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[bookmark: _Hlk525744102]Table  1 Project Information
	Name of project

	UNDP-GEF PIMS ID number (PIMS#):
	5503
	PIF Approval Date:
	25th October 2016

	GEF ID number
	9553
	CEO Endorsement:
	25th June 2019

	Atlas Ouput ID (formerly project ID):
	00109003
	Project Document (Prodoc) signature date (Project start date):
	11th March 2020

	Lead Country
	Republic of Mauritius
	Project Coordinator hiring date:
	1st February 2021

	Countries to Benefit from GEF resources under the project
	Republic of Mauritius
	LPAC date:
	6 August 2019

	Regions
	
	Inception workshop date:
	30 June 2021

	GEF Focal Area
	Biodiversity
	MTR end date
	15th December 2022

	GEF Focal Area Strategic Objective:
	Reduce Threats to Globally significant biodiversity / Preventing the Extinction of known threatened species.
	Expected end date
	21st March 2026

	Trust Fund (indicate GEF TF; LDCF; SCCF; NPIF):
	GEF TF
	In case of revision, new proposed end date
	21st September 2026 (no cost extension recommended)

	Executing Entity /Implementing Partner:
	Ministry of Agro Industry and Food Security
	
	

	Other Executing Partners:
	
	
	

	Project funding
	At CEO Endorsement (US$)
	AT MTR (US$)*

	(1) GEF Funding
	3,888,265
	695,424

	(2) UNDP Mauritius TRAC Resources:
	4,000
	4,000

	(3) Total Parallel Co-financing::
	24,525,528
	6,877,523

	(4) Total co-financing (2+3):
	24,529,528
	6,881,523

	TOTAL PROJECT COST (1+4):
	28,417.793
	7,576,947





[bookmark: _Toc121831370]Brief Project Description
Invasive Alien Species (IAS) are non-indigenous species that adversely affect, economically, environmentally or ecologically, habitats where they have been introduced, either accidentally of deliberately, outside their normal past or present distribution. By nature, IAS can rapidly invade suitable areas through exponential growth and swift dispersal consequently putting all ecosystems at risk. Small islands like Mauritius are more vulnerable to biological invasions as they have distinctive ecosystems, flora and fauna and thus the risk of species extinction is greater. The aim of this UNDP-GEF Mainstreaming IAS Prevention, Control and Management Project (ID:5503) is to safeguard globally significant biodiversity in vulnerable ecosystems through the prevention, control, and management of IAS in the Republic of Mauritius by strengthening the systemic, institutional, and operational capacity. It builds on previous programmes and initiatives supported by the government of Mauritius and non-state actors that address activities related to IAS biosecurity measures, IAS management for biodiversity conservation and ecosystem services in Mauritius and Rodrigues, integrated pest management related to IAS in agriculture and the wider landscape and IAS implications and considerations in other activities such as Environmental Impact Assessment (EIAs). The project seeks to overcome three important challenges related to IAS management in the Republic of Mauritius, which is part of the Madagascar and Indian Ocean Islands Biodiversity Hotspot, including addressing fragmented legislations, policy, and institutional frameworks, building capacities to prevent, control, eradicate and manage IAS effectively and sharing knowledge and raising awareness on the nature of IAS, their risks, and impacts. A key aspect of the project is that it involves governmental institutions, private and civil society organizations to mainstream IAS management activities and conserve local biodiversity in vulnerable ecosystems. The Ministry of Agro Industry and Food Security (MAIFS) provides a platform for stakeholders across the Republic of Mauritius including Rodrigues to coordinate efforts and resources related to IAS management and critical biodiversity conservation. In mainstreaming IAS management across various sectors (tourism, trade, shipping etc.), management and conservation of forest, agricultural, coastal, and marine ecosystems can become more effective and ecosystem degradation can be arrested and reversed thus providing a strong case for sustainability.

[bookmark: _Toc121831371]Project Progress Summary
Table  2 MTR Ratings & Achievement Summary Table
	Measure
	MTR Rating
	Achievement Description

	
Project Strategy

	
N/A
	

	
Progress Towards Results:

	
Objective 

 Rating: 
Moderately Satisfactory
	The project is being evaluated after one year and a half. During this time, it has focused on pushing forward component 1 while setting the groundwork for component 2. Component 3 has not yet started implementation. The first step to prevent, control and effectively manage IAS in the Republic of Mauritius is to have the Policy and Action Plan in place, the NIASSAP. 

	
	
Outcome 1: 
Moderately Satisfactory

	The PMU has focused on pushing forward the NIASSAP. At MTR, the draft had been concluded although the conditions are not in place to have an Apex IAS Coordinating Committee. The draft proposes two alternatives. The PMU should work to ensure that only one coordinating option is presented before the Strategy is passed for approval. Also, the NIASSAP clearly identifies seven policies and laws to be mainstreamed. The coming years will be key to establish an effective coordinating body. There is a risk of having too many coordinating committees. 

	
	
Outcome 2:
Satisfactory

	The second outcome has two inter-related development pathways, the design of biosecurity strategies for risk-based management and the improvement of biosecurity skills of key staff as well as IAS controlled-led ecosystem restoration of an originally large number of hectares of high priority PAs and IAS threats managed in 200 hectares of newly declared PAs. The project has actively worked with respective authorities in both Mauritius and Rodrigues to increase the number of hectares of newly established PAs and restoration work in high priority areas. Also, PMU has concluded the selection process of the consultancy to start working on the biosecurity strategies and capacity gap analysis of port and airport staff responsible for controlling IAS at entry point during 2023.

	
	
[bookmark: _Hlk126488961]Outcome 3:
Moderately Satisfactory

	The project has not yet started working on this outcome. There is little evidence of tangible progress. . At MTR the PMU indicated that the project will start working on the IAS information system. The outcome only presents one indicator that doesn’t reflect its relevance and importance. The evaluators suggest to change one output “participatory project monitoring and evaluation and learning framework” for “knowledge shared regarding IAS effective management. There is a wealth of knowledge amongst public and private actors but not space for sharing it. Also, the project needs to give greater relevance to a National Awareness Strategy and Action Plan and reserve some funds to actually implement it during 2024-2026 while looking for Government’s commitment to continue promoting IAS awareness.

	
Project Implementation & Adaptive Management

	

Satisfactory
	Given the delays suffered at the initial stages of the project, the project has a well-staffed PMU technically capable coordinating effectively with the numerous actors. PMU and PSC wisely adapted the logical framework in terms of certain indicators, baseline and targets. The framework, as it stands, is not a practical M&E tool since targets were too ambitious at design stage, timelines nor outputs are reflected and thus is not useful. Evaluators suggest several changes which ought to make it more realistic and purposeful. 
Initial delays and implementing agency lengthy procurement processes have slowed down the project. PSC has reacted asking UNDP to deal with key procurement processes.

	
Sustainability

	
Unlikely
	As it stands, during the MTR, the evaluators think that the institutional sustainability is at risk given the complex coordination of the different IAS committees and the MESWMCC




[bookmark: _Toc121831372]Concise summary of conclusions
The summary of conclusions is presented according to MTR criteria. 
Relevance
· Mauritius currently has multiple existing legislation that is of some relevance to the control and management of IAS including the Native Terrestrial Biodiversity and National Parks Act 2015, the Plant Protection Act 2006 and the Fisheries and Marine Resources Act 2007. A National Invasive Alien Species Strategy (NIASSAP 2010 -2019) was endorsed by Government in 2010 but not fully implemented due to absence of costed operation plan and absence of an apex National Biosecurity Institution/organization to monitor implementation of strategy. This project is in perfect alignment with international conventions and comes to revisit the previous NIASSAP (2010 -2019) and give a big push to assist the Government in its long-term commitment to a national Biosecurity Strategy, inclusive of an eradication protocol for IAS in the Republic of Mauritius.
Effectiveness 
· The project has suffered a considerable delay in its starting phase due to Covid-19 but also due to lengthy government procedures and procurement processes which led to the PSC request UNDP to take over major procurement highly relevant to reach the project’s overall objective. The project started in 2021, with the country still under lock-down due to the global pandemic and concentrated on building the PMU and understanding the proposed project logic and readjusting several key targets (refer to Annex 6.10 below).
· The MTR has come at a time when the project is practically had one year to push forward key activities mainly focusing on outcome 1 and 2. PMU nor PSC have not yet started substantively working on outcome 3. 
· PSC has met 6 times in less than two years. Several participants are suffering from “meeting fatigue”. PMU has managed to operationalize a Technical Committee in Rodrigues.
· During the NIASSAP 2023-2030 consultation process it became clear that the national conditions are still not favourable to establish an Apex IAS Coordinating Committee. The new NIASSAP proposes different options. This is not ideal and poses a risk to its implementation.
· The results framework does not present the related outputs per component nor clear timeline making it harder to link the outputs to the outcomes per component as well as the indicators being measured. 
· The PMU cannot monitor the number of direct project beneficiaries (#3). It is not clear how the targets were set nor how are they to monitor it.
Efficiency 
· The project has experienced complex procurement processes which implied having to publish new international bids. The two major international consultancies to revisit the NIASSAP and design biosecurity strategies have been procured and one concluded. Overall, the project has managed to execute 10.67% of the total assigned resources. If we include the signed Purchase Orders, execution goes up to 19.18%, considerably off track. 
· The first budget revision approved reallocated unspent resources from 2020 and 2021 to 2022. Financial analysis shows low expenditure in 2022. 
· The PMU, with the Local Biodiversity Expert and the Chief Technical Advisor has greater technical capabilities enabling them to assume technical tasks. Proof of it is their capacity to develop the Mourouk Valley Protected Area Management Plan themselves.
· PMU working together with the PSC has helped to put in place a process to increase the percentage of hectares of newly declared Protected Areas in the Republic of Mauritius and has also managed to work with partners on IAS control-led ecosystem restoration throughout the year. 
· PMU monitors project co-financing showing a very healthy percentage coming from the private sector although it has not managed to track CSOs contribution.
Sustainability
· The financial and socio-economic sustainability are evaluated as Moderately Likely whereas the institutional and governance risks to sustainability are deemed to be high. This is due to the complex coordination persisting amongst MAIFS and MoBEMRFS both pushing a terrestrial and marine IAS coordinating committee. At this stage, coordination amongst them is proposed under the existing MESWMCC environmental committee. Evidence has been provided of MESWMCC unwillingness to take over that responsibility.
· IAS management and eradication is a long-term effort that needs Government buy in.
The following table shows a summary of the recommendations:
Table  3 Recommendations Summary Table
	Rec #
	Recommendation
	Responsible Entity

	R.1
	Add a representative from Shipping Division to PSC
	PMU, MAIFS, UNDP

	[bookmark: _Hlk126489587][bookmark: _Hlk126489484]R.2
	Consider hiring a High level or Senior Officer from Rodrigues to push forward Project targets and reporting.
	PSC

	R.3
	Adapt results framework including inception report and MTR recommendations in terms of outputs, indicators, baselines, mid and end of project targets.
	PMU, PSC

	R.4
	Include gender disaggregated data in both QPR and PIRs
	PMU

	R.5
	Include output level indicators and targets to results framework to ease monitoring
	PMU

	R.6
	Further work on NIASSAP to ensure only one IAS Coordination path is proposed. This will entail greater negotiation during 2023 to ensure best IAS Coordination option to be presented to decision makers.
	PMU, MAIFS

	[bookmark: _Hlk126489649]R.7
	Revise the budget to add sufficient resources for project management and proposed outcome 3 outputs
	PMU, PSC

	R.8
	Conduct baseline analysis at airports and seaports in both Mauritius and Rodrigues to determine actual imported and transited consignments of plants and animals by stakeholders to propose realistic end of project targets
	PMU

	R.9
	Define direct and indirect beneficiaries to determine baseline and targets
	PMU


	R.10
	Change output 3.2 to “knowledge shared regarding IAS effective management amongst national and international stakeholders.”
	PMU, SPC

	R.11
	Replicate ecotourism models from CSOs in current management plans to support finance IAS management.
	PSC

	[bookmark: _Hlk126489764]R.12
	Install a Project Technical Committee in Mauritius to officialize the existing coordination efforts carried out by PMU.
	PMU, MAIFS, NPCS, FS, UNDP, MoBEco

	[bookmark: _Hlk126489866]R.13
	Consider hiring a Rodrigues Liaison Technical Officer to push forward the islands activities
	PMU, PSC, MAIFS, RRA



2. [bookmark: _Toc121831373]Introduction
[bookmark: _Toc121831374]2.1 Purpose of the MTR and objectives
Evaluation is a technical and independent assessment exercise, commissioned by the client, in this case the United Nations Development Programme (UNDP) as the Implementing Agency of the Global Environment Facility (GEF), which contributes to accountability processes towards donors, national partners and other relevant actors. In addition, it is designed, implemented, and presented in a way that facilitates learning from good practice and, in the case of Mid-Term Review (MTR), is primarily a monitoring tool aimed at identifying challenges and setting out the corrective actions needed to ensure that a project is on track to achieve the maximum number of results before its completion. The main output from this process is the MTR report[footnoteRef:1]. [1:  Guide for the elaboration of Mid Term Reviews of UNDP supported projects financed by GEF, UNDP-GEF, 2014
] 

The MTR will focus on the following four areas:
A. Project Design;
The project design analysis seeks to determine whether the strategy is effective in achieving the expected results and, if not, to identify changes to achieve the expected results. To this end, the evaluators did analyse in detail the project document (Prodoc) looking for whether lessons learned from other projects were indeed incorporated, whether the project is aligned with national development priorities and country priorities, whether possible externalities, environmental and social risks, decision-making processes during the project design phase and gender and human rights approach during the formulation phase have been considered. In parallel, the evaluators did carry out a thorough analysis of the Results Framework or Logical Framework. To this end, the indicators and targets were reviewed to see if they meet the SMART criteria (Specific, Measurable, Achievable, Relevant and Time-bound) and the "GENDER" gender criteria (Gap sensitive, Inclusive, Disaggregated, Durable and Rights Respectful). This review seeks to recommend improvements in the indicators that will facilitate monitoring and the goals of these to ensure that the project can achieve them in the remaining time of its implementation.

B. Progress towards the achievement of results;
As the Guide indicates, this is one of the main objectives of the MTR and consists of examining the progress made in achieving the expected results. To carry out this analysis, the evaluators did review the GEF monitoring tool, both the one completed during the CEO approval phase and the one recently completed at mid-term. The assessors provide assessments on the progress made in achieving the objectives and each project result. To do so, the evaluators relied on the information provided in the Prodoc, the Project Implementation Review (PIR) of the first two years which was corroborated during the interview phase in order to then triangulate the information that served as a basis for the recommendations. This process was concluded by filling in the Progress in Achievement Matrix table which included in the executive summary of the final MTR report. The table allows to easily determine progress in achieving results presented in a very visual way which also helps to detect those areas that need to be strengthened and where changes need to be made to achieve the expected results. For indicators marked as “not achieved”, the evaluators make recommendations which are be presented in summary form in the Table of Recommendations. 

Finally, the evaluators assess the progress of the project in achieving the objective and each of the results following Table 4 of the UNDP_GEF Project MTR Guide.

C. Project execution and adaptive management;
As in the previous section, the evaluators analysed the implementation of the project and its adaptive management with the aim of identifying the challenges that the project has and propose additional measures to achieve a more efficient and effective implementation. More specifically, the evaluators did analyse the following aspects:
a. Management tools;
[bookmark: _Hlk116993040]In this section the evaluators analysed the quality of the support provided by UNDP to the project, as well as the implementation carried out by the Project Management Unit (PMU) hosted under the Ministry of Agro-Industry and Food Security (MAIFS) and its national partners as the Executing Agency. To this end, the existing management systems were compared with those originally proposed in Prodoc and different aspects involved in the implementation of the project will be analysed. 
b. Work Planning;
In this section the evaluators did analyse possible delays in the implementation and execution of the project, identify the causes and examine whether these have been resolved. The evaluators paid particular attention to the planning processes to determine whether they are results-based and will examine the correct use of the results framework as a management tool. 
c. Financing and co-financing;
For the financial analysis, the evaluators analysed the financial controls and whether these have enabled informed decisions to be taken regarding the budget and how these were reflected in the Annual Work Plans (AWPs), did also analyse possible variations between what was originally designed and what was implemented and whether the project demonstrates the necessary control in the management of resources. Special attention was given to the co-financing of the project. 
d. Monitoring and evaluation systems at Project level;
Monitoring and evaluation is a key part of the project gear. The evaluators did analyse the monitoring carried out by UNDP as the GEF Implementing Agency as well as the monitoring carried out by MAIFS as the Executing Agency. The monitoring and evaluation plan was analysed to see whether sufficient resources have been designated, whether key parties or partners are involved in monitoring, whether effective monitoring is assisting in adaptive management and whether the plan also includes gender perspectives, as well as the adequacy of environmental and social risk management and mitigation measures.
e. Implication of the interested parties;
The Prodoc sets out how stakeholders and external partners are involved in the project. Establishing links with stakeholders is vital to achieve the expected results and maximise the potential impact of the project. However, one thing is what you think will happen during the project design phase and another is what happens. The evaluators analysed whether appropriate partnerships have been developed to achieve the results, whether national partners continue to play a leading role in the project's decision-making, and whether stakeholders are committed to the long-term success and sustainability of the project.
f. Information;
This section focused on the analysis of the mechanisms used by the Project Team to report on potential changes in adaptive management, as well as compliance with reporting requirements to the GEF and how the information generated has been shared with the Project Board and finally, whether lessons from adaptive management have been documented and shared.
g. Communication;
In this section the evaluators analysed both the internal communication of the project with the stakeholders, as well as the external communication towards the target audience. From the analysis of the work carried out the evaluators seek to make recommendations in line with the improvement of the communication of project achievements and results. 

Finally, the evaluators assessed, as it was done in the previous section, the implementation of the project and the adaptive management according to table 5 of the Guide.

D. Sustainability.
[bookmark: _Hlk126490715]The sustainability analysis in the MTR will provide the basis for such analysis during the Final Evaluation of the project. At this stage, the evaluators did not analyse financial, socio-economic, institutional, and environmental sustainability, but examined the likely risks faced by the project in achieving the results. More specifically, the evaluators validated the risks identified in the Prodoc, PIR and safeguards and whether the assessments are up to date and appropriate. This exercise should help the Project Team to focus its work, now that the project is close to reach the mid-point, on the sustainability of its actions. Finally, the evaluators made an overall assessment of sustainability. 
All this analysis, triangulation of information and interviews served the evaluators to make a section of conclusions based on the collected data and proven facts that did allow to make practical and feasible recommendations for the design, implementation, monitoring and evaluation of the project, recommendations that reinforce the benefits of the project and others that mitigate possible risks identified to achieve sustainability.
[bookmark: _Toc121831375]2.2 Scope & Methodology: principles of design and execution of the MTR, MTR approach and data collection methods, limitations to the MTR
Methodology
Scope of the MTR
The evaluation has been conducted in accordance with the Norms and Standards, ethical and conduct guidelines defined by the UN System Evaluation Group (UNEG) and will take as reference the procedures and guidance set out in the Handbook on Planning, Monitoring and Evaluation for Development Results and the Guide for Conducting the Mid-Term Review of UNDP-Supported and GEF-Funded Projects developed by the UNDP-GEF Bureau in 2014. The evaluation makes judgements on their definition/design, implementation and achievements based on two main pillars: accountability and learning. It should be noted that the main purpose of the MTR is to identify challenges and set the necessary corrective actions to ensure that a project is on track to achieve the maximum number of results before its completion.
 The evaluation took a mixed methodological approach, combining quantitative and qualitative research methods.
In this respect it is important to conceptually define the nature of the products: 
"Products are considered as operational changes: products and services - knowledge, skills, capabilities. They are the tangible products, capital goods, and services that result from development interventions. Outputs must be achieved within the project cycle and managers have a high level of control over them". 
A first approach to evaluation is that it was based on the analysis of the achievement of outputs and progress in achieving results. Therefore, evaluation will prioritise the focus on effectiveness in the implementation of activities. 
The evaluation took a participatory approach: it sought to combine the evaluator's external assessment with the experience of internal and external stakeholders. Therefore, the evaluators did maintain a fluid communication with the Project Office teams, as well as representatives of implementing partners. Perspectives and proposals were discussed during the different stages of the evaluation and a learning community was formed through the exchange that will be useful for the strategic objectives of this evaluation.
Criteria and Evaluation questions
Project Strategy (Relevance/Coherence)
The relevance analysis focused on the strategic formulation of the project, its coherence with the situational analysis and the problems raised, the degree of participation of the beneficiary population in the construction of the project, considering its link with the priority areas of the GEF. 
This work was carried out by the consultants mainly through documentary analysis. It did also emerge from the elements gathered from the different interviews and focus groups carried out with actors of the Project. 
Progress towards achieving results
The evaluators, by analysing the documentation, as well as the information obtained first-hand through interviews with stakeholders, did analyse the progress of the project towards achieving the results defined in the project design phase. To do this, the evaluators did use the Progress Towards Results Matrix which was completed with the available information. In addition, the evaluator compared and analysed the GEF Results Tracker as a baseline against the last one completed during the MTR. This exercise allows the evaluators to identify existing barriers to the achievement of the objectives and to identify successful aspects of the project. All this information has been summarised in the Progress Matrix.
Project Implementation and Adaptive Management (Efficiency)

The efficiency analysis stopped at the cost/benefit study mainly, analyzed the agility of the administrative processes and the fulfillment of the times established in the planning and the fluidity of the financial processes; it looked especially at the analysis of the administrative/financial action and at the application of the work approach based on results (including the monitoring systems and instances of direction of the Project); all this to determine the capacity that the Project had to correct directions and strategies in the course of it, therefore, its capacity of adaptive management.

The analysis considered the budget revisions and changes that have been made during implementation. To this end, programmatic and financial monitoring tools, monitoring reports from both UNDP and MAIFS, operational plans and programmatic reports were reviewed. Interviews were held with key management and administrative personnel.

Effectiveness
The Effectiveness analysis focused on determining, through the monitoring of the results chain, the correct sequence of and the fulfilment of the assumptions established for its development, the way in which the activities contribute to the achievement of the results, these in turn point to the achievement of the specific objectives, and finally to the achievement of the general objective. 
In turn, special attention was paid to the fulfilment of the indicators proposed by the Project, both for results and objectives, as well as the monitoring and evaluation instruments developed.
The concrete progress of the components, results and indicators has been consolidated in a matrix and comments will be made on each of them. Special attention was given to progress on the proposed indicators. In addition, the quality of the indicators was be reviewed and, where appropriate, specific recommendations for future interventions will be provided.

Sustainability
Sustainability wase analysed from four areas: financial risks to sustainability, socio-economic sustainability, institutional and governance risks to sustainability and environmental risks. Given the relevance of financial sustainability to the project, special emphasis was be placed on this issue. 
The actions carried out to strengthen individual and institutional capacities with the partners and the appropriateness of the strategies defined for this capacity transfer was also analysed.
This work was carried out through documentary analysis, field verification by taking elements of the results obtained, and perceptions of the main actors through guided interviews. 
Conclusions and Recommendations: Make proposals and recommendations to improve the project during the second half of implementation, including the critical actions required to solve the problems encountered and generate a proposal to improve the impact. The consultants followed the recommendations set out in the Guide for Conducting the Mid-Term Review of UNDP-Supported and GEF-Funded Projects.
Data Collection Methods
Given the nature of the object of study, the methodology of data collection and analysis has been selected to combine qualitative (including participatory techniques) and quantitative methods (data collection, processing, analysis, and presentation of information), as well as deductive and inductive analytical methods, which will allow the evaluator to conclude on the achievements at the level of the project being evaluated. 
The different techniques for collecting and analysing information that were used during the MTR are detailed below:
Desktop review: The main documents related to the Project were reviewed and analysed from different perspectives such as the quality and relevance of the information provided, identification of gaps, coherence, and correlation between documents, etc.   The list of the information provided by the project is attached in Annex 7.
Interviews: Key people from each organisation/institution, authorities, heads of partner organisations, heads of public institutions, local authorities, project managers; were interviewed in a minimum duration of 40 minutes, depending on the relevance and amount of information the interviewee can offer. A specially designed interview guide has been produced for each interview, which means that there were several models of interview guide. They took the form of semi-structured interviews for better conducting. See annex 3.
Focal Groups: To collect information from certain groups, focus groups were be held. As can be seen in Annex 5 of the agenda, the focus groups were held with the PMU and several members of the PSC. 
Debriefing and validation workshops: At the end of the second phase, a debriefing was held on 23rd of November at Voila Bagatelle with the main stakeholders and other stakeholders who participated through the evaluative process in which the assessments arising from the phase were offered. This debriefing took place in person at the end of the mission.

Processing and systematization of all the information collected and analysed. The synthesis on the one hand and the deepening on the other of all the information that the evaluators accumulated through the different instruments, was ordered in structured and standardized documents previously prepared (Excel matrix), organized based on the evaluation questions by criteria, also considering the logical order of presentation of the information referred to in the annotated index of the final report (which will be adjusted and/or expanded).
Triangulation techniques were used for the interpretation of the findings and their subsequent assessment. To this end, the results of the analyses were verified by comparing two or three times the same information from different sources and through different collection methods. For example, verify the answers obtained in interviews with government personnel with opinions of the beneficiaries or with other sources of statistical information.
[bookmark: _Hlk126491413]At the end of the online interviews, a feedback loop took place with MAIFS and UNDP and the Reference Group to validate the preliminary findings of the assessment. 
Limitations to the MTR
Evaluability is the extent to which a programme can be reliably evaluated, i.e. maintaining consistency between data, information and evaluation judgements so that these judgements can be relied upon. In addition to considering aspects associated with the evaluation process (favorable conditions for carrying out the fieldwork, which also means having a good programmatic and contextual documentation base), evaluability refers to the quality of the results framework and/or effects map (coherence and alignment between effect, outcome, output, indicator) and the monitoring system in place, in order to be able to state that these elements can be verified.
The limitations found are linked to the results framework (in Prodoc) as well as the logistics surrounding the evaluation and are summarized as follows:
[bookmark: _Hlk117006886]The project’s results framework does not present indicators, baseline or targets at the output level. The indicators proposed are at the objective and outcome level. This fact makes it harder for the evaluators to quickly spot outputs which are not being achieved since the reporting is done at the outcome level (PIR). This entailed a greater understanding of how each outcome is to be achieved to further brake them down to outputs.
Late start of the project. The delay in project initiation implies that not all the expected outputs have been achieved before the MTR is to be conducted. It would have been ideal to conduct the MTR in six months when more achievements would have been attained. Nonetheless, as indicated during the MTR inception meeting, it was a good chance to review the results framework and properly justify the proposed changes in terms of targets for the results framework.
Selection of key informants
[bookmark: _Hlk117009062]The identification of informants was carried out under a selective approach led by the Project Management Unit (PMU) in Mauritius together with the advice of UNDP. Obviously, the aim was to produce exchanges with qualified informants, both in terms of the quality of their participation and the role they currently play in the structures they represent, to be able to extrapolate arguments and assessments. The consultants were particularly interested in learning what is working and what is not working for each project outcome. In this regard, sectoral stakeholders have been chosen, representative of the different project components.
The PMU provided a list of key actors linked to the different processes carried out and underway. An agenda is outlined in Annex 5 of this report.

3. [bookmark: _Toc121831376]Project Description and Background Context 
[bookmark: _Toc121831377]3.1 Development context: environmental, socio-economic, institutional, and policy factors relevant to the project objective and scope
The Mainstreaming IAS Prevention, Control and Management Project was received by the GEF on the 14th of July 2016 and the preparation grant was approved on the 28th of September 2016. The concept was approved on the 3rd of October 2016 and approved for implementation on the 27th of July 2019. A ProDoc was signed between the UNDP and the MAIFS on the 11th of March 2020. The total cost of the project is USD 28,417,793 with USD 3,888,265 from the GEF Project Grant and USD 24,417,793 as co- financing. Project implementation started in 2021 following the recruitment of the PMU and has a lifecycle of 6 years or 72 months. The Project is being implemented by the National Parks and Conservation Service (NPCS) operating under the aegis of the MAIFS. 
The Republic of Mauritius is a small island located in the southwest Indian Ocean consisting of the main island Mauritius (1,865 km2), Rodrigues (109 km2), Agalega (21 km2) and St Brandon (3 km2). The Exclusive Economic Zone of Mauritius measures 2.3 million km2 with 400,000 km2 jointly managed with Seychelles. As of 2020, Mauritius had a population of around 1.26 million people with approximately 43,000 people living in Rodrigues, Agalega 300 inhabitants and transient population of fishers on St Brandon. Mauritius is a stable multi-party democracy with a relatively high level of human development (HDI of 0.804 as of 2019) and its GDP is expected to reach around $ 14.30 billion by the end of 2022. The Mauritian economy is primarily based on financial services, tourism, textiles and sugar with information and technology, renewable energy, fish processing and property development emerging as important sectors in recent years. 
Mauritius is also part of the Madagascar and Indian Ocean Islands Biodiversity Hotspot due to its particular biota which has evolved in the absence of predators and particular climate, topography and isolation of the island. To date, Mauritius presents a high degree of endemism, categorized into 94% of reptile species, 80% of birds, 46% of higher plants, of which 94% is classified as threatened, and 40% of bat species. 1,656 marine species have been recorded in the waters of Mauritius with 50 species of economic importance including lobsters, shrimps, and mollusks while St Brandon is the nesting site of two endangered species of marine turtles. Mauritius also has three RAMSAR sites which are important resting sites for migratory bird species. Like many other island nations, Mauritius is dependent on its natural assets and healthy functioning of its terrestrial and marine ecosystems for economic development and well-being.
The current Protected Areas (PAs) in Mauritius include 7,593 ha of terrestrial protected areas on mainland Mauritius, 16 offshore islets totaling 735 ha, two marine parks covering 838 ha, and four Fishing Reserves of 3,387 ha. As for Rodrigues, the PAs include 24 ha of terrestrial protected area on mainland Rodrigues, two offshore islets covering 22 ha, one Marine Protected Area over 4,343 ha, four Marine Reserves measuring of 2,421 ha and Reserved Fishing areas over 1,060 ha. IAS must be managed in all terrestrial protected areas to conserve local species with offshore islets presenting high potential for effective integrated management. This management includes biosecurity to ensure that the risks of new species introduction and potential spread are reduced, managing whole ecosystem units using biological controls and intensive species recovery and restoration at specific sites. 
In terms of policy and legislative context, Mauritius is a party to various Multilateral Environmental Agreements on IAS management including the Convention on Biological Diversity 1992 (CBD), the Convention on International Trade in Endangered Species of Wild Fauna and Flora, 1975 (CITES), the African Convention for the Conservation of Nature and Natural Resources, 1968 (Algiers Convention). To effectively tackle IAS prevention, control and management, Mauritius must also operationalize the rights and obligations in its national legal system. Mauritius currently has multiple existing legislation that is of some relevance to the control and management of IAS including the Native Terrestrial Biodiversity and National Parks Act 2015, the Plant Protection Act 2006 and the Fisheries and Marine Resources Act 2007. A National Invasive Alien Species Strategy 2010 -2019 (NIASS) was endorsed but not fully implemented since 2010. This was not operationalized due to the lack of an apex organization to support coordinated implementation and a costed operation plan. 
[bookmark: _Toc121831378]3.2 Problems that the Project sought to address; threats and barriers targeted
The Republic of Mauritius has been bestowed with a proportionally high level of single island endemic species per its land mass. Mauritius evolved in the absence of ground dwelling animals found on continents resulting in a unique biota that is highly vulnerable to IAS. At least 21 introduced species of mammal, reptile and molluscs are naturalized in Mauritius and browse native plants, disperse seeds of IAS, damage flowers and fruits of native plants and predate on the eggs of native animals. Because IAS are typically opportunistic species, they can invade ecosystems within a short amount of time and establish rapidly due to their fast growth rates. While terrestrial IAS have been studied, IAS in marine waters have not yet been extensively examined. Through preliminary surveys at Port Louis Harbour, they estimate an increase in the number of species over the years mainly due to the discharge of ballast water. Likewise, 5 species of IAS have been identified in rivers, but investigations on IAS in the freshwater ecosystem is sparse. 
The main critical sectors identified and threats to safeguarding globally significant biodiversity in vulnerable ecosystems in the Republic of Mauritius are the following:
1. IAS;
2. Land degradation and over-exploitation of natural resources;
3. Pollution;
4. Climate change;
5. Fragmented legislative, policy and institutional framework;
6. Insufficient capacity to integrate IAS issues into multiple sectors; and
7. Insufficient knowledge and awareness on IAS.
At mid-term of the UNDP-GEF mainstreaming IAS prevention, control, and management project several barriers remain that impede the long-term solution to safeguarding globally significant biodiversity in vulnerable ecosystems in the Republic of Mauritius. These are the following:
[bookmark: _Hlk126491969]Table  4 List of identified barriers
	Barrier
	Current situation

	Disparity in legal tools to address IAS management in the Republic of Mauritius 
	Lack of legal mandate of different institutions to tackle IAS  

	Lack of capabilities to deal with IAS
	Shortage of technical staff, training and tools

	Unclear roles and responsibilities in the ToR of the existing NIASS Committee
	Lack of input from agencies involved and disparity in implementation of national goals

	Lack of knowledge and awareness at all levels and no common platform to share ideas and experiences
	Shortage of information on IAS and a common platform for lessons learnt


Source: Prodoc
[bookmark: _Toc121831379]3.3 Project Description and Strategy: objective, outcomes and expected results, description of field sites (if any) 
The Mainstreaming IAS prevention, control and management project is designed to ‘safeguard globally significant biodiversity in vulnerable ecosystems through the prevention, control and management of IAS in the Republic of Mauritius’ through the systemic, institutional and operational capacity. It has at its heart the update and implementation of the National Invasive Alien Species Strategy and Action Plan (NIASSAP) and the strengthening of national and local island-level management of biodiversity conservation. 
The overarching focus is to integrate IAS management through the updated NIASSAP into policies, programmes and daily management practices of key institutions and individuals. This will provide a comprehensive system to manage risks associated with IAS, control IAS and restore degraded ecosystems by IAS. The project will also ensure that a wide range of stakeholders including men, women and youth fully understand the costs and benefits of minimizing IAS impacts on biodiversity and are willing to manage IAS in the Republic of Mauritius holistically. 
To achieve its goals, the project has three components:
1. Component 1: Creating the policy and institutional frameworks needed for effective prevention, control, and management of IAS to secure ecosystem goods and services under pressure from IAS.
2. Component 2: Establishing a multi-tier strategy for effective tackling of IAS.
3. Component 3: Providing up-to-date information for enhancing understanding of IAS programmes and raising awareness. 
The outcomes of the project are as follows:
1. Outcome 1: The Republic of Mauritius has a gender sensitive policy, regulatory and institutional framework, and capacity to manage IAS effectively.
2. Outcome 2: The government effectively prevents and manages IAS threats based on risks.
3. Outcome 3: Planning, management, and decision making by all relevant stakeholders are informed by knowledge management and learning.
It is important to highlight that the project will continue to mainstream IAS prevention, control, and management when it is complete through the different key stakeholders involved in the project as IAS management is a long-term process. 
The project is being executed by the NPCS through the PMU under the aegis of the MAIFS, supported by several key national ministries, NGOs, private organizations, and local communities and implemented by UNDP as the GEF Implementing Agency. 
In terms of the geographic location of the project, it intends to impact numerous areas within the Republic of Mauritius. 
Figure 1 Map of project specific sites in the Isle of Mauritius
[image: Mapa

Descripción generada automáticamente]
Source: PMU

Figure 2 Map of specific project sites in the Isle of Rodrigues
[image: Mapa

Descripción generada automáticamente]
Source: PMU
The primary focus was IAS coordination and planning on seven islands namely mainland Mauritius, Mauritius northern islet PAs, Mauritius south-eastern islet PAs, Rodrigues Mourouk Valley and Outer islands Agalega and St Brandon according to the ProDoc. Following the inception workshop in 30 June-01 July 2021, it was agreed that the project would cover mainland Mauritius, islet PAs Gunner’s Quoin, Flat Island, Gabriel Island, mainland Rodrigues, Mourouk Valley and Gombrani island (both Mourouk Valley and Gombrani Island were already included in the prodoc). 
At MTR, IAS management has started in Mourouk Valley mainly as a management strategy to minimize IAS impacts in the area. Also, initial weeding has already started on 42 ha in Gabriel Island and 10 ha in Gombrani. 
Table  5 Location of project sites and interventions
	Location and partner
	Description 

	Mauritius; NPCS, FS, private landowners
	Mainland, 186,500 ha, project aims to manage IAS at points of entry including inter-islet transfers and critical ecosystems like the Black River Gorges National Park

	Flat island;, FS
	253 ha, restoration of degraded sites

	Gabriel Island; 
	42 ha, management of PA including maintenance weeding 

	Gunner’s Quoin; NPCS, FS, MWF
	76 ha, restoration of degraded sites 

	Rodrigues; RRA, FS
	10,900 ha, overall management of IAS such as Vachellia nilotica that is heavily impacting on the environment and health of local communities

	Mourouk Valley; RRA, MWF
	200 ha, conservation of native species and management of IAS

	Gombrani Island; RRA
	31 ha, conservation of native species and IAS management 

	Saint Brandon Island; OIDC, NPCS, Raphael Fishing 
	45 ha, IAS eradication and conservation of native biodiversity



[bookmark: _Toc121831380]3.4 Project implementation Arrangements: short description of Project Board, key implementing partner arrangements.
As indicated on the prodoc, the management arrangements for the IAS project were designed to apply UNDP’s National Implementation Modality (NIM), according to the Standard Basic Assistance Agreement between UNDP and the Government of Republic of Mauritius, and the Country Programme. The MAIFS is the Implementing Partner (IP) assigned and thus responsible for and accountable for the project management, including the monitoring and evaluation of the project outcomes, outputs and activities. The IP is responsible for approving and signing the multiyear workplan, the combined delivery report at the end of the year and signing the financial report or funding the authorization and certificate of expenditures. The following figure gives an accurate idea of the project’s proposed governance: 
Figure 3 Project Governance
 [image: ]Three Tier Project
Assurance (Satyajeet Ramchurn, Penny Stock, Adriana Dinu

Source: prodoc
 
The prodoc establishes the following coordination mechanisms: 
The Project Board (PB). Specifically established to oversee the management of project activities, as well as strategic direction necessary to achieve or maintain the commitments of the parties. The Board will review progress reports, approve programmatic modifications to AWPs in accordance with UNDP procedures and provide programmatic recommendations. The PB can approve the use of non-GEF budgets and work plans that fall under its authority. It plays a critical role in implementing recommendations emerging from the independent evaluation.
The Project Board or Project Steering Committee is convened by the MAIFS and constituted by an extensive list of beneficiaries from both public and civil society:
1. MAIFS;
2. National Parks and Conservation Service (NPCS);
3. Forestry Service (FS); 
4. National Plant Protection Office (NPPO);
5. Livestock and Veterinary Division;
6. Mauritius Sugarcane Industry Research Institute (MSIRI) under the Mauritius Cane Industry Authority (MCIA);
7. Food and Agricultural Research and Extension Unit (FAREI);
8. Ministry of Environment, Solid Waste Management and Climate Change;
9. Ministry of Tourism;
10. Ministry of Blue Economy, Marine Resources, Fisheries and Shipping;
11. Ministry of Housing and Land Use Planning;
12. Ministry of Commerce and Consumer Protection;
13. Rodrigues Regional Assembly
14. Fondation Ressources et Nature (FORENA);
The Project’s PSC has held 6 meetings (July 6, 2020; June 7, 2021; October 1, 2021; January 17, 2022; May 25, 2022 and October 27, 2022). One was held in 2020, two in 2021 and 3 in 2022. Not all stakeholders have participated in all meetings and some institutions have sent different representatives. The Project constituted a specific RRA Technical Committee which met, for the first time, the 25th of August 2022. The prodoc does not plan for a project’s Technical Committee. 
The PMU is located in the MAIFS in Mauritius. As per the prodoc, the PMU was to be staffed with a Project Manager and a Project Assistant. Nowadays, the PMU adds a Project Officer as well as a Chief Technical Adviser (CTA) giving it greater technical capabilities enabling it to assume more technical tasks, such as, for example, the development of the Mourouk Valley Management Plan. The PMU is responsible for the preparation and updates of project work and budget plans, record keeping, accounting, and reporting, drafting ToR, technical specifications, identification, proposal of project consultants to be approved by the PSC, coordination and supervision of consultants and suppliers, organization of duty travel, seminars and maintaining working contacts with project partners, etc. 
UNDP also participates on the PSC and supports the PMU with a three-tier supervision, oversight and quality assurance role involving UNDP staff in Country Office and at regional and headquarters levels.  

.
[bookmark: _Toc121831381]3.5 Project timing and milestones
The project has been designed to last 6 years, starting in 2019 until 2024. The prodoc does not present a clear timeline reflected on the results framework. It has baseline, mid-term, and end of project targets but no clarity as how the project proposes to achieve the results at the outcome level. To better understand it, the evaluators, must go back to section 3.1 of the prodoc. This section thoroughly describes the proposed outputs per outcome but do not give a timeline as to when would these be achieved. Therefore, it is difficult to determine the main milestones to be achieved during the development of the project through the established targets by year end. The results framework does not provide outputs. The following table presents the components, results and expected outputs of the project (reconstructed by the evaluators) as well as the summary results framework. 

Table 6 Reconstructed relation of Project outcomes and outputs[footnoteRef:2]  [2:  Please note that some of these outputs are proposed to be modified.] 

	Outcome 1. By 2024, the Republic of Mauritius has a gender sensitive policy, regulatory and institutional framework, and capacity to manage IAS effectively
	Output 1.1 The National IAS Strategy updated in a consultative and gender sensitive/responsive process and implementation arrangements and funding provided.

	
	Output 1.2 NIASS Apex Coordination Committee established and provided with capacities to coordinate the implementation of the NIASSAP

	
	Output 1.3 NIASS provisions mainstreamed into seven relevant policies and legislation to ensure their implementation.

	Outcome 2. By 2024, the Government effectively prevents and manages IAS threats based on risks
	Output 2.1 Sustainable biosecurity strategies for risk-based management of priority pathways, species and ecosystems implemented nationally.

	
	Output 2.2 Skills for improved biosecurity put in place

	
	Output 2.3 IAS control-led ecosystem restoration undertaken in 421 ha of high priority Pas to sustain populations of 38 critically threatened species.

	
	Output 2.4 IAS threats managed in 200 hectares of newly declared Mourouk Valley Protected Area

	Outcome 3. By 2024, planning, management and decision making by all relevant stakeholders are informed by Knowledge management and learning
	Output 3.1 A National IAS Information System established to inform effective IAS prevention, control, monitoring, and management, in partnership with key stakeholders.

	
	Output 3.2 Participatory project monitoring, evaluation and learning framework is developed and implemented

	
	Output 3.3 Gender strategy developed and used to guide project implementation, monitoring and reporting.



As can be seen, the milestones are included in the outcome description and thus it is not clear as to when the outputs will be achieved. 


The project’s budget reflects the financial weight of the different components and outputs. It is important to consider the budget revision approved by the PSC the 7th of June 2021. The following figures show the original vs the current financial distribution between the three substantive project components. The fourth component is related to project management and remains the same throughout the project life span.
Figure 4 Amount of Budget distribution by component from the original budget

Source: Own elaboration from prodoc analysis
Figure 5 Amount of Budget distribution by component from the budget revision

Source: Own elaboration from budget revision
As it can be observed, the first year was almost lost entirely, 2020, and funds were redistributed giving more weight to component 2 of the project for the years 2022 and 2023 with more funds allocated to that component. No funds were moved between the components but rather redistributed amongst the years. The budget revision also reflects the project’s actual start in 2021 with higher funds allocated to that year.
[bookmark: _Toc121831382]3.6 Main stakeholders: summary list
The project document identified several stakeholders across the Republic of Mauritius. The project works with diverse government agencies and their focus on different aspects of IAS management. Other stakeholders include NGOs, private organizations and civil society groups. The leading agency is the MAIFS that is receiving GEF resources through the project. The private sector is also involved in the project. The following table presents a screenshot of actors at national and local level currently involved in the project. 
Table 7 List of current stakeholders
	Scope
	Stakeholder

	Governmental ministries
	MAIFS

	
	MESDDBM

	
	MHL

	
	MoT

	
	MOBEMRFS

	
	MCCI

	
	RRA

	NGOs
	MWF

	
	Le Mouvement Autosuffisance Alimentaire

	
	Rural Women's Association

	
	Action for Development, and Rodrigues Entreprendre au Féminin

	
	Association des Hôteliers et Restaurateurs de l'île Maurice

	Private sector
	Ebony forest

	
	Mauritius Chambre of Commerce

	Others 
	Local communities

	
	Local governments

	
	Universities

	
	Research organizations

	
	Multilateral/bilateral partners



6. [bookmark: _Toc121831383]Findings 
4.1 [bookmark: _Toc121831384]Project Strategy
This section analyses the relevance of the project design. It seeks to answer the following questions:
· What has been the quality and relevance of the overall formulation process?
· What has been the relevance of the project’s intervention logic and indicators?
· What is the current status of the risks and assumptions formulated in Prodoc?
· Is the project still relevant in relation to the socio-political context in the region?

4.1.1 Project Design
[bookmark: _Hlk119918360]The stakeholders interviewed who participated in the formulation process agree that it was a participatory process and consider the Prodoc to be of good quality although overly ambitious. Several actors indicated that from one version of the project concept to the full proposal certain targets were increased prior to being submitted to GEF. This could explain why some of the targets, as they stand, are unachievable. As it will be shown later on, the PSC, during the inception meeting held 30 June and 1 July 2021, did lower some of the targets and even proposed to modify certain indicators to ensure achievement.
Table 8 Main stages project formulation phase
	Stage
	Date

	PIF approval date / PIF Council Approval
	25 October 2016

	GEF CEO Endorsement
	25 June 2019

	Project document employment date
	11 March 2020

	Hiring of the Project Manager
	01 February 2021

	Inception workshop date (online due to Covid Lockdown)
	30 June & 01 July 2021



The evaluators estimate that the formulation process has taken a considerable amount of time and therefore is unsatisfactory considering that 20 months have passed from the end of the design phase (GEF CEO endorsement in June 2019) to actual project start when the PM was hired. It is unsatisfactory but understandable given the total lockdown suffered in the country due to the global COVID-19 pandemic.
The logic of the project, in its design, is as follows:
Figure 6 Project’s logic
[image: ]
Source: Prodoc, page 21.

Although the project has 4 components, it was only considered relevant, for the purpose of describing the logic of the project, to present the 3 main components. The fourth component relates to the effective management of the project and is therefore considered to be crosscutting to the project logic.

The project’s overall strategy is to safeguard globally significant biodiversity in vulnerable ecosystems through the prevention, control, and management of invasive species in the Republic of Mauritius. The project proposes to reach the overall goal by integrating IAS management into the policies, programmes and day-to-day management practices of the relevant institutions and individuals, providing a comprehensive system of managing risks to control IAS and restoring degraded ecosystems and providing up-to-date information for raising public awareness and to enhance understanding of the problem at hand. This strategy, although the project has effectively started a year and a half ago, depends heavily on Component 1 Policy, regulatory and institutional framework and capacity for effective IAS management. As stated by several stakeholders, it is the foundation upon to which to build the strategy. The project, at MTR, has been focusing mainly on Component 1, on the regulatory and institutional framework for effective IAS management by pushing forward the revised NIASSAP (output 1.1). At design stage, the intention was to promote an Apex IAS Coordination Committee as an alternative to an Apex Body for IAS. This strategic option was justified since during PPG consultations it was found that the policy changes required to bring about a new and independent agency in Mauritius are likely to take a long time since it would require Cabinet approval. During the consultation process for the NIASSAP 2023 – 2030 it became clear that the national conditions are still not favorable for such a committee and, as it stands, there will be two separate IAS Committees, one for Terrestrial and the other for Marine, thus, leaving a big question mark in terms of how both committees will coordinate between themselves and push forward the NIASS. 

Each pathway proposed in the Theory of Change was influenced by lessons learned from previous IAS projects. More precisely, the following GEF projects are referenced:
· UNEP-GEF Project on removing barriers to Invasive Plant Management in Africa – RBIPMA, GEF 2140; 
· Mitigating the Threat of Invasive Alien Species in the Insular Caribbean” UNEP IMIS #: GFL/-2328-2740-4995 // GEF ID #: 3183 – UNEP, GEF; and
· Mainstreaming Prevention and Control Measures for Invasive Alien Species into Trade, Transport and Travel Across the Production Landscape – UNDP – GEF Seychelles. 2014.
The current prodoc takes into consideration all these recommendations and there is evidence that the project’s outcomes and outputs have been informed by them. For example, the following lessons learned from previous GEF related projects are very relevant:
1. To effectively control, eradicate and manage IAS, the IAS Coordinating Committee should be independent and have a mechanism for enforcement (component 1)
2. Multi-sectoral approaches can enhance project effectiveness and sustainability; however, projects that cut across several ministries need to include a mechanism for addressing issues of jurisdiction and differences in opinion with regard to sustainability of different control measures (component 1).
3. In the field of IAS management, projects require significant amounts of good quality information, normally available through up-to-date on-line databases (component 3). 
The evaluators consider the intervention logic to be relevant and perfectly aligned with national and UN priorities. The project is basically a holistic management of IAS in the Republic of Mauritius, translating into effective actions by means of regulatory policies and regulations, ‘on the ground’ management and information sharing as they apply to different sectors. 
As it relates to the revision of decision-making processes during project formulation, very few of the stakeholders interviewed had actually participated or were involved in the prodoc design phase. Some stakeholders did indicate, however, that they thought the project targets to be very ambitious and that they had expressed this fact during the design phase, but the targets were kept high. 

4.1.2 Results Framework/Logframe
In this section the evaluators proceeded to undertake a critical analysis of the project’s logframe indicators and targets, assess how “SMART” the mid-term and end-of-project targets are (Specific, Measurable, Attainable, Relevant, Time-bound), and suggest specific amendments/revisions to the targets and indicators as necessary.
The prodoc does present a theory of change. The project and its logical framework follow this hypothesis: “(1) if the country has a gender sensitive policy, regulatory and institutional framework, and capacity to manage IAS effectively; (2) if the Government effectively prevents and manages IAS threats based on risks and if (3) planning, management and decision-making by all relevant stakeholders are informed by knowledge management and learning; then globally significant biodiversity in vulnerable ecosystems are safeguarded through the prevention, control and management of IAS in the Republic of Mauritius. 
The project’s results framework monitoring system is composed of 4 objective indicators with its respective baseline and mid-term and end of project targets, 3 indicators for component 1, 5 indicators for component 2 and 1 for component 3. The results framework does not present the related outputs per component. This makes it harder to link the outputs to the outcomes as well as to the indicators being measured.  The component’s results are described in section 2.2 of the prodoc but do not appear in the results framework. Nonetheless, for ease of reference, the evaluators have graphically related the components to the proposed results and outputs on table 6 above. The evaluators recommend to include output level references in the results framework. A revised logframe including the proposed changes at outcome level indicators, baselines and targets and including outputs is included in Annex 6.10.
The 4 high level indicators at Project objective level are appropriate and give a good sense of the scope and all that the Project intends to achieve at policy, institutional, work in the field and gender. When looking at the three components, there is no indicator at objective level related to knowledge and information sharing.  The objective indicators and their baseline and targets are the following:


Table  9 Description of objective level indicators
	Indicator
	Baseline (2017)
	Mid-Term Target (2020)
	End of Project Target (2024)
	Comments on target measuring

	IRRF Indicator 2.4.1
Extent to which policy frameworks are in place for conservation of natural resources, biodiversity and ecosystems
	Partially
	Largely
	Largely
	The targets are described in a footnote as:
Partially = The framework has been approved by government;
Largely = Sufficient staff capacities and resources have been allocated for implementation of the framework, and/or there is evidence of impact from the framework which can be recorded and verified.

	IRRF Indicator 2.4.1.2
Extent to which institutional frameworks are in place for conservation, sustainable use, and/or access and benefit sharing of natural resources, biodiversity and ecosystems
	Partially
	Partially
	Largely
	Same as above

	Mandatory indicator 3
# of direct project beneficiaries 
	0
	20,000
	100,000
	

	Project-specific indicator 4:
Percentage of decision makers for IAS that are women
	39%
	40%
	50%
	



The targets set for the first indicator cannot be measured in terms of staffing numbers. It is therefore recommended to use the number of policy or legal frameworks currently in place at national level directly related to conservation of natural resources and biodiversity conservation.
As per the second indicator, it is possible to track the key institutions staffing evolution throughout the years which indeed give us a sense of the country’s willingness to conserve natural resources. In this regard, the Republic of Mauritius has public information available which can be used to monitor these targets. During MTR, PMU produced the following matrix which helped the evaluators to monitor progress against this indicator.
[bookmark: _Hlk126512139]Table 10 Staffing trends by Ministry
	Institution/year
	# of staff 2017
	# of staff 2021
	# of staff 2022
	# of staff 2026
	Trend at MTR

	MAIFS
	2,271
	2,025
	2,102
	
	↘

	General
	269
	264
	274
	
	↗

	Competitiveness of the sugar cane sector
	38
	35
	30
	
	↘

	Development of Non sugar (crop) sector
	997
	815
	873
	
	↘

	Livestock Production & development
	314
	294
	280
	
	↘

	Forests
	554
	491
	520
	
	↘

	National Parks and Conservation Service
	99
	126
	125
	
	↗

	RRA
	21
	67
	73
	
	↗

	Customs Department
	488
	
	583
	
	↗

	Ministry of Blue Economy, Marine Resources, Fisheries and Shipping
	442
	475
	491
	
	↗

	Blue Economy, Marine Resources and Shipping
	108
	131
	147
	
	↗

	Fisheries
	334
	344
	344
	
	↗

	TOTAL
	3,222
	2,567
	3,249
	
	


Source: PMU[footnoteRef:3] [3:  https://mof.govmu.org/Pages/Expenditure-to-be-appropriated-by-Votes-(MINISTRIES-AND-DEPARTMENTS)-2017-2018.aspx ] 


PMU produced this matrix, but other stakeholders should also be included. The same can be done during TE to monitor the staffing trend.
In relation to the third indicator, at this stage, the PMU cannot monitor the number of direct or indirect beneficiaries simply because they don’t have the data. It is not clear how the targets were set (20,000 at Mid-term and 100,000 at end of project) nor how are they plan to monitor them. The evaluators recommend to, first, define what are direct and indirect beneficiaries and then establish the current baseline and from there, determine a realistic target. Considering that the project has focused, over the last year and a half, on component 1, it is still safe to say that now, before implementation on the ground starts at full speed, it’d be a good time to carry out the baseline analysis. 
Lastly, at the objective level, the PSC proposed to modify the targets set for indicator 4 in terms of percentage of women decision makers to align it to the National Gender Policy 2022-2030. The baseline is now 20%, 25% at mid-term and 33% at project end. 
As indicated previously, the results framework has some of the indicators and targets overly ambitious and outside the responsibility of the project itself. In this regard, either at the time of the inception meeting or at MTR, the following changes are proposed:
· [bookmark: _Hlk126515170]Regarding Outcome 1, indicator 5, was rightly adapted during the inception meeting by project stakeholders to “number of amendments and new policies proposed”. The PSC considered that the project can only make suggestions on amendments of the legal and policies to the Government who will be the ones that can gazette the amendments proposed. Hence, the indicator should indeed be number of amendments and new policies produced. Indicator 6 refers to the average aggregated score of national capacities of the key agencies to be included in the IAS Apex Coordinating Committee. Since it is not realistic to speak about an Apex Coordinating Committee at this stage or in the near future, it is recommended to change the “Apex” for “IAS Coordination Committees (Terrestrial and freshwater to be led by MAIFS and the Marine to be led by the Ministry of Blue Economy). At MTR, PMU had the capacity scorecard for NPCS and Forestry Service but lacked NPPO and LVD. It is important to add their data in the scorecard to properly report on this indicator. Also, it is recommended to also include Rodrigues Regional Authority capacity to the assessment.  
· [bookmark: _Hlk126515310][bookmark: _Hlk126515463]Outcome 2 Indicator 8 refers to the average percentage of imported and transited consignments of plants and animals in airports and ports that undergo physical biodiversity checks by NPPO, Fisheries Division, Customs Office and LVD. The current baseline was set at 90% with a footnote indicating that 100% of consignments of live animals inspected and cleared by a veterinary officer of LVD; 100% of fresh products arriving at airports physically inspected at airports by NPPO; estimated 60% of fresh products arriving at seaport physically inspected at airports by NPPO and 100% of fish consignments inspected by Fisheries Division. At inception, project stakeholders lowered the mid-term and end of year targets from 95 to 92 at MTR and 100 to 95 percent. Through the field visits to both seaports and airports at both Mauritius and Rodrigues islands and interviews with customs, NPPO and LVD staff, it is clear to the evaluators that the percentages stated for the baseline are too high. Cargos coming in at both the seaport and airport are physically checked based on a profile, depending on the cargo itself, the precedence of the container, etc. Thus, the baseline could not be 90% nor the targets set that high. During MTR, the evaluators were not provided with evidence on the actual percentage of imported or transited consignments checked. The evaluation team suggests carrying out a more thorough baseline at the four sites (seaports and airports) during different times of the year to determine actual percentage of physical biodiversity checks. This exercise should be conducted during 2023 to be able to set realistic targets. Also, component 2 key consultancy to determine stakeholders’ capacity gaps and design protocols and capacity building courses will be carried out during 2023. At end of project, a similar capacity gaps assessment ought to be carried out, to determine if end of project target has been achieved. Indicator 10 related to the number of hectares reduction of IAS infestations target was modified during the inception meeting held in 2021. The baseline number of hectares was maintained at 25 ha (composed of 5 ha at Mourouk Valley, 5 ha at Gunners Quoin and 15 ha at Gabriel island) but the mid and end of project targets are too high and unachievable. At MTR, the number of hectares reduced of IAS is 57 (42 at Gabriel Island, 10 at Gombrani and 5 ha at Mourouk Valley), thus, quite far from the expected 200 hectares. The evaluators suggest modifying the end of project target to 95 hectares consisting of 30 ha in Flat Island, 42 ha in Gabriel Island and 23 ha in Mourouk Valley). A change now will lower end of project expectations and be more align to reality. In relation new Protected Areas established (indicator 11), the prodoc referred only to Mourouk Valley in Rodrigues Island. The project has made considerable progress in this regard and has the opportunity to increase the number of national PAs. Thus, it is recommended to adapt the indicator to reflect this opportunity to “New PAs (559 ha) established for Mourouk Valley, GombraniIslet, Cascade Pigeon, Cascade Saint Louis and Golden Rat Reserve”. The end of project target should also be changed from 200 to 559 ha. Outcome 2 indicator 12 targets were also changed during inception. PSC determined that the baseline was incorrect in the prodoc. It should read 575.5 ha which were the official figures presented by NPCS during the inception meeting which also included weeding and thus, the mid and end of project targets should also be changed to 1,000 and 1,200 ha accordingly. 
· Outcome 3 only presents indicator 13 related to the number of times that there is clear evidence that a government policy or management decision has been informed by information captured by the national IAS Information System. The evaluators recommend changing the Means of Verification for this indicator to “the use of IAS existing committee or future terrestrial & freshwater and marine committees’ minutes of the meetings to check number of times they use newly established NIAS Information platform”. Since this platform won’t be operational, in the best-case scenario, until the end of 2023, it is also advisable to lower the end of project target.
Throughout the results framework, gender is directly monitored via one indicator at the objective level, indicator 4, percentage of decision makers for IAS that are women”. The rest of indicators and targets are not gender disaggregated. Nonetheless, partners are collecting disaggregated data from, for example, number of male and females attending training events or receiving capacity building exercises or numbers of men and women employed by the different Government institutions. This information should be included in the QPRs and PIRs.  
The original results framework lacks output descriptions making it harder to monitor and follow up on project’s progress to date. The current PIR does not provide information as to what exactly the project has been doing and thus it is hard to follow. The evaluators recommend including the outputs in the results framework. The revised results framework with proposed changed indicators and targets and including outputs, indicators, baseline, and targets is presented in Annex 6.10. In the revised results framework, the outputs for outcome 1 and 2 are presented as originally designed whereas new outputs are recommended to have greater impact for outcome 3. Specifically, the evaluators suggest changing output 3.2 for the following “Knowledge shared regarding IAS effective management amongst national and international stakeholders”. There is a wealth of knowledge on different IAS management techniques from both public and private stakeholders although the knowledge is not easily accessible as is the case for data and information. The project can focus on this gap and promote knowledge sharing and best practices on IAS management though hosting international, regional, or national workshops. Also, given the importance of IAS awareness, the project, as it is its intention, would benefit from carrying out a “National Awareness Strategy and Action Plan” to be implemented throughout the last two years of the project (new output 3.4). The suggested new results framework presents all these new outputs.
4.1.3 [bookmark: _Hlk126515957]Project’s relevance to national policies and strategies and UNDP’s framework of intervention.
The evaluators consider the intervention logic to be relevant and perfectly aligned with national and UN priorities and is critical to safeguard globally significant biodiversity in vulnerable ecosystems in the Republic of Mauritius through IAS prevention, control, and management. The project is basically a holistic management of IAS in the Republic of Mauritius, translating into effective actions by means of regulatory policies and regulations, ‘on the ground’ management and information sharing as they apply to different sectors. The NIASSAP 2010-2019 laid the foundation for IAS management in the Republic of Mauritius but was unsuccessful due to the lack of an apex body to coordinate actions and knowledge as they relate to IAS. The new NIASSAP proposes a more realistic coordination structures that should enable greater coordination efforts between key stakeholders. 
[bookmark: _Hlk126515883]To Mauritius’s UNDAF/Country Programme Document:CP Outcome 2: Design and implementation of a portfolio of activities and solutions developed at national and subnational levels for sustainable management of natural resources, integration of ecosystem services approaches, sound management of chemicals and waste, while ensuring that climate change challenges in terms of adaptation and mitigation are fully addressed.


To UNDP Strategic Plan / IRRF Outcomes, Outputs and Output-Level Indicators:Outcome 1: Output 2.5: Legal and regulatory frameworks, policies and institutions enabled to ensure the conservation, sustainable use, and access and benefit sharing of natural resources, biodiversity, and ecosystems, in line with international conventions and national legislation.


To the Sustainable Development Goals:SDG 15 (Protect, restore, and promote sustainable use of terrestrial ecosystems, sustainably manage forests, combat desertification, and halt and reverse land degradation and halt biodiversity loss); SDG 14 (Conserve and sustainably use the oceans, seas and marine resources for sustainable development).


To the Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD) As an environmental treaty forming part of the UNEP, the CBD provides an international platform for the conservation of biological diversity and sustainable use of components of biodiversity and more specifically to the Aichi Targets, the strategic plan for biodiversity 2011-2020 and its associated Protocols the Cartagena Protocol on Biosafety, 2000 and the Nagoya Protocol on Access and Benefit‐Sharing, 2012.


To the Nairobi ConventionAdministered by the UNEP, the Nairobi Convention provides a platform for governments, the private sector and civil society to work together for the sustainable management and use of the marine and coastal environment.  


It is interesting to highlight the project’s alignment with all international conventions and UNDP’s strategic framework in relation to biodiversity conservation and management of natural resources. The project is valid and perfectly aligned.

4.1.4 Relevance of the gender dimension in the project
In recent years, the Republic of Mauritius has made tremendous progress in addressing gender inequalities and mainstreaming gender equality across most sectors. The Republic of Mauritius has introduced transformative programmes and laws to address gender gaps and established the Parliamentary Gender Caucus to reinforce the Government’s commitment to gender equality. To date, the Republic of Mauritius is a signatory to several regional and international policies on human rights and gender equality including the UN Convention on the Elimination of all forms of Discrimination Against Women (CEDAW) 1984 (ratified in 1985) and the SADC Gender and Development Declaration of 1997. Recently, the National Gender Policy 2022-2030 was launched building on the National Gender Policy 2008, which aims to strengthen mechanisms and boost existing commitments to achieve gender equality and identify key stakeholders that can play a key role in promoting a gender inclusive society in the Republic of Mauritius. The National Gender Policy 2022-2030 is also in line with SDG 5 ‘Gender Equality’. Some of the priority areas of the policy include Gender, Environmental Protection and Climate Change, Education and Training, Responsive Governance and Decision-Making and Gender and Employment and Economic Empowerment all of which are key areas to underpin the mainstreaming of gender in the scope of IAS prevention, control, and management. 

4.1.5 Pertinence of the risks identified
The PMU presented the risk register during the 4th PSC held January 17th 2022. “During the prodoc design phase, 12 risks were identified. It is to be noted that the risks are categorised in five groups ranging from ‘Not likely, Low Likelihood, Moderate, Highly and Expected’. Out of the 12 risks, one risk has been fully addressed in the sense that all the co-financing letters have been received from all the stakeholders involved in the project. The remaining 11 risks have been reviewed and updated and they range from low to moderate. All the 12 risks were presented to the PSC members. The Project Manager mentioned that the project outputs are supposed to lower the risk levels during the implementation of the project”. 
The following table presents the evaluators observations on the risks’ current status.
Table 11 Comments on risks identified
	Risk number
	Description
	Impact and Probability
	Significance
	MTR Comments

	1
	The Project could potentially restrict availability, quality of and access to resources or basic services
	I = 3
P = 3
	Moderate
	The project is working on an economic assessment of the IAS in Mauritius which should give the basis for proper management. The impact, probability and significance remain the same.

	2
	The Project could potentially cause adverse impacts to habitats (e.g. modified, natural, and critical habitats) and/or ecosystems and ecosystem services
	I = 1
P = 1
	Low
	The evaluators observed, in those PA where IAS management is taking place, minimal use of agrochemicals and very few inhabitants in those Protected Areas. Thus, the risk remains low.

	3
	Some Project activities are proposed within or adjacent to critical habitats and/or environmentally sensitive areas, including legally protected areas (e.g. nature reserve, national park), areas proposed for protection, or recognized as such by authoritative sources and/or indigenous peoples or local communities
	I = 1
P = 5
	Low
	The project is actively working on Mourouk Valley Management plan which shall determine reforestation types and rates. Thus, the plan should ensure minimum short term negative consequences.

	4
	The Project involves some harvesting of natural forests, plantation development, or reforestation
	I = 1
P = 5
	Low
	Same as above

	5
	Potential outcomes of the Project are sensitive or vulnerable to potential impacts of climate change
	I = 4
P = 2
	Moderate
	A recent study conducted produced an assessment on the impacts of climate change on IAS in Mauritius and Rodrigues and concluded that “There is predicted to be a geographic change of invasion vulnerability, but with a reduction in the extent of high vulnerability areas. If these reductions result in the distributions of these species contracting, there may be an opportunity for increased success of management interventions”. Therefore, although it is early to determine, the significance might change to “Low”.

	6
	The project poses some potential risks to community health and safety due to the transport, storage, and use and/or disposal of hazardous or dangerous materials (e.g. explosives, fuel and other chemicals during construction and operation)
	I = 2
P = 2
	Low
	Same as risk 2 observation.

	7
	The project poses some potential risks and vulnerabilities related to occupational health and safety due to physical, chemical, biological, and radiological hazards during Project construction, operation, or decommissioning
	I = 2
P = 2
	Low
	Same as risk 2 observation.

	8
	The project proposes utilizing tangible and/or intangible forms of cultural heritage for commercial or other purposes
	I = 2
P = 2
	Low
	It is early to evaluate this risk as the project is only actively working on Mourouk Valley Protected Area Management Plan. Tourism is indeed expected to come to the area and provide some revenue to help sustain the area’s management costs. The evaluators had the chance to visit one NGO and one private company actively financing IAS management through tourism both in Mauritius (Ebony Forest) and in Rodrigues (Grand Montagne Nature Reserve managed by MWF). It became clear that ecotourism is indeed a potential source of revenues and that it can help with IAS management costs. It is advisable for the project to build upon the experience of the models being applied by both entities and obtain lessons learned to be replicated in the management plans of the newly established PAs.

	9
	The project would potentially result in the release of pollutants to the environment due to routine or non-routine circumstances with the potential for adverse local, regional, and/or transboundary impacts
	I = 2
P = 2
	Low
	Same as risk 2 observation.

	10
	The project would potentially result in the generation of waste (both hazardous and non-hazardous)
	I = 2
	Low
	Same as risk 2 observation.

	11
	The project would potentially involve the application of pesticides that may have a negative effect on the environment or human health
	P = 2
	Low
	Same as risk 2 observation.



The PIR 2021 speaks about two additional risks not identified during project formulation. These are the following:
1. COVID-19 having significant direct, indirect and induced impacts on project implementation substantially hindering project inception. The PMU suggested the following mitigation measures:
[bookmark: _Hlk126516490]	1.a Development of a COVID-19 Mitigation Plan including a simple risk dashboard to track incidence and a set of protocols for stakeholder engagement processes to avoid disease transmission. To the extent of our knowledge, there is no evidence of this COVID-19 Mitigation Plan although it will be a good idea to do it just in case. 
[bookmark: _Hlk126516622]2. Slow financial delivery. As per the PIR 2021, this represents a risk to successful implementation.  PMU suggested to develop a Delivery Acceleration Plan. As it will be observed in section 4.3 below, UNDP helped improve project implementation by taking care of key procurement processes in 2022 and the PSC, during its meeting held last August, officially requested UNDP to take over major procurement to mitigate this risk. 
The evaluators consider that the proposed mitigation measures are relevant and are currently being maintained and effectively monitored. Stakeholder interviewed agreed with the overall rating of the identified risks and that all of them still apply. The project through the continuous monitoring and supervision provided by PMU, UNDP and MAIFS are coping well, given the complex initial circumstances originated by the pandemic, with these risks and have managed to set the basis for a smooth operation for the years to come.
4.2 [bookmark: _Toc121831385]	Progress Towards Results
4.2.1 Progress towards outcomes analysis
As the Guide indicates, this process consists of examining the progress made in achieving the expected results. The evaluators have reviewed the GEF monitoring tools, both the ones completed during the CEO approval phase and the ones recently introduced at mid-term as well as all the QPR and PIR and has interviewed all partner organizations, government and private sector stakeholders going over the achievements to date in the country and by component. 
This section examines the effectiveness, efficiency and relevance of the Project´s results in producing the expected outcomes. The evaluation team analysed the overall performance of the project implementation since it starts date in 2021 to QR4FY22 (November 2022).
The progress towards the Project’s expected outcomes clearly demonstrates that the Project’s objective and outcomes have not yet been achieved. It is understandable given the short time span passed since the beginning of project implementation. Basically, during the second half of 2021 and 2022, the project has focused on Component 1, which, according to the PMU Project Manager, it is the base of all the other work to be conducted.

Table 12 Overall rating of Effectiveness in Delivery by Component
	Project Execution by Component
	Rating

	Component 1: 
	S

	Component 2: 
	S

	Component 3: 
	MS



The progress towards results is presented using the following Indicator Assessment key

Indicator Assessment Key
	Green= Achieved
	Yellow= On target to be achieved
	Red= Not on target to be achieved




Table 13 Comparison of targets reported during MTR and designed during prodoc conception.
	PROJECT'S OBJECTIVE: Globally significant biodiversity in vulnerable ecosystems are safeguarded through the prevention, control and management of Invasive Alien Species in the Republic of Mauritius

	Indicator
	Baseline
	Mid Term Target
	End Target
	Achievement

	IRRF Indicator 2.4.1: 1
Extent to which policy frameworks are in place for conservation of natural resources, biodiversity and ecosystems
	Partially
	Largely (original target)
[bookmark: _Hlk126518305]7 policies, laws or regulations proposed (new target)
	Largely (original target)
9 policies, laws and regulations (new target)
	S=3 laws currently being reviewed

	IRRF Indicator 2.4.1. 2
Extent to which institutional frameworks are in place for conservation, sustainable use, and/or access and benefit sharing of natural resources, biodiversity and ecosystems
	Partially
	Largely
	Largely
	S=decrease in Mauritius, increase in Rodrigues

	Mandatory indicator 3
# of direct project beneficiaries [Source: Annual review of project documentation by project manager, Frequency: annually]
	0
	20,000
	100,000
	HU=project to define direct and indirect beneficiaries in 2023 and establish baseline

	Project-specific Indicator 4:
Percentage of decision makers for IAS that are women
	39% (original baseline)
20% (updated baseline)
	40% (original target)
25% (new proposed target)
	50% (original target)
33% (new proposed target)
	HS=project in line with National Gender Strategy 2022-2030 

	Outcome 1: By 2024, the Republic of Mauritius has a gender sensitive policy, regulatory and institutional framework, and capacity to manage IAS effectively 	

	Indicator 5


[bookmark: _Hlk126567939]Percentage of recommendations in the review of IAS-related acts, policy and cabinet decisions that are fully implemented (original indicator)

Number of amendments and new policies proposed (new indicator proposed at inception meeting)
	0 % (original)
0
	30 % (original target)
7 policies, laws or regulations proposed (new proposed target)
	80 % (original target)
9 (new proposed target)
	S=hot pipeline for Mourouk Valley MP and updated NIASSAP.

	Indicator 6: Average aggregated score of national capacities in key agencies (NPCS, Forestry Service, NPPO, Veterinary Service, Rodrigues – to include IAS Apex Coordinating Committee)
Recommendation: Change APEX for IAS Coordination Committees (Terrestrial and Freshwater and Marine), also, include Ministry of Blue Economy as key agency.
	41%
	63% (original target)

	68% (original target)
	[bookmark: _Hlk126518575]MS= Suggest better coordination between MAIFS leading on terrestrial and freshwater and MBEMFS on marine IAS via the already existing Environment Coordination Committee or the NBSAP 2017-2025 monitoring committee. At MTR, the average score was 41.4% for the Forestry Service; 50.3% NPCS making a total of 45.88%. No data available from NPPO and LVD.

	Indicator 7:
Change in IAS BD Score
	29.6%
	50%

	70%
	S=At MTR IAS BD Score is 48.1%

	Outcome 2: The government effectively prevents and manages IAS threats based on risks (focused on entire country).

	Indicator 8:
Average percentage of imported and transited consignments of plans and animals in airports and ports that undergo physical biodiversity checks by NPPO, Fisheries Division, Customs Office and Department of Veterinary Service, per year	
	90%
	92%
	95%
	MU=both the baseline and targets are too high. Responsible stakeholders flagged that these percentages are not accurate.
Recommendation: Carry out a baseline analysis at airport and seaport in different times out of the year to have realistic baseline and then determine appropriate targets.

	Indicator 9: Average Management Effectiveness Tracking score for Protected Areas
	46%
	66%
	80%
	S=At MTR, METT is at 54%

	Indicator 10: Reduction of IAS infestations in hectares on four key sites in Mauritius and two locations in Rodrigues
	25 ha (original target from prodoc)


	200 ha (original target)


	421 ha (original target)


	HU=recommend changing target to 95 ha in these specific areas. At MTR, we have 57 ha (42 Gabriel Island and 5 at Mourouk Valley). The end target should be 95 ha consisting of:
30 ha in Flat Island;
42 ha in Gabriel Island;
23 ha in Mourouk Valley
(Includes weeding and maintenance work)

	Indicator 11:
New PA (200 ha) established in Mourouk Valley [Source: Nomination files for the gazettement of the Mourouk Protected Area agreed on by cabinet (original indicator)

Change indicator: New PAs (559 ha) established for Mourouk Valley and rest of PAs. 
	0 ha of PA in Mourouk Valley 
	Nomination files for the PA submitted to Cabinet


	PA gazetted (200 ha)


559 ha (proposed new target)
	HS= At MTR, description of PA boundary by land surveyors from Forestry Service underway.

Recommend to
add 5 other sites consisting of:
77 ha (Mourouk Valey)
31 ha (Gombrani  Islet
200 ha (Cascade Pigeon)
110 ha (Cascade Saint Louis)
141 ha (Golden Bat Reserve)
 

	Indicator 12: No of hectares in the Republic of Mauritius covered by a standarized protocol for IAS control

New Indicator: No of ha in RoM covered by an “established” protocol for IAS control
	192 in prodoc for 2017


New baseline: 575.5 ha official figures presented by NPCS at inception workshop. Including initial weeding.
	400 ha (original target)
1,000 ha (changed at inception)
[bookmark: _Hlk126518835]At MTR: 783 ha from NPCS
19 ha Ebony Forest
MISSING FORESTRY HA
	621 ha (original target)
1.200 ha (changed at inception)
300 ha additional from NPCS
30 ha additional private sector
MISSING FORESTRY SERVICE ha
	HS=duly updated

	Outcome 3: By 2024, planning, management and decision-making by all relevant stakeholders are informed by knowledge management and learning

	Indicator 13:
Number of times that there is clear evidence that a government policy or management decision has been informed by information captured by the national IAS Information System
	0
	10
	50
	MS=sustaining the NIAS information system with thematic focal points for updating data


The current results framework only shows one indicator for outcome 3 (# 13). It is difficult to tell what the project intends to do in terms of knowledge management and learning. The evaluators recommend adding the outputs and change output 3.2 to “knowledge shared regarding IAS effective management amongst national, regional and international stakeholders” which can be done by organizing national, regional and international workshops. This will have to be duly budgeted for. Also, output 3.3 should also be adapted to reflect the new National Gender Strategy and it is recommended to add an output 3.4 “National Awareness Strategy and Action Plan implemented” (Annex 6.10 presents the proposed new Results Framework with modified indicators, targets and new proposed indicators).


4.2.2 Remaining barriers to the achievement of the project’s objectives
The analysis of the progress towards the achievement of the results also implies an analysis of the remaining barriers to the achievement of the project objectives. The barriers identified through documentation review and stakeholder interviews are presented below:
Table 14 Description of barriers status
	Barriers
	Progress

	Fragmented legislative, policy, and institutional framework
	Past NIASS 2010-2019 not implemented. Had to draft new NIASSAP 2022-2030 with suggested legislative revisions. The Apex IAS Committee proposed in the prodoc as a solution to the lack of coordination in the implementation of the previous strategy is not feasible. The new strategy proposes different options. The current situation seems to lead the Strategy’s coordination to the establishment of two Technical committees, one IAS Terrestrial & Freshwater led by MAIFS and one marine led by Ministry of Blue Economy. The new strategy proposes the coordination between both committees to fall under the existing environmental committee under the Ministry of Environment. Stakeholders indicated that the Ministry of Environment is not really keen to undertake this coordination task. This is a risk to the Strategy’s implementation.

	Insufficient capacities to prevent, control, eradicate or manage IAS effectively
	There’s been slight increase in terms of staff for some institutions and a decrease for MAIFS although there are plans to hire more manual workers. Under Component 2 of the project an International Service Provider has been contracted in September 2022 to carry out capacity gaps assessment, design of protocols and capacitate technicians. 

	Lack of knowledge and awareness of the risks and impacts posed by IAS and the need for biosecurity measures among the public, key industrial sectors, importers, and shipping agents.
	There is a lot of knowledge in terms of IAS management from both public and civil society although no established platform or space to share it.

	New barrier: Severe lack of data sharing amongst institutions and consultants.
	Stakeholders interviewed convened the difficulty of obtaining data. The data exists but it is very difficult to obtain.



4.3 [bookmark: _Toc121831386]Project Implementation and Adaptive Management
The project is being implemented following UNDP’s national implementation modality, according to the Standard Basic Assistance Agreement between the UNDP and the Government of the Republic of Mauritius, and the Country Programme. The MAIFS has full control over the projects operations and can use its own supply channels for recruitment and procurement, provided that the process does not contravene the principles of the Financial Regulations and Rules of UNDP and are based on “best value for money”, in line and compliance with UNDP’s Programme and Operations Policies and Procedures (POPP). MAIFS has provided office space for the PMU within the National Parks and Conservation Service (NPCS).
Day to day reporting by PMU Coordinator is to the National Project’s Director (NPD), Mr Ruhomaun, Director of NPCS. The project is overseen by UNDP country office and Regional Technical Advisor, providing technical and programmatic oversight. 
The project is also overseen by the Project Board specifically established to oversee the management of project activities and comprised of Senior Beneficiary Ministries, CSO, Academia and Private Sector, the Executive National Project Director, MAIFS and UNDP. 
Management Arrangements
[bookmark: _Hlk125209771]The project is implemented under the National Implementation Modality (NIM). The Ministry of Agro Industry and Food Security, through the established PMU and with the support of UNDP Mauritius are in charge of the execution of the project. Nonetheless, given the delays in procurement during the initial stages of the project due to, according to both Governmental and UNDPs stakeholders interviewed, lengthy government procedures, it was agreed, during the PSC held on 25th of May 2022, to officially delegate all major procurement to UNDP. This has helped with the delivery and assuring the major consultancies under component 1 (in 2022) and component 2 (to start in 2023) were signed in 2022.  Please refer to section 3.4 above for further explanation of how the project operates. It is important to note that although the official request to UNDP to support procurement took place 25th of May 2022, the minutes of 4th Steering Committee already reflect that indeed, UNDP had carried out major procurement (refer to summary of minutes presented in table 15 below) all throughout 2021. This clearly reflects poorly on MAIFS IP procurement capacities.
The project document only speaks about the Project Steering Committee or Board. This type of technical project has, in some instances, a specific Technical Committee comprised of technicians from the different institutions and the political appointees participate only on the PSC. The Project has recently established a Technical Committee for RRA. It would be advisable to establish a Technical Committee for Mauritius. This would facilitate the technical coordination amongst actors and leave the PSC for more political and administrative decisions. As indicated during the field mission, the PMU had already requested MAIFS and the Project Director for the establishment of such Technical Committee in August 2022. They are still pending a reply.
Table 15 Project Implementation, Execution & Adaptive Management
	Project Implementation, Execution, and Adaptive Management Assessment
	Rating

	Quality of Implementing Partner Execution
	 MS

	Quality of Implementing Agency Oversight
	 S

	Governance
	MS 

	Risk Management
	S

	Financial Management
	 S



The project presents different levels of managerial arrangements and coordination. PMU plays a key role in the whole structure coordinating with the different stakeholders both at Mauritius and Rodrigues, identifying together with national and local authorities project intervention sites and fully overseeing the key work conducted by external consultants (i.e, the NIASSAP), negotiating contracts, supervising, and monitoring their progress and providing all sorts of technical support. All stakeholders interviewed, with one exception, highlighted the high quality of the technical support provided by PMU and the key coordination role they play as well as sound financial support provided specifically by the project’s administrative staff. 
The prodoc refers to the Project Board as the maximum body for project coordination and decision-making and should meet at least once a year to review the progress of the project, approve work plans and approve the main project deliverables. To date, the project has convened 6 Steering Committees. In the 6 meetings, presentations were held on project progress. A review of the minutes of the meetings shows that, although the name changes, the functions are the same. The following table shows the main decision taken during the Board Meetings.
Table 16 Summary of strategic decisions taken by the Project Board and Supervisory Committee
	Date
	Decisions

	6th July 2020
	The ToR for the PMU three posts and Prodoc to be circulated amongst all members of PSC

	
	Those sitting on the PSC will not be able to apply for the 3 posts

	
	Amendments to the ToR should be sent to the Ministry and UNDP

	
	UNDP to carry out selection process.

	
	Inception meeting to be held in Sept/Oct after recruitment of Project manager.

	7th June 2021
	Presentation of project outputs to date and status of ongoing activities

	
	Recruitment process of CTA

	
	Recruitment of Local Biodiversity Conservation Expert

	
	RFP for the review and update of previous NIASSAP

	
	Overview of upcoming project activities in 2021

	
	Creation of a bank account for the project

	
	Nomination of National Project Director and Designated signatories for the project

	1st October 2021
	Presentation on project outputs status. Important to highlight that two RFPs launched in 2021 (review and update of NIASSAP and Mourouk Valley Management Plan) were relaunched since no offers were received.

	
	Recommendations from the Inception Workshop were presented and approved by the PSC members.

	
	Mauritian Wildlife Foundation (MWF), Ebony Forest and Environmental Protection & Conservation Organisation (EPCO) officially withdrawn from the Project as members of the PSC. This is because these NGOs, in the future, may intend to bid for the implementation of project activities.

	
	Preliminary meetings held with RRA Forestry Service in Rodrigues to nominate Mourouk Valley as a Nature Reserve. Three more sites were proposed by partners in Rodrigues, namely, Gombrani Island (31 ha), Cascade St Louis (100 ha) and Cascade Pigeon (200 ha) to be declared as Nature Reserves.

	17th January 2022
	[bookmark: _Hlk126519811]Presentation of first CDR

	
	Chairperson asked if UNDP carries out procurement of goods and services. Project Director indicated that the project is a NIM project and thus MAIFS is responsible for procurement. Since there was a delay in opening the project’s bank account, UNDP had launched several procurement processes (namely, Chief Technical Advisor and Local Biodiversity Conservation Expert, RFP NIASS; RFP to develop a multi-tier costed implementation strategy; Request for Quotation (RFQ) for the procurement of equipment for the Livestock & Veterinary Division and Request for Quotation for 1 four-wheel drive double cabin pick-up van).

	25th May 2022
	The PMU presented project updates and CDR as well as the hectarage agreed upon on the inception report under component 2. The Procurement Plan was shared again with stakeholders having UNDP responsible for 56.7% of the total plan amounting to USD 993,600. The PSC members agreed that since it is a NIM project it ought to be led by MAIFS but given the procurement delays, UNDP takes the lead on the project’s main procurement.

	27th October 2022
	The Project Manager stated that the Rodrigues Regional Assembly has officially requested the Forestry Service to initiate necessary action for declaring Mourouk Valley (77 ha), Gombrani Island (31 ha), Cascade Pigeon (200ha), Cascade St Louis (110) and Golden Bat Reserve l’Union (141 ha) as Nature Reserves. Hence instead of having 200 ha of protected area as initially proposed under the Prodoc, the project will now have 559 ha. The project manager also highlighted the main challenges encountered during 2022:
· Technical Committee in Mauritius not yet set.
· Delays in data availability from stakeholders.
· Delays in procurement.
· Regular monitoring for ongoing work in Rodrigues and St Brandon.
PSC approved AWP and Procurement Plan for 2023.
Important to highlight that the absence of the Fisheries Division in the NIASSAP workshop is very worrying. Although the process is led by NPCS, the Ministry of Blue Economy, Marine Resources, Fisheries and Shipping ought to be present given the relevance of the marine component of IAS management.




The inception workshop took place online due to the COVID-19 lock down suffered in the country. It was initially planned to take place between September and October 2020 but finally took place between the 30th of June and 1st of July 2021 once the project had the full Project Management Unit hired in March 2021. This implied almost a full year was lost for project implementation. The recommendations from the Inception workshop were the following:
1. To conduct another stakeholder workshop to discuss the modalities of the proposed restoration works as per the prodoc for output 2.3 and 2.4. The workshop was held in July 20th 2021.
2. The baseline year for the indicators was shifted from 2017 to 2021 as the project started in 2021. Mid-term indicators were revised to year 2023 instead of 2020 and end of project was finalized to year 2027 instead of 2024.
3. For Indicator 4: Percentage of decision makers for IAS that are women was shifted/decreased – for year 2021 from 39% to 20%, mid-term indicator set to 25% instead of 40% and by end of project 33% instead of 50% (similar to Government of Mauritius Gender policy of 33%);
4. For indicator 5: Percentage of recommendations in the review of IAS-related acts, policy and cabinet decisions that are fully implemented has been changed from percentage to numbers – year 2021 from 0% to 0, mid-term 7 instead of 30% and by end of project 9 instead of 80%.
5. For indicator 8: Average percentage of imported and transited consignments of plants and animals in airports and ports that undergo physical biodiversity checks by NPPO, Fisheries Division, Customs Office and Department of Veterinary Service, per year – year 2021, it remained 90% (no change), for mid-term – the indicator reduced slightly to 92.5% instead of 95% and by end of project, it reduced to 92.5% instead of 100%.
The participants of the Inception workshop also approved the AWP as well as 2021 procurement plan.
On the other hand, the recommendations from the stakeholder’s workshop held on 20 July 2021 were:
6. For indicator 10: Reduction of IAS infestations in hectares on four key sites in Mauritius and two locations in Rodrigues – it was agreed that the 421-ha earmarked for the six sites i.e Gunners Quoin, Gabriel Island, Flat island, St Brandon, Gombrani Island and also the 200 ha of IAS restoration in Mourouk Valley, is unrealizable during the project implementation and suggestions were made to select areas as per the table below:
Table  17 New hectarage proposed for IAS restoration during 2021 stakeholder workshop.
	Project Site
	Area in ha.
	Initial as per ProDoc
	Proposed during workshop
	Responsible party

	Flat Island
	253
	 -
	30
	Forestry Service

	Gabriel Island
	42
	15
	27
	Forestry Service

	Gunners Quoin
	76
	5
	10
	Forestry Service, NPCS and MWF

	[bookmark: _Hlk126520086]Gombrani Island
	46
	 -
	15
	RRA and Forestry Service

	Saint Brandon Islands
	45
	 -
	45
	Outer Island Development Corporation, Raphael Fishing & MWF

	Mourouk
	200
	5
	25
	RRA and Forestry Service

	Total
	662
	25
	152
	



7. For indicator 12: Number of hectares in the Republic of Mauritius covered by a standardized protocol for IAS control – this increased from 192 ha to 400 ha in year 2021, the mid-term indicator reduced from 700 ha to 621 ha and by end of the project, the indicator increased from 700 ha to 1200 ha.
As indicated above, the prodoc was too ambitious and proof of it is that the stakeholders initially modified indicators, baseline, mid and end of project targets. The evaluators, at MTR, also propose to review indicators and targets to ensure highest level of results by project end taking into consideration national capacities and current negotiation status.
It is clear from the minutes that this is a great coordination space that goes beyond the project. Where stakeholders share relevant information for both the Project and their respective agencies and interaction as well with CSOs.
UNDP, as the implementing agency, provides support services for the administrative and operational implementation of the project and participates in all the Steering Committees carried out by the project. Therefore, the evaluator considers, from the documentary review and the interviews carried out, that the support given to the project by UNDP is appropriate and satisfactory since, in addition to participating in the Project Board, it supports and monitors continuously the actions of the project and is actively supporting project procurement.
Work planning
The project has suffered, from CEO endorsement to actual project start with the hiring of the Project Manager, a considerable delay. From CEO endorsement, 19 months have passed and from project document signature, 11 months. The project’s results framework baseline dates to 2017, four years back and it had suffered changes. The PSC quickly amended this fault, and the baseline and related targets (both mid and end of project) were changed during inception. Nonetheless, the PMU has continued reporting against the original baseline and targets in their PIR (2021 and 2022). Therefore, the results framework, as it stands, it is not a useful monitoring or reporting tool for the project.
Due to COVID-19, project start suffered considerable delays. This of course impacted PMU staffing and project initiation although once established, PMU proofed resourceful promoting activities online.
[bookmark: _Hlk527394790]The evaluators conclude that the PMU together with the PSC are working in a very coordinated manner and have been able to adapt to the challenging situations. Nonetheless, a few stakeholders not directly involved in project management or execution but members of the PSC suffer from meeting fatigue. They don’t understand why they need to hear about the financial component of the project. It is important for the project to set up the Technical Committee in Mauritius and separate the more political / financial decision from the technical. The PSC ought to continue meeting although not so often as it has in 2022 and concentrate on the AWP, Procurement Plan, CDR, PIR, etc and the Technical Committee concentrate on the technical aspects of IAS management amongst the different stakeholders.  
Finance and co-finance
[bookmark: _Hlk125223968][bookmark: _Hlk126520717]From the analysis of the PIRs and Combined Delivery Reports (CDR), the budgetary execution of the project is off track and that the execution foreseen in the AWPs places a lot of pressure on the 2023 fiscal year. The financial monitoring is appropriate having the PMU reporting to UNDP and collecting, through their internal QPRs, the financial data for the different project components. As of November 2022, the project has executed 10.67% of the total assigned resources. If we are to add signed Purchase Orders, the total committed resources, then the delivery goes up to 19.18%. As can be seen in the following figure on overall planned vs expenditure, the project has invested the largest number of resources in Component 2 with 59.11% of the total allocated, followed by 23.39% in Component 1, 12.74% in Component 3 and 4.76% on managing the project. These percentages are aligned to the prodoc budgetary provisions.
Figure 8 % Comparison of planned vs spent resources per component
[image: ]
[bookmark: _Hlk126520793]As the above figures indicate and as it can be observed on the below figure, overall, the project has executed more resources on component 3 and 4 than originally planned and revised in 2021 and has focused greatly in 2022 in pushing forward component 1. Some work has been done on component 2 and 3 but mainly preparatory in nature. It is also interesting to highlight that the project management component was underbudgeted throughout the project lifespan.  Given the recommendations made in terms of additional outputs under component 3 it is recommended that the budget is reviewed in 2023 to allocate sufficient resources to cover greater importance of component 3 and the actual cost of running the PMU.








Figure 9 Spent resources per project component
[image: ]

Table 16 Comparison of approved budget vs expenditure
[image: ]
When looking at the original budget and the approved GEF and TRAC resources per component it can be observed that overall, the project is not on track financially speaking. Greater resources have been allocated to Component 2 although it is clear that the project, to date, has been mainly focused on component 1. This is mainly related to the NIASSAP contract executed during 2022. Very little resources have been spent in relation to component 3. PMU, as per the approved AWP, expect to start working substantively on component 2 and 3 in 2023. The first budget revision was approved in 2021 leaving the exact resources spent in 2020. In 2021 the project spent 36.5% of the allocated budget, 21.1% spent of 2022 budget. The low budget expenditure for 2021 was attributed to COVID-19 delayed procurement processes as well as MAIFS slow procedures. In 2022 the PSC approved a considerably higher AWP and procurement plan which, as can be observed, was not met. If we consider 2022 commitments, budget expenditure at MTR would go up to 50.7% for 2022 when comparing it to the AWP for this year. Nonetheless, the accumulative expenditure percentage is 10.67% and if we add the signed POs, we observe a slight increase to 19.18%.  


The following table presents the co-funding planned at prodoc level and what has been obtained. The data here presented clearly reflects the ongoing monitoring carried out by PMU and duly reported. 
Table 18 Co-financing Summary
[image: ]
Note: Full detail of co-financing is provided in Annex 6.9
[bookmark: _Hlk126521056]It is important to highlight that the project has, as of today, not been able to monitor CSOs contribution. That is the reason why the % is so low. It is recommended that PMU writes a letter to the different NGOs to ask them about this data. On the other hand, we see a very healthy co-funding percentage coming from the public sector. PMU, as it is the case for the Ministry of Blue Economy, they have taken a 1% from total salary of the Fisheries and Shipping Division, two grants related to marine conservation, an EU funded project carrying out surveys on marine resource assessment, Sea Grass Restoration and Conservation Programme directly related to the project and money allocated by the Ministry on awareness. The Ministry of Blue Economy is, as it stands, exceeding the planned co-funding for the project. In terms of the National Women Council and Ministry of Gender, PMU is estimated 0.1% of their staff salary. Both the Council and the Ministry were very instrumental in the development of the National Gender Policy for the period 2022-2030.
[bookmark: _Hlk527482462]The analysis of the financial instruments reflects that the project is being properly monitored and that all the reports required by the GEF are generated. The project is reporting adequately.
The project has not been audited yet thus findings cannot be analyzed by the evaluators at MTR. 

Project-level Monitoring and Evaluation system
The prodoc identifies how the project is to be monitored throughout the lifetime of the project by means of the following reports:
Table 19 List of reports
	Report
	Date

	Inception report
	30th of June – 1st July 2021

	Quarterly Progress Report
	Q1, Q2, Q3, Q4 2021 and Q1, Q2 2022

	Project Implementation Review 
	2021 and 2022



The evaluators have had access to all the reports presented to date and there is evidence of the effective monitoring being conducted by PMU. The format allows for a thorough description of the activities undertaken, hyperlinks to publications and published materials as well as financial reporting. Thus, PMU provides well-organized information which helps to build the IPRs. The monitoring conducted follows UNDP-GEF formats which uses the prodoc results framework as the base for monitoring and reporting. As stated previously, current results framework is unrealistic and should be updated with the suggestions from the inception report and MTR as soon as possible.
The PMU is based in Reduit within the premises of NPCS in Mauritius. Thus, they are fully capable of monitoring activities taking place in the island. Nevertheless, the project is developing major activities in the island of Rodrigues. This poses a monitoring “burden” to PMU staff who have to travel to visit Rodrigues to meet with stakeholders and carry out proper monitoring activities. Two Back to Office Reports have been shared with the evaluators. The first one dates back to 9 – 13 May 2022and the second one to  7 – 8 July 2022. A third and fourth mission were conducted respectively in August and September 2022 prior to the MTR took place in November. Thus, this entails that the PMU has pushed considerably the activities in Rodrigues as can be evidenced with the BTORs.  
The prodoc indicates an M&E budget of USD 80,000 for the entire period. There is no data in terms of resources already used for the period thus it is not possible to determine if the budget will suffice to cover the monitoring and evaluation activities from now until the end of the project. 
The PMU spends a lot of time monitoring and reporting. This is time consuming, and right now it is not a very good way to keep track of developments and spot potential mainstreaming interventions on the ground.
As indicated previously, the project is monitoring effectively the financial resources spent by the project. PMU monitors financial expenditure through an experienced Project Assistant with plenty of experience with UN Agencies and procedures. 
Overall, the evaluators consider that MAIFS, PMU together with UNDP are monitoring the project efficiently and providing the necessary support to all stakeholders to produce the necessary reports and that this will improve once the results framework is updated. 
Stakeholders Engagement
The project has been designed to facilitate collaboration with public and private stakeholders. The NPCS, under the aegis of the MAIFS, has managed to establish very interesting working relationships with both government ministries and agencies as well as private sector actors. Proof of stakeholders’ participation is on Project Board meetings, workshops, consultancies and other related activities. Stakeholders interviewed highlighted their continuous participation on project coordination events, meetings, joint monitoring of specific project activities, etc. 
Stakeholders from the public, private and civil society have shared their experiences, ideas and suggestions as to what would be best for the successful completion and continuity of the project. The high level of attendance in workshops and ready participation in meetings demonstrate their commitment to mainstream IAS prevention, control and management as it relates to them. 
The level of coordination, as mentioned throughout the report, has been quite high. The project has achieved alliances with public and private actors (please refer to table 7).. All this has meant that the level of participation of public and private actors has been very high. The level of knowledge of the subject matter on the part of the technical team has helped a lot in this achievement as they themselves have brought other actors to the table and have a deep understanding of their working sites and its people. 
Social and Environmental Standards (Safeguards)
The project’s SESP clearly defines how the project integrates the overarching principles to strengthen Social and Environmental Sustainability. It defines how it mainstreams human-rights based approach through UNDP’s application of the Human Rights Based Approach (HRBA). It also describes how it plans to improve gender equality and women’s empowerment. Lastly, it describes how the project will mainstream environmental sustainability. Given the nature of the project and its overarching goal, this principle is well taken care of. The prodoc clearly states that the project shall not have any social or environmental risks. This situation persists. The project and its board have not made any revisions to the SESP during these two years of operation. 
[bookmark: _Toc121831387]4.4 Sustainability
[bookmark: _Hlk126567101]As the guide specifies, “the purpose of reviewing the sustainability of the project during the MTR is to set the basis for the Terminal Evaluation (TE) to assess its sustainability from each of the four categories established by the GEF (financial, socio-economic, governance and institutional and environmental framework)”. At this stage, the evaluators have examined the likely risks faced by the project in achieving the results. As indicated on section 4.1.5, the 11 risks identified are still valid and the mitigation measures proposed are relevant. Two new risks have been identified by stakeholders ranging from the consequences to the project of COVID-19 to procurement difficulties affecting project early implementation. Mitigation measures ought to be designed and monitored during the remaining years.
Financial risks to sustainability
IAS management and eradication is costly and time consuming. As demonstrated and indicated throughout the prodoc, one single project cannot tackle such a big problem. Therefore, Government’s commitment to long term IAS management is indispensable. The project is currently monitoring co-financing, specially from NPCS, and needs to include Forestry Department numbers into the equation. Right now, co-financing looks healthy but lacks a key player in the equation. Through stakeholder interviews the evaluators were told that the Government is indeed committed both in Mauritius and Rodrigues although it is known that political will can change and that could affect negatively to the work being carried out. The evaluators, considering present Government commitments, rate the financial sustainability of the project as Moderately Likely (ML).
Socio-economic risks to sustainability
These risks have been duly identified on the prodoc and are still valid as are the mitigation measures proposed. The region is stable although, as we have seen in recent months, with COVID-19 pandemic and the Russian War on Ukraine and the increase in electricity and commodities prices, this stability could easily be altered. What is now a priority might lose interest or potentiality given the wrong external factors coming to place. PMU is well positioned and staffed with national personnel who are very much aware of their surrounding and fully understand how to best approach the different situations. The project has managed to maneuver during these complex times and shall continue to do so. At this stage, the socio-economic risks are rated as Moderately Likely (ML). 
Institutional Framework and Governance risks to sustainability
[bookmark: _Hlk126567400]The project will effectively assist, by mainstreaming IAS management, Government counterparts to modify policies and regulations directly related to the overall objective. The overall project strategy, reflected in the Terms of Reference of the NIASSAP consultancy, was to establish an Apex IAS Coordination Committee. The Strategy and Action plan poses three options to the country to choose from in this regard. Allowing for options in a strategic document is not advisable since it forces the decision makers to choose amongst the different options and the outcome might not be the expected one. Right now the country has a PSC running the project, a project Technical Committee in Rodrigues, soon to have another Technical Committee in Mauritius, an IAS Terrestrial Technical Committee and the Ministry of Blue Economy, Marine Resources, Fisheries and Shipping is about to establish a Marine IAS Technical Committee. Also, PMU wants to push for both the Terrestrial and Marine Committees to go forward and coordinate themselves under the umbrella of the Ministry of Environment’s existing Environmental Committee. There is evidence that the Ministry of Environment is not keen to take on that role. It is also worth highlighting that currently, freshwater IAS management is completely forgotten although it is within NPCS’s mandate but not happening due to lack of institutional capacity. Therefore, as it stands, the institutional sustainability seems very fragile and uncertain. PMU needs to negotiate one single option to propose a coordination body within the NIASSAP to present to cabinet. To do so, coordination strings need to be pulled at the highest Government level to unfreeze the lockdown situation. Given this complexity, the evaluators rate the institutionality and governance risk as Unlikely (U)
Environmental risks to sustainability: 
No environmental risks were identified.
[bookmark: _Hlk126567551]Overall, the evaluators rate the project’s sustainability, at MTR, as Unlikely (U) since there are severe risks that the project outcomes as well as key outputs will not be sustained. It is important to highlight that all risk dimensions and as such, the overall rating for sustainability should not be higher than the lowest rated dimension. It will be key for PMU to steer the institutional framework ahead and reach the necessary agreements to have one single coordination option within the NIASSAP to be sent to cabinet and work around the Ministry of Environment to improve IAS coordination. There is still time although the challenge seems big.
[bookmark: _Toc121831388]5. Conclusions and recommendations
[bookmark: _Toc121831389][bookmark: _Hlk59380381]5.1	Conclusions
· The prodoc is considered to be good quality although with overly ambitious targets. According to different interviewees, certain targets were increased prior to the prodoc being submitted to GEF. The PSC, during the inception meeting, lowered some of the targets and proposed to modify certain indicators to make achievement more feasible.
· The prodoc takes into consideration the recommendations from previous GEF related projects and the project’s outcomes and outputs have been informed by them.
· The formulation process until the official start of the project has taken a considerable amount of time and thus is deemed unsatisfactory although it is understandable given the global Pandemic.
· During the NIASSAP 2023-2030 consultation process it became clear that the national conditions are still not favourable to establish an Apex IAS Coordinating Agency.
· The results framework does not present the related outputs per component making it harder to link the outputs to the outcomes per component as well as the indicators being measured. 
· The PMU, with the local Biodiversity expert and the Chief Technical Advisor has greater technical capabilities enabling them to assume technical tasks.
· The prodoc doesn’t present a clear timeline reflected on the results framework and it doesn’t clearly show how the project intends to achieve the proposed outcomes.
· The PMU cannot monitor the number of direct project beneficiaries (#3). It is not clear how the targets were set nor how are they to monitor it.
· The PSC modified the targets set for the percentage of decision makers that are women (#4) to align them to the National Gender Policy 2022-2030.
· Indicator 5, rightly adapted during the inception meeting to “number of amendments and new policies proposed” instead of “percentage of recommendations… that are fully implemented” since it is considered that the project can only make suggestions on amendments.
· At MTR it is not feasible to talk about an Apex IAS Coordination Committee. 
· NPPO and LVD not included in the capacity scorecard.
· The average percentage of imported and transited consignments of plants and animals in airports and seaports that undergo physical biodiversity checks by NPPO, FD, Customs Office and LVD, both baseline and targets, are set too high. Cargos are presently checked based on  profiles. No evidence was provided on the actual percentage of imported or transited consignments checked.
· Indicator 10 number of hectares reduction of IAS infestations mid and end targets are too high and unachievable. At MTR, the number of hectares is 42, far from the expected 200 hectares.
· The project has made considerable progress in relation to the establishment of new Protected Areas and is on course to greatly increase the number of national PAs.
· The Apex IAS Coordination Committee proposed in the prodoc as a solution to the lack of the coordination is not feasible. The new NIASSAP proposes different options. This is not ideal and poses a risk to its implementation.
· Gender is directly monitored via one indicator at the objective level (#4). The rest of indicators and targets are not gender disaggregated although data is being collected.
· As it is designed, it is difficult to tell what the project intends to do in terms of knowledge management and learning. 
· The project is being properly monitored and the proposed mitigation measures are adequate and still valid.
· The PIR does not provide information as to what exactly the project has been doing, making it hard to follow.
· The project started as NIM, although given initial delays and lengthy Government procurement procedures, major procurement was delegated to UNDP (PSC minutes held 25th of May 2022). This has helped with major contracts procurement.
· The high number of project meetings (6 PSCs in less than two years) is generating “meeting fatigue” amongst non-key stakeholders. 
· PMU is considered to be well staffed and providing high quality coordination and financial support for proper project implementation.
· The project management component was underbudgeted throughout project lifespan.
· As of November 2022, the project has executed 10.67% of the total budget. If the purchase orders are added, the delivery goes to 19.18%.
· PMU monitors project co-financing showing a very healthy percentage coming from the private sector although it has not managed to track CSOs contribution.
· IAS management and eradication is costly and time consuming. One single project cannot tackle such a big problem. Thus, Government’s commitment to long term IAS management is indispensable. 
[bookmark: _Toc121831390]5.2	Recommendations
The recommendations have been divided between those actions related to corrective actions for the design, implementation, monitoring and evaluation and those focused on continuing or reinforcing the initial benefits of the project.

5.2.1 Corrective actions for the design, implementation, monitoring and evaluation of the project.
· Include output level references in the results framework.
· The project ought to define what are the direct and indirect beneficiaries and then establish the current baseline and from there, determine a realistic end of project target. 
· Change indicator 6 from Apex to IAS Coordination Committees (Terrestrial and freshwater to be led by MAIFS and a Marine Committee to be led by the Ministry of Blue Economy).
· Include RRA capacity to the overall project capacity scorecard. 
· Change the project’s results framework to adapt it to the current context and to ensure the results are achievable. The following changes are proposed:
· Change indicator 2.4.1 mid and end target to 7 policies, laws and regulations and 9.
· Change indicator 4 mid and end target from 45 to 25% at mid-term and from 50 to 33% at project end. 
· Change indicator 5 to “Number of amendments and new policies proposed”.
· Change indicator 10 end target to 95 hectares consisting of 30 ha in Flat Island, 42 ha in Gabriel Island and 23 ha in Mourouk Valley.
· Change indicator 11 New Protected Areas established for Mourouk Valley, Gombrani Island, Cascade Pigeon, Cascade Saint Louis and Golden Bat Reserve and change the end target from 200 to 559 hectares.
· Change indicator 12 to “number of hectares covered by an established protocol for IAS control.”.
· Change indicator 13 means of verification to “the use of IAS existing committee or future terrestrial & freshwater and marine committees’ minutes of the meetings to check the number of times they use newly established NIAS information platform.
· Add output 3.4 “National Awareness Strategy and Action Plan implemented”.
· Gender disaggregated data ought to be included in both the QPR and PIRs.
· To ease monitoring, outputs are to be included in the results framework (refer to Annex 6.10). 
· PMU to further work on the draft NIASSAP to ensure only one IAS coordination path is presented. At present, it seems more realistic to propose two Coordination Committees, one Terrestrial and Freshwater led by MAIFs and one Marine led by Ministry of Blue Economy. Inter-committee coordination could be promoted by the Ministry of Environment’s existing coordination committee.
· Given the real staff costs of the PMU and the new outputs to push forward component 3, the budget should be revised early 2023 to allocate sufficient resources.
· The low budget expenditure for 2021 can be attributed to COVID-19 as well as MAIFS slow procurement procedures. In 2022, the PSC approved a considerably higher AWP and procurement plan which was not met.

5.2.2 Actions to continue or reinforce the initial benefits of the project
· Carry out a thorough baseline analysis at all airports and seaports in the country (4) to determine the actual numbers of imported and transited consignments of plants and animals during different times of the year to determine actual percentage of physical biodiversity check which will help determine if the project has indeed helped improve the stakeholder’s capacity.There is a wealth of knowledge amongst public and private stakeholders currently not being harnessed. Change output 3.2 to “knowledge shared regarding IAS effective management amongst national and international stakeholders”. 
· Ecotourism is a potential source of income to help finance IAS control. The project should build upon the experience of the models being applied by both Ebony Forest in Mauritius and Grand Montagne Nature Reserve in Rodrigues and obtain lessons learned.
· The PSC is to oversee project implementation, both substantive and financial. A Project Technical Committee specifically dealing with the project’s technical components and tasks comprised of the institutions technical staff would help the PSC deal with management and political decision leaving the technical component to the technicians. 
· [bookmark: _Hlk126568885]To continue with the intense work carried out in Rodrigues, consider hiring a Rodrigues liaison officer to work directly with RRA.
· 

6. [bookmark: _Toc121831391]Annexes


[bookmark: _Toc121831392]6.1 MTR Terms of Reference

 Mid-Term Review Terms of Reference 
Standard Template 1: Formatted for attachment to UNDP Procurement Website 
BASIC CONTRACT INFORMATION 
Location: Mauritius 
Application Deadline: Monday 25 July 2022 16:00 hours Mauritius time (GMT+4) 
Type of Contract: IC 
Post Level: 
Languages Required: English 
Starting Date: 1st August 
Duration of Initial Contract: 3 months 
Expected Duration of Assignment: 30 days 
1. INTRODUCTION 

This is the Terms of Reference (ToR) for -the Mid-term Review (MTR) of the full -sized UNDP-supported GEF-financed project titled Mainstreaming Invasive Alien Species (IAS) Prevention, Control and Management (PIMS ID 5503) implemented through the National Parks and Conservation Service under the aegis of the Ministry of Agro Industry and Food Security Project which is to be undertaken in 2022. The project started on the 11March 2020 and is in its Second year of implementation (*the Project Management Team was recruited in February 2021). This ToR sets out the expectations for this MTR. The MTR process must follow the guidance outlined in the document Guidance for Conducting Mid-term Reviews of UNDP-Supported, GEF-Financed Projects (http://web.undp.org/evaluation/documents/guidance/GEF/mid-term/Guidance_Mid-term%20Review%20_EN_2014.pdf). 
2. PROJECT BACKGROUND INFORMATION 
Project Summary 
The project was designed to: safeguard globally significant biodiversity in vulnerable ecosystems, through the prevention, control, and management of Invasive Alien Species (IAS) in the Republic of Mauritius. 
The total cost of the project is 28,417,793 USD with 3,888,265 USD from GEF Project Grant and 24,525,528 USD as co- financing. 
History of project Implementation 
The project document was received by GEF on 14th of July 2016 and the preparation grant was approved on 28th of September 2016. The concept was approved on the 3rd of October 2016 and project was approved for implementation on 27th of July 2019. A Project Document between the Ministry of Agro Industry and Food Security and UNDP was signed on 6th of August 2019. It is a six-year project. The Project Management Unit (PMU) was appointed in [date], the Chief Technical Adviser (CTA) was appointed in June 2021, and the Local Biodiversity Expert (LBE) was appointed in July 2021. 
Project Objectives: 
The objective of the project is to safeguard globally significant biodiversity in vulnerable ecosystems through the prevention, control, and management of invasive alien species (IAS) in the Republic of Mauritius. 
Project Components: 
a) Creating the policy and institutional frameworks needed for effective prevention, control and management of IAS to secure ecosystem goods and services under pressure from IAS. It builds the right enabling environments (policies, institutional coordination) for mainstreaming IAS prevention, control, and management. 
b) Establishing a multi-tier strategy for effective tackling of IAS - The strategy includes improved preventive measures at points of entry into the country and inter-Islands, early detection and rapid response programmes to eradicate new incursions. It also includes improved capacity to upscale proven methodologies for managing IAS on a landscape level. 
c) Up-to-date information for raising public awareness and enhancing understanding of the centrality of IAS programmes for protecting biodiversity, ecosystems, the economy, and livelihoods. It ensures that knowledge management supports monitoring, assessment and learning and forms the basis for adaptive project implementation, achievement of results, impacts, and upscaling of experiences in the Republic of Mauritius and in the region. This will ensure that the interventions of the project inform and influence the behaviours of a wider IAS constituency. 

The main stakeholders are: 
b) Ministry of Agro-Industry and Food Security; 
c) Mauritius Cane Industry Authority; 
d) Mauritius Marine Authority; 
e) The Port Authority; 
f) Customs Department 
g) Ministry of Environment, Solid Waste Management and Climate Change; 
h) Ministry of Housing and Lands; 
i) Ministry of Tourism; 
j) Ministry of Blue Economy, Marine Resources, Fisheries and Shipping; 
k) Ministry of Commerce and Consumer Protection; l) Ministry of Health and Wellness; 
m) Rodrigues Regional Assembly 
n) NGOs (including MWF, AHRIM, EPCO etc.); 
o) Private sector (including Mauritius Chamber of Commerce, etc.) 
p) Others (such as Local Authorities, Universities, research institutions, multilateral/bilateral partners working on related activities) 
3. MTR PURPOSE 
The MTR will assess progress towards the achievement of the project objectives and outcomes as specified in the Project Document and assess early signs of project success or failure with the goal of identifying the necessary changes to be made in order to set the project on-track to achieve its intended results. The MTR will also review the project’s strategy and its risks to sustainability. Further, the MTR will assess the impacts of COVID-19 on the project implementation and provide recommendations to mitigate them. 
4. MTR APPROACH & METHODOLOGY 
The MTR report must provide evidence-based information that is credible, reliable and useful. 
The MTR team will review all relevant sources of information including documents prepared during the preparation phase (i.e. PIF, UNDP Initiation Plan, UNDP Social and Environmental Screening Procedure/SESP), the Project Document, project reports including annual PIRs, project budget revisions, national strategic and legal documents, and any other materials that the team considers useful for this evidence-based review. The MTR team will review the baseline GEF focal area Core Indicators/Tracking Tools submitted to the GEF at CEO endorsement, and the mid-term GEF focal area Core Indicators/Tracking Tools that must be completed before the MTR field mission begins. 
The MTR team is expected to follow a collaborative and participatory approach1 ensuring close engagement with the Project Team, government counterparts (the GEF Operational Focal Point), the UNDP Country Office(s), the Nature, Climate and Energy (NCE) Regional Technical Advisor, direct beneficiaries, and other key stakeholders. 
Engagement of stakeholders is vital to a successful MTR. Stakeholder involvement should include interviews with stakeholders who have project responsibilities, including but not limited to Ministry of Agro Industry and Food Security (MAIFS)- National Plant Protection Office (NPPO), the Livestock &Veterinary Service, National Parks and Conservation Services (NPCS), Forestry Service (FS), Mauritius Sugarcane Industry Research Institute (MSIRI- MCIA) and the Food and Agricultural Research and Extension Institute (FAREI), Ministry of Environment, Solid Waste Management and Climate Change, Ministry of Housing and Land Use Planning, Ministry of Tourism, Ministry of Blue Economy, Marine Resources, Fisheries and Shipping, Ministry of Commerce and Consumer Protection, Rodrigues Regional Assembly (RRA) and NGOs ; executing agencies, senior officials and task team/ component leaders, key experts and consultants in the subject area, Project Board, project stakeholders, academia, local government and CSOs, etc. Additionally, the MTR team is expected to conduct field missions to Rodrigues and neighbouring islets, including the following project sites Flat Island, Gabriel Island, Mourouk Valley and Gombrani Island. In the event that due to strict quarantine protocol or any weather which may prevent field mission taking place, the Project Management Unit will do their upmost to have official status reports and videos/pictures which can be presented to the Expert. 
The specific design and methodology for the MTR should emerge from consultations between the MTR team and the above-mentioned parties regarding what is appropriate and feasible for meeting the MTR purpose and objectives and answering the evaluation questions, given limitations of budget, time and data. The MTR team must use gender-responsive methodologies and tools and ensure that gender equality and women’s empowerment, as well as other cross-cutting issues and SDGs are incorporated into the MTR report. 
The final methodological approach including interview schedule, field visits and data to be used in the MTR must be clearly outlined in the Inception Report and be fully discussed and agreed between UNDP, stakeholders and the MTR team. 
The final MTR report must describe the full MTR approach taken and the rationale for the approach making explicit the underlying assumptions, challenges, strengths and weaknesses about the methods and approach of the review. 
5. DETAILED SCOPE OF THE MTR 
The MTR team will assess the following four categories of project progress. See the Guidance For Conducting Mid-term Reviews of UNDP-Supported, GEF-Financed Projects for extended descriptions. 
i. Project Strategy 
Project design: 
· • Review the problem addressed by the project and the underlying assumptions. Review the effect of any incorrect assumptions or changes to the context to achieving the project results as outlined in the Project Document. 
· • Review the relevance of the project strategy and assess whether it provides the most effective route towards expected/intended results. Were lessons from other relevant projects properly incorporated into the project design? 
· • Review how the project addresses country priorities. Review country ownership. Was the project concept in line with the national sector development priorities and plans of the country (or of participating countries in the case of multi-country projects)? 
· • Review decision-making processes: were perspectives of those who would be affected by project decisions, those who could affect the outcomes, and those who could contribute information or other resources to the process, taken into account during project design processes? 
• Review the extent to which relevant gender issues were raised in the project design. See Annex 9 of Guidance For Conducting Mid-term Reviews of UNDP-Supported, GEF-Financed Projects for further guidelines. o Were relevant gender issues (e.g. the impact of the project on gender equality in the programme country, involvement of women’s groups, engaging women in project activities) raised in the Project Document? 

• If there are major areas of concern, recommend areas for improvement. 

Results Framework/Logframe: 
· • Undertake a critical analysis of the project’s logframe indicators and targets, assess how “SMART” the mid-term and end-of-project targets are (Specific, Measurable, Attainable, Relevant, Time-bound), and suggest specific amendments/revisions to the targets and indicators as necessary. • Are the project’s objectives and outcomes or components clear, practical, and feasible within its time frame? • Examine if progress so far has led to, or could in the future catalyse beneficial development effects (i.e. income generation, gender equality and women’s empowerment, improved governance etc...) that should be included in the project results framework and monitored on an annual basis. • Ensure broader development and gender aspects of the project are being monitored effectively. Develop and recommend SMART ‘development’ indicators, including sex-disaggregated indicators and indicators that capture development benefits. 
ii. Progress Towards Results 
Progress Towards Outcomes Analysis: 
· • Review the logframe indicators against progress made towards the end-of-project targets using the Progress Towards Results Matrix and following the Guidance For Conducting Mid-term Reviews of UNDP-Supported, GEF-Financed Projects; colour code progress in a “traffic light system” based on the level of progress achieved; assign a rating on progress for each outcome; make recommendations from the areas marked as “Not on target to be achieved” (red). 

	Table. Progress Towards Results Matrix (Achievement of outcomes against End-of-project Targets) Project Strategy 
	Indicator2 
	Baseline Level3 
	Level in 1st PIR (self- reported) 
	Mid-term Target4 
	End-of-project Target 
	Mid-term Level & Assessment5 
	Achievement Rating6 
	Justification for Rating 

	Objective: 
	Indicator (if applicable): 

	Outcome 1: 
	Indicator 1: 

	Indicator 2: 

	Outcome 2: 
	Indicator 3: 

	Indicator 4: 

	Etc. 

	Etc. 
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	Evaluative Criteria Questions
	Indicators
	Sources
	Methodology

	Relevance: How does the project relate to the main objectives of the GEF focal area, and to the environment and development priorities at the local, regional and national levels? 

	
	· How and why have project outcomes and strategies contributed to the achievement of the expected results? Have the project outcomes contributed to national development priorities and plans?
	· Number of laws and policies approved by beneficiary countries
	· APR; QPR
	· Review reports and semi-structured interviews

	
	· Are the project’s objectives and components clear, practicable and feasible within the project’s timeframe?
	· Number and type of AWP and budget revisions
	· AWPs; CDRs
	· Revision of AWPs and semi-structured interviews

	
	· Were the capacities of executing institutions and counterparts carefully considered when the project was designed?
	· Degree of outputs accomplished
	· APR; QPR; CDR
	· Comparison of expected targets versus actual performance

	
	· Were counterpart resources (funding, staff, and facilities), enabling legislation, and adequate project management arrangements in place at project entry?
	· Degree of outputs accomplished
	· Semi-structured intervews
	· Review reports and semi-structured interviews

	
	· What are the underlying factors beyond the project’s immediate control and to what extent they have influenced outcomes and results? How appropriate and effective were the project’s management strategies for these factors. 
	· Risks mitigation measures implementation
	· APR; semi-structured interviews
	· Review reports and semi-structured interviews

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

	
	· To what extent have the project objectives and outcomes, as set out in the Project Document, project’s Logical Framework and other related documents, have been achieved?
	· Degree accomplishment targets set on logical framework
	· APRs; semi-structured interviews
	· Review APRs, QPRs; interviews

	
	· Review planned strategies and plans for achieving the overall objective of the project within the timeframe.
	· Degree accomplishment targets set on logical framework
	· APRs; semi-structured interviews
	· Review APRs, QPRs; interviews

	
	· Were the assumptions made by the project right and what new assumptions that should be made could be identified?
	· Degree of change in assumptions
	· APRs; semi-structured intervews
	· Analysis of data obtained from APRs plus interviews

	
	· Were the project budget and duration planned in a cost-effective way?
	· % expenditure vs planned budget
	· Prodoc Budget + CDRs
	· Review of Project Budget vs CDRs and interviews

	
	· How and to what extent have implementing agencies contributed and national counterparts (public, private) assisted the project?
	· Number of MOUs
	· APRs; semi-structured intervews
	· Analysis of data obtained from APRs plus interviews

	
	· Has COVID 19 crisis affected the implementation of the project`s activities
	· Change in AWPs
	· semi-structured interviews
	· Analysis of data obtained from  interviews

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

	
	· How useful was the logical framework as a management tool during implementation and any changes made to it?
	· Partners appraisal of log frames usefulness
	· semi-structured interviews
	· Analysis of data obtained from interviews

	
	· Were the risks identified in the project document and PIRs the most important and the risk ratings applied appropriately?
	· Number of new risks identified and changes in risk ratings
	· PIR; interviews
	· Review of PIRs plus interviews

	
	· How and to what extent have project implementation process, coordination with participating stakeholders and important aspects affected the timely project start-up, implementation and closure?
	· Current % delivery rate vs planned at prodoc level
	· Prodoc; CDRs; PIRs; semi-structured interviews
	· Desktop review plus interviews

	
	· Do the outcomes developed during the project formulation still represent the best project strategy for achieving the project objectives?
	· Acceptance of Project strategy by main actors.
	· Semi-structured interviews and desktop review
	· Analyze degree of acceptance by different stakeholders interviewed.

	
	· How have local stakeholders participated in project management and decision-making? What are the strengths and weaknesses of the approach adopted by the project? What could be improved?
	· Number of Board Meetings and local stakeholders participation
	· Steering committee minutes
	· Review of relevant documents plus interviews.

	
	· Does the project consult and make use of skills, experience and knowledge of the appropriate government entities, NGOs, community groups, private sector, local governments and academic institutions in the implementation and evaluation of project activities?
	· Number of local experts consulted during project implementation
	· Minutes of meetings
	· Review minutes of meetings plus interviews.

	 Sustainability: To what extent are there financial, institutional, social-economic, and/or environmental risks to sustaining long-term project results?

	
	· Was project sustainability strategy developed during the project design?
	· Existence of sustainability strategy on Project Document
	· Project Document
	· Review of Project Document

	
	· How relevant was the project sustainability strategy?
	· Perception of sustainability potential by stakeholders
	· Semi-structured interviews
	· Question all stakeholders on project sustainability strategy

	
	· Are there any financial risks that may jeopardize sustenance of project outcomes? What is the likelihood of financial and economic resources not being available once the GEF assistance ends (resources can be from multiple sources, such as the public and private sectors, income generating activities, and trends that may indicate that it is likely that in future there will be adequate financial resources for sustaining project’s outcomes)?
	· RFF financial sustainability and BirdLife International will to maintain RFF
	· Semi-structured interviews
	· Review of stakeholders’ perceptions and data

	
	· Are there any social or political risks that may jeopardize sustenance of project outcomes? What is the risk that the level of stakeholder ownership will be insufficient to allow for the project outcomes/benefits be sustained? Do the various key stakeholders see that it is in their interest that the project benefits continue to flow? Is there a sufficient public/ stakeholder awareness in support of the long-term objectives of the project?
	· Number of new identified risks and assessment of existing risks
	· PIR; semi-structured interviews
	· Desk top review and interviews

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

	
	· How has the project contributed to the reduced environmental stress and/or improved ecological status?
	· Change in the status of environmental and ecological status indicators
	· Prodoc results framework; PIR
	· Review and comparison of status of all indicators at results framework.

	
	· Are the project outcomes contributing to national development priorities and plans?
	· Number of new laws and regulations
	· PIR
	· Review of PIR to determine impact at outcome level.
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Semi-structured interview guide for Project stakeholders (Government partners, NGOs, private sector) of the Project “Mainstreaming Conservation of Migratory Soaring Birds into key productive sectors along the Rift Valley / Red Sea flyway”  

	Date
	

	Interviewees 
	

	Name
	

	Position 
	

	Address
	

	Tel. 
	

	Mail
	



Introduction:
· Thank interviewees / participants for their availability for the interview. 
· Brief presentation.  
· Brief introduction of the evaluations main objective and how information is going to be obtained. 
The MTR will assess progress towards the achievement of the project objectives and outcomes as specified in the Project Document, and assess early signs of project success or failure with the goal of identifying the necessary changes to be made in order to set the project on-track to achieve its intended results. The MTR will also review the project’s strategy and its risks to sustainability.

· Ask if the interviewee has any specific question or doubt before starting the interview. 
· Clarify that the information gathered will be strictly confidential.    
· Ask if the interviewee gives his/her consent to record the interview; indicate that the interview will be recorded to better capture the information. If the interviewee does not feel comfortable ensure that the interview will not be recorded. 

Part I: General Information
1. Please explain briefly the work of your organization and your relationship with the project.
Note: It is important here to know exactly who we are talking to: Is it a representative of the Government directly involved in the implementation of the project? A representative of another Project collaborating with the Project. A member of an NGO? Depending on the nature of the collaboration, the questions should be adapted to make them more specific.
Important information:
· What sort of relationship has with the project?
· Is there any sort of evidence of the relationship, an agreement perhaps? 
	



Part II: Project Strategy
2. Please briefly explain if you consider that the Project with its main objective (Conservation management objectives & actions for MSB are mainstreamed effectively into the hunting, energy, agriculture, waste management and tourism sectors) and three components (Raised awareness; Content, tools and capacity developed and delivered to mainstream MSB concept; Learning, evaluation, adaptive management and upscaling) is well aligned and relevant.  
 (Pay special attention with national Development strategies and nature conservation, etc) 
	




3. Did you or someone from your unit/organization participate in the project formulation process? Please describe the process 
(n/a with certain partners and actors)
	




4. Do you think that the Project has considered all possible risks? 
Note: Reference the identified risks (1. Political unrest and security concers (H);2. Strategic, existing reform vehicles don’t accept, or chose not to implement MSB technical content (M); 3. Recipients of flyway content question technical standard or added value (M); 4. Amendments to legislation & regulations modifications not officially approved (M); 5. Different countries with different priorities making management & administration difficult; 6. Not able to reach consensus on long term flyway objectives (M); Birdlife structure seeks consensus which makes implementation challenging (M))

	




5.  At your discretion, does the results framework or budget include gender-relevant outputs and activities? Please specify.
	



6. Do you believe that the results and output indicators are well designed and can be measured?
	



7. Do you think the project has generated or can generate beneficial development effects for the country or could catalyze them in the future (e.g. income generation, reduction of MSB casualties, biodiversity conservation, ecotourism) so that they should be included in the results framework?

	




Part III: Progress towards results
8. To what extent does the Project support your Ministry/Secretariat/Organization in achieving its results? Explain briefly. 

	




9. ¿ Does Birdlife have a good system of financial tracking, budgeting, spending and expense forecasting of the system itself?

	





10. What do you think have been the main obstacles to achieving the results? Please explain.
	




11. What do you think have been the facilitating factors for the achievement of the results? Please explain
	




12. Has the project achieved an appropriate partnership strategy and should any other partners or key players be added to the process? Please explain
	



13. Is the RFF solid? (governance, management, investment, and grant plans)
	



14. 14.	Is the project providing enough tools to mainstream MSB in their respective countries and governments?
	



15. Do you think your organization has or has received enough training to continue promoting bird conservation in the corridor? What else do you need?
	



16. What staff and budget does your organization have to ensure the continuity of this conservation approach?
	



17. Do you think the general population is aware? Is the project succeeding in transmitting the importance of the conservation of these birds? What else can be done?
	




Part IV: Project Implementation & adaptive management
18. Do you think that the structure and organization of the Project are adequate (central office, regional office)? Does the project have enough human and technical equipment and resources to achieve the results?  
Note: If you do not know, ask if you have been informed of changes in the project and if you have been able to influence or transmit concerns to the different coordination bodies
	




19. Have there been any substantive changes to the project and has the project been able to adapt to these changes?
	




20. ¿ How has coordination been between actors, between donors? Have the different coordination committees worked? (board of directors, national coordination committee) Can it be improved?
(n/a for certain actors) 

	




FOR GOVERNMENT COUNTERPARTS
21. Do you think there has been duplication of effort with other projects?
	




22. Do governments support the project’s objectives, and do they have an active role in decision-making?
	




23. Have the different partners contributed to the co-financing? How is it being followed up?
	




24. Have you or the organization you represent been involved in monitoring the project? Do you think it has been effective? Can it be improved? Do you know if national data, statistics, nationally generated information are being used?
	




FOR CSO and NGO COUNTERPARTS
25. Do you think there has been duplication of effort with other projects?
	




26. Do governments support the project’s objectives, and do they have an active role in decision-making?
	




27. Have the different partners contributed to the co-financing? How is it being followed up?
	




28. Have you or the organization you represent been involved in monitoring the project? Do you think it has been effective? Can it be improved? Do you know if national data, statistics, nationally generated information are being used?
	




Part V: Sustainability

29. Once the Project and the financial support of the GEF is concluded, will the Governments, NGOs partnering with Birdlife be able to continue promoting this initiative and guarantee the functioning of the RFF?
	




30. Has the Project partners been able to ensure non-GEF resources for RFF operations?
	



31. Are there new risks to be considered for the sustainability of the project? What measures could be taken to mitigate these risks?
	



Thank you very much!

Do you have anything else you’d like to add?
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	Ratings for Progress Towards Results: (one rating for each outcome and for the objective)


	6
	Highly Satisfactory (HS)
	The objective/outcome is expected to achieve or exceed all its end-of-project targets, without major shortcomings. The progress towards the objective/outcome can be presented as “good practice”.

	5
	Satisfactory (S)
	The objective/outcome is expected to achieve most of its end-of-project targets, with only minor shortcomings.

	4
	Moderately Satisfactory (MS)
	The objective/outcome is expected to achieve most of its end-of-project targets but with significant shortcomings.

	3
	Moderately Unsatisfactory (HU)
	The objective/outcome is expected to achieve its end-of-project targets with major shortcomings.

	2
	Unsatisfactory (U)
	The objective/outcome is expected not to achieve most of its end-of-project targets.

	1
	Highly Unsatisfactory (HU)
	The objective/outcome has failed to achieve its mid-term targets, and is not expected to achieve any of its end-of-project targets.



	Ratings for Project Implementation & Adaptive Management: (one overall rating)

	6
	Highly Satisfactory (HS)
	Implementation of all seven components – management arrangements, work planning, finance and co-finance, project-level monitoring and evaluation systems, stakeholder engagement, reporting, and communications – is leading to efficient and effective project implementation and adaptive management. The project can be presented as “good practice”.

	5
	Satisfactory (S)
	Implementation of most of the seven components is leading to efficient and effective project implementation and adaptive management except for only few that are subject to remedial action.

	4
	Moderately Satisfactory (MS)
	Implementation of some of the seven components is leading to efficient and effective project implementation and adaptive management, with some components requiring remedial action.

	3
	Moderately Unsatisfactory (MU)
	Implementation of some of the seven components is not leading to efficient and effective project implementation and adaptive, with most components requiring remedial action.

	2
	Unsatisfactory (U)
	Implementation of most of the seven components is not leading to efficient and effective project implementation and adaptive management.

	1
	Highly Unsatisfactory (HU)
	Implementation of none of the seven components is leading to efficient and effective project implementation and adaptive management.



	Ratings for Sustainability: (one overall rating)

	4
	Likely (L)
	Negligible risks to sustainability, with key outcomes on track to be achieved by the project’s closure and expected to continue into the foreseeable future

	3
	Moderately Likely (ML)
	Moderate risks, but expectations that at least some outcomes will be sustained due to the progress towards results on outcomes at the Mid-term Review

	2
	Moderately Unlikely (MU)
	Significant risk that key outcomes will not carry on after project closure, although some outputs and activities should carry on

	1
	Unlikely (U)
	Severe risks that project outcomes as well as key outputs will not be sustained
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	SN
	Name
	Institution
	Email address

	1
	Hugo Van Zyl
	Independent Economic Researchers
	hugo@independentecon.co.za

	2
	Jean Tonta
	Independent Consultant 
	jatonta@intnet.mu

	3
	Pratimah Peerthum
	NPPO
	moa-pathology@govmu.org

	4
	Lalini Unmole
	FAREI
	adcrop@farei.mu

	5
	Sweety Ramprogus
	LVD
	ikramprogus@govmu.org

	6
	Azaad Gaungoo
	MCIA
	azaad.gaungoo@msiri.mu

	7
	Justin Miller 
	NCC Environmental Services (Pty) Ltd  
	justinm@ncc-group.co.za     

	8
	James Jackelman
	NCC Environmental Services (Pty) Ltd  
	environ@mweb.co.za

	9
	Guillaume Drillet
	SGS Ltd
	guillaume.drillet@sgs.com

	10
	Joyce Gopaul
	Ministry of Tourism
	joycegopaul@govmu.org

	11
	Ankesh Daumoo
	Ministry of Commerce
	vdaumoo@govmu.org 

	12
	Poojanraj Khurrun
	Forestry Department
	pkhurun@mail.gov.mu

	13
	Atmah Toocaram
	NPCS
	npcs@govmu.org

	14
	Christine Griffiths
	Ebony Forest
	christine@ebonyforest.com

	15
	Premanand Kurrumchand
	MRA Customs
	premanand.kurrumchand@mra.mu

	16
	Kaviraj Ramdass
	MRA Customs
	kaviraj.ramdass@mra.mu

	17
	Parmeshwar Amatah
	MRA Customs
	parmeshwar.amarah@mra.mu

	18
	Abs Janhageer
	LVD
	absjanhageer@gmail.com 

	19
	Niraj Rughooputh
	MPA
	b.rughooputh@mauport.com 

	20
	Sameer Khudaroo
	UNDP
	sameer.khudaroo@undp.org

	21
	Fatuma Musa
	UNDP
	fatuma.musa@undp.org

	22
	Vikash Tatayah 
	MWF
	vtatayah@mauritian-wildlife.org

	23
	Sameer Kaudeer
	UNDP
	sameer.kaudeer@undp.org 

	24
	Seewajee Pandoo
	UNDP
	seewajee.pandoo@undp.org 

	25
	Kamini Beedasee
	UNDP
	kamini.beedasee@undp.org 

	26
	John Mauremootoo
	UNDP
	john@inspiralpathways.com 

	27
	Swaraj Sunassy
	MRA Customs
	swaraj.sunassy@mra.mu

	28
	Doma Chooramun
	MRA Customs
	chooramen.doma@mra.mu

	29
	Chabeeraj Hurry
	MRA Customs
	chabeeraj.hurry@mra.mu

	30
	Chatourbhedee Parbhudayal
	MRA Customs
	hatourbhedee.parbhudayal@mra.mu

	31
	Rajcoomar Motah
	MRA Customs
	rajcoomar.motah@mra.mu

	32
	Sewraz Bucktowal
	MRA Customs
	sewraj.bucktowar@mra.mu

	33
	Louis Thomas Genave
	RRA
	thomas.genave@rragov.mu

	34
	Alain Perrine
	RRA
	-

	35
	Jean Eric Volbert
	MPA
	-

	36
	Jocelyn Vunmally
	NPPO
	-

	37
	Mr Sooroojballee
	MPA Rodrigues
	-

	38
	Runolph Raffaut
	Shoals Rodrigues 
	-

	39
	Gail Leong Kye
	MRA Customs Rodrigues
	-

	40
	Rudee Parmasse
	Ter Mer Rodriguez 
	-

	41
	Reshad Jhangheer Khan
	MWF
	-

	42
	Kevin Ruhomaun
	NPCS
	kruhomaun@govmu.org

	43
	Kavinah Ruhee
	Fisheries Division
	kavinahruhee@gmail.com

	44
	Ashley Ruttanah
	Fisheries Division
	ashleyruttanah@gmail.com

	45
	P. Sohatee-Tulloo
	Shipping Division
	psohatee@govmu.org

	46
	M. Bhirugnath-Bhookhun
	Shipping Division
	mbhirugnath@govmu.org

	47
	Sawan Kumar Keeroo
	Forestry Department
	keeroosawan@gmail.com

	48
	Madeleine Nyiratuza
	UNDP
	madeleine.nyiratuza@undp.org
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	#
	Item (electronic versions preferred if available)
	

	1
	Project Identification Form (PIF)
	Y

	2
	UNDP Initiation Plan
	N

	3
	Final UNDP-GEF Project Document with all annexes
	Y

	4
	CEO Endorsement Request
	Y

	5
	UNDP Social and Environmental Screening Procedure (SESP) and associated management plans (if any)
	Y

	6
	Inception Workshop Report
	Y

	7
	Mid-Term Review report and management response to MTR recommendations
	N

	8
	All Project Implementation Reports (PIRs)
	Y

	9
	Progress reports (quarterly, semi-annual or annual, with associated workplans and financial reports)
	Y

	10
	Oversight mission reports
	Y

	11
	Minutes of Project Board Meetings and of other meetings (i.e. Project Appraisal Committee meetings)
	Y

	12
	GEF Tracking Tools (from CEO Endorsement, mid-term and terminal stages)
	Y

	13
	GEF/LDCF/SCCF Core Indicators (from PIF, CEO Endorsement, mid-term and terminal stages); for GEF-6 and GEF-7 projects only
	Y

	14
	Financial data, including actual expenditures by project outcome, including management costs, and including documentation of any significant budget revisions
	Y

	15
	Co-financing data with expected and actual contributions broken down by type of co-financing, source, and whether the contribution is considered as investment mobilized or recurring expenditures
	Y

	16
	Audit reports
	N

	17
	Electronic copies of project outputs (booklets, manuals, technical reports, articles, etc.)
	Y

	18
	Sample of project communications materials
	Y

	19
	Summary list of formal meetings, workshops, etc. held, with date, location, topic, and number of participants
	Y

	20
	Any relevant socio-economic monitoring data, such as average incomes / employment levels of stakeholders in the target area, change in revenue related to project activities
	N

	21
	List of contracts and procurement items over ~US$5,000 (i.e. organizations or companies contracted for project outputs, etc., except in cases of confidential information)
	Y

	22
	List of related projects/initiatives contributing to project objectives approved/started after GEF project approval (i.e. any leveraged or “catalytic” results)
	N

	23
	Data on relevant project website activity – e.g. number of unique visitors per month, number of page views, etc. over relevant time period, if available
	N

	24
	UNDP Country Programme Document (CPD)
	Y

	25
	List/map of project sites, highlighting suggested visits
	Y

	26
	List and contact details for project staff, key project stakeholders, including Project Board members, RTA, Project Team members, and other partners to be consulted
	Y

	27
	Project deliverables that provide documentary evidence of achievement towards project outcomes
	Y
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6.9 [bookmark: _Revised_Results_Framework][bookmark: _Toc121831400]Revised Results Framework
	This project will contribute to the following Sustainable Development Goals: 
SDG 15 (Protect, restore and promote sustainable use of terrestrial ecosystems, sustainably manage forests, combat desertification, and halt and reverse land degradation and halt biodiversity loss), SDG 14 (Conserve and sustainably use the oceans, seas and marine resources for sustainable development)

	This project will contribute to the following country outcome included in the UNDAF/Country Programme Document:  
CP Outcome 2: Design and implementation of a portfolio of activities and solutions developed at national and subnational levels for sustainable management of natural resources, integration of ecosystem services approaches, sound management of chemicals and waste, while ensuring that climate change challenges in terms of adaptation and mitigation are fully addressed

	This project will be linked to the following output of the UNDP Strategic Plan:
Output 2.5:  Legal and regulatory frameworks, policies and institutions enabled to ensure the conservation, sustainable use, and access and benefit sharing of natural resources, biodiversity and ecosystems, in line with international conventions and national legislation.

	
	Objective and Outcome Indicators
(no more than a total of 15 -16 indicators)
	Baseline 
2017 
	Mid-term Target 
2020
2022
	End of Project Target 2024 2026
	Data Collection Methods and Risks/Assumptions 
	Guiding comments

	Project Objective:
Globally significant biodiversity in vulnerable ecosystems are safeguarded through the prevention, control and management of Invasive Alien Species in the Republic of Mauritius
	IRRF Indicator 2.4.1[footnoteRef:4]: 1 [4:  The Indicator states - Number of countries with gender-responsive measures in place for conservation, sustainable use, and equitable access to and benefit sharing of natural resources, biodiversity and ecosystems with four measures: i) Policy frameworks; ii) Legal and regulatory frameworks; iii) Institutional frameworks; iv) Financing frameworks] 

Extent to which policy frameworks are in place for conservation of natural resources, biodiversity and ecosystems[footnoteRef:5]  [5:  Qualitative rating scale (1-4): 1. Not adequately: No action has yet been taken and/or activities have been carried out but these have not yet led to the following results, e.g. conservation, objectives are not found in existing legal/policy/institutional framework(s). 2. Very partially: The case for change has been made e.g. evidence gathering, piloting and demonstration activities, and / or activities to build partner capacity (knowledge, skills, approaches) have demonstrably made the case for the framework or and improved framework; or conservation objectives are mentioned in legal/policy/institutional framework(s), but not sufficiently to ensure sustainability of those practices. 3. Partially: The framework has been approved by government e.g. conservation objectives are formalized in a stand-alone legal/etc. framework(s). 4. Largely: e.g. sufficient staff capacities and resources have been allocated for implementation of the framework, and/or there is evidence of impact from the framework which can be recorded and verified; legal/etc. framework(s) on conservation. Align with international conventions and national legislation; mechanisms exist for the implementation/enforcement of the relevant legal/etc. framework(s); and or implementation/enforcement of the relevant legal/etc. framework(s) has been documented and is ongoing.] 

	
Partially[footnoteRef:6]  [6:  In 2017, Mauritius has a fragmented legislative, policy and institutional framework for IAS: The major guidance document for IAS management in Mauritius is the National Invasive Alien Species Strategy for the Republic of Mauritius (NIASS 2010-2019). However, the Strategy has not been fully implemented with IAS management still being driven by sectoral imperatives. Mauritian national legal measures have evolved in a reactive piecemeal manner, responding to new problems and pathways relating to IAS and single sector approaches have been the norm. In light of this failure at the policy level to recognize the importance of IAS, institutional mandates of relevance to IAS are fragmented and spread across departments in different ministries and Mauritius has no formal apex body responsible for IAS issues. The National Invasive Alien Species Committee (NIASC), formed in 2003, is a cross-sectoral body responsible for providing advice on IAS issues to individual government departments but it has no formal authority and no full-time staff. For more details see GEF-6 PIF, Mainstreaming IAs Prevention, Control and Management, pp.9-10 ] 

	
Largely
7


	
Largely
9
	Data collection method - Annual review of project and government reports on policy and institutional reform processes by project management

Annual review of a list of IAS critical positions by project manager;

Risk: Co-finance is not provided making it harder for the project funds to shift the barriers to collaboration and inter-sectoral coordination to allow mainstreaming of NIASS into economic and other relevant sectors

Risk: Limited sea level rise, extreme weather events (notably cyclones) and extended dry spells, which may make conditions more suitable for colonization of certain IAS.
Risk: IAS management may involve the application of pesticides that may have a negative effect on the environment or human health.
Assumption: Current high political support for policy and institutional reform for IAS mainstreaming remain in place
	We suggest to focus on those policies and regulations pushed forward by the project. Thus, we propose to change the MT target to 7 and 9 for end of project

	
	IRRF Indicator 2.4.1. 2
Extent to which institutional frameworks are in place for conservation, sustainable use, and/or access and benefit sharing of natural resources, biodiversity and ecosystems
	
Partially[footnoteRef:7]  [7:  see above] 

	
Partially

	
Largely

	
	Since “largely” refers to sufficient staff that have been allocated we suggest to check annually the budget allocations per Ministry and institution to see number of staff. PMU has already analyzed from 2017-2022. This gives us a trend in terms of increase of decrease of staff per insititution.

	
	Mandatory indicator 3  
# of direct project beneficiaries [Source: Annual review of project documentation by project manager, Frequency: annually]
	
0 

	
20,000

	
100,000

	
	Imposible to monitor as it is. Not clear where the target comes from now how it was establish. Recommend to first, define what is a direct and indirect beneficiary to the project and then establish a realistic baseline and target accordinagly.

	
	[bookmark: _Hlk79061899]Project-specific Indicator 4:
Percentage of decision makers for IAS that are women 
	
39 percent[footnoteRef:8]
 [8:  This figure is only a proximate baseline based on a rapid assessment of participants at the IAS project inception workshop. A definite list of IAS critical decision makers will be drawn up during the project inception phase.] 


20%
	
40 percent


25%
	
50 percent


33%
	
	Target of the National Gender Policy 2022-2030. Project realigned targets as per National Strategy. This change was proposed at inception.

	Outcome 1
Outcome 1: By 2024, the Republic of Mauritius has a gender sensitive policy, regulatory and institutional framework, and capacity to manage IAS effectively
	Indicator 5:
Percentage of recommendations in the review of IAS-related acts[footnoteRef:9], policy and cabinet decisions that are fully implemented. It was stated that the project can only make suggestions on amendments of the legal and policy to the Government who will be the ones that can gazette the amendments proposed. Hence the indicators should be number of amendments and new policies produced [9:  a) Native Terrestrial Biodiversity and National Parks Act, 2015, b) Plant Protection Act (2006), c) Plant Protection Act (2006), d) Forest and Reserves Act (1983), e) Environment Protection Act (2002), f) Fisheries and Marine Resources Act (2007), g) Animal Diseases Act (1925) ] 


Number of amendments and new policies proposed
	
0 percent[footnoteRef:10] 
 [10:  Review of IAS-related Acts will only be carried out during the first phase of project implementation in in early 2019] 


0
	
30 percent


7
	
80 percent


9
	Data collection method: Source: Annual review of recommendations and evidence of implementation by project management;

Annual review (at PIR) of GEF IAS Tracking Tool and Capacity Scorecards

Risk: Slow process of policy and institutional reform in the face of spikes in pressure from IAS (from liberalization, increased vessel arrivals, other economic development decisions disregarding best practice and technical advice)
Assumption: No changes in land use that would cause challenges related o limited institutional conflicts over the management of land resources that could constrain the implementation of IAS activities
	Indicator and targets modified at inception meeting by PSC

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Indicator 6:
Average aggregated score of national capacities in key agencies (NPCS, Forestry Service, NPPO, Veterinary Service, Rodrigues – to include IAS Apex Coordinating Committee) 
New Indicator: Average aggregated score of national capacities in key agencies (NPCS, Forestry Service, NPPO, Veterinary Services, RRA, Ministry of Blue Economy) of IAS Technical Committees.

	
41 percent[footnoteRef:11]  [11:  Disaggregated baseline: Disaggregated baseline: Systemic (36%), Institutional (34%) and Individual (46%)] 


	
63 percent

	
68 percent[footnoteRef:12]
 [12:  Disaggregated target: 77%, Veterinary Services: 84%, Department of Forestry: 52%, NPCS: 60%] 

	
	Recommendation: Change Apex for IAS Coordination Committees (Terrestrial and freshwater and Marine), also, include Ministry of Blue Economy.

	
	Indicator 7:
Change in IAS BD Score 
	
29.6 percent[footnoteRef:13] [13:  8 out of 27 points] 


	
50 percent

	
70 percent

	
	

	Output 1.1 The National Invasive Alien Species Strategy (NIASS) and NIASSAP reviewed & updated in a consultative and gender sensitive/responsive process and implementation arrangements and funding provided. 

	Strategy designed and presented to Cabinet
	NIASAP 2010-2019
	2023
	
	Official letter accompanied by Cabinet Memo
	Added outputs in the results framework so simplify monitoring.

	NIASS Apex Coordination Committee established and provided with capacities (skills, Technical Secretariat, and financial resources) to coordinate the implementation of the NIASSAP
Output 1.2 National Environmental IAS Sub-Committee operational
	Number of meetings held counting with the participation of key stakeholders from terrestrial and marine sectors
	0
	2 per year as of 2024
	6
	PMU
	Suggest to remove the APEX Committee since it is not feasible nor realistic at this point in time and within the lifespan of the project.

	Output 1.3 NIASS provisions mainstreamed into seven relevant policies and legislation to ensure their implementation 

	Number of amendments and new policies proposed
	0
	2 in 2023
	9 in 2026
	Official correspondance sent to relevant Ministries
	

	Outcome 2
By 2024, The government effectively prevents and manages IAS threats based on risks (focused on entire country).
 
	Indicator 8:
Average percentage of imported and transited consignments of plans and animals in airports and ports that undergo physical biodiversity checks by NPPO, Fisheries Division, Customs Office and Department of Veterinary Service, per year[footnoteRef:14]  [14:  Not weighted; average % of a) airport inspection of fresh products by NPPO, b) seaport inspections of fresh products by NPPO, c) clearance of live animals by veterinary officer of DVS, d) inspections of fish consignments by Fisheries division ] 

	
90 percent[footnoteRef:15] 
 [15:  a) 100% of consignments of live animals inspected and cleared by a veterinary officer of DVS; 100% of fresh products arriving at airports physically inspected at airports by NPPO; c) estimated 60% of fresh products arriving at seaport physically inspected at airports by NPPO; d) 100% of fish consignments inspected by Fisheries Division] 

	
92 percent

	
95 percent

	Data collection method: Desk review of NPO, DVS data[footnoteRef:16];  [16:  Veterinary Services: Annual Report (Live Animals) provided by DVS; NPPO: information provided on airport and seaport inspections (estimates), Fisheries division: information provided by division] 

Assumption: No or limited tropical cyclones which can disrupt activities and increase the risk of IAS introduction and spread
Risk: the pressures from IAS grows too rapidly to be managed effectively by the  biosecurity framework (spike in pressure could be from imports as a result of liberalization and other political decisions that might disregard best practice and advice)
	Removed the timeline from the wording of the outcome. Recommend to review the baseline and targets since are really optimistic and will not be achieved under current scenario. Suggest to carry out serious baseline study at sea port and airport to fully understand the situation and from there, the PSC will be in a good position to set the targets.

	
	Indicator 9: 
Average Management Effectiveness Tracking score for Protected Areas 
	
46[footnoteRef:17]
 [17:  Disaggregated baseline: a total score of 46] 

	
66 

	
80[footnoteRef:18]
 [18:  Disaggregated target: a) Mauritius 65 out of 72 points (90%), b) Rodriguez 50 out of 72 points (69%)] 

	Data collection method: Annual updates of the Management Effectiveness Tracking Tool (METT), Section III of GEF Tracking Tools;
Annual desk review of IAS implementation plans and achievements reported in project plans and PIR;
Annual review of Mourouk PA gazettement process

Assumption: IAS management measures have broad support and are implemented based on a high degree of collaboration between stakeholders
Assumption: Continued political will and support to turn Mourouk Valley into a Protected Area;
Risk: Change of government and/or policies may change priorities relegating IAS management and/or control and PA gazettement
	

	
	Indicator 10:
Reduction of IAS infestations in hectares on four key sites in Mauritius and two locations in Rodrigues[footnoteRef:19]  [19:  Mauritius: Gunners Quoin, Gabriel Island; Flat Island: St Brandon, Gobrani, Mourouk] 

	25 (typo from inception report, stays the same baseline):
Morouk 5 ha
Gunners Quoin 5 ha
Gabriel 15 ha



	200

47 (42 Gabriel + 5 Morouki) 
	
510 ha 

95 ha


	· 
	Original from prodoc 621 ha. Recommend to change target to 95 ha in this specific areas.
Flat 30
Gabriel 42
Gunners 0
Gombraini 0
S Brandon 0
Morouk 23 


	
	Indicator 11: 
New PA (200 ha) established in Mourouk Valley [Source: Nomination files for the gazettement of the Mourouk Protected Area agreed on by cabinet,

CHANGE INDICATOR: New PA (559 ha) established for Mourouk and the rest of PAs. 
	
0 ha of PA in Mourouk Valley 


	
Nomination files for the PA submitted to Cabinet

Description of boundary by surveyers from Forestry Services

	
PA gazetted (200 ha)


	
	77 ha (Morouk) but project is going to work on four other sites for Gombrani Nature Reserve (31 ha); Cascade Pigeon (200 ha); Cascade Saint Louis (110 ha); Golden Bat Reserve (141 ha). RRA has confirmed resources in 2023 for Morouk and Goldn Bat Reserve. The rest to be included in future budget pipeline.

	
	Indicator 12: No of hectares in the Republic of Mauritius covered by a standardized ESTABLISHED protocol for IAS control 
	
192 in prodoc for 2017
575.5 ha official figures presented by NPCS at inception. 
	1000 ha 

	1200 ha;

	
	Suggest to change the word “standarised” and replace it by “established”

	Output 2.1 Sustainable Biosecurity Strategies for risk- based management of priority pathways, species and ecosystems implemented nationally.
	Number of strategies developed
	1
	0 (currently working on 3, Flat and Gabriel, Gunners Quoin and St Brandon)
	4 (3 + 1); Multitier Costed Implementation Strategy for Effective Control of IAS
	
Approved by ministry

	New indicator and targets

	Output 2.2 Skills for improved biosecurity put in place by the project
	% Capacity improved of staff trained
	0
	0
	At least 50%
	Ex-ante and Ex-post surveys to measure improvement in knowledge
	New indicator and targets

	Output 2.3: IAS control-led ecosystem restoration undertaken in 421 95 ha of high priority PAs to sustain populations of 38 10 critically threatened species
	Number of hectares under restoration in PAs
	25
	47
	95
	
	New indicator and targets

	Output 2.4: IAS threats managed in 200 77 hectares of newly declared Mourouk Valley Protected Area
	Mourouk Valley PA Management plan approved
	0
	1
	1
	
	Propose change to a more realistic target of 77 hectares

	Output 2.5: Recruitment of Chief Technical Advisor
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Component/ Outcome 3 
By 2024, planning, management and decision-making by all relevant stakeholders are informed by knowledge management and learning 
	Indicator 13:
Number of times that there is clear evidence that a government policy or management decision has been informed by information captured by the national IAS Information System 
	
0[footnoteRef:20]  [20:  National IAS Information System is not yet operational.] 



	
10


	
50 



	Data collection method: 
Annual review of government and project reports on IAS decisions by PMU;

Annual analysis of Mourouk visitos records; 
Assumption: IAS info system receives the institutional support necessary to ensure its sustainable functionality
Risk: political considerations override necessity for scientific consideration in decision-making such that up to date information is ignored in economic-decisions.
Risk: Participation of the public in managing IAS is critical. However, there is a risk that the knowledge and awareness provided by the project failure to be translated to practices (KAP) for a majority of Mauritians within the duration of the project for a collective improvement in prevention, management and control of IAS;
	The means of verification: Use IAS existing committee or future terrestrial & freshwater and marine committees minutes of the meetings to check times they use newly established NIAS Information platform. Challenge will be to sustain the NIAS information system with thematic focal points for updating data.

	Output 3.1: National IAS Information System established to inform effective IAS management in partnership with key stakeholders
	System online
	0
	0
	2024 operational
	
	New indicators and targets added

	Output 3.2 Participatory Project Monitoring Evaluation and Learning Framework developed and implemented
Recommendation: Knowledge shared regarding IAS effective management amongst national and international stakeholders
	Number of knowledge sharing and best practices on IAS management workshops held (international, regional, national)
Number of reports on lessons learned and best practices arisen from workshops uploaded to NIAS Information System

	0


0
	0


0

	3


3
	
	Suggest new wording for this output and indicators.

	Output 3.3 Gender Strategy developed and used to guide project implementation, monitoring and reporting.
Updated project Gender Action Plan to ensure gender mainstreaming
	


Gender Action plan updated
	



0
	


1
	


1
	
	RECOMMENDATION: Modify this output since it makes no sense to have a project gender strategy. 


	Output 3.4 National Awareness Strategy and Action Plan implemented
	Strategy and action plan implemented 
	
	
	2023 designed
2024-2026
	To include other stakeholders in the the implementation
	Remove from output 3.1 and leave it as a stand alone output






6.10 [bookmark: _Toc121831401]UNEG Code of Conduct for Evaluators/Mid-term Review Consultants

Evaluators/Consultants:
1. Must present information that is complete and fair in its assessment of strengths and weaknesses so that decisions or actions taken are well founded. 
2. Must disclose the full set of evaluation findings along with information on their limitations and have this accessible to all affected by the evaluation with expressed legal rights to receive results. 
3. Should protect the anonymity and confidentiality of individual informants. They should provide maximum notice, minimize demands on time, and respect people’s right not to engage. Evaluators must respect people’s right to provide information in confidence, and must ensure that sensitive information cannot be traced to its source. Evaluators are not expected to evaluate individuals, and must balance an evaluation of management functions with this general principle. 
4. Sometimes uncover evidence of wrongdoing while conducting evaluations. Such cases must be reported discreetly to the appropriate investigative body. Evaluators should consult with other relevant oversight entities when there is any doubt about if and how issues should be reported. 
5. Should be sensitive to beliefs, manners and customs and act with integrity and honesty in their relations with all stakeholders. In line with the UN Universal Declaration of Human Rights, evaluators must be sensitive to and address issues of discrimination and gender equality. They should avoid offending the dignity and self-respect of those persons with whom they come in contact in the course of the evaluation. Knowing that evaluation might negatively affect the interests of some stakeholders, evaluators should conduct the evaluation and communicate its purpose and results in a way that clearly respects the stakeholders’ dignity and self-worth. 
6. Are responsible for their performance and their product(s). They are responsible for the clear, accurate and fair written and/or oral presentation of study limitations, findings and recommendations. 
7. Should reflect sound accounting procedures and be prudent in using the resources of the evaluation.
8. Must ensure that independence of judgement is maintained and that evaluation findings and recommendations are independently presented.
9. Must confirm that they have not been involved in designing, executing or advising on the project being evaluated.
MTR Consultant Agreement Form 
Agreement to abide by the Code of Conduct for Evaluation in the UN System:
Name of Consultant: Guido Fernández de Velasco
Name of Consultancy Organization (where relevant): __________________________________________
I confirm that I have received and understood and will abide by the United Nations Code of Conduct for Evaluation. 

Signed at Barcelona, Spain  (Place)  on 01st December 2022 (Date)
Signature: [image: ]



[bookmark: _Toc121831402]6.11 MTR Report Clearance Form

(to be completed by the Commissioning Unit and RTA and included in the final document) 

	Mid-term Review Report Reviewed and Cleared By:

Commissioning Unit (M&E Focal Point)

Name: _____________________________________________

Signature: __________________________________________     Date: _______________________________

Regional Technical Advisor (Nature, Climate and Energy)

Name: _____________________________________________

Signature: __________________________________________     Date: _______________________________







[bookmark: _Toc121831403]6.12 Audit Trail Template

[bookmark: _Hlk127558078]Note:  The following is a template for the MTR Team to show how the received comments on the draft MTR report have (or have not) been incorporated into the final MTR report. This audit trail should be included as an annex in the final MTR report. 

To the comments received on 09 february 2023 from the Midterm Review of (Mainstreaming Invasive Alien Species (IAS) Prevention, Control and Management) (UNDP Project ID-PIMS 5503)

The following comments were provided in track changes to the draft Midterm Review report; they are referenced by institution (“Author” column) and not by the person’s name, and track change comment number (“#” column):

	Author
	#
	Para No./ comment location 
	Comment/Feedback on the draft MTR report
	MTR team
response and actions taken

	UNDP
	1
	Content
	To verify numbering. Not tallying with content. See 4 for example
	Checked

	UNDP
	2
	Executive Summary
	Is it the Project Inception Workshop date or MTR Inception Workshop date? If Project Inception workshop date then it needs to be changed to 30 June – 1 July 2021. 2 days online workshop due to Covid 19 lockdown
	Date changed

	UNDP
	3
	Table 2. MTR Ratings & Achievement Summary
	I suggest that the phrase “no evidence of progress” is modified to something like “little evidence of tangible progress” as many discussions have been undertaken during the last 1.5 years.
	Agree. Achievement description changed.

	UNDP
	4
	Page 9, Relevance
	I would say endorsed by Government but not implement due absence of costed operation plan
	Agreed. Text modified

	UNDP
	5
	Page 10
	Local Biodiversity Expert
	Changed.

	UNDP
	6
	Page 10
	Not yet the case as sites in Rodrigues have not been nominated yet
	Clarified

	UNDP
	7
	Page 10 
	To add a representative from Shipping Division 
	Agreed

	UNDP
	8
	Page 10
	Personally, I’m not in favour. I agree with Vicky’s comment below.
	Recommendation changed to: “Consider hiring a High level or Senior Officer from Rodrigues to push forward Project targets and reporting.”

	UNDP
	9
	Page 10
	can we do this for project management? I gather, not. Or are there creative ways around this?
	The PSC has the capacity to propose budget change to a certain degree. In fact, the project is already spending more on project management than budgeted for.

	UNDP
	10
	Page 11
	It worth noting that even though the technical committee is not yet established for Mauritius, the PMU has organised numerous consultative meeting / workshops to discuss on the technical issues/deliverables etc
	Recommendation changed to add this fact: “Install a Project Technical Committee in Mauritius to officialize the existing coordination efforts carried out by PMU.”

	UNDP
	11
	Page 11
	merge with R.2, and modify according to Vicky’s suggestions.
	agree

	UNDP
	12
	Page 11
	I would push for a higher a senior officer from RRA. It would make more sense in pushing for target and reporting. In fact we can have a senior officer from ICE office, who can be representative of for all UNDP projects implemented in Rodrigues.
	Agree. Done. 

	UNDP
	13
	13
	Has it, and should this be rephrased?
	Phrase reworded to “now that the project is close to reach the mid-point”

	UNDP
	14
	16
	Delete the word “control”?
	Done

	UNDP
	15
	16
	Define
	Changed to: “main stakeholders”

	UNDP
	16
	19
	Was endorsed but not fully implemented
	Sentence changed accordingly

	UNDP
	17
	22
	Gombrani Island was already a site proposed in Prodoc, Please refer to output 2.3.
	Sentence changed: “(both Mourouk Valley and Gombrani Island were already included in the prodoc). “

	UNDP 
	18
	22
	Initial weeding already initiated on 42 ha in Gabriel Island and 10 ha in Gombranii
	Sentence added: “Also, initial weeding has already started on 42 ha in Gabriel Island and 10 ha in Gombrani.”

	UNDP
	19
	22
	Area of Gombrani Island 46 or 31 ha? I see both various documents
	31 ha

	UNDP
	20
	22
	St Brandon not included because of critically endangered species but due to its biodiversity
	Sentence changed

	UNDP
	21
	23
	Penny Stock
	I don’t understand the comment

	UNDP
	22
	24
	They wihdrew themselves as a PSC member following the 1st PSc meeting in 2020 as they wanted to be able to bid for tenders under the Project. EPCO and MWF did the same.
	EPCO and MWF have been deleted from the list.

	UNDP
	23
	24
	This is not true as RRA has participated in most PSC either physical or online.
	Sentence deleted

	UNDP
	24
	28
	Formulation or implementation process?
	formulation

	UNDP
	25
	32
	Can you produce an overall total?
	Yes, total added to table 10

	UNDP
	26
	33
	DVS?
	Changed to LVD

	UNDP
	27
	34
	What about the initial weeding of 10 ha done on Gombrani?
	Changed to 57 ha

	UNDP
	28
	37
	To homegenize date format for the whole report
	Ok thanks.

	UNDP
	29
	38
	There is no IAS eradication in these sites
	Ok thanks

	UNDP
	30
	39
	Suggest not to use the word “replicate” as situations vary. Rather, you could use a phrase such as “build upon the experience of”
	Ok. 

	UNDP
	31
	39
	Ebony Forest is not an NGO
	Changed to “entity”

	UNDP
	32
	43
	Should this be maintained given the reluctance of the Ministry of Environment to support this proposition?
	PSC to decide what is the best mechanism it can use to improve coordination efforts, be it the Ministry of Environment or the NBSAP 2017-2025 monitoring committee.

	UNDP
	33
	49
	Not only GNT and FS equipment but also for the other major Procurement. Need to check PSC NOM.
	Changed to: UNDP takes the lead on the project’s main procurement.

	UNDP
	34
	52
	There has been some work on component 2 and 3 to date, but this has been principally preparatory in nature.
	. Some work has been done on component 2 and 3 but mainly preparatory in nature

	UNDP
	35
	52
	As per rule of UNDP , no increase permitted
	You will have to clear it with PSC. As far as I understand projects can change management costs to a certain % as per GEF rules.

	UNDP
	36
	53
	Thought it was shared.
	No. I have not received them.

	UNDP
	37
	55
	Proposed suggestions will be more costly than cost effective
	Need to evaluate how much it would cost to have a senior officer. As suggested, could cover more than one UNDP project in RRA and thus be cofinanced.

	UNDP
	38
	56
	Technical commissions
	Deleted: the project has worked very well with the technical commissions through the Project Board.

	UNDP
	39
	57
	Is it recommended?
	No but it is a fact.

	UNDP
	40
	57
	Does it)
	That is what I understood. If that is not the case please let me know.

	UNDP
	41
	57
	Even though it is NPCS’s mandate 
	Sentence changed “although it is within NPCS’s mandate but not happening due to lack of institutional capacity.”

	UNDP
	42
	57
	“Achieve an efficient and effective solution.” It is unlikely that the Ministry of Environment can be “brought on board.”
	Sentence changed to: “work around the MoE to improve IAS coordination”

	UNDP
	43
	59
	Already a member of PSC and participating
	Ok recommendation deleted

	UNDP
	44
	60
	Mentioned in various part of the MTR report but as per GEF rules PMC can’t be increased
	This is not quite correct. Projects can overspend 5% without making any adjustment. This can be done on a yearly basis. The best way to do this is to distribute your expenses to within the 5% pmu increase and if that is not enough, expense your time to the outcomes that you are supporting. If it is extra monitoring and evaluation staff for example, and you had 3 outcomes, you would put 20% in pmu, and 20% in each outcome. Now for the tricky part. If something goes up, something else has to go. You should identify several outputs that if eliminated would not alter the achievement of the outcome. As long as the total budget of each outcome does not exceed a 10% increase in a given outcome, or 5% in PMU, the board can approve the changes without entering into the budget details. More clearly, the board approves added support in X and approves that Y be deemphasized on the overall results framework. 

	UNDP
	45
	60
	This is true, but it is not a recommendation. Suggest you delete or rework.
	Recommendation deleted



Management arrangement: 
The consultant is expected to work with project management unit with a full guidance and supervision from the UNDP Team leader of the Environment, climate change and DRR portfolio.

	UNDP Signature
	IC Signature

	




	
[image: ]







[bookmark: _Toc121831404]6.13 GEF Tracking Tools (METT, FSC, Capacity scorecards, etc).
Original Budget Distribution

Component 1	Year 1	Year 2	Year 3	Year 4	Year 5	Year 6	69000	237000	189000	167000	167400	80000	Component 2	Year 1	Year 2	Year 3	Year 4	Year 5	Year 6	317300	442300	452300	452300	325275	308735	Component 3	Year 1	Year 2	Year 3	Year 4	Year 5	Year 6	43000	78000	112000	102500	88000	72000	Component 4	Year 1	Year 2	Year 3	Year 4	Year 5	Year 6	34284	31276	30484	31479	29499	28133	



Revised Budget Distribution

Component 1	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	10000	141400	307200	183700	155600	111500	Component 2	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	0	217681	638300	648652	527275	266302	Component 3	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	0	55000	155500	114500	99500	71000	Component 4	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	2999.19	30194	32924	33919	47939	37180	



Mid term budget vs current expenditure

Component 1	 Budget 2020	Exp 2020	Budget 2021	Exp 2021	Budget 2022	Exp 2022 (nov 2022)	10000	10000	141400	68036.41	307200	123704	Component 2	 Budget 2020	Exp 2020	Budget 2021	Exp 2021	Budget 2022	Exp 2022 (nov 2022)	0	217681	64093.05	638300	53808	Component 3	 Budget 2020	Exp 2020	Budget 2021	Exp 2021	Budget 2022	Exp 2022 (nov 2022)	0	55000	10415.5	155500	37826	Component 4	 Budget 2020	Exp 2020	Budget 2021	Exp 2021	Budget 2022	Exp 2022 (nov 2022)	2999.19	2999	30194	19953.73	32924	23962	
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P roject Organization Structure    

Senior Beneficiary   Ministries   CSO   Academia   Private sector    Executive   National Project Director   Senior Supplier   MAIFS   UNDP        


image4.emf

image5.emf
0,00%

10,00%

20,00%

30,00%

40,00%

50,00%

60,00%

70,00%

Component 1 Component 2 Component 3 Component 4

% comparison planned vs spent

% planned % spent to date


image6.emf
0,00% 5,00% 10,00% 15,00% 20,00% 25,00%

Component 1

Component 2

Component 3

Component 4

% spent + commitments


image7.emf
Component

Revised 

Budget 2020 2021 2022

% Spent to 

date

Commitments 

2022

Total + 

commitments

% spent + 

commitments

Component 1 909.400 10.000 68.036 123.704 22,18% 302 202.042 22,22%

Component 2 2.298.210 64.093 53.808 5,13% 280.324 398.225 17,33%

Component 3 495.500 10.416 37.826 9,74% 50.433 98.675 19,91%

Component 4 185.155 2.999 19.954 23.962 25,34% 0 46.915 25,34%

Total 3.888.265 12.999 162.499 239.300 10,67% 331.059 745.857 19,18%
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Country

Cofunding source (UN, 

public, private)

Type of funding

Expected 

amount at CEO 

endorsement

Amount 

disbursed at 

MRT (USD$)

Real 

Percentage 

(%) of the 

foreseen 

amount

Mauritius UNDP In Kinid 20.000 4.000 20,00%

Mauritius Government In Kind 22.791.000 6.876.571 30,17%

Mauritius CSOs In kind 1.714.528 952 0,06%

Total 24.525.528 6.881.523 50,23%
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Date  Day Time

Venue

Participants Contact details

Rep. of Livestock and Veterinary Division (LVD)

Rep of National Plant Protection Office (NPPO)

Rep of Mauritius Cane Industry Authority (MCIA)-Dr. A Gaungoo

azaad.gaungoo@msiri.mu

Rep of Food and Agricultural Research and Extension Institute (FAREI)

08-nov-22

Tuesday

09-nov-22 Wednesday

9.00 - 9.30 NPCS , Reduit  Meeting with PMU

Meeting Ministry of Blue Economy, Marine Resources, Fisheries and Shipping

> Rep. of Fisheries Division

> Rep. of Shipping Division

Meeting Ministry of Tourism _Ms J Gopaul joycegopaul@govmu.org

Meeting Mauritius Chamber of Commerce and Industry (MCCI)_ Ms Badaloo 

rbadaloo@mcci.org

Meeting Ministry of Commerce and Consumer Protection_Mr V Daumoo 

vdaumoo@govmu.org

9.30 -10.30

FS, Head Office, 

Curepipe

Meeting with Forestry Service _ Mr. P. Khurrun- TBC moa-forestry@govmu.org

11.00 - 12.30

Petrin

Visit to CMA Petrin, National Park npcs@govmu.org

14.00- 16.00

Chamarel

Visit Ebony Forest (Private Land Owners)_Dr. C. Grifith_TBC christine@ebonyforest.com

12-nov-22

13-nov-22

Saturday

11-nov-22 Friday

Mainstreaming Invasive Alien Species (IAS) Prevention, Control and Management Project

7 November to 23 November 2022

10-nov-22 Thursday

07-nov-22

NPCS , Reduit 

NPCS , Reduit 

NPCS , 

Reduit(Zoom 

meeting for 

consultants) 

9.30 - 12.00

Sunday

13.30 - 15.30

9.30 - 12.00

Monday

Travelling to Mauritius (9.10 arrival)


image10.emf
9.00 - 10.00

Customs House, 

Mer Rouge 

Site visit to arrival and cargo terminals at Seaport accompanied by Customs, 

NPPO and Veterinary Services

Mr Kurrumchand 57735154

10.00 - 11.00

MPA, Port Louis Site visit and meeting with MPA and Shipping at Seaport

Mr Rughooputh  5798 37 39

12.00 - 12.30

Port Louis Meeting UNDP CO: Sameer Khudaroo, Head of Finance

59434807

12.45 - 13.30

Port Louis/UNDP 

CO Meeting UNDP CO: Fatuma Musa, International Operations Manager 

59434810

14.30- 15.30

Online Meeting Vikash Tatayah, MWF 

9h30 - 11h

Reduit Meeting with CTA and IAS PMU

13.00 - 14.00

Plaine Magnien Site visit to Plaisance Air Transport Services (PATS) – NPPO/MRA Customs/LVD

Mr Sunnassy  52592325

14.00 - 15.00

Plaine Magnien Site visit to the Airport – NPPO/MRA Customs/LVD

Mr Hurry 6376446

8.30 - 9.30 Citronelle

Meeting with Mr. Louis Thomas GENAVE, Departmental Head, and Mr. Alain 

Perrine, Technical Officer, Forestry Service, Commission for Agriculture, Fisheries, 

Food Production, Forestry and Plant and Animal Quarantine. Venue: Citronelle

thomas.genave@rragov.

mu / 57827500

11.00 - 15.00

Mourouk Valley 

and Gombrani 

Islet Site visits to Mourouk Valley and Gombrani Islet with RRA Forestry Service

57876606

17-nov-22Thursday

8.30 - 9.30

Port Mathurin Site visit to the Seaport – MPA/NPPO/MRA Customs/LVD.

Mr Sooroojballee, MPA 

Rodrigues, 57603384

9.45 - 10.30

Pointe Monier Meeting with Shoals Rodrigues 

Mr Runolph Raffaut, 

59082600

11.00 - 12.00

Plaine Corail Site visit to the Airport – Airports Rodrigues/NPPO/MRA Customs/LVD

Ms Gail Leong Kye, 

54990666

14.00 - 15.30

Grande 

Montagne Site visit to Grande Montagne Nature Reserve with MWF 

Reshad Jhangheer Khan 

57073777

18-nov-22 14.00 - 15.30 Port Louis Meeting Ministry of Blue Economy, Marine Resources, Fisheries and Shipping

> Rep. of Fisheries Division

> Rep. of Shipping Division (trying to move this meeting to 1.30)

19-nov-22

20-nov-22

Friday

16-nov-22 Wednesday

Travelling to Rodrigues in Afternoon (17.00)

14-nov-22 Monday

15-nov-22 Tuesday

Proposed Schedule of meetings

Mainstreaming Invasive Alien Species (IAS) Prevention, Control and Management Project

7 November to 23 November 2022

Travelling to Mauritius at night (19.50)

Sunday

Saturday
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21-nov-22 Monday Whole day

Field visit to Gabriel & Flat Islet with Forestry Service 

9.30- 12.30

Reduit Meeting with IAS PMU and CTA -  Results framework

13.00 - 12.00

Reduit Meeting with Poonam Tatayah, Local Biodiversity Expert

Afternoon

Reduit Preparation for MTR Restitution Workshop (MTR experts)

9h30-11h

Voila

MTR Restitution and Wrap up Meeting IAS PMU

TBC

Meeting with Chairperson Mainstreaming IAS Project Steering Committee, Mr 

Gunputh, Senior Chief Executive (SCE), Ministry of Agro Industry and Food 

Security (MAIFS) PSC 

TBC

Meeting with National Project Director (NPD), Mr. Ruhomaun, Director National 

Parks and Conservation Service 

Mainstreaming Invasive Alien Species (IAS) Prevention, Control and Management Project

7 November to 23 November 2022

Travelling to Europe at night (23.00)

23-nov-22 Wednesday

22-nov-22

Tuesday
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Country Cofunding Entity name

Type of 

cofunding

Expected 

Amount at 

CEO 

Endorsement 

 (US$)

Amount 

disbursed at 

MTR (US$)

Real 

Percentage 

(%) of the 

foreseen 

amount

Mauritius UNDP In Kind 20.000 4.000 20,00%

Mauritius

Ministry of Agro Industry and Food 

Security

In Kind 19.925.000 4.832.149 24,25%

Mauritius

Ministry of Blue Economy, Marine 

Resources, Fisheries and Shipping  In Kind 301.000 781.595 259,67%

Mauritius National Women Council  In Kind 3.000 6.548 218,25%

Mauritius

Ministry of Gender Equality and 

Family Welfare

In Kind 12.000 14.113 117,61%

Mauritius Rodrigues Regional Assembly In Kind 2.550.000 1.242.166 48,71%

Mauritius

Vallee D’Osterlog Endemic Garden 

Foundation In Kind 5.000 952 19,05%

Mauritius Ebony Forest Ltd In Kind 200.000 0 0,00%

Mauritius Mauritian Wildlife Foundation In Kind 1.260.000 0 0,00%

Mauritius University of Mauritius  In Kind 10.000 0 0,00%

Mauritius

Environmental Protection and 

Conservation Organisation In Kind 39.528 0 0,00%

Mauritius La Vallee de Ferney Co. Ltd In Kind 70.000 0 0,00%

Mauritius Mauritius Cane Industry Authority In Kind 120.000 0 0,00%

Mauritius

Outer Island Development 

Corporation In Kind 10.000 0 0,00%

TOTAL Amount mobilized 24.525.528 6.881.523 28,06%
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