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INTRODUCTION

The first phase of the Final Evaluation (FE) of the Conservation and Sustainable Use of Biodiversity in Dibeen Nature Reserve
 (CSUBDNR) that is being implemented by the UNDP Jordan, took place from the 3rd June 2007 to the 21st June 2007. This Aide Memoire provides the preliminary findings of the evaluation that were presented at the Feedback Workshop on the 21st of June 2006. Comments received during this workshop can be included in this Aide Memoire.

Evaluation is an integral part of the UNDP-GEF project cycle management. The FE builds on the findings and lessons learned during the Mid Term Evaluation (DATEs) and are guided by the FE Terms of Reference (ToR)
 and UNDP-GEF Project Monitoring and Evaluation Policies and Procedures
. The evaluation process is independent of both UNDP and GEF and the opinions and recommendations in this report are those of the authors and do not necessarily reflect the position of the GEF, UNDP, the Ministry of Planning or the RSCN, however, once accepted the FE becomes a recognised component of the project’s documentation.

1.0
SUMMARY OF THE CSUBDNRP

Dibeen Forest represents the southwestern geographical limits of the indigenous Aleppo pine forest and the area is the driest in the world in which these pines are known to grow. Preliminary surveys have indicated that the Dibeen Forest complex is one of the best remaining examples of pine-oak forest type that once covered large areas of the Middle East. It is known to support 17 endangered species.
 

Apart from the endangered species, the forest has potentially important genetic resources. These include the Aleppo pines that have adapted to the exceptionally dry climatic conditions at the “edge of their range” and the wild ancestors of several important cultivated plants, notably the wild olive (Olea europea), wild pear (Pyrus syriaca) and wild hawthorn (Crataegus azaralus).

A 1999 review of Jordan’s protected areas
 selected Dibeen as a top priority for the Kingdom’s protected areas network and Birdlife International identified the forest as an Important Bird Area in the Middle East
.

There are three villages in the immediate vicinity of Dibeen Nature Reserve (DNR), Kitte, Nahli and Dibeen, which have a combined population of approximately 7,000 inhabitants. The largest of these is Kitte with over 4,000 inhabitants. Within the greater forest area there are three other villages and a significant refugee settlement with a combined population of approximately 18,000 inhabitants. The majority of the population rely on agriculture for their livelihood, particularly olive farming although the army and municipal governments provide significant waged employment.

Prior to the project the greater forest area was managed under the Forestry Department (FD) of the Ministry of Agriculture (MoA) and management focused principally on sanitary management, propagation of seeds and fire control.

The forest has become an increasingly popular destination for local tourism because of its proximity to Amman and Jerash, and prior to the project there was a government rest house close to the edge of DNR that drew considerable visitors to the area offering food, a play area for children and limited overnight chalet accommodation.

The Project Document (ProDoc) identified the follow threats to the natural values of the forest as:

· Increased and unmanaged visitor pressure

· Fragmentation of peripheral forest areas

· Illegal woodcutting and herb collection

· Hunting and trapping of wildlife

· Grazing encroachment

These anthropomorphic pressures were considered to be as a result of the previous management and land use systems were not well regulated to serve conservation objectives and the capacity of the management institution was weak (as it related to biodiversity conservation).

2.0
DEVELOPMENT OF THE CSUBDNRP

The formulation of the CSUBDNRP came about as a result of concerns about the loss of biological diversity from the larger forest ecosystem identified by the Royal Society for Nature Conservation in an undated GEF Concept Note produced sometime before 2000 (RSCN, undated). It was concerned with establishing a Nature Reserve to protect a core area of the greater Dibeen Forest within a larger protective system of a National Forest Park (NFP) modelled upon the French system of Regional Forest Parks.

RSCN provided the baseline data and necessary information normally collated by the UNDP-GEF Project Development Fund and therefore no PDF
 was required for this project
. 

The Project Document (ProDoc) was developed by RSCN. The justification for the project was to conserve the biodiversity values of the forest complex through a Nature Reserve within the context of a larger National Forest Park.

The advantages of the regional park approach were that large forest areas could be developed rationally as a single ecosystem, without the problems of conflicting, competing or uncoordinated uses and without the need for ‘expensive national park style administrations’. As a result, the forest’s overall integrity and biodiversity value are maintained and each municipality secures a fair share of the development programme.

The GEF finances were allocated principally to establish the nature reserve in the core area; however, components of project support (US$40,000) would facilitate the development of a regional forest park, such as:

· Biodiversity inventory

· Joint preparation of a land use plan

· Integrated enforcement of regulations

· Capacity building of staff

The regional park itself, through effective zoning schemes would bring many benefits for the nature reserve. The Project Document identified these as:

· An ecologically valuable buffer zone;

· Reduction in fragmentation;

· Dissipation of visitor pressure, and;

· Maintain ecological integrity throughout the whole forest complex.

Key to this was the development of the Regional Park itself that was to be guided by the Ministry of Tourism and Antiquities (MoTA) that would receive technical aid from the European Union (EU) from the French Government and financial support through the EU’s LIFE Programme. The MoTA submitted a proposal to the EU in 2001 with a total budget of US$ 317,000 (70% direct grant and 30% MoTA contribution), which was subsequently approved in 2002. The overall objectives and purpose of the European Union-funded LIFE project, as presented in the proposal, were:

To introduce in the Burma region a new kind of administrative structure, inspired by the French regional nature parks system, able to promote both the sustainable development of a region with its rich patrimony and its protection. The project purposes were:

· To prepare a development charter for the region (project area, development and protection programme and plan)

· To let this project be shared, accepted and approved by all concerned partners and authorities (local communities, governor, state administration and NGOs)

· To have a status for the administrative structure which will manage the park

· To set up the administrative structure

· To set a plan of action for the first three years after park creation

· To set up a law for enabling the dissemination of this pilot project to other compatible sites in the country
The Project Development Document placed Dibeen Nature Reserve firmly in the context of a programme that would develop land use planning for the greater Dibeen forest and appears to recognise the importance of developing a system of land use that incorporated the greater Aleppo pine forest ecosystem as a prerequisite for ensuring the integrity of the biological diversity of the DNR.

Within this context the Project Document proposed to develop a four-year project to address the threats of fragmentation and degradation of the ecosystem resulting from anthropogenic pressure, including encroachment of settlements and agriculture, hunting and grazing and localised recreation pressure. It was to do this by creating a nature reserve, complete with bylaws and trained management team, to safeguard ecologically significant and vulnerable areas of the forest, and by supporting the development of a Regional Forest Park over the remaining forest complex where sustainable uses of forest resources could be pioneered as alternative livelihoods for local communities. Essentially, it would use project funding to put in place the necessary components for sustainable management of the biodiversity resources of Dibeen Forest.

The Forest Park was to span five local government municipalities, creating the first regionally developed and administered conservation area in Jordan that would give emphasis to land use zoning schemes tied to socio-economic initiatives based upon tourism and recreation to support both conservation and social needs.

The Project Document lists the project’s Objective as being:

The development objective of the project is to establish a nature reserve in Dibeen Forest to conserve unique and globally significant biodiversity, develop sustainable alternative economic uses of the forest resources in the context of a regional forest park, and build in-country capacity in forest management and conservation-orientated land use planning.

The project’s outputs are listed as:

Output 1: Designated and established nature reserve within the Regional Forest Park

Output 2: Biodiversity inventory and socio-economic profile

Output 3: Prepared and implemented conservation management and eco-tourism development plan

Output 4: Competent and effective reserve and forest park management team

Output 5: Land use plan for Regional Forest Park

Output 6 Socio-economic programme for local communities

Output 7: Implemented awareness and outreach program

The CSUBDNRP is operating in a policy framework that includes, inter alia:
· CBD

· Biodiversity Country Study

· National Environmental Strategy

· NEAP

· JNBSAP

· Jordan Agenda 21

· Enhanced Productivity Programme

· Environmental Law (1996, 2003 & 2005)

· Others to be added

Therefore the resulting Project Document developed the rationale for the CSUBDNRP, set the DNR within the context of the larger Regional Forest Park, developed seven outcomes to guide project implementation and set out the modalities for project execution.
The Delegation of Authority was given in 17th June 2003. All parties signed the Project Document by August 2003. However, the project did not start-up until January 2004
 for a period of 4 years giving an end date of December 2007.

The Inception Report was submitted on the 9th January 2003 and the Project Manager was recruited in March 2003.

In response to the change in UNDP/GEF reporting procedures and the adoption of the Atlas Reporting System a project log frame matrix with indicators was retrofitted to the project outputs during the Inception Phase in January 2004.

Project implementation is through the UNDP Country Office (UNDP CO) and project execution is through National Non-Governmental Organisation Execution and the designated National Coordinating Agency is the Ministry of Planning. 

3.0
DESCRIPTION OF THE CSUBDNRP

As noted above, the Project Objective is to establish a nature reserve in Dibeen Forest to conserve unique and globally significant biodiversity, develop sustainable alternative economic uses of the forest resources in the context of a regional forest park, and build in-country capacity in forest management and conservation-orientated land use planning.
The Project Document envisaged seven outputs:

Output 1: Designated and established nature reserve within the Regional Forest Park

Output 2: Biodiversity inventory and socio-economic profile

Output 3: Prepared and implemented conservation management and eco-tourism development plan

Output 4: Competent and effective reserve and forest park management team

Output 5: Land use plan for Regional Forest Park

Output 6 Socio-economic programme for local communities

Output 7: Implemented awareness and outreach program

The total budget is:

	GEF and UNDP inputs

	GEF
	US$
	1,000,000

	UNDP/TRAC
	US$
	100,000

	Subtotal
	US$
	1,100,00

	Others

	Local Counterparts (in kind)
	US$
	203,000

	RSCN (in kind)
	US$
	 400,000

	EU funding (parallel)
	US$
	317,000

	Subtotal
	US$
	 920,000

	Project Total
	US$
	2,020,000


All parties signed the Project Document by August 2003. The first Annual Work Plan was submitted in February 2004 following the Inception Phase in line with the change of project 7 Outputs to 3 Outcomes. The Project is currently implementing AWP 4. At June 2007, the second half of AWP 4, the budget execution is US$ 887,574 (80.7%) disaggregated as US$ 787,574 (78.7%) GEF inputs and US$ 100,000 (100%) UNDP CO TRAC funds. It is not possible to quantify in kind contributions from local counterparts and the RSCN in kind contribution is judged to be considerable. Parallel funding from the EU LIFE Programme did not materialise because the project to support the Regional Forest Park was abandoned in early 2004.

3.1
Inception Phase

The purpose of the inception phase is to consolidate the planning team, to define the current and near-future status of the project, to discuss and review the project strategy with stakeholders, refine the project log frame, put in place the necessary logistics, further refine the ToR, particularly those ToRs for the individual specialists and develop the first Annual Work Plan (AWP). The major output of the inception phase should be the Inception Report (IR)
 and the first AWP, which, on agreement with the Steering Committee, UNDP CO and GEF, will form a necessary flexible basis for implementation. At the time that CSUBDNRP was being developed (during the time that the Project Documentation was being formulated) it was not mandatory for UNDP-GEF projects to produce a Project Logistical Framework Matrix (LFM)
. 

However, in response to the change in UNDP/GEF reporting procedures and the adoption of the Atlas Reporting System that were taking place at that time, the 7 Outputs described in the Project Document were retrofitted to a log frame matrix.

During this process the 7 Outputs were reduced to 3 Outcomes with 7 Outputs and the project log frame was expressed:

Project Goal – To conserve globally significant forest biodiversity in (the) North of Jordan.

Development Objective – The development of the project is to establish a nature reserve in Dibeen Forest to conserve unique and globally significant Biodiversity, develop sustainable alternative economic uses of the forest resources in the context of a regional forest park, and build in-country capacity in forest management and conservation-orientated land use planning.
Outcome 1 – Alepo pine forest conserved through the establishment of the Dibeen Nature Reserve within the context of a regional park approach
Outcome 2 – Sustainable economic uses developed for the forest
Outcome 3 – A national pool of qualified personal in conservation orientated forest management
Essentially the retrofitted LFM did not loose any of the components (7 Outcomes) originally described within the Project Document, rather it arranged them more effectively to demonstrate what outcomes could be expected from the project’s interventions. However, the LFM appears to have deviated from the GEF format in its attempt to retain the major components (the 7 Outcomes of the Project Document) within the LFM. This resulted in significant weaknesses in the LF that should have been detected when the Inception Report was submitted to the UNDP CO or to the GEF Regional Coordination level.

It is necessary to understand that the Inception Phase is an important point in the critical path of the project when changes can be made to the LFM and that any changes to the project documentation should be accompanied by a rationale or justification explaining how they enhance the project strategy for achieving the project’s Objective, or even changing the Objective if necessary. No such justification was included in the Inception Report and the FE therefore considers that the Inception Phase and corresponding Report represent a considerable weakness in the project cycle.

3.2
CSUBDNRP post Inception Phase

The project’s strategy emerged relatively unchanged from the inception phase; all components had been carried over to the new retrofitted log frame matrix. The threat analysis developed in the Project Document had survived unchanged and the risks and assumptions upon which the project had been designed remained the same. Importantly, there was no discussion about adaptive management, in as much as the inception phase gives an important opportunity to revisit the rationale and challenge the assumptions on which it is founded and adapt the strategy and intervention if necessary. 

4.0
ANALYSIS OF THE PROJECT

The following analysis constitutes the FE’s understanding of the project. It is based upon the history of the project cycle as it is represented in the project documentation and interviews with the various stakeholders.

Therefore, the FE has reviewed the project’s performance over its lifetime. It has consider what has been the impact of the project and how has it contributed to the GEF objectives. Therefore the FE has:

· Assessed the effectiveness of the individual activities (monitoring performance);

· Assessed the effectiveness of the various activities in achieving the Outcome (monitoring the impact), and;

· Assessed the effectiveness of the various Outcomes on achieving the Objective (monitoring the change).

The analysis of this has allowed the FE to comment on the:

· Implementation – did the project do what it planned to do (i.e. is the plan still untested because the implementation was poor);

· Effectiveness – did the plan meet the predicted objectives (i.e. has the plan been tested and found to have flaws), and;

· Validation of the model’s parameters and relationships (i.e. which assumptions, variables and interactions were correct). 

4.1
Project context

In order to fully understand the project is important for the FE to consider the externalities that have been a major factor in shaping the outcomes of the project. As the project was starting up in early 2004 a number of significant events took place that were to impact upon the performance of the project, these events are outlined here:

· UNDP-GEF introduces the Atlas Reporting System – around the time that this project was starting there were significant changes taking place within the UNDP project management approach. Essentially, UNDP-GEF projects were re-orientating themselves to a results-based management system. In reality this meant that the outcomes of projects had to be more visible in their impact. This changeover in the UNDP project assurance role caused considerable confusion in a number of UNDP COs.

· The UNDP Atlas Reporting System required a Log Frame Matrix for project development, management and reporting. Furthermore, projects had to be implemented through an adaptive management approach. Unfortunately, both LF planning and adaptive management are essentially tools that require experience and despite numerous GEF Toolkits, without practical experience they remain confusing.

· UNDP CO was going through a period of re-orientation that involved CO restructuring.

· The GEF Regional Coordinator was tragically involved in a road traffic accident around this time.

These events resulted in a hiatus in project coordination. All things considered the project got off to a remarkably good start. However, there were weaknesses in the LFM and project strategy, and RSCN, as the Executing Agency, pretty much got on with the project and the issues over project assurance would not come to the surface until the changes (reporting system, new staffing, new GEF Coordinator) had embedded themselves within the UNDP CO. Furthermore, the project was ignoring an assumption that had not held true, upon which it’s entire success was dependent; the creation of the larger RFP.

4.2
Risk Assessment and Assumptions

The initial risk and assumptions were developed in Section 8 of the Project Document. “The expectations of different players highlight a fundamental difficulty in the degree to which the outcome of any multivariate problem can be predicted. In the hard sciences like physics and chemistry the majority of variables are known and can often be controlled precisely in an experimental sense. So predictions about outcomes can be reasonably precise. In fields such as ecology, economics, wildlife management, politics, business and the social sciences generally, there is a large number of known and potential variables, all subject to continual change, all interacting with each other in ways that may be predictable or non-predictable. Precise prediction about outcomes is much more difficult. Applying science per se to the problem makes absolutely no difference to the inability to predict precisely or
accurately when you have complex multivariate problems - it is a reality.

By way of example, in conservation and sustainable use we do our best to identify and account for the most important variables based on current knowledge. But we have to deal repeatedly with situations in which a variable considered unimportant or trivial one day, assumes monumental proportions the next. On occasion it is discovered that the most important variable was not identified and not measured
”.

Decisions are made based upon the best available information. Mistakes are only made when information that is available when decisions are made, is ignored. Therefore, it is important that a project clearly articulate their arguments or rationale for a particular decision, identify the assumptions and possible risks and are given the space to make the decision and settle on a course of action and continue to monitor its progress.

Three risks were identified, two of which were related to DNR management activities (the difficulties in preventing illegal activity and the necessity of closing visitor “hotspots”), the third risk was related to coordinating the large number of stakeholders and was essentially a project risk rather than a protected areas management risk.

Two “prerequisites” were identified in the document. These “prerequisites” are the assumptions upon which the project is based. They are identified as:

· The Government of Jordan agrees to allocate the core of Dibeen Forest to the RSCN as a nature reserve by a decree issued from the Cabinet, as in all other nature reserves declared to date.

· The land use planning scheme developed for the Forest Park will be given legal status within the Government’s planning system and thereby enforceable under statute.

The FE considers that these assumptions were correctly identified, however, they should have been flagged as “killer assumptions”, and that the projects success and sustainability of the outcomes was entirely dependent upon them holding true, that is, that DNR and the larger Forest Park would be created.

4.3
Retrofitted Risk Assessment and Assumptions

As previously discussed, a LFM was retrofitted to the Project Document during the Inception Phase. This log frame sets out the risks and assumptions according to the Objective, Outcomes and Outputs. The FE considers that the risk analysis was particularly weak in this LFM. The assumption regarding the creation of the DNR and the larger Forest Park survive as:

“Dibeen Reserve declared, Conservation plan implemented”

However, the Inception Report fails to set out any strategy to deal with the assumptions and risks. In other words there is no “Plan B” and the indicators identified in the LFM are unlikely to alert the project when risks are being realised and assumptions are proving to be just that, assumptions.

To illustrate this point, any such project developed to address the issues around DNR was dealing with a multivariate and multi-stakeholder situation. The purpose of the project was to interact with the process of land use and lift that process to provide positive gains for biodiversity. Conservationists work in the grey area where society, the economy and the ecosystem collide. The job of the conservationist is to manage the processes to ensure that when they do collide it does not result in a “train crash”. Without an adaptive management framework, the SSC/Jordan-Dubai Capital Development
 project, for instance, was just such a “train crash” waiting to happen.

4.4
Overview of Design, Management and Implementation

Overall the design of the project followed a reasonable approach:

· The protection of a core area;

· The development of a larger forest park to support this;

· Participation of local agencies (including building capacity) involved in forest management, local democratic institutions, and local communities as identified in a socio-economic study;

· The development of local enterprises based upon the sustainable use of forest resources, and;

· The development of alternative livelihoods in order to reduce dependency upon forest resources.

Project staff was to be supplied by RSCN and technical advice was, on the whole, to be provided by RSCN. This has had a number of benefits such as the rapid establishment of DNR and the prospect of continuity after the UNDP-GEF investments ceases. However, it has also resulted in a number of weaknesses in the project outcomes such as:

· The failure to embed the project and it’s objective at the local level with local government institutions and local agencies involved in forest management
.

· The imposition of a ”blueprint”, heavily reliant upon an alternative livelihoods strategy and establishing small projects or RSCN-Wild Jordan driven enterprises, approach towards the socio-economic integration of the DNR at the local level.

While such an approach may have been successful in other protected areas established by RSCN, the presence of large population centres, the multiplicity of stakeholders, the complexity of local land and resource tenure and existing heavy visitor use of the area required an adaptive management approach – the project was on unfamiliar territory. While the Project Document’s strategy had an intervention to address these issues, with the failure of the larger Forest Park concept, the initiative was lost and the project did not respond. The FE consider that, internationally, best practice demonstrates that an adaptive management approach when dealing with multivariate systems is the best way of making the “step into the unknown” where precise predictions about outcomes is at best, uncertain.

There have been no revisions to the project LFM despite significant situational changes encountered by the project over its lifetime. Indeed, the quarterly and annual reports have been based upon the 7 Outputs rather than the 3 Outcomes suggesting that the project is focusing on delivering a number of specific products (DNR, Technical Reports, a pottery, a mushroom farm, etc.), rather than addressing the issues of embedding DNR within the local democratic institutions, related government agencies and informal social structures. This has affected the projects ability to link activities with outcomes and progress towards the project objective.

Despite the success in establishing DNR, weak project management (e.g. 4 Project Managers) has affected the progress of the project. The project has had 4 Project Managers raising concerns about continuity of project outcomes. Furthermore, the project has failed to establish the necessary cordial relationship with UNDP as the Implementing Agency.

The FE reiterates concerns that were raised during the MTE of the sequencing of project activities, that is, certain activities such as the socio-economic study should have been implemented concurrently rather than consecutively and have impacted negatively upon the opportunity to trail interventions within the framework of a funded project.

4.5
Mid Term Evaluation

A MTE was carried out in June 2006. The MTE is another critical point in the project cycle when an external assessment of the progress of a project can be used to challenge the assumptions that the project is based upon, quantify the risks and make any necessary adjustments in order to achieve the project objective.

The MTE’s assessment was that the projects progress towards its predicted results as moderate. Based upon this evaluation a number of recommendations were made. Essentially these were addressing:

· Weaknesses in the reserve management particularly as it related to the visitor management strategy and the integration into the larger local economy.

· The viability of DNR itself and the need to integrate it into the larger forest area to reduce threats such as edge effects and the loss of biodiversity.

· Strengthening mechanisms that promote local participation.

· Greater inclusion in the project management of UNDP by the Execution Agency.

Critically, the MTE did not require the project to revisit the project’s LFM as a condition to be met in order to secure further funding and this. Therefore an opportunity to update and rationalise the strategy, in light of events that had taken place since the projects inception, was missed. UNDP-GEF coordination should have required the project to refit the LFM, particularly in respect to the three additional risks identified by the MTE, namely; the redevelopment of SSC land, change in current legislation pertaining to forest and reserved areas
 and the socio-economic programmes meeting local community expectations.

However, the Management Response to the MTE does clearly indicate that the Project Assurance role was attempting to bring the project back on track by pursuing the issues of land use and zoning within the context of the project and forging closer ties with local agencies such as the Forestry Department. What is not clear is how the project responded to these issues.

While the failure to revisit the LFM may be attributed to the lapse in GEF coordination at that critical time, it is not unreasonable to have expected the Executing Agency, given its internal strengths and stated track record to have exercised an adaptive management approach itself. In other words the project backstopping was not challenging the project sufficiently.

4.6
UNDP Project Assurance

The setbacks caused by the re-profiling of the UNDP CO in 2003-2004 and the loss of GEF Regional co-ordination around that time have impacted upon the project’s performance, particularly when combined with the rapid turnover in Project Managers. A number of critical issues were not addressed in the early stages of the project.

The project did not respond adequately to the failure of the EU-LIFE/MoTA Regional Forest Park project, weaknesses in the LFM were not addressed and UNDP did not establish a clear understanding of the new Project Assurance role with the Executing Agency and the responsibilities that this imparted upon the project coordination.

Furthermore, the understanding of, and relationship between Implementing Agency and Executing Agency does not appear to have been established
. 

The GEF-UNDP Project Assurance role is an important function and conditional upon release of the GEF and UNDP funds. This requires the UNDP to have, inter alia, management oversight, monitoring the implementation of the work plan and timetable, technical backstopping and financial management and accountability
.

As UNDP has tried to establish the required authority for its project assurance role it has met with considerable resistance from the Executing Agency. The FE considers that UNDP is correct in trying to assert this authority on the project, which has not demonstrated a sufficient adaptive management culture, has not responded to the required reporting format and, despite some of its successes, has not delivered in a number of areas that are important to developing the various outcomes and achieving the project objective and therefore raises concerns about the sustainability of the UNDP-GEF investment in the project.

4.7
Outcome 1 – Aleppo pine forest conserved through the establishment of the DNR within the context of a regional forest park

The project has created DNR, a management body has been established and a number of biodiversity baseline studies have been carried out. The management plan
 has not been completed, however some components have and a visitor management plan is being implemented. Therefore the project has had considerable success in this outcome. But the Regional Park was never created and at present there are no plans to revitalise this. 2 initiatives that partly address the issues related to the larger Dibeen ecosystem are underway, these are:

· A national municipal plan for land use, and;

· The Special Areas Initiative.

While RSCN has had some considerable input into these initiatives it is not clear that the project has driven this process and furthermore, the FE has yet to establish if these will address the issues of cost and benefit, authority and responsibility and, pricing and tenure that are necessary to create a functionally efficient system that allows biodiversity utilisation as part of the development process
.

4.8
Outcome 2 – Sustainable economic uses developed for the forest

A socio-economic survey has been carried out and Wild Jordan has established 3 income generating activities (pottery, embroidery and mushroom production) creating 9 jobs, a further 12 fulltime jobs in the reserve and a number of part time daily paid jobs have been created for local guides and cleaners within DNR but the critical issues raised by the socio-economic survey, namely; sustainable community management practices developed for all target groups currently engaged in illegal grazing, wood cutting and charcoal production, small businesses developed under the programme are self reliant in business management, collaborative marketing programmes for all community produced products developed and operational, improved coordination mechanisms in place between all socially orientated NGOs and government agencies and a Social Development Fund established and operational.

The FE considers that the project has had a limited impact upon small to medium enterprises. But, it has not addressed the issues of sustainable use of the natural values of Dibeen forest; it has not developed any systems that will provide the motivation for sustainable management of these resources. This is critical in the context of Dibeen because of the overlaying systems of land and resource tenure.

The use of the UNDP SGP to role out the “socio-economic” programme raises a number of issues. Unless the SGP is clearly linked to enterprises and activities that promote sustainable utilisation of the natural values of Dibeen Forest it might be more efficient and cost effective to role out a SGP with an organisation involved in rural development rather than one that has a conservation mandate because it is hard to build the linkages between benefit, cost and how this relates to the management of these resources and sustainability.

4.9
Outcome 3 – A national pool of qualified personal in conservation orientated forest management

RSCN staff have been trained but the project has not developed the cross cutting training that will develop the capacity of other agencies involved in land and resource management in the area to manage public and private land for biodiversity and ecosystem.

4.10
General Conclusions on the Status of the CSUBDNRP

The project has had a number of remarkable successes, most notably the establishment of DNR and the management of visitors within the protected area.

But, the project design – Objective, Outcomes, Outputs and Activities does not provide a convincing relationship between project expenditure and outcomes – the connection between cause and effect – to convince the FE that the approaches developed under this project are a cost effective investment for UNDP and GEF funds.

Furthermore, as the UNDP-GEF funded project support draws to a close there are concerns about the sustainability of the project’s achievements. The FE is concerned, in order of priority, that:

· DNR is not biologically sustainable as it relates to the wider GEF objective of the conservation of biological diversity. The shape and fragmentation of the protected area combined with its size (8.5sq. km) exposes it to a number of risks and could result in a slow but inevitable loss of its biological diversity;

· DNR is not, in its current form, institutionally sustainable. While the management (RSCN) has cordial relations with a number of local stakeholders the project has failed to embed DNR within the local institutional framework. Key partners (e.g. the Forestry Department) in the local management of forest resources have been, to a large extent, excluded by RSCN as the project executors. Furthermore, the FE is concerned that local support may be grounded in expectations that, however sincere RSCN is in meeting these, may, in fact, not be achievable given the present socio-economic programme, and;

· DNR may not be economically sustainable particularly given the concerns about biological and institutional sustainability. A failure to address these issues could result in increased conflict with stakeholders or neighbors that would increase management costs. Furthermore, the FE considers that the strategy of developing alternative livelihoods as a mechanism to reduce resource dependency carries a number of risks and assumptions. On its own, such a strategy will not internalize the costs and benefits, produce the linkages between authority and responsibility and address the issues of pricing and tenure at a functionally efficient level. This can only be achieved in the context of an ecosystem wide (the larger Dibeen Forest) systemic approach that includes the sustainable utilization of the full range of forest products and ecosystem services.

Therefore, with the UNDP-GEF funded project closing in December 2007 the FE concludes that there are genuine concerns about sustainability:

· At the level of the ecosystem;
· At the institutional level, and;
· The economic sustainability raises a number of questions that need to be addressed.
However, the unique situation of RSCN and its demonstrated track record have given the FE a degree of confidence that, providing the recommendations and conditions made in this evaluation are quickly followed up prior to the project ending in December 2007, these issues can be addressed in the remaining life of the UNDP-GEF project.

It is important to note that the recommendations made here regarding sustainability of the project’s successes are principally directed at the level of the project and therefore it is the responsibility of the Executing Agency to address these. The wider issues regarding GEF and UNDP are targeted at capturing the lessons of this project in order to more effectively identify, plan and implement future projects.

5.0
PRELIMINARY RECOMMENDATIONS

The FE recognises the considerable achievements of the CSUBDNRP and accepts that this Aide Memoire and the FE has focused to a large extent on the areas of the project that have not performed as well as was anticipated in the project’s design. This is a function of the UNDP-GEF evaluation process in order to apply an adaptive management approach to address weaknesses in the project and ensure that the successes of the project are sustainable beyond the life of the UNDP-GEF investment.

5.1
Overall Recommendations

· The Project revisits the LFM according to the draft LFM prepared during this FE
 and prepares/updates Outcomes, Indicators and Targets focused upon the DNR after the end of the UNDP-GEF funded project (Executing Agency to implement, Implementing Agency and GEF to verify)

· The project adopts an adaptive management approach towards the management of DNR and integration of the reserve within the larger forest area (Executing Agency to implement, Implementing Agency and GEF to verify)
· The Steering Committee is not the place to ensure participation of local stakeholders. Local community participation should take place at a lower level in the project hierarchy e.g. the Stakeholder Steering Group as per the Project Document (UNDP-GEF to note)
· The Executing Agency familiarises itself with the UNDP-GEF Project Assurance role and the Atlas (results-based) Reporting System and brings its systems in line for project implementation. UNDP to provide resources (UNDP-GEF Atlas Risk Management Module, Handbook on Monitoring and Evaluation for Results, etc.) (Executing Agency to implement, Implementing Agency to assist)
· UNDP-GEF Project Assurance to provide better guidelines and support for Inception Phase of projects reflecting the importance of this phase in the project cycle (GEF to note)
· Project investigates embedding RFP concept or similar at the Governorate level through existing planning mechanisms and links to regional tourism plans (Executing Agency to implement, Implementing Agency to assist)
5.2
Recommendations Outcome 1: Alepo pine forest conserved through the establishment of the Dibeen Nature Reserve within the context of a regional park approach

· Restate this Outcome taking into consideration the 2 recent initiatives on land use planning (Executing Agency to implement, GEF to verify)
5.3
Recommendations Outcome 2 Sustainable economic uses developed for the forest

· Project to develop additional socio-economic strategies to strengthen sustainable use of local forest resources (in addition to fast track alternative livelihoods strategy) and stimulate local entrepreneurial initiatives Executing agency to implement, GEF to verify, Implementing Agency to assist with possible partner, e.g. IUCN, Jordan River Foundation)
· Project consults other development organisations to assist with the development of SME related to sustainable local forest products (e.g. Jordan River Foundation) (Executing Agency to implement, Implementing Agency to assist)
5.4
Recommendations Outcome 3 A national pool of qualified personal in conservation orientated forest management

· Project to work with FD to develop common vision for, and approach to Dibeen Forest management (Executing Agency to implement, consider co-opting other organisations such as IUCN to advise, Executing Agency to verify to GEF)
· Project develops ecosystem, biodiversity and visitor management capabilities of FD. FD to continue build capabilities of DNR management in appropriate areas (fire prevention, enhancement planting, propagation, etc) (Executing Agency to implement, consider co-opting other organisations such as IUCN to advise, Executing Agency to verify to GEF)
























� Project Number JOR/02/G35, 00013204, PIMS # 1881


� The ToR for the FE are a matter for public record and can be obtained by contacting UNDP Jordan


� � HYPERLINK "http://thegef.org/MonitoringandEvaluation/MEPoliciesProcedures/mepoliciesprocedures.html" ��http://thegef.org/MonitoringandEvaluation/MEPoliciesProcedures/mepoliciesprocedures.html� 


� 5 plant species, 8 mammal species, 2 reptile species and 1 species of bird


� GET FEF RSCN 1999


� Birdlife International, Conservation Series #2, Important Bird Areas in the Middle East (1994)


� An undated GEF Medium-sized Project Concept Paper was produced sometime prior to 2000


� While this is unusual the FE considers that this was reasonable and reflects the commitment of the National Executing NGO


� The FE draws no conclusion from this delay which is not unusual and is noted here as a matter of record.


� Under the Atlas system a LFM, whether there have been revisions or not, should be included in the Inception Report and should be considered a contractual document upon which future evaluations will take place


� Under the existing Atlas Reporting System used by UNDP-GEF a LFM is a requirement.


� Dr. Grahame Webb, Director, Wildlife Management International


� The FE does not infer any judgement on the development itself rather the failure of the project’s adaptive management to predict such issues related to privately owned land


� The FE notes that the Reserve Manager attends the Jerash Governorate planning meetings and recognises that this is a positive sign of participation


� The FE notes that the legislation was dropped following a successful lobbying campaign by civil society organisations including RSCN


� For instance, incidents of sub-contractors contacting GEF New York on issues relating to logos and printing should have been followed up by the Executing Agency with a reprimand to the sub-contractor, an explanation to UNDP and GEF and a list of actions to ensure that it never happened again.


� Attachment 2 Delegation of Authority: Subject: JOR/02/G35: Conservation and Sustainable Use of Biodiversity in Dibeen (PIMS 1881), 17th June 2003


� The FE has not been shown a draft of the management plan


� The corollary of this is that if biodiversity conservation is not part of the development process then one is faced with either development or biodiversity conservation in which case only 8.5sq. km of Dibeen forest will be managed for biodiversity and this is unlikely to be viable


� The FE is not making a firm commitment to producing the outline of the LFM, in which case the project will need to develop this
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