAVA Region, and the Districts of Ambanja and Ambilobe, Diana Region, 536,665Ha

Regarding other MRPA sites, 1,432,540Ha were put under protection against a target of 1.2 million Ha, i.e. 119% of the objective. The MRPA project provided substantial support to the Directorate of the Ministry of Environment, Ecology, Seas, and Forests in charge of Protected Areas, allowing for: - reviving discussions on the urgent need to rework the Protected Area Code (PAC) towards its promulgation on February 27, 2015 to address the lack of legislation on new Pas; - developing PAC implementing texts using a new approach involving the full integration of other sectors represented in the MPAS through the focal points committee; - revitalizing the MPAS Commission under the chairmanship of the MEEMF/DCBSAP. Cohabitation with other sectors, especially the mining and oil ones, was a new concept that most members still do not properly grasp; - securing the support of DCBSAP to the submission of the definitive creation documents of the ninety-four (94) NPAs and negotiation of their adoption by the GOM by May 5, 2015, and preparation of the definitive creation decrees

		The general objectives of the project have been achieved as five sites of the MRPA project and other similar sites have obtained their creation decrees and therefore, their final protection status. The MRPA project contributed to the achievement of these results by providing substantial support in the form of technical assistance and logistic organization to the MPAS Commission. The New Protected Areas (NPAs) are currently transitioning into a phase of effective management and cohabitation with other development sectors. One of the project's big contributions has been the provision of a legal expert having proven national and international experiences to develop implementing texts for the new Code of Protected Areas. The preferred approach was to involve all actors (NGOs, private sector, Administration, local and regional authorities) in the process so as to have practical and pragmatic texts that incorporates everyone's experiences and are much easier to implement. The draft texts were submitted to the Ministry in charge of the PAs in November 2015. Some aspects are still being debated by the Forest Administration and managing NGOs, namely PA funding, concession, and the duration of management delegation contracts, these three aspects being closely linked with regards to the issue of the PA’s financial sustainability. As such, the effective management of the NPAs is strongly dependent on the issuance of these implementing texts. Concurrently, the project has supported the study for the setting up of the network of new Category V and VI protected areas, with all managers gathered together under the MPAS Commission. The vision of this network is to have Category V and VI PAs operate as a local anchorage for conservation and economic growth. In other words, its mission is to ensure participatory biodiversity conservation and natural resource sustainability by supporting sustainable development through harmonious and fair cohabitation of all actors and viable economic use of renewable as well as nonrenewable natural resources. The legal status of this network must facilitate the achievement of this vision and mission. According to the COAP, the Ministry of the Environment, Ecology, and Forests (MEEF) is the only entity having jurisdiction to decide the setting up of a network. The implementation of study results therefore awaits the decision of MEEF. However, managers, who are faced with the same issues of cohabitation, land security, and financial sustainability, feel that the setting up and making operational of this network could put them in position to express compelling proposals when negotiating with the various NPA stakeholders. Besides, the social and political context is rather adverse as some turnover has occurred among senior officials - for instance the positions of Minister of Environment, Secretary General, and head of the Directorate General of Forests are all filled by acting staff. Nevertheless, with support from the project, managers keep on staking out and marking PA hard cores. Currently, the network as a whole has marked 100% of its 1,878Km of hard core boundaries and 80% of external boundaries, i.e. 2,068Km, have also been marked.

		1a – Achieved (the new code of protected areas was signed on February 2015) 

1b – Achieved (full legal protection was obtained on May 2015) 

1c – Achieved (in full legal protection on May 2015 also) 

The institutionalisation of PAs was scheduled to begin in the third quarter of 2016. It started with WWF with the two NPAs of COMATSA Nord and COMATSA Sud. The population was strongly involved in the preparation and holding of this formal event attended by regional and local authorities and the Central MEEF (DSAP) that came to support DREEFs (DIANA and Sofia and SAVA), reassuring them regarding the benefits of having PAs and the responsibilities on them under the co-management scheme. The Ampasindava NPA managed by MBG was also institutionalized on December 09, 2016. The implementation texts were adopted by Government Council on February 24, 2017 with a few reservations from the Ministry of Finance and Budget regarding the management arrangement of protected area fundings (MFP proposed direct payment to the Treasury and appointment of a manager). The exchanges between MEEF and MFB aimed to identify the most suitable arrangements to avoid extensive delays in transferring funds to PA managers, a risk that technical and financial partners are highly wary of. 

The texts were finalized together with MFB and Madagascar National Parks to lift these reservations. As such, the COAP implementing decree was adopted on May 30, 2017 by the Government Council. 

Regarding the setting up of the network of Category V, VI, and III protected areas, MEEF is still reflecting on the appropriateness of formalizing its creation, as it feels the MPAS Commission could be sufficient. However, it should be noted that although the network for Category I, II, and IV PAs of MNP exists within MPAS, it falls to MNP to find the ways and means to achieve these PAs' sustainability, mobilize resources, or lobby for these sites without going through MPAS - actions that, for that matter, do not fall within the remit of MPAS. As such, the setting up of the network for new categories has a rationale and is more critical than ever to the extent that cohabitation is a reality that each new PA manager needs to face. These are first-time situations that are addressed on a case by case basis by MEEF and NGOs. This could set a precedent for the whole system later on, should the different stakeholders fail to discuss and agree on arrangements or systems. The project steering committee of June 30, 2017 reminded MEEF of the necessity of formalizing the network - one of the ultimate goals of the MRPA Project and exit strategies of the project. For instance, WCS is currently preparing a project to network terrestrial PA managers which has several objectives that coincide with those of the Categories V, VI, and III network. This provides a way of skirting around the COAP requirement that MEEF is the only entity having authority to set up a network of PAs. For that matter, the project may well take over, at least for the capacity building and structuring part, if MEEF fails to make a decision on the network of Category V, VI, and II PAs. Now that the new General Manager of Forestry is appointed, along with the Minister and the Secretary General who, by now, have had ample opportunity to understand the ins and outs of cohabitation and natural resource development in the new categories, MEEF's position should become clearer. 








		Objective

		Indicator

		Baseline

		End of project Target



		Objective: To expand the PA system of Madagascar by developing a sub-network of managed resource protected areas in represented ecological landscapes, co-managed by local government and communities and integrated into regional development frameworks.

		2. Loss of natural forest within in target MRPAs Priority Conservation Zones (PCZ) less than half of the national average for unprotected areas.

		The baseline values for each MRPA will be calculated from CI's 2006 evaluation of rates of annual forest loss up until 2005.  Non-protected forests average an annual loss rate of 5.3%.

		The target is a maximum loss rate of 2.5% in the MRPA Priority Conservation Zones, those areas within the sites with the highest value for biodiversity conservation.







		Level at 30 June 2013

		Level at 30 June 2014

		Level at 30 June 2015

		Level at 30 June 2016

		Level at 30 June 2017



		Indicator yet to be better defined.

The project is in the process of elaborating the interpretation of the indicator, which ultimately relates to attenuating the loss of forest (as a proxy for biodiversity), where functional and operational MRPAs should show a minimum of forest loss, in particular within their core zones slated for strict conservation, which should preferably, through a zoning exercise, coincide with the already established Priotity Conservation Zones (PCZ).

The achievement of the target would be the result of a suit of activities that aim at operationalising the MRPAs, but which starts with demarcation, management planning and the engagement of local communities in view of changing land-use patterns.

The demarcation of core protected areas and setting up of signs have started in the NPAs of Menabe Antimena and LokyManambato. Actions to sensitize NPA communities on forest fires, illegal logging, and poor agricultural practices that contribute to deforestation were conducted by the DREFs (Regional Directorates of the Environment and Forests) of Menabe, Boeny, and Sofia, in May and June. It is not possible to provide any figures at this stage of the project. Studies to establish the baseline situation of MRPA sites will start only in August. The baseline for this indicator in the project’s year of inception will be defined pursuant these studies.

		We believe that the rate of forest loss in MRPAs is still below the national average, but cannot quantify it yet, as it would depend on more accurate measurements.

Data collection planned for the mid-term evaluation in 2015

In the meantime, we would like to introduce an alternative method: A Visual Forest Loss Maps for sites: https://www.dropbox.com/s/0cvivja41kuoqlg/4172%20Madagascar%20Network%20of%20MRPAs_Indicator%202.pptx?dl=0

- Baseline 2008/9

- Visually compared to change since and by 2013

Using the Global Forest Watch visual map tool for the 5 sites. http://www.globalforestwatch.org/ 

		Within target – continued target achievement for the average of sites.

Loss rate for 2014 (Hectares):

· Menabe Antimena: 2 455,18 ha (3,18%)

· Complexe Mahavavy Kinkony : 418,12 ha (0,99%)

· Ampasindava : 455,56 ha (1,39%)

· Galoka Kalabenono : 180,14 ha (0,81%)

· CAPAM NAP Bemanevika: 300,00 ha (1,36%)

· CAPAM NAP COMATSA Nord :529,55 ha (0,26%)

· CAPAM NAP COMATSA Sud : 32,70 ha (0,05%)

· CAPAM NAP Mahimborondro : 340,46 ha (0,57%)

· CAPAM RNI Tsaratanana : 328,97 ha (0,37%)

· Complexe d'Aire Protegee Ambohimirahavahy

· Marivorahona : 1 534,72 ha (0,35%)

· Loky Manambato : 74,73 ha (0,16%)

· MRPA Sites : 5 118,45 ha (0,77%)

		Loss rate for 2015 (Hectares):

·  Menabe Antimena: 408.5 Ha (0.55%) 

·  Mahavavy Kinkony Complex: 510.83 Ha (1.24%) 

·  Ampasindava: 213.34 Ha (0.67%) 

·  Galoka Kalabenono: 64.01 Ha (0.29%)  

·  CAPAM NPA Bemanevika: 45.31 Ha (0.21%)  

·  CAPAM NPA COMATSA Nord:161.43 Ha (0.08%)  

·  CAPAM NPA COMATSA Sud: 20.20 Ha (0.03%)  

·  CAPAM NPA Mahimborondro: 34.99 Ha (0.06%)  

·  CAPAM RNI Tsaratanana: 293.04 Ha (0.33%)

· Ambohimirahavahy Marivorahona Protected Area Complex: 554.96 Ha (0.13%)  

·  Loky Manambato: 170.62 Ha (0.36%)  

·  MRPA Sites: 1,922.26 Ha (0.31%)

		Loss rate for 2016 (Hectares): 

·  Menabe Antimena : 444,27 ha (0,60%). 0,05% increase compared to last year 

· Complexe Mahavavy Kinkony : 50,31 ha (0,12%). 1,12% reduction compared to last year  

· Ampasindava : 675,89 ha (2,15%). 1,49% increase compared to last year  

· Galoka Kalabenono : 294,31 ha (1,36%). 1,07% increase compared to last year  

· CAPAM NAP Bemanevika: 19,17 ha (0,09%). 0,12% reduction compared to last year   

· CAPAM NAP COMATSA Nord :157,12 ha (0,08%). stable compared to last year  

· CAPAM NAP COMATSA Sud : 5,18 ha (0,01%). stable compared to last year  

· CAPAM NAP Mahimborondro : 45,46 ha (0,08%). stable compared to last year 

·  CAPAM RNI Tsaratanana : 325,81 ha (0,37%). stable compared to last year  

· Complexe d'Aire Protegee Ambohimirahavahy Marivorahona : 552,75 ha (0,13%). stable compared to last year 

· Loky Manambato : 96,81 ha (0,21%). 0,16% reduction compared to last year 

· MRPA Sites : 2 667,09 ha (0,43%). 0,12% increase compared to last year







		Objective

		Indicator

		Baseline

		End of project Target



		Objective: To expand the PA system of Madagascar by developing a sub-network of managed resource protected areas in represented ecological landscapes, co-managed by local government and communities and integrated into regional development frameworks.

		3. Trends in fire frequency and extent in MRPA Priority Conservation Zones relative to unprotected natural habitats that are not in PAs.

		Baseline values to be defined by specialists upon project inception.

		A general and indicative target would be that the fire frequency in MRPA PCZs is less than one-third of unprotected natural forest areas within the same region. More exact target values for each site will be defined by specialists upon project inception.







		Level at 30 June 2013

		Level at 30 June 2014

		Level at 30 June 2015

		Level at 30 June 2016

		Level at 30 June 2017



		Indicator yet to be better defined.

No trend analysis has been carried out to establish the baseline and targets for the sites. However, we note that data on fire incidence is freely available online through NASA's Fire Information for Resource Management System (FIRMS). [https://earthdata.nasa.gov/data/near-real-time-data/firms]

The project will priorities a desktop study to establish the needed GIS-based trend analyses for informing the indicator. This will be complemented by other baseline studies on the ground for understanding local practices with respect to fire use.

In terms making progress towards counter-acting the negative impacts cause by posed by bushfires, the following can be reported:

The DREFs of Menabe, Boeny, and Sofia conducted campaigns to prevent bush and forest fires with the NPAs’ local communities in May and June.

At this stage of the project, it is not possible to provide any figure on the frequency of such fires. Studies to establish the baseline situation in MRPA sites will start only in August. The baseline for this indicator in project’s year of inception for each of the 5 sites will be figured out pursuant to these studies.

		We believe that the trends in fire frequency and extent in MRPA Priority Conservation Zones, has seen a positive decreasing tendency and it looks better than in unprotected natural habitats, but we cannot quantify it yet, as it would depend on more accurate measurements.

As a principle and for comparative purposes, data will be collected in November, i.e. at the same period that the baseline value was measured.

In the meantime, we would like to introduce an alternative method:

A Visual Assessment of fire trends Using the NASA FIRMS Web Fire Mapper visual map tool for Madagascar https://firms.modaps.eosdis.nasa.gov/firemap/ 

And specifically looking at:

- 3 year overall variations from 2011 to 2013

- November fire incidence in the North and Centre for 2010, 2011, 2012 and 2013

Here are the results:

https://www.dropbox.com/sh/sl4566j0vztc8kh/AAARChhOflCsMd37tkRnvM8Qa?dl= 

		Not yet possible to inform indicator. According

to the information issued by DREMFs, the

number of fire points per site is as follows:

- Menabe Antimena: 204

- Loky Manambato: NA

- Complexe Mahavavy Kinkony: NA

- CAPAM: 195

- Ampasindava Galoko: 133

		Using the NASA FIRMS Web Fire Mapper visual map tool for Madagascar, the number of fire points per site is as follows:

Menabe Antimena: 403

Loky Manambato: 121

Complexe Mahavavy Kinkony: 205

CAPAM: 242

 Ampasindava Galoko: 200

		Using the NASA FIRMS Web Fire Mapper visual map tool for Madagascar, the number of fire points per site is as follows: 

Menabe Antimena:612 

Loky Manambato: 49 

Complexe Mahavavy Kinkony: 305 

CAPAM: 264 

Ampasindava Galoko: 166







		Progress on Objective at June 30 2017: Achieved










Project Outcome 1

		Outcome

		Indicator

		Baseline

		End of project Target



		Outcome 1: New PAs created under IUCN Categories V and VI as a foundation for a functional and effective sub-network of Managed Resources Protected Areas based upon a common vision and management principles.

		4. Increased scores on the GEF4's PA Management Effectiveness Tracking Tool "METT" for all eight target MRPAs.

		Baseline scores in 2010 (out of a total possible score of 102):

[1] Menabe-Antimena 78 (out of 102 = 76%)

[2] Complex Mahavavy-Kinkony 56 (out of 102 = 55%)

[3] Loky Manambato 67 (out of 102 = 57%)

[4] Ampasindava Peninsula & Galoko Kalabenono 6 (out of 102 = 6%)

[5] Ambohimirahavavy Marivorahona 5 (out of 102 = 5%)

		All sites score a minimum of 80 (out of 102; or 78%). Currently supported sites with the higher scores should increase by 20.







		Level at 30 June 2013

		Level at 30 June 2014

		Level at 30 June 2015

		Level at 30 June 2016

		Level at 30 June 2017



		No new measurements since the baseline.

The baseline METTs of the 5 project PAs will be independently reviewed in August 2013, pursuant to the hiring of an international Technical Assistant and the national firms that will work with the consultant.

		Making steady progress towards the target, but unevenly across sites and necessitating the MTR to validate scoring both at baseline and by mid-term.

The 2014/3 interim scores are:

[1] Menabe-Antimena 61 (out of 102 = 60%)

[2] Complex Mahavavy-Kinkony 58 (out of 102 = 57%)

[3] Loky Manambato 53 (out of 102 = 57%)

[4] Ampasindava Peninsula – Galoko Kalabenono 45 (out of 102 = 6%)

[5]* COMATSA - Corridor Marojejy Tsaratanana 34 (out of 102 = 33%)

Sites [4] and [5] show a major increase from baseline, as sites were simply not being managed prior to project start, even considering the change in polygon for site 5. Site [2] shows a marginal increase from baseline. Sites [1] and [3] show a decrease from baseline at a good 20%.

On the latter, we note that both sites are progressing well towards operationalization, though not evenly and not always as fast for averting all threats. We believe that the decrease in scores for [1] and [5] are because the baseline was scored too high, possibly too optimistically.

A national consultant was used and completed the baseline situation of each site of the MRPA project. Among other things, the consultant was tasked with calculating the scores of the 5 NPAs. Differently from the methods used at baseline, we believe the level of consultations with local resource users may not have been the same, given the heavy schedule for a single person. Yet, results are acceptable.

We note that METT scores as stand-alone numbers or percentages may or may be not an accurate method to capture the reality of PA operationalization on ground. We also note that in many cases, scores may not be directly comparable to those at the baseline.

Irrespective of the METT scores, the project recommended that the NGO managing the sites [1] Menabe Antimena and [3] Loky Manambato increase its presence on field and makes further efforts to meet the needs expressed by beneficiaries to prevent the efforts provided to maintain the integrity of hard cores and properly manage natural resources from being swiftly wiped out.

		Progress made towards target.

[1] Menabe-Antimena 75 (out of 102 = 74%)

[2] Complex Mahavavy-Kinkony 64 (out of 102 = 63%)

[3] Loky Manambato 66 (out of 102 = 65%)

[4] Ampasindava Peninsula - Galoko

Kalabenono 69 (out of 102 = 68%)

[5] CAPAM (Ex COMATSA) 60 (out of 102 = 58%)

The score obtained by individual sites is essentially derived from the different participatory methodological steps developed by the Directorate of Terrestrial Protected Areas (DAPT), PMU, and PNGOs. These scores were validated at the national level during a workshop that convened key Project actors.

		The score for each site bellow is collected by the Cabinet Kinomé at MTR

  [1] Menabe-Antimena 57(out of 102 = 56%) 

 [2] Complex Mahavavy-Kinkony 76 (out of 102 = 74%) 

 [3] Loky Manambato 73 (out of 102 = 71%) 

 [4] Ampasindava Peninsula - Galoko Kalobinôno 74 (out of 102 = 72%) 

 [5] CAPAM (former COMATSA) Protected Areas Complex 72 (out of 102 = 70%)

		[1] Menabe-Antimena 66 (out of 102 = 64,7%)  

[2] Complex Mahavavy-Kinkony 80 (out of 102 = 78,43%)  

[3] Loky Manambato 83 (out of 102 = 81,37%)  

[4] Ampasindava Peninsula - Galoko Kalobinôno 79 (out of 102 = 77,45%)  

[5] CAPAM (former COMATSA) Protected Areas Complex 76 (out of 102 = 74,50%)








		Outcome

		Indicator

		Baseline

		End of project Target



		Outcome 1: New PAs created under IUCN Categories V and VI as a foundation for a functional and effective sub-network of Managed Resources Protected Areas based upon a common vision and management principles.

		5. The enforcement of MRPA Zoning Plans for critical PAs is effective, as measured by the annual number of infractions reported on each site by communes and local communities.

		At present, local communes and communities in the targeted MRPAs have not yet organized to report on infractions.

		A refinement of this indicator and appropriate targets will be defined once Plans are in force and a monitoring system for infractions is in place.







		Level at 30 June 2013

		Level at 30 June 2014

		Level at 30 June 2015

		Level at 30 June 2016

		Level at 30 June 2017



		Indicator yet to be better defined.

As mentioned above, PNGOs as site manager are currently updating the zoning, Development and Management Plans (DMPs), and management rules for the MRPAs being targeted by the project. Some NPAs, such as Menabe Antimena, CMK, Loky Manambato, and COMATSA already have local structures to collaborate with PNGOs in the updating of dina, or charters of access to natural resources, (NR) and the settlement of disputes. Concurrently, in collaboration with their respective DREFs (Menabe, Boeny, and Sofia), FANAMBY, ASITY, and WWF organized campaigns to search and remove offenders settled in core protected areas.

		We cannot as of yet inform the indicator, but are in the process of assessing the kind of data that can be used to inform it and how best to ensure the standardization and means of regular data collection.

Annual number of offenses punished available in late 2014. The data will be provided by DREEF through the quarters concerned by NPAs.

In the meantime, we report the following:

Structures at the level of local communities (VOIs) were reinforced to properly ensure their supervision role in compliance with DINAs or agreed-to management rules.

Regarding the Mahavavy KinkonyComplex, offenses reported affect both the marine and forest ecosystems:

• Use of nets that do not comply with standards: approximately 200 nets have been identified and reported to the Head of Quarter since 2013. Pursuant to the sensitization action conducted by Asity and the monitoring of fishing, a decrease by 30% of this practice was noted in 2014 as compared to 2013.

• Clearing in differed use areas (ZUDs) for farming purposes. 

• Illegal logging of palissandre: 2 cases identified by agents, 2 cases by VOIs. These cases were already reported to the Head of Quarter.

Regarding Menabe Antimena, KMMFAs were equipped with bicycles and mobile phones to ensure smooth and fast forwarding of information to the site manager. A similar system was set up in Loky Manambato, albeit without the bicycles.

However, it should be noted that Menabe Antimena, the only PA of project MRPA located in the southern part of the island, is faced with a strong resurgence of illegal logging as a consequence of the political situation, as well as the failure to manage migration as a result of poverty. KMMFAs complained with UNDP and regional and national authorities – namely the Prime Minister, Head of the Government – of their consternation in the face of the judicial system which all too easily releases offenders. It seems that dignitaries are involved in these offenses and in spite of the interventions of regional authorities and the Directorate of Control and Offense Administration of MEEF, illegal logging of palissandre and other precious woods endure. The governance of these resources really needs careful consideration from officers of the Forest Administration, in the same way as rosewood.

		Not possible to fully inform achievement of target.

We report though: According to the information provided by DREMFs, the numbers of offences fined per site are as follows:

- Menabe-Antimena: 08

- Complex Mahavavy-Kinkony: 10

- Loky Manambato: 05

- Ampasindava Peninsula

- Galoko Kalabenono: 03

- CAPAM (former COMATSA) Protected Areas Complex: 02

		We report though: According to the information provided by DREEMFs, the numbers of offences fined per site are as follows: 

 [1] Menabe-Antimena: 15

 [2] Complex Mahavavy-Kinkony:  03

 [3] Loky Manambato: 11  

 [4] Ampasindava Peninsula - Galoko Kalabenono: 21

 [5] CAPAM (former COMATSA) Protected Areas Complex: 12

		We report though: According to the information provided by DREEMFs, the numbers of offences fined per site are as follows:  

[1] Menabe-Antimena: 2 

[2] Complex Mahavavy-Kinkony: 6 

[3] Loky Manambato: 6 

[4] Ampasindava Peninsula - Galoko Kalabenono: 8 

[5] CAPAM (former COMATSA) Protected Areas Complex: 34 







		Progress on Outcome 1 at 30 June 2017: Achieved








Project Outcome 2

		Outcome

		Indicator

		Baseline

		End of project Target



		Outcome 2) Institutional capacity among key stakeholder groups provides the enabling framework for decentralized MRPA governance assuring biodiversity conservation and sustainable natural source-based economic growth.

		6. Progressively increased scores on the UNDP's Capacity Development Scorecard for of Protected Areas Management over the baseline average ratio of 51% for the targeted MRPAs.

		From 2010:

 

 Systemic  14/30 (44%)

 Institutional 21/45 (55%)

 Individual  11/21 (54%)

 General average 46/96 (51%)

		Scores, expressed in absolute terms, increase by at least 20%.

 

 Systemic  at least 16

 Institutional at least 25

 Individual  at least 13

 General average at least 55







		Level at 30 June 2013

		Level at 30 June 2014

		Level at 30 June 2015

		Level at 30 June 2016

		Level at 30 June 2017



		No new measurements since the baseline.

These pieces of information and data will be derived from the studies that will be conducted in August by the national firms under ATI’s supervision

		Target of 20% achieved and slightly surpassed.



The scorecard shows a clear increase after a full year of project implementation.

Systemic __/30 (__%)

Institutional __/45 (__%)

Individual __/21 (__%)

General average 62/96 (51%)



Overall, the general score went up from 46 to 62/96, boosting the overall average to 65%, as compared to 51% in the prodoc

baseline.



A remarkable positive trend is noted in systemic matters, namely as regards technical skills specifically related to the requirements of SPs and associated Convention; from an institutional and individual point of view, such improvements are noted in the capacity to formulate, operationalize, and implement sectoral and cross-sectoral programmes and projects. On the other hand, a decline is noted in the individual capacity to monitor, evaluate, and report at the sector and project levels.

		Target achieved, but numbers need vetting my the MTR.



The scores obtained from the scorecard under each capacity development target are as follows:



Systemic 10/30 (33%)

Institutional 34/45 (76%)

Individual 21/21 (100%)

General average 65/96 (68%)



The card was filled by all key Project actors during the technical commission workshop. At the end of the assessment, it appeared that the score had improved by 2 points as compared to the previous year.

		The scores obtained from the scorecard under each capacity development target are as follows: 

 

 Systemic -  18/30 (60%) 

 Institutional - 28/45 (69%) 

 Individual -  12/21 (56%) 

 General average -  58/96 (60%)

		The scores obtained from the scorecard under each capacity development target are as follows:  

 

Systemic - 26/30 (88%)  

Institutional - 36/45 (82%)  

Individual - 15/21 (69%)  

General average - 77/96 (80%) 










		Outcome

		Indicator

		Baseline

		End of project Target



		Outcome 2) Institutional capacity among key stakeholder groups provides the enabling framework for decentralized MRPA governance assuring biodiversity conservation and sustainable natural source-based economic growth.

		7. Communities' perception of their livelihood stake in the good stewardship of biological resources in MRPAs, measured through the periodic and independent application of the "˜Most Significant Change' (MSC) technique.

		Not applicable.



The MSC technique is to be applied once the project has been launched and some degree of change has occurred. The baseline corresponds to all assessments that corroborate the situation analysis for this project, particularly with respect to land-uses and livelihoods.

		Positive changes in livelihoods are perceived through the independent application of the MSC technique. The results should confirm positive changes in Indicator 2 under Outcome 3 and Indicator 3 under Outcome 2.







		Level at 30 June 2013

		Level at 30 June 2014

		Level at 30 June 2015

		Level at 30 June 2016

		Level at 30 June 2017



		Baseline perceptions on the project not yet established.



The "not applicable" mention under baseline refers to the time prior to the project starting and being known by target communities. Now that the project has started, the baseline of perceptions needs to be established.



The project will plan the initial application of the MSC technique in sample communities in and around project sites, both slated to be impacted by the project and not. This will establish the baseline. The project will need to find an available consultant comfortable with the MSC technique. Alternatively, Rapid Rural Assessments can be carried out in lieu of MSC, and the indicator will then be substituted /adjusted.



In terms of progress towards the target, which remains valid, but not well defined, the following can be reported: 

During the initial phase the project will plan the roll out of livelihoods activities based on sustainable use of NRs – i.e. activities that may improve the economic growth of local populations living within NPAs and are compatible with NPA creation and management objectives will be identified during baseline studies.

		Methodology not yet applied. We will steer the MTR to apply it.



It should be underscored that some NAPs, such as Menabe Antimena, Loky Manambato, and the Mahavavy Kinkony Complex have already conducted income generating activities at community level, prior to the project’s actual start.



However, it seems that the financial information on these activities was not actually monitored or compiled in a database.



It is expected that reliable information and data will become available only after the setting up of the project monitoring system (validated in February 2014). Yet, as far as Project MRPA is concerned, IGA programming is planned for the second quarter.



At this time of PIR filling, no information is available yet. The project will see to it that PNGOs working on economic growth actions collect key information such as the baseline income of target households (i.e. their income prior to IGA start-up).

		Not possible to fully inform achievement of target.

Reporting not due

		The MTR mission recommended rewording this indicator.

		Income average: 773USD per beneficiary per year. 

The project has supported to create new livelihoods including raffia crafts, beekeeping, goat farming, fish farming and poultry farming. The income generated is above 2USD per day. This is an additional income in relation to subsistence activities before project support.







		Outcome

		Indicator

		Baseline

		End of project Target



		Outcome 2) Institutional capacity among key stakeholder groups provides the enabling framework for decentralized MRPA governance assuring biodiversity conservation and sustainable natural source-based economic growth.

		8. Increased land tenure security for local communities.

		Baseline to be defined at project inception. This will include assessment of land under customary ownership where owners wish to have legal titling

		Target value to be defined once baseline assessments have been made during project inception.







		Level at 30 June 2013

		Level at 30 June 2014

		Level at 30 June 2015

		Level at 30 June 2016

		Level at 30 June 2017



		Indicator yet to be better defined

Studies to establish the baseline situation of MRPA sites will provide information and data on the various land uses and relating tenures.

As regards the legal framework that regulates land tenure (Régime foncier), we can inform that the entire legal package and implementation framework on land were reformed in 2005, in an attempt to reconcile customary and statutory laws. 

The current régime foncier provides improved tenure security to small-holders and also recognises private property. 

Both the communal administration and local communities play a key role in the land titling and certification processes the latter through land commissions, which assess tenure rights as part of the process.

We should also note that the new regime provides for “relative” and “absolute” land tenure security. The former can assigned to land users under different arrangement for delegated land use management regimes (the so-called ‘transfert de gestion’ or TdG).

Absolute land tenure security of tenure can only be provided through titling and by land cadastre services).The latter The main TdG mechanisms in use are based on the GELOSE legislation (Gestion Locale Sécurisée des Ressources Naturelles Renouvelables) and the formalised GCF (Gestion Contractualisée des Forêts de l’État).

Protected area status could override any lack of clarity on the rules of usage that apply to specific locations. However, as explained, there is currently a legislative vacuum with respect to the COAP.

The implications of land tenure security have however an important bearing for the buffer zones around the MRPAs. The proposed studies will therefore focus on those.

		Not yet possible to report on this indicator, as baseline and targets are yet to be defined and depend on the results of studies still to be completed.

Data collection planned for the mid-term evaluation in 2015.

The land titling situation still needs to be confirmed with the Topography and Land unit during NPA identification works. The topographical identification process of NPAs that is being negotiated with the regional Tophography and Land offices should feed into this indicator.

Most of the time, farmers have no titles on MRPA site land. Ranch, hotel, and industry, etc. owners are the ones holding legal title to the land. The topographical identification process will therefore allow for identifying these private properties.

As for the rest of the land, most of them are not titled – at most, they are registered on the cadaster.

Communities are at the same time entitled to manage natural resources owing to management transfer contracts. PNGOs and DREEFS focused their efforts on assessing existing management transfer contracts and creating some, where the presence of VOIs allows for limiting any overuse of resources. In short, 11 contracts were reviewed, 10 are pending formalization, and 6 are in the process of renewal.

Contract renewal is scheduled for the second quarter of 2014 and will involve the integration of the resource use dimension, in addition to the actual management authorized during the initiation phase, i.e. the first 3 years.

The new protected area code should resolve all issues related to land tenure within protected areas, including by making due provisions for how cases should be treated when properties are within areas proclaimed as MRPAs.

Currently, there is not enough clarity on the legal regime and its impact on the consolidation and operationalization of MRPAs.

		Not possible to fully inform achievement of target.

The exact meaning of this indicator was discussed during the workshop of the MRPA project's technical commission that convened partner site managing NGOs and the central and regional levels of MEEMF, the project management unit, UNDP, and the representative of the Ministry in charge of land development. Indeed, at first sight, all participants thought it was about ensuring PA security. Under this understanding, the demarcation and title award process should be implemented before delineating external boundaries and hard cores. Emphasis was put on the fact that PAs remain State property and registration procedures should be facilitated by convention between the two parties, i.e. MEEMF and MEPATE. However, since the issue is about securing properties located inside PAs, the problem remains unsolved as PAs are home to a large number of non-titled private properties. Indeed, land security remains a problematic and strategic issue in Madagascar.

		The land security of PAs was discussed during several meetings of the Steering Committee, leading to the conclusion that an agreement on the land titling process of PAs with the Ministry in charge of Land Development and the one in charge of Protected Areas was an absolute necessity. The last meeting was held in early June and involved the Directorate General of Land Services (DGSF) and the Directorate General of Forests (DGF) and came to the conclusion that a parcel inventory needed to be conducted inside the NPAs to generate a final formal plan. In the same way as the two Ministries cooperated for the topographic survey, their respective regional directorates will agree on the timing of field visits. The project will provide support to these missions. Partner managing NGOs should strive to enter into a collaborative agreement with the Land Titling Office (BIF) to facilitate the securing of "any instrument of legal recognition of settled owners" before the NPAs are put under final protection status

		(not set or not applicable)







		Progress on Outcome 2 at 30 June 2017: Achieved








Project Outcome 3

		Outcome

		Indicator

		Baseline

		End of project Target



		Outcome 3) Financial sustainability of MRPAs is strengthened through innovative entrepreneurial public-private partnerships and mobilization of public funding.

		9. Increased scores on the UNDP's Financial Sustainability Scorecard for National Systems of Protected Areas over the baseline for the targeted MRPAs.

		Total Score for target MRPAs = 98 out of a total possible score of 197 (i.e., 50%).

		Scores, expressed in percentage terms, increase by at least 25%.







		Level at 30 June 2013

		Level at 30 June 2014

		Level at 30 June 2015

		Level at 30 June 2016

		Level at 30 June 2017



		Not possible to assess quantifiable progress towards target, because there has been no recent applications of the scorecard which are specific to the Madagascar.

The baseline for PA finance analysis carried out in 2008 focused on the costs and revenues of the MRPA subset of SAPM. The "MRPA Sub-System of Protected Areas" includes some 67 sites and covered 3.4 – 3.5 million hectares, with none of the site with definitive status then. Of these, as seen in this PIR, 1.5 million hectares are being directly targeted by the project.

The analysis finance was cursory, especially with respect to revenues and available budgets for managing the 3.5 million hectares, but it assumed financing needs ranging between $0.8 million and $2.8 million per year for the MRPA Sub-system.

We find the estimates somewhat on the low side (between $0.10 and $0.20 per hectare per year). We see the need to re-frame the analysis to be more useful to the project. We need anyway to look carefully at the flows of funds and available investments from different sources that benefit MRPA.

We sense that the political crisis meant a disinvestment in terms of both government and donor funds in the management of PAs and a delay in the expansion agenda. Yet, we need to understand and make projections on the financial needs of MRPAs, so that the finance aspect is not left to haphazard and opportunity, but to more management security with a long term view.

The baseline assessments of MRPA sites will allow for updating information and data relating to these financial aspects.

Whenever possible (with due consideration for the political transition process), the project will also strive to develop a policy dialogue that advocates for the overall strengthening of the FINANCIAL ASPECT of the PA system, in particular the MRPA network.

		Not yet possible to inform the indicator. The completion of the Financial Scorecard at mid-term is still pending, including both the financial analysis and the scoring.

The project was trained by the RTA on the Scorecard in early 2014 and started collecting data.

On the financial analysis element, Madagascar has just obtained USD 30,140,000 from GEF for environmental purposes, including USD 24,540,000 for biodiversity. This pertains to funds over a 4 year period (GEF5) and will be disbursed over the course of the next 5-6 years, say some $4M per year.

Without knowing the details of this, we can assess that this is a significant improvement from the same piece data, as per the baseline Financial Scorecard in 2008, where we had some $2.4M per year in average for 2005-2008.

Although FAPBM notes that USD 5 per ha per year is not sufficient to ensure an effective PAs’ management under Malagasy conditions, it must be acknowledged that the USD 1 per ha per year planned for the 5 sites of project MRPA is well below actual needs (i.e. what we have more or less available on the basis of the project’s budget). We note also that FAPBM’s benchmark of USD 5 per ha per year applies mostly for Category I and II sites. A specific benchmark for MRPAs is yet to be established and allowing for regional differences and type of ecosystems (mangrove, forest, coastal, etc.).

On the plus side, there are innovations. In the face of this poverty versus conservation dilemma, UNDP came up with a commendable action consisting in developing a new concept where different projects and partners pool their efforts in a well-defined space and period of time, to amplify their impacts on beneficiary communities. As such, to take on the challenge of addressing both biodiversity conservation and poverty issues in protected areas, UNDP developed the integrated community development approach. The Menabe Antimena Protected Area became the approach’s entry point in the region of Menabe. The first interventions of UNDP on site, at the level of 4 Fokontanys of the Bemanonga Commune, consisted in an investment in farming equipment equivalent to approximately USD 40.000 (but which may reach up to X USD – t.b.d.) provided by a range of UN agencies such as ILO, UNESCO, FAO.

Otherwise, under the same project concept, site promoting NGOs must seek partnership opportunities with the private and/or public sector, so as to create innovative mechanisms to ensure good returns for the NPA and contribute to its management.

		Not possible to fully inform achievement of target.

It remains difficult to fill in this indicator in the current context, as it requires a large number of sources of information on funding. Transparency is from being the rule in a context where resources are scarce. Indeed, although constitutional order is restored in Madagascar and the country’s partners have pledged much funding, overall, funding is not particularly forthcoming. The same situation is found in the in the environmental sector. As such, competition to identify/find funding, for starters, and then secure it is so fierce that information is not properly shared. PMU/MRPA relies on the mid-term evaluation to obtain official information from the different parties. At the level of the MRPA subnetwork (5 sites), the Technical Commission, at the request of DAPT/MEEMF, proposed to draw up a single Annual Work Plan (AWP) for each PA. Indeed, the implementation of the GAP - which several articles of the definitive creation decree refer to - should be reflected in the AWP. Each activity will be mentioned along with areas covered, budget required, and matching sources of funding. On reading this AWP, one should have a clear understanding of the technical and financial commitments secured, on one hand, and the gaps to be filled, on the other. The proposal was validated by the Steering Committee cochaired by the Secretary General of MEEMF with the intent of applying it to all PAs, so as to facilitate their monitoring by MEEMF.

		Following the intervention of an external consultant, MPAS was found to have a FSC of 95/225, i.e. 42%.

		Total Score for MRPA : 122 out of a total possible 225 i.e. 54% 

The progress made at the end of the project is mainly linked with the use of standard tool for PA management and monitoring which help for a better allocation of human and financial resources. The objective of 51% at the end of the project is reached even the income generation is still a challenge for most of PAs linked to a longer process for the implementation phase. 







		Outcome

		Indicator

		Baseline

		End of project Target



		Outcome 3) Financial sustainability of MRPAs is strengthened through innovative entrepreneurial public-private partnerships and mobilization of public funding.

		10. Number of households benefitting from MRPA intervention and their mean yearly revenue

		Baseline data are available for Daraina-Loky-Manambato and Menabe-Antimena.  Baselines must be established for all target MRPA baselines (0 revenues apart from the above sites) and projected targets set based on opportunities.

		Values to be determined based on baseline evaluations and projections during project inception.







		Level at 30 June 2013

		Level at 30 June 2014

		Level at 30 June 2015

		Level at 30 June 2016

		Level at 30 June 2017



		Indicator yet to be better defined.



The baseline assessments of MRPA sites will allow for updating the information and data relating to incomes in Daraina Loky Manambato and Menabe Antimena. On the other hand, the baselines of other sites, i.e. CMK, COMATSA, and Ampasindava Galoko, will be established during the study.

		We do not yet have data for setting baseline and targets for this indicators and for adequately informing it.

Yet, we can assume that the number of households benefitting from MRPA intervention = 0 (according to IGAs) and this can be said to be the baseline, but by 2013 (PRODOC was re-signed in Dec 2014, hence 2013 marks the commencement of project activities).

As mentioned above, income-generating or natural resource valorization activities are planned for the second quarter of 2014.

Existing ones are conducted by Fanamby in Menabe Antimena and Loky Manambato where the project’s input consists in reinforcing achievements made prior to it. 

Unfortunately, it is in these two sites that the baseline information on household average annual income is missing.

Fanamby’s implementation allows households living around and within the PA to benefit from livelihood improvement actions.

In Menabe, more than 200 households will be affected by the fishery activities (crab).

In terms of tourism activities, 3 associations gathering more than 66 households are participated in the tourism development.

These tourist activities conducted with craftsmen associations and VOIs generate income for the site. The potential distribution and reinjection of this income are assessed at the drawing up of the PA’s business plan, so as to have a clear vision of these activities’ contribution to financial sustainability.

In Loky, more than 358 households are affected by the development of vanilla activities.

However, each site needs to have its own Environmental Management and Social Safeguard Plan (PGESS) which will be the basis for prioritizing activities in support of household income increase in the NPA. In all 5 NPAs, the PGESS is still in the process of development, which limits actions out of concern for consistency.

		Not possible to fully inform achievement of target, which is not set.



The project provided support for incoming generating activities (IGA) to 1,205 households distributed as follows:

- CMK: 128 households

- Loky: 358 households

- Menabe Antimena: 171 households

- AMGAL: 124 households

- Bemanevika: 274 households

- COMATSA: 150 households

		The project provided support for incoming-generating activities (IGA) to 4,282households distributed as follows: 

 

 [1] Menabe-Antimena - 700 households

 [2] Complex Mahavavy-Kinkony - 340 households

 [3] Loky Manambato -1,794 households

 [4] Ampasindava Peninsula - Galoko Kalobinôno - 1,193 households

 [5] CAPAM (former COMATSA) Protected Areas Complex - 257 households

		Number of vulnerable people that had access to income-generating activities and employment in program intervention zones, disaggregated per gender and age group: 

7,559 including 

4,258 men 

3,301 women 

2,729 youth








		Outcome

		Indicator

		Baseline

		End of project Target



		Outcome 3) Financial sustainability of MRPAs is strengthened through innovative entrepreneurial public-private partnerships and mobilization of public funding.

		11. Additional funding (besides from project's own) secured for MRPA management operations

		Baseline data are available for Daraina-Loky-Manambato and Menabe-Antimena.  Baselines must be established for all target MRPA baselines (0 revenues apart from the above sites) and projected targets set based on opportunities.  The latter will involve private sector partners.

		Values to be determined based on baseline evaluations and projections during project inception.







		Level at 30 June 2013

		Level at 30 June 2014

		Level at 30 June 2015

		Level at 30 June 2016

		Level at 30 June 2017



		Indicator yet to be better defined (baseline in the PRODOC is out of date and had gaps that would make comparability difficult – e.g. did not take inflation into account). In addition, we sense that the political crisis meant a disinvestment in terms of both government and donor funds in the management of PAs and a delay in the expansion agenda. Yet, we need to understand and make projections on the financial needs of MRPAs, so that the finance aspect is not left to hap-hazard and opportunity, but to more management security with a long term view. This also applies to the issue of communities' livelihoods.



The baseline assessments of the MRPA sites will allow for updating the information and data relating to incomes and partnerships with the private sector in Daraina Loky Manambato and Menabe Antimena. On the other hand, the baselines for the other sites, i.e. CMK, COMATSA, and Ampasindava Galoko, will be established during the study.

		Baseline and targets not yet available but should be informed by the application of the Financial Scorecard.



For the time being, tools such as the land development and management plan (PAG) and business plan are pending negotiations on resource mobilization which have not yet succeeded.



Information on the situation prior to the project’s start is unavailable, besides what is included in the PRODOC.



For the mid-term evaluation, the project may report on achievements made as part of implementing activities relating to Result 3, however, these have not yet started to date. 



On Partnerships:

Menabe Antimena and Loky Manambato are the only NPAs where the way to cooperation between the managing NGO and private operators has been paved. They are beacons. Indeed, financial sustainability is initiated and developed by strengthening partnership with private sector working within the PA.



The aim is to involve all stakeholders to achieve participatory management autonomy and reduce PA management cost, which is the cornerstone of PA financial sustainability:

- In Menabe, partnership with Aquamen and NSEGSM contribute to reduce patrol and surveillance cost on mangroves and marine zone. Cooperation with NSEGSM will allow to increase/ improve local household revenue from saline activities. This means that threats on biodiversity will reduce when local community livelihoods is improved by increasing their revenue.

- For Loky, collaboration with Ankao Management SA allow to reduce patrol and surveillance cost on coastal zone. In add, this collaboration will boost the tourism activity within the PA. So, local communities involved both in fisheries and tourism will benefit from this cooperation with private sector which contribute to the PA financial sustainability.

- The presence of Tantalum Rare Earth on the Ampasindava peninsula site is an interesting partnership opportunity for development, but the legal vacuum created by the non-promulgation of the new Protected Area Code supporting category V and VI NPAs hampers the negotiations of the Missouri Botanical Garden and UCPE, as well as the national party with investors. 

		Not possible to fully inform achievement of target, which is not set.



Partner NGOs have already started looking for other sources of funding to take on the actual management of the PAs, once they are definitively created. FAPBM contributes to the funding of the PAs of Asity, MBG, Fanamby, WWF, TPF. However, the MRPA project does not receive accurate information on the relating amounts and activities. Other organizations such as USAID and GIZ have resumed funding for Pas with the restoration of constitutional order in Madagascar and especially since definitive protected was obtained for the PAs. Although there are several sites of the MRPA project that benefit from this funding, relating information is generally held back.

		PAs’ financial sustainability remains a challenge in Madagascar, whether for the old PAs or the new ones. The development of Business Plans for each of the five project sites is one of the project's big contribution towards financial sustainability. The plans should help PA managing promoters find funding. For that matter, the support provided by the MRPA project to the sub-network PAs of has significantly contributed to enhancing the credibility of PA managers with other technical and financial partners, both at the national and international level. As such, most MRPA sites now have more than two financial partners. Other PAs have found new ones, for example, Menabe Antimena now has CEPF/Tany Meva, Loky Manambato has FAPBM and Hemsley, and Bemanevika Mahimborondro has JICA/PRODAIRE. Still, this is not reflected in the Financial Score Card.

 Innovative funding mechanisms include the current integration of COMATSA Nord and Sud, managed by WWF, to the MEEF’s national REDD+ program funded by the World Bank. The Ampasindava Peninsula has joined the Programme “Shared Resources, Joint Solutions” (SRJS) of IUCN which emphasizes advocacy for the setting up and implementation of transparent rules and procedures for natural resource exploration and use. A study of high value added subsectors common to the MRPA network is being initiated with outlooks to boosting the economic dimension, by creating value inside PAs, in partnership with private operators. This approach is one of the actions taken pursuant to the recommendations from the project mid-term review. The study will include benefit distribution models in line with the concept of payment for environmental services, including the PA label and ecocertification. A study of innovative funding mechanisms (IFM) is, for that matter, in the procurement pipeline. It appeared that entities specialized in this type of IFMs are limited in number and the call for expressions of interest was therefore re-issued. The purpose of this study is to develop (tax, parafiscal, voluntary, etc.) mechanisms and regulatory frameworks that enable innovative funding development/ application/ research/ mobilization in Category V and VI protected areas.

		It must be admitted that establishing this indicator is extremely difficult as (i) no specific projection was made and (ii) even if business plans are subject to a forward-looking analysis of revenue items, this, on one hand, does not mean that they can be directly charged to operational management uses and, on the other, investment depreciation calculation methods should also be integrated to these models before charging them to other forms of operational management. It appears that this value cannot be established, given the time the PAs need to mature, as the five-year implementation period of the project just allowed for completing the creation process and initiating the management process. However, steps to achieve financial sustainability were largely developed in the concept and operations.



Indeed, two pilot actions could be materialized as part of the financial sustainability of the PAs, under a partnership to develop a value chain and set up a payment for ecosystem service (PES). The recommended approach relies on the development of partnerships with the private sector and other institutions, where the respective skills of the relevant parties are capitalised to set up productive investments and collection mechanism, ensuring return of funds for the management of the protected areas. 



As such, the honey value chain in Ampasindava, considering the experiences of the T’TELO Company, a recognised honey export operator which ensures the purchase of the honey production under the agreement, withholding at source should allow, on one hand, for renewing existing beehives, or even making new ones, and, on the other, funding conservation and development activities within the PA. 



Regarding the PES/pico hydro power in Bemanevika, the Tany Meva Foundation and ADER Agency appointed to perform rural electrification, co-funded the setting up of the infrastructure and training of the technical team from the community, as well as the elected management committee, to ensure the making operational and management of the plant. The income obtained from the sale of power to households and economic units will contribute, on one hand, to the operation of the plant and, on the other, to the management of the PA. 



Regarding the resource mobilisation aspect, two other studies are under way: the one for the COMATSA PA managed by WWF in partnership with the national program REDD+ and one on sub-sectors common to the MRPA network.



Several options were therefore identified with REDD+ for COMATSA, in terms of potential internal funding:  

*Self-financing of WWF Madagascar and WWF Switzerland and Germany through fund raising; FAPBM; Government's matching funding of external funding through loans (World Bank, AFD, etc.) ;  

*Funds derived from the sale of carbon credits (mean and long term), including 20% for the management of the COMATSA NPA;  

*Share of the funds derived from the "green tax", polluters pay, etc., funds generated from natural/ forest resource management:  

*Discounts, penalties, etc. and member contributions; and in terms of potential external fundings: GEF carbon contribution of BNC REDD+ (creation of the PES system, improved carbonization technique, management); IDA/World Bank, AFD through the PADAP Project, under the landscape approach, Malagasy emission reduction program (ER-PIN); PHCF for research on carbon monitoring as REDD pilot project: co-funding of AFD with FFEM and the Air France Foundation;  

*Bilateral funding from countries that have contributed to REDD and REDD+'s preparation (Norway, Germany, Japan, Switzerland, etc.). 

 

As regards sub-sectors, business plans were submitted to the public sector (Ministries in charge of industry, agriculture, tourism) and private sector (professional groups and operators) and other potential partner institutions, during a partnership research and development forum. The prospects established subsequently were used to develop a resource mobilization strategy to facilitate NGO steps. It must be acknowledged that this financial sustainability approach via public private partnership is innovative when it comes to protected areas which have their strengths as green infrastructures but also weaknesses mainly linked with the access and remoteness of administrative and commercial transaction centers. The private sector requires a high level of security for their investment and co-funding is, for the time being, one of the best ways of securing their cooperation. 

 

As an extension of the study of the business plans of the five protected area complexes and the study on the sub-sectors "common" to the network, the study on innovative funding mechanisms explored the possibility of and conditions for mobilising public or private resources additional to the current funding of NPAs which is mainly comprised of project aid (support to development and private foundations) and grants from the Madagascar Protected Area Foundation (FAPBM) and assess integration to the NPA business plan. 

The key suggestions to reach win-win agreements are as follows: 

(i)	assign a fraction of the revenue from discounts (sub-sectors) belonging to the region to funding protected areas,  

(ii)	boost large-scale green tax projects beyond current practices (tourist sticker + tourist tax), 

(iii)	consider incentives for the private sector involved in a partnership with NPAs, 

(iv)	induce financial transfers to the manager, upstream or downstream of the sub-sectors via market aggregators or the creation of NPA origin labels, 

(v)	support the implementation of a few ecotourism pilots using the new 3P arrangement model or by reinforcing the existing model, 

(vi)	consider the funding of several investments similar to PES hydropower pilot (Bemaneviky),  

(vii)	orient infrastructure projects towards agricultural production sites (cf. Bealanana, Ampasindava) and remote tourist sites (cf. Lake Kinkony), and 

(viii)	support the development of carbon projects in the buffer areas (forestation, agroforestry) like with COMATSA. 



These results were translated into operational plans per protected area, according to their own specificities to facilitate implementation by PA managers.







		Progress Outcome 3 at June 30 2017: Achieved
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