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UGP)
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SMART Specific, Measurable, Achievable, Relevant, Time-bound (indicator criteria)

TE Terminal Evaluation
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UNDAF United Nations Development Assistance Framework

UNDP United Nations Development Programme

UNEG United Nations Evaluation Group
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1.
1.1 Project Identification Table

Executive Summary

Strengthening resilience of coastal communities in Guinea-Bissau to climate

Project Title

GEF Project ID

UNDP Project ID (PIMS #)
Country
Region
Focal Area
Project
Agency
Executing Agency/Partner
Other Partners

Implementing

GEF/LDCF Grant
(Approved)
Actual GEF/LDCF

Disbursement
Co-financing (Planned)
Co-financing (Actual at TE)
Project Preparation Grant
(PPG)

Project Start Date (CEO
Endorsement)

Project Document
Signature Date (ProDoc)
Implementation Modality
(initial)
Revised
Modality
Project Duration (Planned)
Project Duration (Actual)
Planned Closing Date
Actual Closing Date
Mid-Term Review (MTR)
Terminal Evaluation (TE)

Implementation

GEF Operational Focal
Point (OFP)
UNDP Country Office (CO)

UNDP Regional Technical
Advisor (RTA)

1.2 Financial Information Table

Item Planned Actual
(USD) (USD)

AR ILETF G 12,000,000 11,760,000
Project Preparation
Grant (PPG) 150,000 150,000
UNDP Core
Resources (Co- 500,000 500,000
financing)

change through improved adaptive capacity and livelihood diversification
(COASTAL Project)

4978
4978
Guinea-Bissau
Africa

Climate Change (LDCF)

United Nations Development Programme (UNDP)

Ministry of Environment, Biodiversity and Climate Action (MABAC) and IBAP
FAO, WFP, EU Delegation, national CSOs and local governments

USD 12,000,000

USD 11,760,000 (98%)

USD 58,630,000 (CEO Endorsement)
USD 16,800,000 (~29% of planned)

USD 150,000

19 November 2018

April 2019

National Implementation Modality (NIM)

Direct Implementation Modality (DIM) — 2023

60 months

74 months (incl. extensions)

December 2023
October 2025
2022
2025

Ministry of Environment and Sustainable Development

UNDP Guinea-Bissau

% of
Planned

98%

100%

100%

UNDP Nature, Climate and Energy (NCE), Africa Region

Notes

Full-sized project, LDCF financing; disbursement
reached ~98% at closure.
Fully utilized as planned.

As per CEO ER commitment.
Some additional in-kind recurrent expenditures
reported but not consolidated.



Docusign Envelope ID: DABAG6F2C-EF11-4C7E-9AB5-0FF8FB5D8071

Government of Staff time, logistics, monitoring support via
Guinea-Bissau (in- 800,000 800,000 100% MABAC, IBAP, and other agencies.

kind)

Partner Agencies Thematic convergence, but mainly implemented

(FAO, WFP, EU) as parallel initiatives (AGIR, PDCV-RIZ, FAO
agroecology, WFP  food  security, EU
planning/EWS).

Significant gap; no structured co-financing

57,330,000 @ 15,500,000 27%

Total Co-financing 54 630 000 16,800,000 29%

(estimatea) tracking system established.

Total Project Reflects strong GEF execution but limited co-
Financing (GEF + 70,630,000 28,710,000 41% financing realization.

Co-finance)

1.3 Project Description

The COASTAL Project (Strengthening resilience of coastal communities in Guinea-Bissau to
climate change through improved adaptive capacity and livelihood diversification) was a Full-Sized
Project (FSP) financed by the Least Developed Countries Fund (LDCF/GEF) with a grant of USD
12 million and a planned co-financing of USD 58.63 million. It was implemented by UNDP in
partnership with the Government of Guinea-Bissau, primarily through the Ministry of Environment,
Biodiversity and Climate Action (MABAC), with technical support from IBAP and other national
and local institutions.

The project was designed in alignment with Guinea-Bissau’s National Adaptation Programme of
Action (NAPA), the Terra Ranka Strategic Plan, and its initial Nationally Determined Contribution
(NDC). It directly contributed to the GEF-LDCF mandate by addressing the high vulnerability of
coastal and insular communities to climate risks, including sea-level rise, coastal erosion, saline
intrusion, and extreme weather events.

Its objective was to strengthen resilience and adaptive capacity in targeted communities through
three main components:

1. Climate-resilient livelihoods and infrastructure — promoting agroecology, salt- and
drought-tolerant crops, mangrove-rice rehabilitation, water supply and irrigation systems,
and small-scale hybrid infrastructure.

2. Ecosystem-based and community-driven adaptation planning — piloting ecosystem
restoration, mangrove protection, and participatory vulnerability assessments to inform
Integrated Coastal Zone Management (ICZM).

3. Institutional strengthening and knowledge management — building the capacity of local
administrations, community-based organizations, and national institutions for adaptation
planning, safeguards monitoring, and knowledge dissemination.

The project targeted vulnerable rural and insular populations, including women-headed
households and subsistence farmers, and operated in several coastal districts such as Buba,
Bubaque, Cacheu, Sao Domingos, and Iemberém.

Planned for 60 months (2019-2023), the project was extended to October 2025 due to early
delays under the National Implementation Modality (NIM), compounded by external shocks such
as COVID-19 and political instability. A transition to Direct Implementation Modality (DIM) in 2023
improved financial delivery, oversight, and activity alignment.

By closure, the project had delivered a portfolio of over 30 tangible adaptation interventions,
strengthened community governance structures, and advanced women'’s participation in local

7
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adaptation processes. However, challenges remained in sustainability, co-financing realization,
institutional integration, and the scaling-up of lessons into national policies and financing
frameworks.

1.4 Evaluation Ratings Table

The Terminal Evaluation found the project to be strategically relevant and effective in delivering
tangible adaptation benefits, with efficiency improving significantly after the transition to DPM.
However, sustainability remains unlikely due to the absence of exit strategies, financing
mechanisms, and institutional anchoring. Monitoring and Evaluation were moderately satisfactory,
showing improvements after the Mid-Term Review but still largely compliance driven. Overall, the
project achieved strong local results, though systemic impact and long-term durability are
constrained.

Evaluation Criteria TE Rating Justification / Key Evidence

Strong alignment with national adaptation priorities (NAPA,
Terra Ranka, NDC), UNDP CPD, LDCF mandate, Paris
Agreement, and SDGs. Complementarity with AGIR and PDCV-
RIZ noted, though underutilized at policy/national level.
Delivered substantial portfolio (>30 infrastructures, livelihood
diversification, capacity building) and benefited thousands of
Effectiveness Satisfactory (S) = vulnerable households. Some delays and scope adjustments due
to NIM weaknesses and external shocks, but acceleration plan
(2023-2025) ensured most outputs completed.

High budget execution (98%), improved cost-effectiveness after
switch to DIM, streamlined disbursement, and notable reach to

Relevance Satisfactory (S)

Efficiency Satisfactory (S) remote populations. Early inefficiencies under NIM and limited
co-financing traceability were mitigated but not fully resolved .
Moderatel Strong delivery of outputs and contextual relevance, but
. . Y sustainability risks (financial, institutional) and gaps in systemic

Overall Project Outcome Satisfactory : . - ) ) o
(MS) integration, gender transformation, and co-financing monitoring

lower the long-term outcome rating.
Financial and institutional/governance dimensions rated

Sustainability (Overall “Unlikely.” No exit strategy, no integration into national

Likelihood) Unlikely (U) frameworks, and no adaptation financing mechanism. Local
ownership evident but fragile.
Moderately Covered core UNDP-GEF requirements but lacked SMART
M&E Design at Entry Satisfactory indicators, baselines, disaggregated data, and
(MS) safeguards/gender-responsive metrics.
Moderately PIRs produced, field visits increased post-MTR, but monitoring
M&E Plan Implementation Satisfactory remained compliance-oriented; limited safeguard tracking and
(MS) participatory feedback.
Moderately Some adaptive use post-MTR, but did not support strategic
Overall Quality of M&E Satisfactory learning or ToC refinement.
(MS)

Quality of UNDP
Implementation (DIM phase)

DIM transition improved fiduciary controls, financial delivery,

Satisfactory (5) and adaptive management.

. . Moderately Limited fiduciary and institutional capacity, delays in early
Quality of Executing Partner . . . !
(MABAC, NIM phase) Unsa(tllvlea)ctory delivery, and weak oversight noted.
. Moderately Strong UNDP corrective measures post-2023 restored
Overall Quality of - S
) . Satisfactory performance, but initial weaknesses under NIM reduced overall
Implementation/Execution - L .
(MS) efficiency and institutional ownership.
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1.5 Concise summary of findings, conclusions and lessons learned

The Terminal Evaluation confirms that the COASTAL Project was strongly aligned with Guinea-
Bissau’s national priorities (NAPA, Terra Ranka, NDC), UNDP’s Country Programme, and global
frameworks such as the Paris Agreement and the SDGs. It successfully delivered a substantial
portfolio of over 30 adaptation interventions, including water supply systems, elevated gardens,
mangrove-rice rehabilitation, and livelihood diversification initiatives. These outputs generated
tangible benefits for vulnerable coastal and insular communities, particularly in improving access
to water, strengthening food security, and supporting women'’s participation in local governance
and productive activities.

Effectiveness and efficiency improved significantly in the second half of implementation,
particularly after the transition from financial NIM to DIM (or Direct Payment Modality - DPM) and
the adoption of the 2023-2025 Acceleration Plan, which restored delivery momentum and
ensured a 98% disbursement of GEF resources. However, co-financing mobilization remained
limited reflecting weak traceability and limited integration of parallel partner initiatives. The
project’s achievements were also constrained by early delays, uneven institutional engagement,
and weaknesses in safeguards and M&E systems, which were compliance-oriented and only
partially adapted to support learning.

Sustainability is the project’s weakest dimension, rated unlikely, due to the absence of a clear exit
strategy, limited institutional anchoring, and the lack of a national adaptation financing
mechanism. While local governance structures and community ownership were strengthened,
their durability remains fragile without continued technical and financial support. Gender
integration improved with the adoption of a Gender Strategy in 2023, which expanded
opportunities for women’s participation and access to resources, but structural barriers such as
insecure land tenure and restrictive norms limited transformative change. Innovation was evident
through nature-based solutions, hybrid infrastructure, and participatory planning tools, but weak
documentation and limited policy uptake reduced replication potential.

From these findings, the evaluation concludes that the project made a substantial and
contextually significant contribution to local climate resilience, demonstrating that adaptive
management can deliver results even in fragile institutional settings. At the same time, systemic
integration, sustainability planning, and transformative gender and inclusion strategies were
insufficient, constraining long-term impact.

Key lessons include the importance of early technical assistance and fiduciary safeguards in fragile
contexts; the need to integrate sustainability and exit planning from the outset; and the value of
embedding knowledge products and innovations into national systems to enable scaling. Lessons
also highlight that gender and inclusion must be addressed from design as cross-cutting drivers,
not added mid-course, and that co-financing monitoring should be simplified through clear,
verifiable indicators integrated into M&E systems.

1.6 Recommendations summary table

Recommendation Priority Responsible Timeframe
Parties
1. Strengthen fiduciary and institutional capacity at design High UNDP CO, Project design
stage.Conduct capacity assessments and risk screenings early, with Government, & inception
tailored safeguards and capacity-building roadmaps. GEF
Secretariat
2. Develop exit and sustainability strategies from High UNDP, Line Mid-term
inception. Integrate results into sectoral policies, assign O&M Ministries, update &
responsibilities, and secure budget commitments before closure. closure
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3. Ensure robust safeguards and risk management. Establish
risk registers, contingency plans, and ESMPs as mandatory
instruments, monitored throughout implementation.

4. Integrate gender and inclusion systematically. Undertake
gender analysis, include sex-disaggregated indicators, and develop a
Gender Action Plan and inclusion framework (youth, PWDs,
minorities) at entry.

5. Improve co-financing traceability. Track counterpart
contributions through verifiable indicators integrated into the
M&E/MEL system, simplifying accounting and ensuring transparency.

6. Strengthen knowledge management and
scaling. Consolidate knowledge products in accessible platforms,
organize learning events, and embed tools into national policies and
curricula.

7. Formalize inter-institutional coordination. Establish MOUs
and performance-linked mechanisms to ensure sustained
participation of sectoral ministries and local authorities.

8. Institutionalize participatory monitoring. Create community
monitoring committees, grievance mechanisms, and transparent
feedback loops linked to M&E.

High

High

Medium

Medium

Medium

Medium

Government of
Guinea-Bissau
UNDP, PMU,
PSC

UNDP, PMU,
Gender Focal
Points
UNDP,
Government,
Partner
Agencies
UNDP, PMU,
Research
Institutes
UNDP,
Government,
PSC

UNDP, PMU,
Civil Society

Design &
throughout
project

Project design
& inception

Throughout
project cycle

Mid-term &
closure

From inception

Early
implementation

10
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2. Introduction

2.1 Purpose and Objective of the Terminal Evaluation

The Terminal Evaluation (TE) of the project "Strengthening the Resilience of Vulnerable Coastal
Areas and Communities to Climate Change in Guinea-Bissau" is being undertaken in accordance
with  UNDP and GEF evaluation policies. The TE serves two interrelated purposes: (i)
accountability to stakeholders, including UNDP, GEF, and the Government of Guinea-Bissau; and
(ii) institutional learning to improve the design and implementation of future climate adaptation
initiatives.

This evaluation is strategically timed to take place during the final implementation stage of the
project (June to September 2025), just before its formal closure in October 2025. Its objective is
to provide an independent and evidence-based assessment of the project’s performance,
measuring achievements against the expected outcomes and outputs stated in the Project
Document and Results Framework.

The TE aims to assess the relevance, effectiveness, efficiency, sustainability, and potential
impacts of the project in reducing climate vulnerability and strengthening adaptive capacity in the
targeted coastal areas. It also examines the integration of cross-cutting priorities, such as gender
equality, human rights, and community empowerment.

The primary users of the evaluation are the Ministry of Environment, Biodiversity and Climate
Action (MABAC), UNDP Guinea-Bissau Country Office, the GEF Secretariat, and other national
stakeholders. They are expected to use the evaluation findings to:

«3 Draw lessons and good practices to inform future climate adaptation and resilience
programming.

©3 Support policy formulation and institutional strengthening in coastal risk management.
©3 Inform project closure processes and the design of potential follow-up interventions.

©3 Contribute to knowledge-sharing within the broader UNDP-GEF portfolio and among
development partners operating in similar contexts.

By offering forward-looking recommendations, the TE also supports adaptive planning and
strategic decision-making for sustaining and scaling the benefits of the intervention.
2.2 Scope of the Evaluation

The scope of this Terminal Evaluation (TE) encompasses the full duration of the
project “Strengthening the Resilience of Vulnerable Coastal Areas and Communities to Climate
Change in Guinea-Bissau", from its inception in May 2019 to the end of July 2024 including the
approved extension period up to October 2025. The evaluation covers all components, outputs,
and cross-cutting strategies described in the original Project Document and its subsequent Annual
Work Plans (AWPs).

The TE assesses the relevance, coherence, effectiveness, efficiency, sustainability, and impact of
the project across its four key components:

i.  Governance and Institutional Capacity Strengthening
ii.  Coastal Infrastructure and Ecosystem-based Protection
iii.  Community-level Livelihood Resilience and Diversification
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iv.  Monitoring, Evaluation, and Knowledge Management

The geographic scope includes all designated zones of intervention, applying a purposive
sampling strategy to ensure a representative coverage of implementation contexts:

Zone 1: Bolama-Bijagos Archipelago

Zone 2: Varela-Cacheu

Zone 3a: Mansoa-Buba-Cufada

Zone 3b: The Southern region (Cacine-Cabedu and surrounding areas)

The evaluation includes an assessment of both direct and indirect beneficiaries, including local
communities, women and youth groups, decentralized public authorities, community-based
organizations (CBOs), and other relevant stakeholders. Particular attention is given to the
participation of vulnerable groups and the integration of gender equality and human rights
principles.

Additionally, the evaluation considers:

- Institutional and technical performance of the Ministry of Environment, Biodiversity and
Climate Action (MABAC) as the implementing partner.

- The operational role of the Project Management Unit (PMU).
- The contributions of national and local co-implementing partners.

- The adaptive management processes and the project's response to contextual challenges
(e.g., political instability, logistical constraints).

The TE draws on quantitative and qualitative evidence from project reports, financial records,
monitoring data, field visits, key informant interviews, and focus group discussions conducted
during the evaluation process. It also includes a critical review of how well the project adapted
to mid-term review recommendations and evolving contextual conditions.

2.3 Methodology

The methodology for this Terminal Evaluation (TE) is grounded in the principles of independence,
impartiality, utility, credibility, and transparency, as articulated in the evaluation standards of the
United Nations Evaluation Group (UNEG), and aligned with UNDP and GEF evaluation policies.

The evaluation employed a mixed-methods approach that combined quantitative and qualitative
data collection techniques, structured to allow for triangulation and a critical analysis of project
design, implementation, and results.

The assessment was guided by OECD-DAC criteria adapted to GEF-specific requirements,

including:
+ Relevance + Sustainability
+ Coherence + Gender equality and human rights
+ Effectiveness « Innovation and catalytic role
+ Efficiency + Adaptive management
« Impact
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These criteria were operationalized through an evaluation matrix, linking each question to specific
indicators, data sources, and methods of analysis (see Annex 1 of the Inception Report).

The evaluation drew on multiple data sources:

©3 Desk review of project documentation, including the ProDoc, PIRs, MTR, AWPs, financial
reports, audit findings, risk logs, tracking tools, and relevant national strategies.

©3 Semi-structured interviews with key informants from UNDP, the Project Management Unit
(PMU), executing partners, local authorities, and national institutions.

©3 Focus group discussions with beneficiaries at community level, including women's
associations, youth, and local governance structures.

«3 Field visits to selected intervention sites across the four project zones to verify outputs,
consult local stakeholders, and observe infrastructure and ecosystem-based interventions.

«3 Direct observation and informal conversations to complement formal instruments and capture
contextual nuances.

To ensure analytical robustness, triangulation was applied across:
©3 Data sources (documents, interviews, field visits),

©3 Stakeholder perspectives (institutional, technical, community-based),
3 Evaluation criteria (performance, process, outcome).

A combination of descriptive statistics, content analysis, and qualitative synthesis was used to
identify patterns, verify outcomes, and assess the logic of the results chain.

The evaluation adhered to the UNEG Code of Conduct and ethical principles, including informed
consent, confidentiality, respect for local customs, and the right to refuse participation. Culturally
sensitive and gender-responsive tools were employed during fieldwork, especially in community
consultations.

2.4 Data Collection and Analysis

The data collection strategy was designed to ensure a comprehensive, participatory, and
evidence-based assessment of the project’s performance. It combined primary and secondary
sources, aiming to validate findings through cross-verification and stakeholder consultation.

Primary Data Collection

©3 Semi-structured interviews were conducted with key stakeholders at national and local levels,
including representatives from the Ministry of Environment, UNDP Country Office, executing
and implementing partners, and community-based organizations.

©38 Focus group discussions were held with project beneficiaries in selected intervention zones,
disaggregated by gender where feasible, to capture diverse experiences and perceptions
regarding the project’s relevance, outcomes, and sustainability.

1. Direct field observation was used to verify the physical existence, functionality, and condition
of infrastructure and ecosystem-based interventions (e.g., water systems, community
gardens, mangrove rehabilitation areas).

©3 Evaluator field notes and observation logs were systematically compiled during site visits to
document contextual information not captured through interviews or reports.
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Secondary Data Sources

«3 Core project documents including the ProDoc, Project Implementation Reports (PIRs), Mid-
Term Review (MTR), tracking tools, annual reports, monitoring data, and knowledge products.

©3 National policies and strategies relevant to climate change, adaptation, and coastal resilience
(e.g., NAPA, NDC, Terra Ranka).

3 Socioeconomic and environmental data relevant to the intervention areas.
Data Triangulation.

Findings from different sources and methods were triangulated to strengthen validity, reduce
bias, and ensure a balanced interpretation. This involved:

«8 Cross-verifying reported outputs with field observations and beneficiary feedback.
©3 Comparing perceptions across institutional and community actors.

«3 Identifying convergence or divergence across multiple information sources.
Analytical Approach

©3 Qualitative data (interviews, focus groups) were analyzed using content analysis techniques,
coded against predefined thematic categories aligned with the evaluation criteria.

©3 Quantitative data (e.g., beneficiary counts, land rehabilitated) were analyzed descriptively,
using available monitoring indicators to assess performance against targets.

©3 Case-based insights were also extracted to highlight success stories, implementation
bottlenecks, and opportunities for scale-up or replication.

The analysis was structured to support both judgment-based evaluation of criteria (e.g.,
effectiveness, sustainability) and the extraction of lessons learned. Special attention was given to
identifying unintended effects, positive or negative, and to documenting adaptive responses
adopted during implementation.

2.5 Ethics

The Terminal Evaluation was conducted in accordance with the ethical standards and principles
established by the United Nations Evaluation Group (UNEG) and the UNDP Evaluation Guidelines.
The evaluation team upheld the highest standards of professionalism, impartiality, and cultural
sensitivity throughout the evaluation process. Key ethical considerations included:

i. Informed consent. All participants in interviews and focus group discussions were
informed of the purpose of the evaluation, their voluntary participation, the confidentiality
of their responses, and their right to decline or withdraw at any point without
consequences.

i. Confidentiality and anonymity. Responses and data collected from stakeholders were
treated with strict confidentiality. No personal identifiers are disclosed in the final report,
and data are presented in aggregate or anonymized form.

iii. Respect for local norms and cultural sensitivities. Field activities were conducted
with full respect for community dynamics, social customs, and traditional leadership
structures, particularly in remote and culturally diverse coastal areas.
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Vi.

Equity and inclusion. The evaluation sought to ensure the meaningful participation of
all relevant groups, including women, youth, and marginalized populations, using gender-
sensitive and context-appropriate tools and language.

Avoidance of harm. The evaluation was designed and conducted to minimize any risk
of psychological, social, or reputational harm to participants, and fieldwork was planned
to avoid any disruption to local governance or community routines.

Independence and impartiality. The evaluation team operated independently from
the project implementation structures and declared any potential conflict of interest at the
outset of the assignment. No member of the team was involved in the design,
implementation, or supervision of the project being evaluated.

These ethical safeguards helped ensure that the evaluation process respected both UN standards
and the rights and dignity of all stakeholders involved.

2.6 Limitations

While the Terminal Evaluation aimed for comprehensive coverage and analytical rigor, several
limitations influenced the evaluation process and interpretation of results:

Vi.

Temporal Proximity to Project Closure. The evaluation took place during the final
implementation phase, with some activities still ongoing at the time of data collection.
This timing constrained the ability to fully assess long-term results, particularly with
respect to sustainability, institutional uptake, and the consolidation of livelihood gains.

Attribution Challenges. As is common in complex, multi-stakeholder projects, isolating
the specific contributions of the COASTAL project from those of other concurrent
initiatives, particularly in areas with overlapping donor and government investments,
proved difficult. This affects the ability to attribute observed outcomes solely to project
interventions.

Incomplete or Delayed Monitoring Data. In several cases, monitoring data were
either incomplete, inconsistent, or delayed. This limited the evaluation team’s ability to
triangulate certain results against quantitative baselines or targets, especially at output
level. Some indicators from the Results Framework were not systematically tracked
throughout implementation.

Logistical and Accessibility Constraints. Geographic dispersion and transportation
difficulties between the islands and coastal zones, especially during the rainy season,
posed challenges to accessing all intended field sites. Although representative sampling
was applied, certain remote or less accessible communities were not visited.

Language and Translation Issues. While efforts were made to conduct interviews and
focus groups on appropriate local languages, some nuances may have been lost in
translation. This was particularly relevant for gender-sensitive or culturally specific topics,
which require careful interpretation.

Contextual Volatility. Ongoing political instability and institutional weaknesses affected
both implementation and stakeholder engagement during the evaluation. These factors
also influenced the reliability of administrative data and limited the availability of some
key informants.
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Despite these limitations, the evaluation team adopted mitigation strategies, including
triangulation of sources, purposive site selection, and inclusive stakeholder engagement, to
ensure that findings and conclusions remain credible, relevant, and actionable.

3. Project Description
3.1 Project Start and Duration

The project "Strengthening the adaptive capacity and climate resilience of vulnerable coastal
communities in Guinea-Bissau”was officially approved under the Least Developed Countries Fund
(LDCF) and implemented by UNDP in collaboration with the Ministry of Environment and
Biodiversity (MABAC) as the national executing partner.

The formal project start date was April 2019, following the endorsement by the GEF CEO. The
implementation period was initially planned for five years, covering 2019-2023, with a formal
closure now expected in October 2025, reflecting adjusted timelines following implementation
delays and the incorporation of a fast-tracking plan in 2023.

Key milestones in the project lifecycle include:
i.  April 2019 - CEO endorsement and formal launch of the project.

ii. 2019-2020 - Inception phase, including stakeholder consultations, baseline
assessments, and recruitment of the Project Management Unit (PMU).

iii. 2021 - Implementation acceleration following the first independent micro-
assessment of the Ministry of Environment; switch to a hybrid implementation
modality combining direct UNDP payments and national execution.

2. 2022 - Mid-Term Review (MTR) conducted, and action plan approved.

iv. 2023 — Acceleration plan launched to expedite implementation and financial
execution.

v. Q3 2025 - Terminal Evaluation conducted.
vi. October 2025 — Official project closure (expected).

As of July 2025, the project had executed 98% of its total budget (USD 12, 500, 000), with
final expenditures expected upon closure. The implementation period was affected by external
shocks such as COVID-19 and institutional bottlenecks but maintained continuity through adaptive
management strategies supported by UNDP and national partners.

3.2 Development Context

The COASTAL project was conceived in response to the acute environmental and socio-economic
vulnerability of Guinea-Bissau'’s coastal regions, which are highly exposed to the adverse impacts
of climate change. The project’s rationale was anchored in national adaptation priorities outlined
in the 2006 National Adaptation Programme of Action (NAPA), and aligned with strategic
frameworks such as Terra Ranka, the national development plan.

Guinea-Bissau’s coastal ecosystems, including mangroves, wetlands, and marine protected areas,
are of global ecological significance but face increasing degradation due to sea-level rise, saline
intrusion, coastal erosion, and extreme weather events. Approximately 26.3% of the country’s
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territory is under protection, yet unsustainable land use practices, deforestation, and
overexploitation of marine and forest resources exacerbate ecosystem fragility.

Climate projections for the region indicate shorter rainy seasons, higher temperatures, and
intensified storm surges, all of which heighten disaster risk in coastal communities. These changes
threaten critical infrastructure, food security, and freshwater access, while also undermining
traditional livelihoods in agriculture, fisheries, and forestry.

The project intervened in a context marked by chronic poverty, limited access to basic services,
and weak institutional infrastructure. In many intervention areas, household economies rely
heavily on subsistence activities and informal markets. Gender disparities are pronounced, with
women and youth often excluded from decision-making and resource control.

A baseline study conducted in 2022 involving 606 respondents across all project zones highlighted
that pressure on natural resources is often driven by unmet basic needs such as food security
and access to essential services. Environmental degradation is further compounded by low levels
of formal education, limited awareness of climate risks, and weak local governance structures.

At the time of project formulation, Guinea-Bissau had a fragmented environmental governance
framework, with limited coordination among public institutions and insufficient technical and
financial capacities. While some national policies on climate change and biodiversity existed,
operationalization remained weak.

The Ministry of Environment and Biodiversity (MABAC), as the project’s implementing partner,
faced structural limitations in managing complex, multi-sectoral interventions. The project aimed
to strengthen these capacities through technical assistance, training, and the establishment of
decentralized mechanisms for planning and implementation.

Evolving Context and External Factors. Since its inception in 2019, the project has operated
within a dynamic context shaped by multiple external factors that influenced the pace,
modalities, and focus of implementation.

i. COVID-19 pandemic (2020—-2022): Travel restrictions, supply chain disruptions,
and limits on in-person gatherings constrained field operations, delayed infrastructure
works, and hindered community engagement activities. These impacts were
particularly acute for women-led and community-based initiatives, as mobility
limitations and care burdens disproportionately affected women’s participation.
Training sessions and stakeholder consultations were postponed, adapted to smaller
groups, or shifted to remote modalities, which reduced reach in more isolated areas.

i. Political and institutional instability: Frequent changes in government
leadership, high turnover in technical staff, and recurrent public sector strikes
weakened inter-ministerial coordination and delayed administrative approvals. In
climate-risk governance, this instability disrupted continuity in policy dialogue, affected
follow-up on integrated coastal zone management measures, and weakened the
institutional memory necessary for mainstreaming adaptation into planning processes.

iii. Macroeconomic pressures: Inflation and the rising cost of living, exacerbated by
the global repercussions of the war in Ukraine, increased prices for construction
materials, fuel, and basic commodities. This eroded the project’s purchasing power,
leading to re-prioritization of activities, and reduced the ability of vulnerable
households to invest in adaptation measures despite project support.
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iv.  Emerging partnerships and co-financing opportunities: Positive developments
included UN-Habitat’s collaboration on urban resilience planning, complementary
financing from other donors in renewable energy and education, and cooperation with
national agencies on integrated coastal protection. These partnerships provided entry
points to scale climate-resilient infrastructure and governance innovations beyond the
original target areas.

3. Safeguards and environmental governance context: Findings from the Strategic
Environmental and Social Assessment (SESA) and Social and Environmental Screening
Procedure (SESP) informed adaptive management during politically sensitive periods, helping
ensure that coastal works and livelihood interventions adhered to environmental and social
safeguards. This was particularly relevant for interventions in ecologically sensitive mangrove
areas and in communities with high reliance on natural resources.

v. Gender and inclusion dynamics: The Gender Action Plan identified both progress
and persistent barriers in achieving equitable participation. While targeted efforts
increased women's involvement in decision-making bodies, structural gender norms
and limited access to resources constrained the uptake of certain livelihood
opportunities. The evolving context underscored the importance of embedding
gender-responsive design into adaptive measures, particularly under conditions of
political and economic stress.

3.3 Problems that the Project Sought to Address

The COASTAL project was designed to address the growing vulnerability of Guinea-Bissau’s
coastal communities to climate change impacts, particularly sea-level rise, saline intrusion, coastal
erosion, and the increasing frequency of extreme weather events. These hazards severely
undermine the ecological integrity of coastal zones and the livelihoods of communities that
depend on natural resources for survival.

Alignment with National Priorities.

The project is fully aligned with Guinea-Bissau’s strategic development and environmental
frameworks, including:

«3 The National Adaptation Programme of Action (NAPA, 2006), which identifies coastal
protection and sustainable livelihoods as urgent adaptation priorities.

©8 The Terra Ranka Plan, Guinea-Bissau’s national development strategy, which emphasizes
environmental sustainability, inclusive growth, and resilience to climate risks.

©3 The National Biodiversity Strategy and Action Plan (NBSAP) and the country’s Nationally
Determined Contributions (NDC) under the Paris Agreement, which prioritize the protection
of marine and coastal ecosystems and climate-resilient development.

Contribution to GEF and UNDP Priorities.

The project was funded through the Least Developed Countries Fund (LDCF) under the Global
Environment Facility (GEF), supporting:

«3 GEF Strategic Objective for Climate Change Adaptation. Reducing the vulnerability of
people and ecosystems to climate change through enhanced adaptive capacity and resilience-
building.
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©3 UNDP Strategic Plan (2018-2021 and 2022-2025). Signature Solution 3, which
promotes risk-informed development and climate resilience, and enhances local governance,
gender equality, and access to basic services.

The project contributes directly to UNDP’s Country Programme for Guinea-Bissau (2018-2022),
particularly its focus on biodiversity protection, disaster risk management, and inclusive local
development.

Link to the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs). The project supports progress toward
several SDGs, with emphasis on:

SDG 13 (Climate Action) — strengthening | SDG 6 (Clean Water and Sanitation) — improving
resilience and adaptive capacity to climate- | community access to safe water sources through
related hazards. infrastructure investments.

SDG 14 (Life Below Water) — protecting | SDG 5 (Gender Equality) - empowering women
marine ecosystems and reducing coastal | through targeted livelihood support and participation in
degradation. decision-making processes.

SDG 15 (Life on Land)- promoting | SDG 1 (No Poverty) and SDG 2 (Zero Hunger) -
sustainable use of terrestrial ecosystems, | through diversification of climate- resilient livelihoods
especially mangrove conservation. and improved food security.

Threats and Barriers Targeted. The project targeted a set of interconnected threats and
barriers, including:

Environmental threats

- Accelerated coastal erosion, salinization of freshwater sources, and mangrove degradation.

- Increased flooding and storm surge risk due to rising sea levels and inadequate protective
infrastructure.

- Loss of critical ecosystem services and biodiversity in marine and estuarine areas.

Socioeconomic barriers

- High levels of poverty and food insecurity, particularly among women and youth.
- Limited access to alternative livelihoods and climate-resilient agricultural practices.
- Low levels of education and awareness on environmental risks.

Institutional and technical barriers

- Fragmented governance of the coastal zone and weak inter-agency coordination.
- Limited technical and financial capacity at national and subnational levels.
- Absence of reliable early warning systems, spatial planning tools, and climate data.

The project sought to overcome these challenges through an integrated approach
combining ecosystem-based adaptation, infrastructure development, community empowerment,
and institutional strengthening, aiming to lay the foundation for long-term resilience in the face
of intensifying climate change impacts.

3.4 Immediate and Development Objectives of the Project

The overarching development objective of the COASTAL project is to strengthen the adaptive
capacity and climate resilience of vulnerable coastal communities in Guinea-Bissau, while
simultaneously conserving critical ecosystems and safeguarding livelihoods under threat from
climate change impacts.
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Project Objective (as per ProDoc): "To build climate resilience of vulnerable communities and
reduce climate risk through strengthened governance, ecosystem-based and hard protection
measures, and diversification of local livelihoods."

Reconstructed Theory of Change.

The Theory of Change assumes that if institutional capacity is strengthened, climate-resilient
infrastructures are deployed, and livelihoods are diversified through community-based and
ecosystem-based adaptation measures, then communities in coastal zones will be more resilient
to climate risks and environmental degradation. Over time, this will lead to enhanced ecological
integrity, poverty reduction, and long-term sustainable development.

Causal Pathways and Results Chain
Outputs (short-term deliverables):

O1: Local and national institutions trained and equipped for integrated coastal zone
management.

02: Key policies, guidelines, and spatial plans developed and/or improved (e.g. action plans,
resilience strategies).

03: Ecosystem-based infrastructures (e.g. mangrove rehabilitation, elevated gardens) and
hard infrastructures (e.g. boreholes, water systems) implemented.

04: Livelihoods diversified through climate-resilient value chains (horticulture, fisheries,
beekeeping, etc.).

05: Community-based organizations and water/land management committees established
and capacitated.

Outcomes (intermediate effects):
OC1: Reduced exposure and sensitivity of communities and assets to climate risks.

0C2: Improved access to climate-resilient livelihoods and services (e.g. water, sanitation,
food production).

OC3: Strengthened institutional framework for coastal risk management and adaptation
planning.

0OC4: Empowered and better-organized communities managing resources more sustainably
and equitably.

Intermediate States (transition points toward long-term impacts):

IS1: Institutional and community systems are able to plan for and respond to climate
variability and extreme events.

IS2: Reduced socio-ecological vulnerability and improved food, water, and economic security
in coastal zones.

IS3: Replicable models of community-led and ecosystem-based adaptation being adopted in
other regions or programs.

Long-Term Environmental Impacts:

LT1: Sustained resilience of coastal ecosystems and biodiversity to climate-induced pressures.
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LT2: Reduced climate-related losses in livelihoods, infrastructure, and human well-being in

coastal communities.

LT3: Nationally integrated adaptation approaches mainstreamed across development sectors.

Assumptions (explicit and implicit)

- Institutional partners will remain engaged and stable despite political transitions.

- Local governance structures will take ownership of infrastructure and planning tools provided.

- External shocks (e.g., pandemics, conflict, or global economic crises) do not significantly derail

implementation.

- Communities will be willing and able to adopt new practices and technologies.

- Adequate co-financing and technical support will continue beyond the life of the project.

Stakeholder Feedback.

During interviews and field visits, stakeholders confirmed that many of the causal linkages
embedded in this Theory of Change remain valid. However, some expressed that the
ToC underestimated logistical barriers in archipelagic settings (e.g. inter-island connectivity)
and overestimated local capacity to absorb institutional roles without long-term accompaniment.
Therefore, the refined Theory of Change integrates:

- A stronger emphasis on inter-island mobility and logistical planning.

- The need for phased and sustained capacity transfer to local governance structures.

- And greater recognition of informal socio-economic dynamics affecting adaptation
behaviour (e.g. market access, gendered labour roles).

3.5 Main Stakeholders and Their Roles

The COASTAL project mobilized a broad constellation of actors operating at national, local, and
community levels, who contributed technical, institutional, and financial efforts to enhance climate
resilience across Guinea-Bissau’s vulnerable coastal regions. The following is a comprehensive
overview of key stakeholders and their respective roles:

Stakeholder

Ministry of  Environment,
Biodiversity and Climate Action
(MABAC)

UNDP Guinea-Bissau Country
Office

Project Management Unit
(PMU)

Project Steering Committee
(Comité de Pilotagem)

GEF Operational Focal Point

Role

National executing partner under the National Implementation Modality (NIM).
Led overall project coordination, policy alignment, and chaired the Project Steering
Committee. Represented the country as the GEF Operational Focal Point.

GEF implementing agency. Provided technical and fiduciary oversight, quality
assurance, procurement and financial support, and facilitated adaptive
management and capacity building.

Based within MABAC. Responsible for day-to-day project management, inter-
institutional coordination, monitoring and reporting, procurement, and direct
engagement with community stakeholders.

Multi-stakeholder governance body providing strategic guidance, endorsing
Annual Work Plans (AWPs), approving budget revisions, and ensuring alignment
with national priorities.

Hosted within MABAC, responsible for ensuring alignment of the project with
national climate priorities and facilitating linkages with other GEF-funded
initiatives.
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Institute for Biodiversity and @ Provided technical expertise in mangrove restoration and marine/coastal
Protected Areas (IBAP) conservation and supported ecosystem-based planning within project

interventions.

Coastal Planning Office (GPC) Supported the development of spatial plans and zoning strategies for climate

Gen

adaptation in priority coastal areas.

eral Directorate of Rural Contributed to the design and technical supervision of water, rural infrastructure,

Engineering and Development and agricultural systems.

(DG

EDR)

National Institute of Studies Conducted socioeconomic research and baseline studies to inform technical

and

Research (INEP) designs and community engagement strategies.

Small Grants Programme Funded and supported community-level micro-projects aligned with the COASTAL
(SGP/GEF) project’s adaptation and environmental goals. Enhanced participation of civil

society and grassroots organizations.

Local administrations Key facilitators of community dialogue and engagement, responsible for

integrating project activities into decentralized planning and supporting the
maintenance of installed infrastructure.

Community-Based Implemented field-level interventions, particularly in livelihoods, environmental
Organizations (CBOs) conservation, and natural resource management. Often women- or youth-led.
Women's and youth groups Acted as both direct beneficiaries and implementing agents in activities related to

economic diversification, ecosystem restoration, and local governance.

UN-Habitat and other UN Collaborated on complementary initiatives such as climate-responsive urban

agencies planning, water access, and spatial governance, particularly during later project
phases.
Civil society organizations Delivered technical support, awareness-raising, training, and implementation of
(CSOs and NGOs) subprojects through local partnerships and contracts.
4. Findings
4.1 Project Design/Formulation
1. The project’s overall objective and components were clearly defined and broadly aligned with

national climate adaptation priorities, GEF LDCF strategic objectives, and the Theory of
Change. The design followed a logical results chain linking coastal ecosystem protection,
livelihood diversification, and institutional strengthening. However, a review of the Results
Framework reveals that several outcome and output indicators, particularly those relating to
geographic coverage and beneficiary reach, were overly ambitious for the original five-year
timeframe and the resources available.!

The scale of ambition did not fully account for logistical complexities in the Bijagos
Archipelago, seasonal access constraints during the rainy season, or the time-intensive
nature of participatory planning in socio-culturally diverse communities. As a result, while
the project delivered substantial infrastructure, governance, and capacity-building outputs,
it was not feasible to fully attain the original coverage and population targets without

1 For example, the combined target for rehabilitated or protected coastal habitats exceeded 15,000 hectares, and
beneficiary coverage was projected in the tens of thousands across dispersed, often hard-to-access mainland and island
coastal areas. Baseline data for some indicators were incomplete or not fully validated at design stage, limiting the
accuracy of target setting.
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additional resources, an extended implementation period, or a more geographically focused
Sscope.

3. The design underestimated the operational and logistical challenges of working in an
archipelagic, highly dispersed geography with limited transport infrastructure and seasonal
accessibility constraints. These challenges were compounded by the institutional fragility of
the lead executing partner (MABAC), whose limited technical and administrative capacities
at inception hindered early-stage coordination and slowed procurement and disbursement
processes. The combination of geographic complexity and institutional constraints
contributed to initial delays, necessitating an extension of the project’s duration and the
introduction of adaptive management measures to stabilize delivery and maintain progress
toward key outputs.

4. Despite these challenges, the project design embedded elements of country ownership, with
clear role allocation to national institutions, including MABAC, the Institute of Biodiversity
and Protected Areas (IBAP), the Guinea-Bissau Ports and Coastal Authority (GPC), and the
Directorate-General for Rural Development (DGEDR). The intervention was explicitly aligned
with Guinea-Bissau’s National Adaptation Programme of Action (NAPA), climate change policy
frameworks, and decentralization agenda. This alignment facilitated policy coherence and
helped maintain political and institutional relevance throughout implementation, even during
periods of governmental transition and administrative instability.

Consistency with the Theory of Change (ToC).

5. The original Project Document did not include a formal Theory of Change. The TE team
reconstructed the ToC based on the problem analysis, outputs, outcomes, and impact
pathways implied in the Results Framework and validated through stakeholder consultations
(see Section 3.4). This reconstructed ToC includes:

o3 A clear articulation of the problem and root causes (climate exposure, ecosystem
degradation, poverty).

o3 Intended development outcomes (resilience, livelihoods, institutional capacity).

o3 Identification of barriers (institutional fragmentation, lack of adaptive infrastructure,
low technical capacity).

o8 Assumptions and enablers for systemic change.

o8 However, it lacks a formal phased exit strategy, which may affect sustainability and
ownership post-project.

Analysis of the Results Framework.

6. The original Results Framework articulated three outcomes and their corresponding outputs,
organized under governance, infrastructure/ecosystem protection, and community
livelihoods. It presented a coherent and internally consistent pathway toward long-term
resilience, grounded in Guinea-Bissau'’s national adaptation priorities and the LDCF mandate.

Strengths:

- Outputs and activities were logically sequenced, linking institutional strengthening, climate-
resilient infrastructure, and livelihood diversification in @ manner consistent with the project’s
overarching objective.

23



Docusign Envelope ID: DABAG6F2C-EF11-4C7E-9AB5-0FF8FB5D8071

The framework included both quantitative and qualitative indicators for most outputs,

providing a potential basis for multi-dimensional performance tracking.

Gender-sensitive activities and community engagement were explicitly referenced, aligning
with the Gender Action Plan and UNDP’s gender mainstreaming standards.

Weaknesses:

10.

Several indicators were poorly defined, overly generic, or lacked temporal specificity, limiting
their utility for tracking incremental progress. Examples include broadly framed measures
such as “number of people benefiting” without clarifying benefit types or thresholds.

Baseline data for several key indicators were incomplete, fragmented, or not validated at
design stage, undermining the reliability of target setting.

The MTR identified that some indicators, particularly those intended to track community
benefits and institutional capacity, were not sufficiently operational. It recommended
simplifying metrics and refining definitions to enable more consistent data collection and
reporting.

Following the MTR, minor adjustments were introduced in practice, such as placing greater
emphasis on co-financing leverage, strengthening local governance structures, and refining
monitoring formats to improve data consistency. While these refinements were technically
justified and adapted to field realities, they were not formalized in an updated Results
Framework in ATLAS or reflected in the GEF Tracking Tool, reducing the traceability of results
over time.

The project aimed to generate socioeconomic co-benefits beyond environmental outcomes,
including:

Income diversification through climate-resilient horticulture, fish processing, apiculture, and
solar irrigation.

Gender equality and women’s empowerment via dedicated micro-projects and targeted
training for women and youth.

Strengthened governance through the establishment of local water and land management
committees and enhanced spatial planning capacities in coordination with GPC and local
administrations.

However, indicators to measure these broader impacts were insufficiently disaggregated by
sex or age, and baseline data gaps hindered the project’s ability to demonstrate and quantify
transformational change. This limited the visibility of gender-responsive and inclusion-related
outcomes in reporting.

The Results Framework only partially adhered to SMART principles:

SMART Evaluation Summary
Criteria

Specific Many indicators were broadly phrased, lacking clarity on the nature or scale of expected benefits.
Measurable While some metrics were quantifiable, weak or missing baselines and targets affected several

key indicators.

Attributable Attribution was generally plausible but complicated by overlaps with parallel programmes (e.qg.,

AGIR, PDCV-RIZ).

Relevant All indicators aligned with the thematic focus on climate resilience and adaptation.
Time-bound Few indicators included interim milestones or specific time-bound targets.
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11. While the Results Framework was conceptually sound and well-aligned with national and
GEF/UNDP strategic priorities, it lacked the robustness and methodological rigour needed to
fully support adaptive management and impact measurement. The absence of a formal
Theory of Change and the presence of non-SMART indicators, combined with incomplete
baseline data, limited the project’s ability to systematically capture long-term development
co-benefits, particularly those related to gender equality and social inclusion.

4.1.1. Assumptions and Risks

12. The Project Identification Form (PIF) and Project Document (ProDoc) included a set of key
assumptions and risks, framed under the standard UNDP-GEF risk categorization
(institutional, environmental, financial, technical, and socio-political). At design stage, the
articulation of risks was reasonably comprehensive, although in several cases the
assumptions were optimistic or insufficiently operationalized to inform adaptive decision-
making. Among the most critical assumptions were:

- The continued political stability and operational functionality of national institutions
(particularly MABAC).

- The willingness and capacity of communities to engage in new practices and maintain
infrastructure post-intervention.

- That co-financing sources (e.g., AGIR, PDCV-RIZ) would be timely, synergistic, and
complementary to the COASTAL project's objectives.

13. While these assumptions were logical in principle, they did not adequately account for known
structural constraints in Guinea-Bissau, such as weak public administration, logistical isolation
of rural areas, and volatility in public finance systems. The Risk Matrix in the
ProDoc identified multiple relevant risks, including:

- Institutional delays and coordination failures.

- Disasters and climate variability affecting implementation.

- Limited local ownership or gender-based exclusion.

- Exchange rate volatility or price inflation affecting input costs.

14. The likelihood and impact ratings were included but tended to underestimate the probability
of cascading external shocks and governance-related disruptions. Furthermore, there was no
structured “risk-response framework” linking risk scenarios to contingency measures, which
limited the usefulness of the matrix in guiding adaptive management.

15. Influence on Activities and Outputs. The project did not fully use its risk assessment
to proactively inform the design of mitigation strategies or modify outputs accordingly. For
instance:

o3 The risks of institutional fragility were well known, yet the project initially relied heavily
on national execution (NIM) without strong fiduciary safeguards, leading to early
implementation delays and a temporary reversion to direct UNDP payment modalities.

o3 Risks related to inter-island logistics and access constraints were not sufficiently
factored into the operational planning of interventions in the Bijagds archipelago,
resulting in slowed execution and higher-than-expected transport costs.
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16.

Only during and after the Mid-Term Review (2022) were risk tracking systems updated and
operationalized more effectively, including the use of a risk log and acceleration plan.

Consideration of Externalities.

17.

18.

19.

While the ProDoc acknowledged the context of climate vulnerability, it did not explicitly
anticipate or model the scale of external shocks that ultimately affected the project:

o8 The COVID-19 pandemic (2020-2022) disrupted field implementation, training, and
supply chains, leading to reprogramming of timelines and the suspension of several
activities.

o8 The global economic fallout of the war in Ukraine (2022—-2023) led to inflation, fuel
price hikes, and logistical cost overruns, especially in imported materials for water
infrastructure and solar systems.

o8 Seasonal climate events, including floods and heavy rainfall, led to the erosion of
certain intervention sites and compromised the durability of early-stage infrastructure
in low-lying coastal zones.

These externalities were not foreseen in the original risk matrix but had tangible impacts on
implementation efficiency, requiring the project to apply a reactive rather than proactive risk
management approach.

The assumptions and risk framework embedded in the project design was conceptually sound
but lacked operational depth and contextual realism. While the PIF and ProDoc identified key
categories of risk, they did not adequately anticipate the magnitude of institutional fragility,
climate variability, or global externalities such as the COVID-19 pandemic and economic
shocks. These limitations reduced the utility of the risk framework as a planning and adaptive
management tool in the early years of implementation.

4.1.2 Lessons from Other Relevant Projects Incorporated into Project Design

20.

The COASTAL project design explicitly referenced prior national and regional experiences
with adaptation, ecosystem management, and decentralized governance, particularly within
the West African context. Several lessons from earlier initiatives were acknowledged in
the Project Document (ProDoc), though their actual integration into the project strategy
was uneven and mostly conceptual rather than operational.

Key lessons identified during project formulation included:

The need to combine hard and soft measures for coastal protection — drawn from previous
pilot experiences in Guinea-Bissau and neighbouring countries, which showed that neither
physical infrastructure (e.g. sea walls) nor ecosystem-based approaches (e.g. mangrove
restoration) alone were sufficient for sustainable resilience. The COASTAL project adopted
a hybrid approach combining ecosystem restoration with small-scale protective
infrastructure.

Importance of community ownership and participatory planning — a lesson from UNDP’s
Local Development Programme and prior biodiversity initiatives under IBAP. Project
components included the creation of community-level committees, participatory planning
tools, and training in local governance.

Gender as a driver of adaptation success, drawn from regional SGP experiences and
evaluations of climate-related food security projects in the Sahel. Specific gender-
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responsive activities were included in livelihood diversification and training efforts.
However, no gender action plan was formalized at the design stage; a Gender Strategy
was only approved in 2023.

Challenges of fragmented institutional mandates and low local capacities — drawn from
evaluations of previous GEF and LDCF projects in Guinea-Bissau (e.g., those related to
protected areas or biodiversity corridors). The project included institutional strengthening
activities and stakeholder coordination platforms (e.g. Steering Committee), although their
effectiveness depended on adaptive implementation rather than design robustness.

Lessons from the Small Grants Programme (SGP) — particularly in managing small-scale
adaptation interventions through community associations and CSOs. The COASTAL project
was designed to coordinate with SGP interventions, and in practice, several community
projects were co-located and technically aligned.

Gaps and Limitations.

21.

22,

Despite the intent to build on these lessons, some aspects were not adequately
operationalized:

o3 Scalability and replicability mechanisms were not clearly outlined at the design stage,
despite references to drawing from "proven models."

o3 The project did not include a knowledge management or learning strategy at
inception, which limited its ability to systematize and transfer learning from or to other
ongoing projects. No M&E system linked to Learning procedures.

o3 While institutional lessons were acknowledged, the design underestimated the
institutional fragility and fiduciary risk of the executing partner (MABAC), which had
been previously documented in similar initiatives.

The project design reflected awareness of relevant lessons from previous adaptation and
ecosystem-based interventions in Guinea-Bissau and the wider region. However, the
incorporation of these lessons was more declarative than systematic. While the hybrid
infrastructure-ecosystem model and participatory approaches were well-reflected in design,
other lessons, particularly on institutional capacity, gender planning, and sustainability
mechanisms, were only partially translated into operational actions.

4.1.3 Planned Stakeholder Participation

23.

The project design process included a stakeholder mapping exercise and consultations held
during the Project Preparation Grant (PPG) phase. According to the Project Document,
over 15 national and subnational institutions, as well as community-based organizations and
NGOs, were consulted in the early stages. This included technical agencies (e.g., IBAP,
DGEDR), local administrations, women'’s cooperatives, and traditional authorities in the
targeted regions. However, while stakeholder categories were adequately identified,
the depth and quality of participation during the design phase varied:

o3 National and technical institutions were closely involved in shaping the project logic
and intervention areas.

o3 Community engagement was mostly limited to informational meetings and validation
sessions, rather than co-design or participatory planning. This was confirmed during
interviews with local actors, some of whom reported that early expectations were
“unclear or overly technical.”
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o3 Gender-differentiated consultation was not systematic, and there was no stand-alone
gender analysis informing the design, despite later recognition of this gap through the
2023 Gender Strategy.

24. Thus, while affected groups and potential contributors were identified and consulted, their
influence on actual project design was moderate and largely mediated by institutional actors.
This dynamic limited the extent to which stakeholder engagement met the principles of the
human right to participate in public affairs, as articulated in international frameworks such
as the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights (Article 25) and the Rio Declaration
on Environment and Development (Principle 10). Effective participation requires that
communities (notably those directly affected) have a genuine opportunity to influence
decisions shaping their environment and development trajectory, beyond consultative
processes mediated by institutional gatekeepers.

25. Stakeholder Engagement Plan and Partnership Structure. The ProDoc included a Stakeholder
Engagement Plan (SEP) that outlined:

- Key stakeholder categories and their interests in the project (e.g., direct beneficiaries,
service providers, policymakers).

- Planned engagement modalities, including workshops, technical committees, and field
consultations.

- Proposed platforms for collaboration, including the Steering Committee and local
implementation committees.

26. These engagement plans were well-articulated, but the SEP lacked concrete timelines or
monitoring indicators for stakeholder engagement, and explicit mechanisms for resolving
conflicts and/or power asymmetries (e.g., gender, literacy, land tenure). In practice, several
of these gaps were addressed during implementation (see Section 4.2), but they were not
embedded in the project’s initial design logic.

27. Negotiation of Roles and Responsibilities were outlined in the ProDoc’s institutional
arrangements section. Key partnership arrangements included:

o3 Execution by MABAC under the NIM modality.
o3 UNDP as the implementing agency with fiduciary and technical oversight.

o Contributions by IBAP, DGEDR, and GPCin thematic areas (biodiversity, rural
infrastructure, spatial planning).

o3 Engagement with local governments and CSOs for community mobilization and sub-
project implementation.

4. While these roles were logically distributed, interviews revealed that formal negotiation of
roles, particularly with local governments and community groups, was limited prior to
approval. Several local actors expressed that expectations and mandates were only clarified
during early implementation, nor during design.

28. Stakeholder participation was addressed in a structured and multi-tiered way in the project
design, with relevant institutions, CSOs, and communities identified and partially consulted.
However, the stakeholder engagement process remained largely top-down and institutionally
driven. Roles and partnership arrangements were well-defined at national level, but the
negotiation of responsibilities and expectations at local level was delayed until after project
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start, limiting early ownership. Mechanisms for gender-sensitive and conflict-sensitive
engagement were not embedded at design stage.

4.1.4 Linkages between project and other interventions within the sector

29.

30.

The COASTAL Project was designed with a strong emphasis on synergy and
complementarity with other national and regional initiatives addressing climate adaptation,
biodiversity conservation, and integrated coastal management. The Project Document and
related materials confirm that several key linkages were planned, partially operationalized,
but not systematically formalized.

Notably, the project identified the following complementary initiatives:

AGIR-Sahel and West Africa (Global Alliance for Resilience) and the AfDB Rice Value Chain
Project (PDCV-RIZ) were identified in the ProDoc as major co-financing sources (USD 51.7
million and USD 6.4 million respectively) and as potential strategic allies for advancing climate-
resilient livelihoods and food security. While these initiatives shared thematic objectives and,
in some cases, geographic proximity with the Coastal Resilience Project, their implementation
proceeded largely in parallel. Operational integration was limited, with collaboration primarily
confined to thematic alignment and occasional information sharing, rather than coordinated
field activities or harmonized work plans.

The project also leveraged partnerships with UN-Habitat, particularly in the Bubaque
Resilience Action Plan, contributing to urban planning, access to energy, and water supply
infrastructure.

Community-level linkages were created with the GEF Small Grants Programme (SGP), which
supported local adaptation sub-projects that were aligned with COASTAL objectives, such as
mangrove restoration, sustainable fishing, and eco-tourism initiatives.

Coordination with GEF-Financed and Other Initiatives.

31.

32.

33.

While the project acknowledged and referenced the GEF-supported Protected Areas and
Biodiversity Corridors Project and prior UNDP-supported biodiversity and adaptation
initiatives (e.g., IBAP-led projects), the actual coordination mechanisms were loosely
structured.

There was no formal coordination platform established among these interventions.
Integration occurred more opportunistically than by design. Additionally, regional lessons
and practices from West African coastal resilience programmes (e.g., WACA platform or
IUCN initiatives) were mentioned during design but did not translate into institutional
partnerships during implementation.

Critical Gaps and Opportunities Missed

o Lack of a coordination mechanism (e.g., joint steering committee or knowledge-sharing
platform) between COASTAL and thematically aligned projects limited opportunities for
resource optimization, collective learning, and policy advocacy.

s Monitoring and evaluation systems were not harmonized across parallel initiatives, such
as AGIR-Sahel and PDCV-RIZ, despite thematic and geographic overlaps. Each project
applied its own indicators, methodologies, and reporting formats, which limited the
comparability of results and reduced the ability to attribute observed impacts (such as
livelihood improvements or resilience gains) to the Coastal Resilience Project specifically.
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This gap constrained opportunities for joint learning, coordinated reporting, and
demonstration of aggregate impact across donor-funded programmes.

o3 The resilience planning supported under COASTAL in Local Administration like Bubaque
was a positive entry point for coordination but was not scaled to other intervention zones.

34. The COASTAL Project recognized the importance of linking with other relevant initiatives and
planned several strategic alignments, including co-financing partnerships and thematic
synergies with national programmes and other GEF-supported projects. However, while
some of these linkages materialized, especially with AGIR, UN-Habitat, and SGP, the
coordination was largely ad hoc and lacked institutionalization mechanism. The project
missed opportunities to formalize collaborative frameworks and benefit from potential
economies of scale and policy coherence across the adaptation and conservation sectors.

4.1.5 Gender responsiveness of project design

35. At the time of design, the COASTAL project lacked a formal gender analysis tailored to the
socio-cultural and institutional context of Guinea-Bissau. No gender action plan, with
indicators, targets, timelines, or budget allocations, was included in the Project Document or
its annexes. While gender equality was referenced as a cross-cutting principle, the design did
not articulate a strategic rationale for how the project would contribute to women’s
empowerment or gender transformation.

36. The Results Frameworkincluded only limited and generic references to gender (e.g.,
mention of “vulnerable groups” or “women'’s participation”), but it failed to incorporate sex-
disaggregated indicators, targeted gender outcomes, or a clear budget line for gender-
specific activities. Furthermore, the Stakeholder Engagement Plan did not include
differentiated strategies to ensure women'’s voices, priorities, or constraints were integrated
into planning and implementation. As a result, gender considerations were marginal in the
project’s design and intervention logic.

Alignment with National Gender Equality Policies.

37. Guinea-Bissau has a national legal framework and policy commitments to gender equality,
including:

o8 The National Policy for Gender Equality and Equity (PNIEG).
o3 The country’s obligations under the CEDAW and the African Union Maputo Protocol.
o3 Integration of gender targets within the Terra Ranka development plan.

38. However, the COASTAL project’s design did not actively engage with these national
frameworks, nor did it establish institutional partnerships with the Ministry of Women, Family
and Social Cohesion or national women'’s networks. This represents a missed opportunity to
embed the project within broader efforts toward gender-sensitive development.

Gender and the Theory of Change.

39. As reconstructed by the TE team (see Section 3.4), the project’s original logic lacked an
explicit analysis of how gender inequality could act as a barrier or enabler to achieving
climate resilience. Key assumptions, such as equal participation in training, governance, and
value chain access, were implicitly gender-neutral, and therefore failed to address structural
barriers faced by women, such as:

s Time poverty and unpaid care responsibilities.
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40.

o8 Gender-based restrictions on land use or inheritance.
o3 Limited access to financial services and productive resources.

This gap undermined the transformative potential of the project and delayed the emergence
of measurable gender-related outcomes during early implementation.

Gender Expertise During Design.

41.

42.

43.

44,

45.

There is no documented evidence that gender experts were involved in the formulation of
the project. The TE team’s review of the ProDoc and PPG documentation found no reference
to:

o3 A gender analysis consultant.
og Collaboration with UNDP’s gender focal point.

o3 Use of UNDP’s Social and Environmental Standards (SES) gender guidance at the
design stage.

This absence of gender-specific expertise contributed to a narrow interpretation of gender as
merely “women’s participation,” rather than a driver of climate resilience and adaptive

capacity.

The project was assigned a UNDP Gender Marker score of 1 (“limited gender
mainstreaming”), which accurately reflects the shortcomings at design stage: no gender
expertise was engaged during formulation, the results framework lacked sex-disaggregated
indicators, and no Gender Action Plan was developed at inception. While some gender-
responsive activities were included, they were not embedded within a coherent strategy.

In response to the Mid-Term Review (2022), and under the leadership of the UNDP Country
Office, a dedicated Gender Strategy (2023—-2025) was developed and approved. This
document introduced gender-specific activities such as targeted microfinance and training,
established institutional partnerships, defined monitoring indicators and roles, and included
a budgeted implementation plan. These remedial measures enhanced women’s participation
and visibility, but they did not fully address the foundational design gaps or the structural
barriers (such as insecure land tenure and restrictive social norms) that limited the project’s
transformative potential. This late but relevant corrective action strengthened gender
responsiveness during implementation but cannot retroactively compensate for structural
design deficiencies.

The COASTAL project’s design was not gender responsive. It lacked a context-specific gender
analysis, did not develop a gender action plan, and failed to integrate gender into its results
framework. Although some generic references to women’s participation were included, the
design did not address systemic barriers to women’s empowerment or align with national
gender equality policies.

4.1.6 Social and Environmental Safeguards

46.

During project formulation, the COASTAL project underwent the mandatory Social and
Environmental Screening Procedure (SESP) as per UNDP’s Social and Environmental
Standards (SES). The screening classified the project as Moderate Risk (Category B),
reflecting the potential environmental and social impacts of infrastructure works (e.g.,
boreholes, water systems), mangrove restoration, and interventions in sensitive ecosystems
and customary land areas. Key risks identified in the SESP included:
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- Disturbance of ecosystems and biodiversity in coastal zones and mangrove areas.

- Involuntary restrictions of access to natural resources due to conservation or restoration
measures.

- Conflicts over land and resource use between user groups or between formal/informal
governance systems.

- Gender-based exclusion or unequal benefit sharing from project activities.

47. The ProDoc outlined a series of mitigation and management measures in response to these
risks, including:

- Participatory planning mechanisms with communities.

- Environmental screening of infrastructure sub-projects.
- Capacity-building for local governance institutions.

- Development of a grievance redress mechanism (GRM).

48. However, these measures were broadly stated and not accompanied by detailed operational
tools or budgeted plans at the design stage.

SESA Study and Adaptive Management.

49. Recognizing the limitations of the initial SESP, the project conducted a more in-depth
Strategic Environmental and Social Assessment (SESA), finalized in 2021. This SESA:

o8 Mapped stakeholder perceptions of environmental and social risks.
o3 Assessed institutional and normative gaps in safeguards enforcement.

os Highlighted local sensitivities around land tenure, access to mangroves, and women'’s
roles in natural resource governance.

50. The SESA generated concrete recommendations for:
o3 Strengthening safeguard monitoring at field level.

s Clarifying the roles of Local Administrations and community committees in risk
prevention.

s Addressing gender-based constraints in livelihood planning and governance.

51. However, these recommendations were only partially translated into implementation
protocols, and no formal Environmental and Social Management Plan (ESMP) was developed
or integrated into the Results Framework.

Implementation and Monitoring Gaps.

52. While the TE team found no evidence of major safeguard violations, several weaknesses
were noted in the monitoring and operationalization of safeguards during the project’s initial
years:

o3 There was no dedicated safeguard focal point within the PMU.

s Safeguard-related indicators were absent from the M&E system and not included in
quarterly reports.

o3 No functioning Grievance Redress Mechanism (GRM) was operational until late 2023,
and community awareness of such mechanisms remained low.
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53.

54.

55.

These gaps were acknowledged in the Mid-Term Review, which recommended enhanced
training and integration of safeguard procedures, especially for community infrastructure and
land-use planning.

While the project complied with UNDP’s requirement to conduct a Social and Environmental
Screening (SESP) and later undertook a valuable Strategic Environmental and Social
Assessment (SESA), the integration of safeguard standards into the project’s operational
framework was partial and under-resourced.

The absence of a formal ESMP, safeguard indicators, and field-level implementation protocols
constrained proactive risk management. Social and environmental risks were correctly
identified at design, but mitigation measures lacked institutional anchoring and budgetary
allocation. Monitoring and community-based grievance systems were introduced late and
remain fragile.

4.2 Project Implementation

56.

57.

A comprehensive Mid-Term Review (MTR) was conducted in Q2 2022. It identified
performance challenges related to institutional execution, procurement delays, risk tracking,
gender integration, and safeguard monitoring. The MTR produced a total of 14 actionable
recommendations, most of which were accepted and partially implemented by the Project
Management Unit (PMU) and the UNDP Country Office (Out of 14 recommendations, 10 were
fully or partially implemented; 2 were pending at the time of the TE).

The table below summarizes the MTR recommendations, the official management responses,
and the TE team’s evaluation of implementation progress:

MTR Recommendation

Shift fiduciary functions to Direct
Payment Modality (DPM) where needed

Develop a Project Acceleration Plan with
clear deliverables and timeline

Strengthen the Project
Committee (PSC) for
and oversight

Steering
decision-making

Prepare a Gender Strategy and identify a
gender focal point

Clarify roles of key institutions and
sign MOUs with co-executing agencies

Reinforce field monitoring, including
safeguard compliance
Activate community-level grievance

mechanisms

Management Response

Accepted; UNDP began executing
selected procurement and
payments directly

Accepted and executed in late
2022

Accepted; new meeting schedule
and ToR defined

Accepted and completed in 2023

Partially accepted; few MOUs were
formalized

Accepted; periodic site visits and
checklists introduced

Accepted; GRM procedures drafted
in 2023

TE Team Comment

Implemented effectively; this
enabled acceleration in 2023-2024

Positive impact on delivery rates;
outputs were clustered and front-
loaded

PSC became more functional, but
attendance was uneven across
sectors

Implementation of gender
activities improved, but started
late

Institutional coordination
improved informally but remained
fragile

Late  implementation: weak
documentation persists
Community awareness remains

low and institutional support is
limited

58. Scope and Nature of Design Adjustments. The most significant adaptive changes introduced

during implementation include:
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o3 A modality shifts from exclusive National Implementation Modality (NIM) to a hybrid
NIM-DIM structure, due to fiduciary risks identified in the 2021 micro-assessment and
operational inefficiencies reported in 2022.

o3 Introduction of a fast-tracking mechanism to accelerate execution of works,
procurement, and training activities, concentrated in the 2023-2024 period.

o8 Development of a Gender Strategy (2023-2025) to address design-stage gaps in
gender responsiveness.

o3 Adjustments in field site prioritization: areas with low logistical feasibility or weak
community mobilization were deprioritized, while zones showing high uptake were
consolidated (e.g., Bijagods islands, Buba).

o8 Scaling back or postponing some original deliverables, particularly those linked to
complex co-financing dependencies (e.g., integration with AGIR rural development
initiatives).

4.2.1 Governance and Approval Process.

59. Following the Mid-Term Review (MTR), the Project Steering Committee (Comité de
Pilotagem) deliberated and endorsed a series of strategic adjustments, as recorded in
meeting minutes from 2022 and 2023. These included:

- Adoption of an acceleration plan and revised implementation priorities.
- Formal endorsement of the project’s gender strategy and associated workplans.
- Agreement on budget reallocations and updated delivery targets.

60. While these adaptive decisions were essential to improving delivery, they were not
systematically captured in an updated Results Framework, nor formalized through an
addendum to the original Project Document. The absence of such documentation reduces
the traceability and evaluability of the changes.

61. The COASTAL project applied adaptive management measures in direct response to MTR
recommendations. Notable adjustments included a shift to a hybrid execution modality, the
introduction of a fast-tracking plan, and the development of a gender strategy to strengthen
inclusion and equity in project delivery.

62. These measures contributed to improved implementation performance and partially
mitigated initial design weaknesses. However, the lack of formal integration of these changes
into revised planning instruments limited the project’s ability to systematically track progress
against an updated and context-relevant results framework.

4.2.2. Actual Stakeholder Participation and Partnership Arrangements

63. The COASTAL project established a broad constellation of institutional and community-level
partnerships, many of which were maintained throughout implementation. National agencies
such as MABAC, IBAP, DGEDR, GPC, and INEP played leading roles in planning and technical
execution. UNDP’s dual role as implementing agency and fiduciary backstopping partner was
also critical, particularly after the shift to a DPM model post-MTR.

64. The Project Steering Committee (Comité de Pilotagem) served as the formal coordination
platform for partner institutions and was revitalized in 2022 with a more regular schedule
and revised Terms of Reference. However, some ministries and technical institutions
demonstrated inconsistent participation, which affected decision-making fluidity and
coordination in multi-sectoral components (e.g., coastal land-use, education, fisheries).
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65. At the local levels, partnerships with local governments were effective in mobilizing
communities and managing infrastructure works, though often constrained by limited fiscal
and institutional capacity.

4.2.3. Country Ownership and Government Engagement.

66. National and subnational government actors were generally supportive of the project’s goals,
and their engagement was most visible in:

- Facilitating access to communities and coordinating planning workshops.
- Providing technical staff to support training and oversight.
- Participating in monitoring visits and beneficiary consultations.

67. However, the active influence of government stakeholders in strategic decision-making was
often reactive rather than proactive. Due to capacity limitations and changes in leadership,
several government stakeholders were less engaged in project steering and adaptive
decisions, especially prior to the acceleration phase (2022-2023). While formal co-financing
commitment letters were secured during project preparation (e.g., UNDP core funds, AGIR,
PDCV-RIZ), there is no evidence that these were followed by executed interministerial
memoranda or operational agreements during implementation. As a result, co-financing
contributions were implemented in parallel rather than through fully integrated workplans,
limiting long-term institutional anchoring beyond MABAC.

Stakeholder Participation and Public Awareness.

68. Stakeholder involvement, particularly at the community level, was a key implementation
modality and yielded notable ownership of local interventions. The project facilitated:

- Participatory planning of micro-projects.
- Creation/enhancing and training of local water and land management committees.

- Community maintenance of climate-resilient infrastructure (e.g., boreholes, elevated
gardens).

69. Public awareness was supported through local radio campaigns, community forums, and
dissemination of climate adaptation messages. Despite these efforts, the TE identified the
following limitations:

o8 Awareness of the project’s strategic goals and broader results remained low among
many community members.

o3 Participation was often concentrated among traditional leaders and male decision-
makers, with limited engagement of women and youth in early phases.

o3 Information sharing and documentation were inconsistent, particularly in remote or
insular communities.

70. Stakeholder interest in the long-term sustainability of interventions was high in areas where
benefits were tangible (e.g., improved water access, diversified livelihoods). However,
concerns remain about the continuity of support and institutional follow-up post-project.

Extent of Stakeholder Interaction vs. Planned Engagement.
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71. Compared to the Stakeholder Engagement Plan in the ProDoc, the actual stakeholder
interaction was broader in scope, particularly at the community level, but less structured.
Notably:

o3 Several planned technical consultations at national level did not materialize due to
institutional instability and COVID-19 disruptions.

o8 Local-level engagement evolved positively, especially after the MTR, which prompted
enhanced facilitation and community co-design practices.

o8 However, monitoring and feedback mechanisms for stakeholders (e.g., grievance
redress, satisfaction surveys) were introduced late and remain underutilized.

Gender-Responsive Stakeholder Engagement.

72. The Gender Strategy 2023-2025 significantly improved gender mainstreaming during the
project’s final phase. Key adaptations included:

o8 Women-targeted training on climate-resilient value chains (horticulture, fish
processing, solar irrigation).

o3 Participation quotas in community committees and livelihood groups.
os Collaboration with women’s cooperatives and NGOs in implementation.

73. Nonetheless, gender responsiveness in stakeholder engagement faced important structural
gaps:

3 During project design, no women’s ministries or gender advocacy organizations were
consulted.

o3 There is no evidence of women-only consultations or culturally adapted engagement
sessions early in the project.

o3 Systematic tracking of women'’s participation in planning and decision-making was not
integrated into M&E until 2023.

74. The TE team found that gender-inclusive participation improved over time, but earlier
integration could have enhanced outcomes and reduced exclusion risks.

75. The COASTAL project built an extensive network of institutional and community-level
partnerships that supported implementation, especially during its final acceleration phase.
While community engagement was a core strength, national stakeholder coordination was
uneven, and local ownership varied by zone.

76. Stakeholder participation evolved positively after the MTR but was not always aligned with
the structured vision laid out in the original Stakeholder Engagement Plan. Gender-
responsive engagement improved following the adoption of the Gender Strategy in 2023, yet
foundational gaps in inclusive consultation and tracking persist. Stakeholder awareness of
broader project outcomes remains limited, underscoring the need for post-project knowledge
sharing and institutional integration.

4.2.4 Project Finance and Co-finance

77. The COASTAL Project was approved with a total GEF grant of USD 12.0 million,
complemented by planned co-financing of USD 58.63 miillion as per the CEO Endorsement.
This included UNDP TRAC resources, Government contributions, and investments from
development partners such as the EU and AfDB. At TE stage, GEF disbursement
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78.

79.

80.

81.

82.

83.

84.

85.

reached USD 11,763,766.67 (98 % of total) Financial Report. Actual co-financing
attributable to the project was estimated at USD 16.80 million, representing about 29
%o of the original commitment.

The substantial gap between planned and realized co-financing is explained by several
factors:

- Key pledged amounts (e.g., EUR 44 million under the EU’s AGIR
programme and USD 6 million under AfDB’s PDCV-RIZ) were implemented
as parallel initiatives rather than integrated project components, limiting their
direct attribution to COASTAL outcomes.

- In-kind contributions from national institutions (MABAC, IBAP, and others) were not
systematically tracked or monetized, despite being material in scope.

No operational co-financing monitoring tool was established from the onset, making it
impossible to capture all aligned or leveraged investments over the project’s lifetime.

Early implementation under the National Implementation Modality (NIM) was marked
by low disbursement rates, weak budget execution, and shortcomings in procurement and
documentation, as confirmed by the Micro-Assessment and HACT spot-check. These
constraints delayed field delivery and limited fund absorption.

In early 2023, UNDP and the Steering Committee approved a transition to Direct Payment
Modality (DPM). This was accompanied by the creation of a Central Project
Management Unit, enhanced fiduciary controls, revised procurement and expenditure
tracking procedures, and budget realignment through updated Annual Work Plans.

The financial turnaround post-2022 was significant: delivery rates increased sharply, budget—
activity alignment improved, and field-level expenditures were more closely monitored.
Annual audits were completed on schedule, and recommendations from spot checks and
audits were implemented, including targeted training for financial staff and local partners
Financial Report.

Budget reallocations prioritized high-impact areas such as climate-resilient infrastructure,
early warning systems, and decentralized planning platforms. These adjustments were
formally approved by the Steering Committee and documented in quarterly and annual
Financial Report.

Despite these corrective measures, the absence of a functioning co-financing tracking system
from inception represented a missed opportunity to evidence systemic investment
mobilization. This limitation reduced the project’s capacity to demonstrate the full scale of
resource leveraging and its catalytic role.

At TE stage, co-financing materialized as follows:

- UNDP: USD 0.50 million in core resources (grant), consistent with the original co-
financing commitment. Additional in-kind recurrent expenditures (technical assistance,
oversight, staff time) were reported by UNDP but lacked consolidated monetized
valuation to justify the higher USD 0.85 million figure used in earlier drafts.

- Government of Guinea-Bissau: ~USD 0.80 millionin in-kind recurrent
expenditures (logistics, monitoring, staff time via MABAC, IBAP, and other agencies).
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- Partner Agencies: ~USD 15.5 million in public investments from FAO, WFP, and
EU-funded programmes, aligned thematically but largely implemented in parallel.

86. No evidence of fraud or misuse of funds was found. Fiduciary controls in the DIM phase met
UNDP requirements, enabling timely fund flow and improved delivery performance.

87. The co-financing gap reflects both over-optimistic planning at design stage and insufficient
follow-up mechanisms to track pledged commitments.

Table 11. Co-financing Table (Actual at TE)

Co-financing Type/Source Grants Loans In-kind Other Total (USD M)
UNDP (Core resources) 0.50 = = = 0.50
Government of Guinea-Bissau - - 0.80 - 0.80
Partner Agencies (FAO, WFP, EU) - - - 15.50 15.50
Total (Actual) 0.50 - 0.80 15.50 16.80

Table 12. Confirmed Sources of Co-financing at TE Stage

Source of Co- Type Investment Amount Notes
financing Mobilized (USD)
UNDP Grant - 500,000 CEO Endorsement
(Core) commitment.

MABAC (Gov't of GB) In-kind Recurrent Expenditure | 800,000 Gov't logistics, monitoring
staff.

FAO Public Inv. = Investment Mobilized 5,000,000 Agroecological initiatives.

WFP Public Inv. | Investment Mobilized 3,000,000 Food security and
infrastructure.

EU Public Inv. = Investment Mobilized 7,500,000 Territorial ~ planning, EWS
systems.

88. The COASTAL Project demonstrated strong financial execution of GEF resources in its final
years, aligned with the efficiency improvements noted in Section 4.3.3. However, co-
financing realization was far below original commitments, and reporting systems were
insufficient to substantiate broader resource mobilization claims.

89. For future projects, it is recommended to:

- Establish a robust co-financing tracking system from the outset, with clear indicators
and partner reporting obligations.

- Conduct realistic appraisals of pledged resources during design, differentiating
between direct and parallel contributions.

- Ensure stronger operational integration and joint reporting with parallel programmes
to maximize catalytic financing and accountability.

4.2.5 Monitoring and Evaluation (M&E) Performance

90. At the time of CEO Endorsement, the project included a basic M&E plan with standard UNDP-
GEF components: a monitoring calendar, indicator table, roles and responsibilities, and
indicative budget. However, the M&E designlacked the depth and strategic
alignment needed to track complex multi-scalar results or adaptive processes effectively.

» Strengths:
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o1.

92.

93.

94.

o8 The Project Document contained a Results Framework with output and outcome-level
indicators.

o3 Key milestones such asAnnual Work Plans, PIRs, mid-term and terminal
evaluations were budgeted and planned.

o3 A dedicated M&E Officer was budgeted as part of the PMU.

» Critical Weaknesses:

o3 Many indicators were not SMART (e.g., lacked time-bound targets or baseline values).

o3 No baseline methodology or survey protocols were defined.

o3 The Tracking Toolwas filled at inception but not linked to dynamic data collection
systems.

o3 The M&E plan did not define disaggregated indicators for gender, youth, or vulnerable
groups.

o8 The plan made no reference to participatory monitoring systems, social/environmental
safeguards tracking, or feedback loops.

Regarding the GEF Operational Focal Point (OFP): the ProDoc referenced annual updates but
did not specify a role for the OFP in the M&E process or decision-making beyond their
participation in the Project Steering Committee.

The M&E budget was modest but adequate (approx. USD 200, 000), though largely absorbed
by reporting costs and consultancy inputs, leaving limited space for participatory or learning-
oriented monitoring systems.

The M&E system was delayed and inconsistently operationalized in the first half of the
project, as noted in the MTR. Although M&E was adequately funded, the dedicated M&E
Officer faced high turnover, and many of the planned tools (e.g., indicator dashboards, field
logbooks) were not consistently developed or used before 2022.

Data Collection and Reporting

o3 PIRs and quarterly reports were submitted regularly, but early reports were descriptive
and lacked outcome-level analysis.

o8 The Tracking Tool was updated at terminal stage, but interim updates were limited.

o8 Monitoring field visits increased significantly post-MTR (2022-2024), with reports
produced for all four intervention zones, though their quality was variable.

o3 Some photo documentation and beneficiary surveys were used in later years but not
triangulated into decision-making processes.

Use of M&E for Adaptive Management.

95.

96.

The Terminal Evaluation found clear evidence that monitoring data informed certain
operational adjustments. These included redirecting activities toward more accessible
intervention sites, supporting the 2023 fast-tracking plan, and introducing gender-responsive
adaptations in line with the 2023-2025 Gender Strategy. Monitoring data also helped identify
gaps in safeguard implementation.

However, the use of M&E for decision-making was largely limited to short-term operational
adjustments rather than broader strategic re-planning. No systematic review or refinement
of the project’s results framework was undertaken, despite significant field-level shifts and
external shocks affecting implementation.
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97. Prior to 2023, monitoring systems did not disaggregate data by gender, age, or vulnerability
group. The introduction of the 2023-2025 Gender Strategy incorporated sex-disaggregated
indicators and qualitative feedback tools, such as focus groups, but their integration into the
core M&E system remained partial. No structured monitoring mechanisms were developed
for indigenous peoples, older persons, or persons with disabilities.

98. Social and environmental risks identified in the SESP and SESA were not systematically
tracked through the project’s formal reporting instruments. No Environmental and Social
Management Plan (ESMP) was implemented, and safeguard-related indicators were absent
from PIRs and other reports until 2023. The UNDP Country Office indicated that these risks
were being monitored through regular updates in Quantum, the corporate system, but the
Terminal Evaluation team did not have access to this information and could therefore not
verify its scope, quality, or integration into project-level decision-making?.

99. The Project Steering Committee reviewed M&E findings intermittently, with discussions
largely focused on delivery rates rather than lessons learned. The GEF Operational Focal
Point was informed through participation in Steering Committee meetings but played no
active role in M&E design or validation processes.

100. Self-assessment ratings in PIRs prior to 2022 were generally optimistic and did not always
align with field realities. The MTR provided a more realistic appraisal of implementation
progress and identified key gaps, leading to corrective actions. PIRs prepared after 2022
reflected a stronger evidence base and were more consistent with field observations.

101.The project’'s M&E performance is rated as moderately satisfactory. Although the M&E
plan at inception included the core elements required by UNDP-GEF procedures, it lacked
methodological rigor, did not incorporate disaggregated indicators, and was insufficiently
adapted to the project’s scope and complexity.

102. M&E implementation began late, was inconsistently applied, and remained focused primarily
on compliance rather than learning. While notable improvements occurred after the MTR,
particularly in reporting quality and the frequency of field visits, persistent gaps were
observed in safeguards tracking, inclusive monitoring, and the application of participatory
feedback mechanisms.

103. The M&E system did not effectively contribute to refining the results framework or to guiding
strategic decision-making during implementation.

Ratings for M&E Components

M&E Element Rating Justification
M&E Design at Moderately The plan met UNDP-GEF basic requirements (results framework, budget,
Entry Satisfactory reporting schedule) but lacked SMART indicators, baseline methodologies,
(MS) a disaggregated data strategy, and mechanisms for safeguard or gender-
responsive monitoring.
M&E Plan Moderately PIRs and reports were produced regularly, and M&E improved after the
Implementation Satisfactory MTR through more field visits and indicator use. However, early-stage
(MS) implementation was weak, safeguards monitoring remained limited, and

inclusive/participatory monitoring was underdeveloped.

2 According to UNDP CO, safeguard-related tracking is integrated in the Quantum system; however, these
data were not available to the Terminal Evaluation team at the time of review, which constitutes a limitation
to evidence triangulation.
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Overall Quality of Moderately The system met compliance requirements and supported some adaptive
M&E Satisfactory decisions after the MTR but fell short in strategic learning, inclusiveness,
(MS) and early-stage performance. No revision of the theory of change was

undertaken.

104. Final Rating for M&E: Moderately Satisfactory (MS) — moderate shortcomings were
observed, but the overall quality of M&E design and implementation met minimum
expectations.

4.2.6 UNDP Support and Project Execution

105.UNDP played a central role throughout the project lifecycle -from formulation through
supervision and adaptive reconfiguration. While initial oversight challenges contributed to
delays in early implementation, the Country Office provided decisive technical and fiduciary
leadership post-MTR, helping to stabilize project delivery and mitigate risks.

i. Key Strengths:

o8 Proactive re-engagement during and after the Mid-Term Review, including support
for:

o Shift from NIM to Direct Payment Modality.
o Launch of the Acceleration Plan and remedial training.
o Design and adoption of the Gender Strategy 2023-2025.
o3 Technical backstopping for procurement, M&E, and safeguard guidance.
s Active participation in the Project Steering Committee and field missions.
o Realistic PIR scoring post-2022, with increased transparency in risk reporting.
ii. Identified Weaknesses:

s Oversight in early phases (2019-2021) was limited and reactive, with insufficient
mitigation of fiduciary and implementation delays noted in the Micro Assessment
and early PIRs.

o3 Safeguards monitoring (social and environmental) was not adequately tracked or
enforced by UNDP until late 2022.

o8 Coordination across UNDP-supported projects (e.g., SGP, biodiversity initiatives)
was not formally institutionalized, limiting synergies.

106. The Ministry of Environment, Biodiversity and Climate Action (MABAC) acted as the national
implementing partner under the National Implementation Modality (NIM). While the Ministry
demonstrated strong ownership of the project and facilitated coordination with sectoral
entities, its overall execution capacity was constrained by institutional weaknesses, affecting
delivery, financial management, and safeguards oversight.

i. Key Strengths:
og Institutional leadership in coordination, planning, and community engagement.
s Active participation in the Project Steering Committee and validation events.
o3 Support to field missions and beneficiary mobilization.
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ii. Identified Weaknesses:

o3 The PMU experienced staff turnover, and the M&E and procurement units suffered
prolonged capacity gaps until late 2022.

o8 The Ministry had limited internal control mechanisms, leading to the 2021 Micro
Assessment rating of "High Risk" and subsequent fiduciary adjustments.

o8 Safeguards measures (e.g., ESMPs, GRM) were not developed or implemented
under MABAC’s management, despite being required by the SESP.

o3 Procurement and delivery bottlenecks in 2020-2021 led to underperformance,
triggering delayed outputs and requiring external support from UNDP to resume
progress.

107.The joint implementation arrangement, after the MTR, showed improved integration and
accountability. The project benefited from:

s Clearer division of labour (MABAC: coordination and field mobilization; UNDP: fiduciary
and strategic oversight).

o8 Regular (if not systematic) Steering Committee meetings and decision-making
processes.

og Stronger downstream delivery in 2023-2024.

108.However, coordination with other government sectors (e.g., finance, agriculture, local
governance) was limited by lack of formalized interinstitutional agreements or incentives for
sustained engagement.

109. Performance Ratings

UNDP Satisfactory (S) UNDP provided effective technical and fiduciary

Implementation/Oversight oversight, especially after the MTR, despite weak early-
phase follow-up and underenforced safeguards
monitoring.

Implementing Partner Moderately MABAC demonstrated ownership and coordination

Execution Satisfactory (MS) efforts but struggled with operational, fiduciary, and
safeguards management until external support was
scaled up.

Overall Quality of Moderately While joint implementation delivered results in the final

Implementation/Execution Satisfactory (MS) two vyears, structural gaps and early inefficiencies

reduced effectiveness and institutional sustainability.

4.2.7 Risk Management Practices

110. At inception, the project developed a Risk Log consistent with the UNDP Enterprise Risk
Management (ERM) Policy, which identified institutional, environmental, social, financial, and
operational risks. This log was integrated into the UNDP Atlas platform and referenced in
early PIRs. However, risk monitoring during the first phase of implementation (2019-2021)
was limited and superficial:

o3 The Risk Register was not consistently updated, and most risks were rated as “low”
or “medium,” despite emerging challenges.
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o3 Risks were not cross-referenced with mitigation actions, and action plans were largely
generic.

111.It was only after the Mid-Term Review (2022) that the project began actively managing risks,
through the regular updates to the Risk Log, integration of mitigation strategies into
the Acceleration Plan, increased fiduciary oversight following the 2021 High Risk rating in the
Micro Assessment, and operational de-risking through the shift to a DPM.

112. High turnover in PMU staff, limited internal controls, and delayed procurement led to weak
early performance. UNDP conducted a Micro Assessment (2021), classifying MABAC as “High
Risk.” This prompted direct implementation of procurement by UNDP. Risk mitigation was
escalated and effective in restoring delivery, although some deliverables were downsized or
delayed.

113.The ProDoc recognized exposure to seasonal floods and erosion, particularly in mangrove
areas and low-lying sites. However, these risks were not well-integrated into operational
planning, and climate impacts on infrastructure were observed in 2021-2022 (e.g., damage
to access roads and gardens). No formal contingency plans were in place to address climate-
induced disruptions.

114.Changes in ministerial leadership and inter-agency coordination challenges affected
execution, while Steering Committee participation varied; some line ministries (e.g.,
agriculture, planning) were disengaged for long periods. The MTR recommended
strengthening inter-institutional roles, but formal agreements (e.g., MOUs) were never
executed.

115. Conflicts over land and water use in some intervention areas (e.g., Buba, Bijagds) were
anticipated but not actively monitored. The Strategic Environmental and Social Assessment
(SESA) flagged potential grievances related to land access, gender-based exclusion, and
mangrove regulation. A Grievance Redress Mechanism (GRM)was only partially
implemented in 2023.

116.COVID-19 pandemic (2020-2022) severely disrupted community engagement, procurement,
and mobility and the Ukraine conflict and resulting fuel/commaodity inflation affected logistics
and the cost of materials. These shocks were not initially in the risk register but were later
acknowledged in PIRs from 2022 onward.

117.The Project Board (Steering Committee) was informed of major risk categories, particularly
post-MTR. UNDP played a critical role in:

o3 Escalating fiduciary concerns to the regional bureau.
o3 Coordinating remedial actions with the PMU.
o8 Supporting the preparation of the acceleration plan and fiduciary transition.

118. However, the Board’s strategic oversight role in risk monitoring remained weak, with limited
documentation of scenario planning or prioritization of mitigation actions. Local stakeholders
and Local Administrations were not systematically involved in identifying or managing risks
affecting implementation.

119. Early risk ratings were over-optimistic, and institutional risk was underestimated, delaying
critical corrections. The absence of operational risk mitigation plans weakened the project’s
resilience to shocks, while the fiduciary escalation and UNDP re-engagement post-MTR were
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decisive in stabilizing implementation. Risk systems need to be context-sensitive, gender-
informed, and integrated into both strategic and operational decisions from the outset.

120. Risk management practices improved considerably during the second half of implementation,
driven by MTR-triggered reforms and UNDP's adaptive oversight. However, weaknesses in
early identification, monitoring, and action planning, particularly in fiduciary, climate, and
social risk domains, constrained performance and required remedial escalation.

121.The risk register was maintained post-MTR but remained underutilized for participatory and
forward-looking management.

122.Rating: Moderately Satisfactory (MS)

4.2.8 Social and Environmental Standards (Safeguards)

123. At CEO Endorsement, the project completed a Social and Environmental Screening Procedure
(SESP) in line with UNDP’s SES (2015 version). The project was classified as Moderate Risk
(Category B) based on:

o3 Potential environmental impacts from infrastructure works (e.g., boreholes, water
storage systems, dikes).

3 Potential social risks related to land use, community resource access, and gender-
based exclusion.

o3 Ecosystem interventions in mangrove and coastal zones with sensitive biodiversity.

124. However, no Environmental and Social Management Plan (ESMP), Indigenous Peoples Plan,
or other safeguards management instruments were developed as follow-up to this screening.
This represents a significant gap in safeguards operationalization. To address growing
implementation risks, a Strategic Environmental and Social Assessment (SESA) was
conducted in 2021. It provided detailed analysis of:

o8 Community sensitivities to land, water, and mangrove access.
o3 Power dynamics within villages and between customary and formal governance.
s Risk of gender-based exclusion from benefit-sharing mechanisms.

125. While the SESA identified key risks and proposed mitigation measures, no formal action plan
or safeguards implementation framework was institutionalized. The findings remained
underutilized operationally.

Safeguard Element Findings

Environmental Screening of Conducted irregularly; some infrastructure interventions (e.g., boreholes) had no
Works documented environmental clearance.

Community Participation and = Participatory processes were carried out in most sites, but without structured
Consent safeguards documentation or FPIC protocols.

Gender-Based Risks Addressed late through the 2023 Gender Strategy; not integrated in original

safeguard design.

Grievance Redress = Introduced only in 2023; not fully functional by project closure. Awareness among
Mechanism (GRM) community members remained limited.

Safeguard Monitoring in M&E = Weak to absent; no safeguard indicators tracked in quarterly reports or PIRs prior
to 2023.
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126.1In short, while safeguard risks were acknowledged, the institutional mechanisms to manage,
monitor, and mitigate those risks were not established in a timely or systematic manner.
Although the SESP identified key categories of risk, no formal revision of the SESP was
documented during implementation, despite evolving risk conditions.

Original Risk Revised Risk Original Revised TE Finding on the
(Observed) Rating Rating Revision
Environmental Higher than expected due . No formal revision occurred;
. - . Moderate High .
impact of to erosion/flooding @2, L: 2) @3, L: 3) impacts noted but not
infrastructure impacts on sites T T managed via ESMP
Social conflict over More acute in certain areas . Identified in SESA but not
o Moderate Substantial L .
land/resource (e.g., Bijagds) . . . . escalated in risk registry
(1. 2,L:2) (I. 3, L: 2)
access
Gender-based Initially overlooked, later Low Moderate Gender Strategy addressed
exclusion acknowledged (I: 1, L: 2) (I: 2, L: 3) gaps but started late
Safeguards Initially underestimated Low High Execution capacity shortfalls

led to weak implementation
of SES

oversight capacity @1, L: 1) (13, L: 3)

127.Role of Project Team, UNDP CO, and Project Board.

- The Project Team lacked dedicated safeguards personnel or training on SES. Safeguard
responsibilities were dispersed and under-prioritized.

- The UNDP Country Office played a key role in commissioning the SESA and encouraging
late-stage adoption of risk management tools but did not enforce safeguard
implementation in early phases.

- The Project Steering Committee discussed risks in general terms but did not integrate
safeguard oversight into its decision-making.

128.1n short, the COASTAL project met the procedural requirement of conducting an initial SESP
and later improved its risk awareness through a detailed SESA. However, the absence of
operational safeguards instruments (e.g., ESMP), inadequate monitoring, and delayed GRM
activation indicate that safeguards were not effectively managed throughout most of
implementation. Safeguard risks evolved during the project but were not formally revised in
the SESP or integrated into dynamic management systems. Gender-related risks were
partially addressed post-MTR.

129. Rating: Moderately Unsatisfactory (MU)
4.3 Project Results and Impacts

4.3.1 Relevance

130.The COASTAL Project was highly relevantto Guinea-Bissau’s environmental and
development priorities at national and local levels. It addressed pressing vulnerabilities
in low-lying coastal zones, including erosion, saltwater intrusion, and food insecurity among
smallholder communities.

131.The project was aligned with the National Adaptation Programme of Action (NAPA), which
prioritizes adaptation in coastal and estuarine ecosystems. The National Biodiversity
Strategy, particularly in the Bijagos Biosphere Reserve. The Terra Ranka development plan,
with a focus on rural transformation and community resilience. The Climate Change
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Policy and the national contribution under the Paris Agreement, especially regarding
ecosystem-based adaptation. At subnational level, the project supported local Administration
resilience planning (e.g., Bubaque) and strengthened participatory governance in natural
resource management.

132.During implementation, the project showed moderate adaptability to political and
institutional volatility. For example, it adjusted modalities in response to fiduciary risk
(shifting to DPM) and responded to COVID-19 disruptions with reprogramming of activities.
However, its strategic responsiveness to shifts in land governance, migration patterns, or
post-pandemic recovery needs was limited.

133. The project was fully aligned with the strategic frameworks of:

o3 UNDP. notably its Country Programme Document (CPD 2016-2020 and 2021-
2025)and UNDAF/UNSDCF results related to inclusive growth, sustainable
environment, and local governance. The project directly contributed to UNDP Outcome
4 (strengthened resilience to shocks and disasters) and indirectly supported
governance and gender mainstreaming outcomes

o3 GEF/LDCF programming. targeting least developed countries with high climate
vulnerability, using nature-based and community-centered solutions.

o3 Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs). notably SDG 13 (Climate Action), SDG
14 (Life Below Water), and SDG 5 (Gender Equality).

o3 Paris Agreement. by enhancing local adaptation and ecosystem resilience.

134. The project’s intent to be inclusive is evident in its prioritization of highly vulnerable
communities (rural, low-income, ecologically exposed) and in the promotion of community-
level planning through participatory needs assessments and committee formation.
However, gaps existed:

- Early-stage gender responsiveness was weak, with no gender analysis or strategy at
design stage (see Section 4.1). The 2023-2025 Gender Strategy improved this, but late.

- The inclusion of youth and marginalized ethnic groups was not systematically monitored
or reported.

- Traditional authorities and women's groups were consulted, but their influence on design
decisions was mediated by institutional gatekeepers.

135.While the project improved its inclusiveness post-MTR, the quality and depth of local
ownership varied significantly by geography, institutional presence, and facilitator capacity.

136. The project employed contextually appropriate strategies, including Integrated Coastal Zone
Management (ICZM), hybrid protective infrastructure (bio-physical solutions + hard works),
and livelihood diversification in  agriculture and fisheries. These approaches
remain technically valid, particularly in Guinea-Bissau’s context of:

- Widespread exposure to sea-level rise and seasonal flooding.
- High natural resource dependence among communities.
- Weak infrastructure and institutional capacity.
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137.However, the scalability and institutional integration of these approaches were not
adequately addressed in the original design. Links to national infrastructure or land-use plans
remained ad hoc.

138. The project was broadly complementary with other national and donor-supported adaptation
interventions, such as GEF SGP, UN-Habitat, IBAP, and AfDB's rural development programs.
On the other side, the ProDoc reflected awareness of these synergies, but coordination
mechanisms were informal and often limited to co-location rather than joint planning or
pooled monitoring. Lessons from other projects (e.g., previous GEF biodiversity initiatives)
were acknowledged, but integration into planning and implementation was partial and
opportunistic than strategic.

139.Field data shows that beneficiaries most directly involved in participatory planning, such
as water user groups, horticultural committees, and local leaders, felt included and
empowered. However, landless women, vyouth, and some remote ethnic
communities reported limited awareness or benefit-sharing.

140. The intervention was shaped primarily by technical institutions, with limited influence from
community perspectives during design. While implementation improved these dynamic,
institutional power asymmetries remained.

141.There were discrepancies between formal mandates and actual practice. For example, while
MABAC held legal oversight, the operational leadership often shifted to UNDP. Some local
governments played facilitation roles without formal role or capacity support. Role clarity and
equity were weak points.

142.The COASTAL project was highly relevant to Guinea-Bissau’s national climate priorities and
international environmental commitments. Its alignment with UNDP and GEF programming
was strong, and its technical approaches remain valid. However, shortcomings in early
gender integration, depth of stakeholder inclusion, and operational complementarity with
other interventions limited its systemic relevance and transformative potential.

143. Rating: Satisfactory (S) — 5. These findings indicate that the level of relevance achieved
was as expected, with no major shortcomings, thus justifying a Satisfactory rating.
4.3.2 Effectiveness

144.The project’s effectiveness was mixed across outcome areas, but overall, it achieved most
of its planned outputs and a substantial share of outcome-level changes. Key achievements
include:

o8 Functional improvements in MABAC and local administration coordination for coastal
adaptation, with capacity built through training, planning tools, and committee
formation.

o8 Over 30 physical interventions completed (e.g., water systems, elevated gardens,
dikes), though quality and sustainability vary by site.

o3 Positive results in target zones, particularly in agroecology and post-harvest processing
(e.g., horticulture, salt, fish), benefiting hundreds of women and smallholders.

o3 Improved local organization and knowledge on adaptation, but limited outcome
monitoring restricts full attribution.
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145.However, some infrastructure outputs were delayed or scaled back, and long-term
functionality is uncertain due to maintenance constraints. Several planned inter-institutional
coordination mechanisms (e.g., MOUs, integration into national adaptation systems) were
not achieved, and gender-responsive outcomes only began to materialize after 2023.

146.The project contributed meaningfully to the UNDP CPD outcomes related to community
resilience and sustainable environment, with the, GEF-LDCF objectives on vulnerability
reduction and climate-adaptive development, and National priorities in adaptation, local
governance, and biodiversity conservation. IN this regard, the global environmental benefits
include restoration and conservation of mangrove ecosystems, reduced exposure of coastal
livelihoods to climate-related hazards and strengthened local capacities in ecosystem-based
adaptation. However, contributions to systemic transformation (e.g., national policy, land-
use regulation, coastal zone governance) remained limited and mostly localized.

147. Effectiveness Across Intervention Areas

Area Effectiveness Notes

Community-based High Strong uptake of technologies, community ownership, diversified

adaptation livelihoods.

Infrastructure delivery Moderate Infrastructure completed but maintenance planning and
safeguards weak.

Institutional Moderate Sectoral ministries inconsistently engaged; local Administrations

coordination better aligned.

Gender equality Low — Moderate Gender Strategy only applied in final phase; earlier exclusion
limited reach.

Knowledge and policy Limited Learning tools developed, but limited evidence of institutional

uptake or policy influence.

148. Drivers and Constraints

3 Facilitating factors: Strong community engagement. UNDP technical and fiduciary
support post-MTR. Dedicated field staff and local facilitators.

o3 Constraining factors: Political volatility and leadership turnover. Weak procurement
capacity (until DPM applied). Limited coordination from national ministries. COVID-19 and
global inflation (2020-2022). Incomplete integration of M&E and safeguards tools.

149. Adaptation and Responsiveness of the project showed notable adaptive management
capacity post-MTR, including the shift from NIM to DPM, the creation of an Acceleration
Plan (2022-2024), and the introduction of Gender Strategy and revised field priorities.
However, these adaptations were late and reactive, and their effectiveness was constrained
by short implementation windows and weak institutional memory.

150. Alternative Strategies and Lessons that might have improved effectiveness, can be
mentioned as:

3 Earlier integration of gender and safeguards into implementation.

g Institutionalizing co-financing partnerships through MOUs, including indicators that
demonstrate the co-financing mainstreaming.

3 Applying modular infrastructure design to adapt to site variability.
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Strengthening participatory monitoring and grievance systems from the outset.

6. Results Transfer and Institutionalization of the knowledge was generated but not fully
institutionalized. Training materials, climate adaptation manuals, and best practices were
produced and some local administrative staff and local groups internalized methods. However,
national-level uptake was minimal, and no mechanisms were established for replication or
mainstreaming.

151.The final-year Gender Strategy enabled modest gains in women-led value chains and
participation in committees and trainings. However, rights-based approaches (e.g., equitable
benefit sharing, land access) were not systematically addressed, and no formal human rights
analysis was integrated.

152. Unintended Outcomes and Systemic Effects

«3 Positive unintended outcomes: Enhanced visibility of some local administrative
territories in adaptation governance and strengthened social cohesion in zones with
participatory planning.

©3 Negative unintended outcomes: Some communities faced internal tensions over
access to resources and project benefits, and Late inclusion of gender resulted in missed
empowerment opportunities for many women.

153. Systemic Effectiveness Reflections:

©3 Tensions emerged over land access, particularly where project activities overlapped with
customary land. Some traditional leaders resisted external facilitation, requiring culturally
sensitive negotiation.

©3 Unspoken lessons include the need to rethink project timelines relative to state fragility
and delivery realities.

154. Rating: Moderately Satisfactory (MS) — 4

o8 The project achieved most of its outputs and partially met outcome-level targets,
particularly in livelihood diversification, infrastructure delivery, and community awareness.

o8 Systemic and institutional outcomes were less fully achieved, and several structural
challenges (gender, safeguards, M&E, institutional anchoring) limited overall
effectiveness.

o3 Delays, limited integration of learning, and shortfalls in cross-sectoral institutional
engagement were important constraints.

155. Summary of the Outcome Area Progress.

Outcome Area Planned Targets Observed Results TE Assessment
Institutional Strengthening | Strengthen MABAC and local | Partially achieved; capacity built but Moderately
coordination mechanisms fragile institutional anchoring Satisfactory
Coastal Protection | 30+ protective structures built | Achieved; structures completed but Satisfactory
Infrastructure or rehabilitated uneven quality and sustainability
Livelihood Diversification |New climate-resilient value | Achieved; successful uptake of Satisfactory
chains adopted in target areas |agroecological and fisheries
innovations
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Community Resilience Increased adaptive capacity | Achieved; strong engagement in Satisfactory
and community awareness some zones, weaker in others
Gender  Equality and|Gender mainstreaming in|Partially  achieved;  meaningful Moderately
Women's Empowerment | planning and benefit sharing | progress only after 2023 Satisfactory
Knowledge Generation and | Documented  methodologies | Partially achieved; products Moderately
Transfer and community manuals developed but limited dissemination Satisfactory
Policy Influence and|Integration of lessons into|Not achieved; limited policy-level Moderately
Institutional Uptake national strategies impact or institutional | Unsatisfactory
mainstreaming
156.Summary of the Output Area Level Progress
Output Area Planned Deliverables Observed Delivery TE
Assessment
Output 1.1: Climate risk mapping | Risk maps, training modules, [ Maps and training completed; | Moderately
and institutional capacity | and institutional audits limited use of audit findings Satisfactory
development
Output 1.2: Local Administration | Local adaptation plans, | Plans completed in pilot areas;| Moderately
planning tools and local | planning committees, | governance unevenly applied Satisfactory
governance strengthened governance charters
Output 2.1: Climate-resilient | Dikes, boreholes, water | Infrastructure largely delivered; | Satisfactory
infrastructure implemented storage, elevated gardens in 4| maintenance plans missing
regions
QOutput 2.2: Ecosystem-based | Mangrove restoration, | Practices promoted with| Moderately
approaches promoted agroecological practices, | variable uptake and| Satisfactory
reforestation documentation
Output 2.3: Livelihood support|Business plans, toolkits, | Strong delivery in 2023-24; late| Satisfactory
and training delivered women/youth training | start reduced impact
packages
Output 3.1: Knowledge | Manuals, case studies, | Products created but| Moderately
management and dissemination | communication materials, | dissemination and institutional | Satisfactory
awareness campaigns uptake limited
Output 3.2: Monitoring, | M&E system, tracking tool [ M&E tools updated post-MTR;| Moderately
evaluation, and learning updates, learning events early phase underperformance Satisfactory

4.3.3. Efficiency

157.By July 2025, the COASTAL Project had achieved a high budget execution rate, disbursing
USD 12,265,384.67 out of the allocated USD 12,500,000 (98%). Despite early
institutional challenges, particularly with the financial transfer mechanism under the National
Implementation Modality (NIM), the project progressively strengthened its financial oversight
and cost control systems.

158.The strategic shift in early 2023 to the Direct Payment Modality (DPM) by UNDP
improved disbursement efficiency, reduced procedural bottlenecks, and enabled closer
alignment between expenditures and planned activities. While payment processing under
DIM still required, on average, about ten working days (as estimated by project staff), teams
adapted effectively to the new modality.
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159. The project demonstrated notable cost-effectiveness by delivering a diverse and complex set
of interventions, infrastructure development, institutional capacity-building, governance
strengthening, and livelihood enhancement, in geographically remote and logistically
challenging coastal and insular zones. Although no formal cost-per-beneficiary benchmarking
study was conducted, qualitative comparison with similar regional initiatives indicates that
the scale of territorial coverage and the reach to underserved populations, such as women-
headed households and subsistence producers in climate-sensitive areas, represent an
efficient use of financial and technical resources.

160. Efficiency performance was, however, uneven over time. The first half of the project was
hampered by weak fiduciary controls, low fund absorption, and limited financial reporting
capacity under NIM. These issues were addressed through adaptive measures, including the
modality change, capacity-building for financial staff, and the establishment of a Central
Project Management Unit, as detailed in Section 4.2.4.

161.The project was extended until October 2025, with most planned activities and outputs
completed before closure. Delays in infrastructure completion and procurement were mainly
due to exogenous factors:

- Political instability and recurrent strikes in public institutions.
- COVID-19 restrictions and related logistical disruptions.
- Delayed disbursement of parallel programme funds and changes in procurement strategy.

162.The 2023 acceleration plan contributed significantly to recovering delayed outputs. PIRs
and quarterly reports confirm that annual implementation plans were regularly updated, and
a flexible, context-responsive approach was applied to overcome operational constraints.

163. Although USD 58.63 million in co-financing was identified at project outset, most
contributions were in-kind or indirect, with limited traceability. Actual materialization was
only partially verifiable because AGIR and PDCV-RIZ operated as parallel initiatives.
Nevertheless, there was thematic and geographic convergence, particularly in rice
rehabilitation, climate-resilient agriculture, and capacity building, which contributed indirectly
to project outcomes.

164. The project’s operational M&E system supported management decision-making, especially
after the Mid-Term Review (MTR). Recommendations were acted upon through measures
such as adjusting financial modalities, revising procurement approaches, and scaling up
livelihood support interventions in successful zones. However, limitations persisted in
systematic outcome-level data collection and consistent post-disbursement follow-up.

165. The Gender Strategy 2023—-2025 guided targeted activities promoting women’s economic
empowerment, including horticulture, literacy, and governance training. Interviews confirm
increased female participation in civil society and productive activities. Nonetheless, gender
budgeting was not systematically tracked, and the full economic impact of gender-specific
investments remains only partially documented.

166. The project adapted to evolving political and environmental risks by:
3 Realigning activities to feasibility and context.

o3 Coordinating with partners (e.g., UN-Habitat, ASAD) for complementary investments in
community planning and renewable energy.
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o3 Supporting the establishment of decentralized water governance structures to reduce
pressure on public services.

167. Efficiency Rating Analysis:

- Resource use was strategic and effective, though slowed at times by institutional capacity
constraints.

- Most deliverables were completed, with acceleration measures mitigating earlier delays.
- Adaptive mechanisms were appropriate, though optimization potential remained.

168. Rating: Satisfactory (S) — The project was efficient in its use of financial and human
resources, with only minor shortcomings related to early implementation speed and the
traceability of co-financing contributions.

Table — Efficiency Assessment Summary

Assessment Dimension Findings TE Assessment

Use of Resources and Cost- High delivery rate (98%); efficient delivery in remote Satisfactory
Effectiveness areas; improved disbursement under DIM
Project Management, Most activities completed; delays managed via Satisfactory
Timeliness, and Delivery acceleration plan and adaptive scheduling
Co-Financing and Resource Co-financing partially materialized; indirect Moderately
Mobilization contributions and parallel implementation with low .

- Satisfactory

traceability

Monitoring and Adaptive M&E informed corrective action post-MTR; limited Moderately
Management outcome-level tracking and follow-up Satisfactory
Integration of Gender and Targeted gender activities implemented; gender Moderately
Human Rights in Resource Use budgeting not systematically tracked Satisfactory
Systemic Efficiency Adapted to contextual risks; proactive activity Satisfactory

realignment; decentralized governance support

4.3.4. Overall Project Outcome: Environmental, Social, and Institutional
Impacts

169. The project led to measurable improvements in ecosystem management and risk mitigation
in targeted coastal areas. Key contributions include:

o8 The construction and rehabilitation of protective infrastructure (e.g., elevated gardens,
dikes, boreholes) that reduced exposure to saltwater intrusion, flooding, and erosion.

o3 Support for mangrove restoration and agroecological practices, contributing to biodiversity
preservation and improved soil quality.

«8 Promotion of nature-based solutions to address environmental vulnerabilities in estuarine
and insular ecosystems.

170. However, limitations in environmental safeguards (see Section 4.2.6) and absence of robust
baseline and endline monitoring data constrain full attribution and quantification of these
benefits.

171.The project supported hundreds of women and rural producers through climate-resilient
value chains (e.g., horticulture, fisheries, salt production), contributing to increased income,
food security, and localized empowerment. Women'’s participation in community governance
also improved, particularly after the 2023 Gender Strategy. However, earlier delays in gender
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integration limited deeper structural transformation, and participation of youth, indigenous
groups, and persons with disabilities remained underdeveloped.

172.The project strengthened institutional capacities at local Administration and sectoral levels
for climate adaptation planning and delivery, particularly through capacity building of MABAC
and local Administration actors, formation of community adaptation committees, and cross-
sectoral platforms at local level. Yet, the institutional anchoring of results at national level
was weak. No inter-ministerial framework or regulatory reform emerged, and no formal
policy changes were catalysed.

173. Coastal communities reported awareness of climate risks, improved access to water and
food, and enhanced agency in local planning. The construction of basic protective
infrastructure and adoption of adaptive agricultural techniques helped to reduce climate-
related losses and improve household asset stability. Collective resource management
mechanisms were established in several areas, although long-term sustainability will depend
on follow-up and financing. These contributions reflect incremental gains in adaptive capacity
but are not yet transformative at the systemic level.

174.Some innovations (e.g., women-led agroecological models, decentralized water governance,
solar irrigation) show potential for scaling and were replicated across multiple sites within
the project. However no formal upscaling or national policy uptake was achieved, lessons
learned were not systematically embedded in government frameworks, and dissemination
efforts were weak, with limited visibility beyond project zones.

175.Regarding systemic dimensions of project outcomes, power dynamics and historical exclusion
have been observed as following:

«3 In some regions (e.g., Bijagds), customary leadership structures mediated access to
project benefits, which may have limited inclusion of marginalized groups.

©8 Historical grievances over land access and control, especially between migrants and
indigenous residents, persisted, and the project did not explicitly address these tensions.

3 Social hierarchies and entrenched gender roles influenced who could participate in
committees and benefit from assets, especially in early phases.

176.Institutional Frictions. The absence of MOUs or durable partnerships between national
institutions limited cross-sector collaboration. Informal rivalries between sectoral ministries
affected coordination, and post-project institutional ownership remains ambiguous.

177.0utcome Ratings and Constraints. Based on previous sections:

Criterion Rating Numerical Value
Relevance Satisfactory (S) 5
Effectiveness Moderately Satisfactory (MS) 4
Efficiency Satisfactory (S) 5

178. Overall Project Outcome Rating: Moderately Satisfactory (MS) — 43. The Coastal
Project generated significant results in strengthening the adaptive capacity of coastal
communities, promoting resilient livelihoods, and delivering critical infrastructure. It aligned
well with national priorities and UNDP-GEF strategic goals and demonstrated effective use of

3 Outcome rating cannot exceed Effectiveness.
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4.3.

179.

180.

181.

182.

183.

resources. However, moderate shortcomings in institutional uptake, gender mainstreaming,
safeguards, and long-term sustainability constrain its transformative impact. The project’s
legacy is promising but requires follow-up and investment to achieve systemic outcomes at
scale.

5. Sustainability and Likelihood of Risk to Outcomes

The project delivered tangible results in climate resilience, ecosystem protection, and
community adaptation, including water supply systems, crop-protection infrastructure, and
livelihood initiatives. However, the likelihood of sustaining these benefits after closure
remains limited. While local ownership and community commitment are visible in several
areas, the absence of structured exit strategies, financial transition plans, and institutional
mandates poses substantial risks to continuity.

There are no formal mechanisms to ensure the institutionalization, funding, or coordination
of post-project activities. Without sustained technical and financial support, the durability of
infrastructure, governance gains, and knowledge tools is at risk. Moreover, despite significant
investments in boreholes, pumping systems, and community water management, the project
did not extract lessons to inform policies or plans for rural water supply systems targeting
populations under 2,000 inhabitants.

Financial Sustainability — Rating: Unlikely (U)

No dedicated financial mechanisms or trust funds were created to support or sustain
infrastructure or community adaptation.

Localized revenue models (e.g., user fees, women'’s cooperatives) remain fragile, with no
integration into municipal or national budgets.

The government did not earmark resources for scaling or maintenance, and institutions
remain heavily donor dependent.

Co-financing was largely in-kind and short-term, without public—private partnerships or
reinvestment schemes.

Without structured financial instruments, essential outcomes such as borehole
maintenance, pump repair, or farmer training risk deterioration.

Socio-Political Sustainability — Rating: Moderately Likely (ML)

Strong localized ownership was evident where participatory processes were consistent
(e.g., Buba, Bubaque, Iemberém).

Some local governments and civil society actors demonstrated willingness to continue
adaptation planning.

However, national-level political commitment remains weak, with limited cross-ministerial
coordination or legislative anchoring.

Land disputes and exclusion risks were not fully resolved and may affect long-term
cohesion.

Project methodologies were adopted informally but lacked replication mechanisms at
national scale.

Institutional Framework and Governance — Rating: Unlikely (U)
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The project did not generate policies, legal frameworks, or directives to consolidate results
in water, agriculture, or fisheries.

Despite investments in rice systems, artisanal fisheries, and rural water supply, these were
not translated into sectoral strategies or instruments for sustainable productivity and
income.

Capacity development remained localized and is vulnerable to staff turnover and
budgetary constraints.

Accountability systems (e.g., monitoring committees, grievance redress) were not
institutionalized.

Initiatives were not articulated as value chains or market-linked systems, limiting their
systemic sustainability and economic multiplier effects.

184. Environmental Sustainability — Rating: Moderately Likely (ML)

Ecosystem-based practices (e.g., mangrove restoration, agroecology) aligned with
ecological realities.

However, the project area remains highly exposed to erosion, saline intrusion, and climate
variability.

No monitoring or contingency measures were put in place post-project to safeguard
infrastructure or biodiversity.

Unsustainable practices (unregulated mangrove use, slash-and-burn) persist in some
areas and may erode gains.

185. Safeguards and Risk Management — Rating: Moderately Unlikely (MU)

No Environmental and Social Management Plan (ESMP) was implemented despite the
moderate risk rating in the SESP.

The SESA (2021) provided insights but was not followed by formalized monitoring or
mitigation actions.

A grievance redress mechanism was introduced in 2023 but remained underutilized.

Social risks (land access, gender exclusion, local tensions) were only partially managed.

186.Systemic and Relational Sustainability

Commitment is observable in community committees and women’s cooperatives,
suggesting potential if supported by follow-up investment.

However, fragmentation of government roles, unresolved land issues, and lack of
transition planning increase the risk of regression.

The absence of integrated approaches across water, agriculture, and fisheries prevented
consolidation into policy frameworks or productive value chains.

187.Overall Sustainability Rating: Unlikely (U)

Both financial and institutional/governance dimensions are rated “Unlikely.”

According to UNDP-GEF guidance, the overall sustainability rating cannot exceed the
lowest sub-dimension rating.
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188. While localized ownership is evident, the absence of financial mechanisms, institutional
anchoring, policy integration, and value-chain development places outcomes at significant
risk. Without targeted post-project investment and systemic policy linkages, gains are
unlikely to be sustained at scale or over time.

Table — Sustainability Assessment Summary

Sustainability Dimension Key Findings TE Rating
Financial Sustainability No dedicated financing; localized and fragile revenue .
. . . Unlikely (U)
models; no state budget integration
Socio-Political Localized ownership; weak national commitment; limited = Moderately Likely
Sustainability cross-sector coordination (ML)
Institutional & Governance No policy integration; localized capacity; no accountability .
. - - Unlikely (U)
or value-chain articulation
Environmental Ecosystem-based approaches adopted; but climate risks = Moderately Likely
Sustainability remain; no post-project monitoring (ML)
Safeguards & Risk No ESMP; grievance mechanism late and underused; Moderately
Management partial mitigation of social risks Unlikely (MU)
Systemic/Relational Community commitment visible; but institutional Moderately
Sustainability fragmentation and no transition planning Unlikely-ML
Overall Sustainability Constrained by lowest dimension (Financial and Unlikely (U)

Institutional = U)

4.3.6 Country ownership

189. The COASTAL project concept was rooted in national development and climate adaptation
priorities. It was aligned with Guinea-Bissau's:

©3 National Adaptation Programme of Action (NAPA), which prioritized climate resilience in
coastal zones and ecosystems.

©3 National Climate Change Policy, which emphasized community-based adaptation and
integration of ecosystem services.

©8 Terra Ranka Strategic and Operational Plan (2015-2020), which explicitly highlighted the
need for investments in rural resilience, biodiversity, and territorial equity.

190. These alignments underscore that the project was nationally relevant and consistent with
government frameworks at the time of design.

191. National institutions, especially the Ministry of Environment, Biodiversity and Climate Action
(MABAC), were actively involved in project identification, endorsement, and early-stage
planning. MABAC served as the Implementing Partner and was supported by UNDP in
navigating fiduciary and procedural aspects. However, despite formal responsibilities:

©3 MABAC struggled with execution capacity, and its financial oversight was eventually
reduced following a “High Risk” rating in the 2021 Micro Assessment.

g Other relevant ministries (e.g., Agriculture, Territorial Administration, Infrastructure)
played limited or passive roles, and no inter-ministerial coordination mechanism was
established.

©3 Policy-level champions were not mobilized, and coordination remained concentrated
within MABAC, limiting systemic integration.

192. Although national ownership existed in principle, it was not sufficiently institutionalized or
shared across sectors to support cross-cutting outcomes.
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193.The project actively engaged local Administration authorities, community-based
organizations, and NGOs in planning and delivery. Local administrations contributed to:

- Beneficiary identification,
- Oversight of small infrastructure projects,
- Monitoring and participatory planning exercises.

194. Civil society organizations, particularly those working on women’s empowerment and natural
resource governance, co-led training, awareness, and local facilitation, reinforcing ownership
at the territorial level. Nonetheless, their involvement was not institutionalized within national
mechanisms, and CSOs were not formally included in post-project sustainability planning.

195. The national government did not contribute direct financial resources to the project, nor did
it establish a budget line or co-financing agreement for post-project continuity. While in-kind
contributions (staff time, office space, political endorsement) were provided by MABAC, these
remained modest and lacked long-term commitment.

196. Despite alignment with national strategies, the project did not result in new policy
instruments, legal reforms, or institutional mandates.

Opportunities to institutionalize:

197.Community adaptation planning, Nature-based solutions in national development plans, or
adaptation mainstreaming into coastal management legislation were not fully pursued or
realized during the project’s lifespan. As a result, while local outcomes were achieved, their
reflection in national systems or regulatory frameworks remains absent.

198.A Project Steering Committee (Comité de Pilotagem) was established and functioned
intermittently. It included representatives from:

- MABAC,

- UNDP,

- selected line ministries,

- local government and civil society (on occasion).

199. However, participation was inconsistent, and the Steering Committee did not evolve into a
high-level, inter-sectoral platform capable of steering adaptation governance across
institutions. Its decisions often lacked follow-through and authority.

200. Country ownership of the COASTAL project was evident in its alignment with national plans
and the initial commitment of the environment ministry. However, ownership was not broad-
based across ministries, not reinforced through budgetary commitment, and not
institutionalized through policy reform or intergovernmental coordination.

201. Local and civil society actors demonstrated stronger, more operational ownership, but were
not linked to durable national frameworks for continuity or scaling.
4.3.7 Gender equality and women’s empowerment

202. The project’s initial design was not gender responsive, as it lacked a gender analysis, baseline
data disaggregated by sex, a dedicated Gender Action Plan, and a gender rationale within
the Theory of Change. Only after the Mid-Term Review was a Gender Strategy introduced in
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2023, which, though ambitious and contextually relevant, was developed too late to influence
core mechanisms such as procurement, committee composition, or safeguards.

203.Some outputs (e.g., trainings, cooperative membership) tracked women’s participation, but
outcome-level disaggregation was rare and not systematized across all interventions.

204. Critical insight: Gender integration was retrofitted rather than embedded, limiting its
transformative potential and weakening internal accountability for gender-related
performance.

205.The project generated tangible benefits for women, though these were mostly localized and
instrumental rather than structural. Women gained access to water, horticulture kits, agro-
processing tools, and participated in literacy and governance trainings, as well as in pilots on
sustainable salt production, food transformation, and market access. In some communities,
they assumed leadership roles within local committees.

206. Yet their decision-making influence remained uneven: in several sites women were consulted
but not positioned as co-decision-makers, while entrenched gender norms and time poverty
limited their effective participation, particularly in rural and insular areas. Other vulnerable
groups received little attention, youth, especially young women, were underrepresented in
governance spaces; persons with disabilities were excluded from targeted measures; and
the involvement of island dwellers was sporadic due to logistical constraints.

207.Although women'’s engagement enhanced the sustainability of certain interventions, acting
as de facto stewards in gardens, water points, and agroecological practices, gender was
treated as a parallel effort rather than as a driver of ecological transformation. This limited
its potential systemic impact. Links between gender equality and environmental outcomes
were not made explicit in M&E or reporting frameworks. As a result, the durability of gains
is uncertain: with no post-project gender financing, institutional champions, or integration of
gender-sensitive training into national adaptation systems, many improvements risk reversal.

208. Community interviews revealed social tensions around the redistribution of benefits. Male-
dominated leadership sometimes resisted women'’s inclusion, and in at least two sites the
allocation of resources to women'’s groups triggered disputes over legitimacy and access.
Such issues were not systematically addressed through grievance mechanisms or adaptive
facilitation. In some instances, women's participation was reduced to symbolic presence in
committees without genuine influence, raising concerns about tokenism and the persistence
of unchanged power asymmetries.

209. Deep-rooted social norms regarding land ownership, household responsibilities, and
leadership continued to shape women'’s participation. Without cultural dialogue or deliberate
strategies to shift these norms, the project operated within prevailing hierarchies, giving
women tools but not the voice to reshape decision-making systems. It engaged individuals
but did not transform relationships or redistribute power. The absence of a legacy strategy
meant that the project left behind no gender-transformative institutions, only isolated
mechanisms with limited prospects for systemic change.

210.Overall, Gender Performance and GRES Rating as a reference:

Dimension Assessment
Relevance Weak at entry, improved post-MTR
Effectiveness Moderate — outputs delivered, outcomes limited
Efficiency Late integration reduced cost-effectiveness
Sustainability Gains at risk due to lack of institutional embedding
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Country Ownership Limited — mostly local, not policy-level

211.GRES Rating Equivalent: Category 2 — Gender Responsive (Late-stage, Output-Level
Focus). The project moved from gender-blind to gender-responsive, but did not reach
gender-transformative due to structural, institutional, and strategic limitations.

212.The COASTAL Project made meaningful strides in advancing women’s access to services,
livelihoods, and some governance spaces, but these gains were mostly reactive, modest in
scale, and vulnerable to reversal. Gender was treated more as a thematic add-on than as a
systemic driver of resilience.

213. Efforts were real but not redistributive; inclusive but not transformative. Greater investment
in early gender integration, social norm engagement, and institutional change would have
produced deeper, more durable outcomes.

4.3.8 Cross-cutting Issues

214.The COASTAL project contributed meaningfully to several UNDP cross-cutting priorities,
especially in the second half of implementation:

i. Climate Change Adaptation & Disaster Risk Reduction: Central to the project,
achieved through nature-based and hybrid infrastructure, and localized climate
governance.

i. Poverty Reduction & Sustainable Livelihoods: Targeted support to subsistence
producers, women, and low-income rural populations generated short-term
improvements in food security, water access, and income diversification.

iii. Capacity Development: Extensive technical training was delivered at community
and local Administration levels, particularly in climate-risk planning and sustainable
production systems.

iv. Governance: The project supported decentralized governance and participatory
planning. However, linkages with national institutional reforms remained
underdeveloped.

215.The project was clearly aligned with the UNDP Country Programme Document (2016—-2020
and 2021-2025) and with UNDAF/UNSDCF priorities on resilience and sustainable
development, while also contributing to several SDGs. However, these contributions were
not explicitly tracked or reported through SDG indicators or UNDP’s integrated development
frameworks, which limited the ability to demonstrate broader impacts.

216.The project reached multiple marginalized and underserved groups, particularly:
- Rural women, through horticulture, literacy, and income-generating activities.
- Smallholder farmers and fishers in isolated or environmentally vulnerable areas.
- Island and estuarine communities, such as those in Bijagds and Sao Domingos.

217.However, the inclusion of youth, persons with disabilities, and indigenous ethnic
minorities was not systematically planned or monitored. And rights-based principles, such
as free, prior, and informed consent (FPIC), grievance mechanisms, and inclusive
consultation, were partially applied and only formalized late in implementation.
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218.

219.

220.

221.

222.

The project’s environmental and climate actions were generally well-linked to poverty
reduction and food security, but not framed in terms of rights to land, water, or participation.
There was no advocacy or legal empowerment strategy to support rights-based change.
Inclusion occurred more through functional targeting than transformative rights-based
approaches. Access was improved, but entitlements were not institutionalized.

The project contributed substantially to local-level climate resilience, including the
construction of small-scale protective infrastructures to manage flood risks, saline intrusion,
and droughts, as well as supporting resilient livelihood systems (e.g. climate-smart
horticulture). However:

- These efforts were fragmented and site-specific, with no national-level coordination
on scaling strategy.

- The integration of climate-related risk reduction into local development plans was not
consistently achieved.

- Preparedness remained reactive, rather than institutionalized into national disaster risk
management systems.

The project piloted a range of innovative practices, such as nature-based solutions
(agroecology, mangrove buffering), hybrid infrastructure (gardens with irrigation),
decentralized water governance through community committees, and participatory
vulnerability assessments for territorial planning. These innovations were generally effective
and well-received, yet institutional learning was constrained by the late development of
learning frameworks, weak documentation of lessons, absence of formal mechanisms for
horizontal exchange, and a concentration of innovation at the micro level rather than across
regional or national institutions.

Efforts in awareness and knowledge sharing included community campaigns via radio, visual
materials, and training sessions; manuals and toolkits for local authorities; and a limited
number of policy briefs for national partners. However, these outputs were fragmented:
knowledge products were not consolidated in an accessible platform, regional or global
visibility remained low despite UNDP-GEF opportunities for South—South exchange, and no
final learning event was convened to synthesize results. Communication contributed to
outreach but lacked strategic integration to foster replication or policy dialogue.

Adaptive management practices improved after the Mid-Term Review with the Acceleration
Plan (2023-2025), adjustments in gender, M&E and procurement, and responsive field
reprogramming in the face of COVID-19 and climatic shocks. Still, monitoring served more
as a compliance and reporting tool than as a driver of learning; feedback loops were informal
and rarely documented; and while external review recommendations were taken seriously,
they were not embedded in a systemic learning architecture. As a result, project
management evolved adaptively but did not cultivate a sustained learning culture across
institutions and partners.

223.The COASTAL Project addressed multiple UNDP and SDG priorities and delivered inclusive

climate resilience benefits at the community level. It piloted effective innovations and
adaptive solutions, though these were not institutionally mainstreamed. Knowledge sharing,
rights-based approaches, and systemic learning were underdeveloped. The project’s cross-
cutting contributions are real but localized, and their systemic integration into national
frameworks and planning cycles remains incomplete.
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4.3.9 GEF Additionality
Incremental Outcomes and Environmental Benefits.

224, The project was designed to generate global environmental benefits (GEBs) through the
restoration and conservation of coastal ecosystems, reduce the exposure of vulnerable
populations to climate hazards, and enhanced institutional capacity for climate adaptation
in coastal governance.

225, At project close, the ecosystem-based practices (e.g., mangrove protection, agroecology,
saline intrusion management) were adopted in multiple zones, and more than 30
community-level infrastructure projects were completed. Quantitative, site-specific data on
environmental baselines and post-intervention conditions are limited, which constrains
verification of the extent of GEBs. There is qualitative evidence of improved environmental
stewardship, increased resilience of agro-ecosystems, and reduced disaster risk, but no
GHG emissions accounting or formal valuation of ecosystem services was conducted.

Causal Attribution to GEF.

226. The GEF contribution was clearly catalytic, particularly in making climate change adaptation
a core objective of coastal planning in pilot regions, enabling the mainstreaming of
ecosystem-based approaches into community and local Administration planning, and
funding institutional capacity-building in a context where national resources would not have
prioritized adaptation.

227. Self-evaluations (PIRs, MTR) and TE interviews confirm that without GEF funding, these
interventions would not have occurred or would have focused exclusively on local
infrastructure without resilience or environmental co-benefits.

Sustainability and Broader Impact.

228. As discussed in Section 4.3.5, many outcomes are fragile in the absence of structured post-
project strategies, and upscaling or replication has not yet occurred at national level.
However, some local Administration practices (e.g., climate-sensitive budgeting,
participatory planning) show potential for broadening.

229. Assessment of GEF Additionality by Domain:

Type of Additionality Assessment
Environmental Additionality  Partially achieved. Mangrove conservation, flood protection, and agroecology
supported environmental objectives. However, lack of baseline data and GHG metrics
limits full verification of GEBs.

Legal/Regulatory Not achieved. No legal or regulatory changes were initiated or adopted because of

Additionality the project. Opportunities to integrate coastal resilience into national laws or
planning codes were not pursued.

Institutional/Governance Partially achieved. Local governance structures (committees, local administrations)

Additionality were strengthened. National institutions (e.g., MABAC) received support but did not
internalize new mandates or cross-sectoral roles.

Financial Additionality Achieved. GEF funds enabled adaptation interventions that national budgets could

not support. However, no trust funds or lasting financing instruments were created.
Co-financing was largely parallel and not leveraged for sustainability.

Socio-Economic Additionality = Achieved. Hundreds of vulnerable households, particularly women, benefited from
improved access to water, livelihoods, and climate-resilient infrastructure. Gains
were real but localized and at risk without follow-up.

Innovation Additionality Achieved. Introduced hybrid infrastructure, participatory planning, and
agroecological models in fragile, under-served zones. Some innovations were well-
received but not yet institutionalized or scaled.
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230.

231.

232.

The project successfully demonstrated both environmental and socio-economic additionality
by implementing integrated solutions to address coastal vulnerability. Its innovative
approaches were context-appropriate and proved particularly transformative in rural and
insular areas where adaptation planning had previously been absent. Nevertheless, the
absence of accompanying legal, regulatory, and institutional reforms limited the potential
for systemic transformation and the upscaling of the GEF-financed model.

Furthermore, the lack of quantified Global Environmental Benefits, such as greenhouse gas
reduction metrics or valuations of ecosystem services, weakens the evidence base needed
to demonstrate long-term environmental impact from a global reporting perspective.

The GEF investment in Guinea-Bissau’s COASTAL Project generated tangible, additional
benefits that would not have been achieved through domestic funding alone. While
innovation and socio-environmental gains were real, the project fell short in
institutionalizing legal or policy change and lacked the baseline data to quantify GEBs
robustly. Incremental reasoning holds, but full attribution and long-term transformation
require more structured follow-up.

4.3.10 Catalytic/Replication Effect

233.

Scaling Up: Scaling was not envisioned as a structured or resourced pathway. It remained
aspirational, with no enabling financial, institutional, or legal instruments activated. Not
achieved during the project lifecycle:

- Despite successful field-level outcomes in agroecology, salt-resistant horticulture, and
decentralized water governance, no national institution adopted these approaches as
formalized models or standards.

- Ministries did not issue guidelines, budget allocations, or planning directives to scale
tested practices.

- There was no mainstreaming into national adaptation frameworks, the Climate
Change Policy, or sectoral strategies (e.g., agriculture, environment, infrastructure).

- The absence of policy champions, lack of interministerial coordination, and fragile
institutional capacities limited the project’s ability to influence upward policy diffusion.

234.Replication: Partially achieved at sub-national level; not at national or regional level.

Replication occurred within selected project sites:

- Women's cooperatives in Buba and Sao Domingos replicated horticulture practices
introduced in Bubaque.

- Agroecological techniques piloted in Iemberém were adopted in neighboring
communities via peer exchanges.

Some project-trained technicians continued supporting similar initiatives under other
donor projects (e.g., UN-Habitat, FAO), albeit informally.

However, there is no evidence of replication outside the project’s geographic scope using
domestic funding or through independent institutional initiatives.

235.While knowledge and capacity existed, lack of institutional anchors, coordination

mechanisms, and cross-project platforms hindered replication beyond the project ecosystem.
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236.Demonstration: Effectively achieved. Demonstration effect was real, visible, and effective
at the local level, but disconnected from systemic scaling pathways.

The project established multiple functioning demonstration sites for:

- Nature-based coastal protection,

- Water borehole systems,

- Climate-resilient agroecological and salt production systems,
These sites served as learning hubs for:

- Community exchanges,

- Local administration training sessions,

- Field visits by other development actors (e.g., PDCV, AGIR, ASAD).

However, their visibility remained localized, and there was no national-level institutional

strategy to label, standardize, or scale these pilots.

237.Production of Public Good. Achieved, with limited leverage.

The project developed public goods in the form of:

Climate vulnerability maps and risk diagnostics,
Community adaptation actions,
Training manuals for local Administration authorities,

Technical toolkits for infrastructure implementation and agroecology,

A Gender Strategy and SESA study with replicable methodologies.

However:

Knowledge products were not centralized or digitized,
Dissemination was fragmented and non-strategic,

There was no institutional mechanism to ensure ongoing access, use, or integration of

these public goods into broader policy or practice.

238. Key Lessons and Missed Opportunities

Demonstration of climate-smart infrastructure
Community ownership and demand-driven replication
Participatory planning and inclusive training

Strong local partnerships and horizontal learning

What Worked What Was Missed or Could Improve
Absence of legal/policy mainstreaming strategy

No structured exit strategy or institutional handover
Weak integration into formal local Administration systems
Missed opportunity for national learning platforms

239. Exit strategy and enabling environment consequence: Strong pilots risk regression without
institutional or financial continuity mechanisms.

The project did not develop a comprehensive exit strategy. Closure activities were limited
to final evaluations and selected debriefings.

There was no institutional anchoring or phased transition plan for community governance
structures or maintenance of infrastructure.
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240.

241.

4.3.

Enabling conditions for scaling, e.g., aligned national budget lines, institutional mandates,
regulatory backing, were not created.

Knowledge Products and Sharing Mechanisms
Selected Knowledge Products:
- Coastal Vulnerability and Risk Maps
- Gender Strategy (2023-2025)
- SESA Report (2021)
- Community Adaptation Plans
- Agroecology and Horticulture Toolkits
- Training Modules on Climate Planning and DRR
- Quarterly Learning Reports and MTR Findings
Knowledge Sharing Approaches Used:
- Community workshops
- Radio and community presentations
- Local Administration training sessions
- Printed manuals and localized campaigns
Limitations:
- No national digital repository or learning hub
- No final learning event or synthesis workshop
- No regional or international policy dialogues leveraged

The COASTAL Project demonstrated successful local pilots and generated valuable public
goods but lacked the strategic architecture to replicate or scale these outcomes nationally or
regionally. While local replication and demonstration effects were notable, broader catalytic
influence was not realized due to missing policy linkages, institutional engagement, and post-
project knowledge pathways. The project planted the seeds of transformation but left them
uncultivated at the systemic level.

11 Progress to Impact

Environmental Stress Reduction.

242.

243.

The project contributed to reducing local environmental stressorsin targeted coastal
ecosystems, primarily through rehabilitation of degraded land via elevated gardens and
agroecological practices, saltwater intrusion control through borehole construction and
improved water supply, avoided mangrove degradation via community-based conservation
messaging and usage reduction. However, the scale of impact was limited to pilot areas
and no GHG absorption were quantified despite project relevance to land use and coastal
ecosystem protection.

Environmental Status Change. There is anecdotal evidence (from focus group discussions
and field observations) of improved soil fertility in gardens using compost and agroecological
inputs, increased water availability in areas with new boreholes, stabilization of erosion in
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244.

245.

246.

247.

248.

249.

selected plots using elevated planting beds and dikes. However, no systematic ecosystem
monitoring or biodiversity assessments were conducted, making it impossible to quantify
status changes (e.qg., forest cover, species recovery, soil productivity).

There is an important gap: Absence of baseline and endline environmental data limits the
ability to measure long-term environmental impact beyond site-specific testimonies.

Policy, Governance, and Capacity Changes

Policy change: No legal or regulatory reforms were initiated or supported during
implementation. The project missed opportunities to embed its approaches in national
policies on coastal zone management or climate change.

Governance architecture: Project strengthened local governance structures (e.g.,
community committees, local Administration adaptation platforms), improving localized
planning, coordination, and awareness. However, no inter-ministerial structures or
mandates were developed at national level, and MABAC remained isolated in leading the
adaptation agenda without support from other ministries.

Institutional capacity: Increased among local administrative staff trained on
adaptation, agroecology, and basic M&E, and community groups involved in planning,
monitoring, and local leadership roles.

Access to and use of information: Project produced climate vulnerability maps,
participatory diagnostics, and technical manuals, but these were not institutionalized into
national systems or knowledge hubs.

Strong at the community level; weak at regional-national level due to lack of uptake or
institutional transition strategies.

The project contributed to observable short-term improvements in the socio-economic status
of participating communities. Income diversification through horticulture, salt production,
and food processing generated new livelihood opportunities; food security improved because
of better access to water and crops; and basic infrastructure such as water points, solar
energy systems, and dry latrines expanded community assets. Literacy and awareness also
increased, particularly among women.

Yet these gains remain fragile, as they depend on continued technical support and
infrastructure maintenance, are not systematically monitored through income or health
surveys, and vary widely across sites and between genders. While localized resilience has
strengthened, there is no evidence of systemic economic transformation, and benefits remain
confined to the community level without broader national impact.

Progress on gender equality was tangible but partial. Women accessed productive assets
such as gardens and solar systems, acquired new skills in agroecology and financial literacy,
and participated more actively in committees and cooperatives. Nevertheless, traditional
norms continued to mediate their decision-making power and control over resources. The
Gender Strategy introduced late in the project enhanced women’s visibility but lacked the
mechanisms to secure follow-up or structural change, leaving power relations largely
unaltered.

The permanence of impact is uncertain. No formal exit strategy or institutional transition plan
was developed, leaving sustainability highly dependent on the functionality of community
governance structures, the willingness and capacity of local administrations, and the
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250.

251.

availability of financing and technical assistance after closure. The absence of a national
mechanism for adaptation financing further constrains the institutionalization and scaling of
results.

The project also generated unintended impacts. On the positive side, it fostered stronger
networks of rural women around climate-smart production and encouraged informal peer-
learning systems among communities. On the negative side, tensions emerged in some areas
over resource allocation and beneficiary selection, particularly where traditional leaders felt
sidelined, and risks of dependency arose when infrastructure was provided without adequate
training for long-term maintenance.

Looking ahead, several barriers threaten the consolidation of impact: institutional fragility
and fragmentation, the absence of a coherent national framework for climate finance or
adaptation governance, and persistent gender norms and exclusion dynamics that were not
addressed in a systemic manner. Weak coordination with complementary national or regional
initiatives further limited opportunities for synergy and scaling.

252.The COASTAL Project contributed to localized improvements in environmental conditions,

5.

socio-economic resilience, and community-based governance. However, these impacts
remain site-specific and fragile in the absence of systemic institutional or financial
mechanisms to support follow-up, replication, or policy integration. While the project moved
communities closer to climate resilience, the pathway to systemic, long-term impact remains
largely unbuilt.

Main Findings, Conclusions, Recommendations and

Lessons

5.1 Main Findings

253.The Terminal Evaluation confirms that the project was strongly aligned with Guinea-Bissau’s

national adaptation and development priorities, particularly those set out in the NAPA, 7erra
Ranka, and the NDC, while also contributing to the objectives of the UNDP Country
Programme, the GEF-LDCF mandate, and international commitments under the Paris
Agreement and the SDGs. The design appropriately targeted the climate vulnerabilities of
coastal and insular communities through Integrated Coastal Zone Management (ICZM),
hybrid infrastructure, and livelihood diversification. Complementarity with programmes such
as AGIR and PDCV-RIZ was evident, but these were implemented as parallel initiatives, and
opportunities for deeper strategic integration at the national level were not fully realized.
Gender, youth, and other marginalized groups were insufficiently considered at design stage,
with corrective measures for gender integration only introduced after the Mid-Term Review
(MTR).

254.1In terms of effectiveness, most planned outputs were delivered, with notable results in

community-based adaptation, agroecology, and post-harvest processing, benefiting
hundreds of women and smallholder farmers. More than thirty physical interventions were
completed, including water supply systems, elevated gardens, and mangrove-rice dike
rehabilitation. However, the quality and sustainability of these investments varied across
sites, reflecting gaps in maintenance planning and resource provision. Institutional
coordination improved at the local administrative level, but engagement of key sectoral
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255.

ministries remained inconsistent, and several inter-institutional mechanisms envisaged in the
design were not established. The project produced valuable knowledge products, such as
vulnerability maps and technical manuals, yet their integration into national systems for
policy and operational use was limited. External shocks, including COVID-19, global inflation,
and extreme weather, combined with internal constraints in procurement and co-financing
flows, slowed implementation and reduced delivery in some remote archipelagic sites.

Efficiency improved significantly over the life cycle of the project. By July 2025, the project
had achieved a high budget delivery rate of 98% (USD 11.76 million of the USD 12 million
allocation), supported by stronger financial control and streamlined disbursement procedures
following the transition from the National Implementation Modality (NIM) to the Direct
Implementation Modality (DIM). Early implementation was hampered by weak fiduciary
safeguards, low fund absorption, and logistical bottlenecks, but adaptive measures restored
delivery momentum. Compared with similar regional initiatives, the project demonstrated
strong cost-effectiveness, particularly in reaching marginalized and geographically isolated
populations with multi-dimensional adaptation interventions. However, the lack of a
functioning co-financing tracking system and the limited traceability of pledged resources
reduced the project’s ability to demonstrate systemic efficiency and catalytic leverage.

256. Sustainability prospects are mixed. Gains in climate-resilient livelihoods, water access, and

governance structures are evident, but they remain fragile without continued technical,
financial, and institutional support. The absence of a formal exit strategy or institutional
transition plan leaves the long-term durability of benefits dependent on the capacity of
community governance structures, the sustained engagement of local authorities, and post-
project financing opportunities. The lack of a national adaptation financing mechanism and
the limited integration of project results into higher-level planning frameworks further
constrain the potential for sustained and scaled impact.

257.Gender equality and women’s empowerment were weakly integrated at the outset, with no

gender analysis, action plan, or sex-disaggregated indicators in the original Results
Framework. The project’s Gender Marker score of 1 reflected these shortcomings. Following
the MTR, a Gender Strategy (2023-2025) was adopted, enabling targeted training, micro-
projects, and expanded participation of women in governance platforms. These measures
improved women'’s access to productive assets and decision-making spaces. Nonetheless,
structural barriers, including restrictive social norms, insecure land tenure, and unpaid care
burdens, remained largely unaddressed, limiting the potential for transformative change.

258.With respect to cross-cutting priorities, the project contributed to adaptation, poverty

reduction, governance, and capacity development. However, these contributions were not
systematically tracked through SDG or CPD indicators. Inclusion of marginalized groups,
especially women, smallholders, and remote island communities, was achieved in practice,
but not through a structured inclusion strategy. The project piloted innovative practices such
as nature-based solutions, hybrid infrastructure, and participatory planning tools, but weak
documentation and fragmented knowledge-sharing mechanisms limited opportunities for
replication at scale.

259.The project also generated unintended effects. On the positive side, it strengthened rural

women’s networks, fostered informal peer learning, and reinforced community solidarity in
climate-smart production. On the negative side, localized tensions emerged over resource
allocation and beneficiary selection, particularly in contexts where traditional leaders felt
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bypassed. In some cases, infrastructure delivery created risks of dependency due to
insufficient training for long-term operation and maintenance.

260. Overall, the project achieved substantial progress toward its intended outcomes, particularly
in delivering tangible adaptation benefits to vulnerable coastal and insular communities.
However, its transformative potential was constrained by early implementation delays,
uneven institutional engagement, insufficient co-financing traceability, and the absence of
comprehensive sustainability and scaling strategies.

Table — Summary of Main Findings

Dimension / Theme

Strategic Alignment

Effectiveness

Efficiency

Sustainability

Key Findings

Strong alignment with NAPA, Terra Ranka, NDC, UNDP CPD,
LDCF mandate, and Paris Agreement. Complementarity with
AGIR/PDCV-RIZ noted, but integration at national level limited.
Most planned outputs delivered (>30 infrastructures). Benefits
in adaptation, agroecology, and post-harvest processing.
Quality and sustainability varied by site; weak integration of
knowledge products into national systems.

High budget delivery (98% of USD 12M). DIM transition
improved financial control and delivery. Strong cost-
effectiveness in reaching marginalized groups. However, co-
financing traceability weak.

Gains visible in livelihoods, water access, and governance but

TE Assessment

Satisfactory

Moderately Satisfactory

Satisfactory (financial);
Moderately Satisfactory
(systemic efficiency)

fragile. No exit strategy or financing mechanism; limited Unlikely
integration into higher-level planning frameworks.
Gender Equality & Weak integration at design (Gender Marker 1). Post-MTR
Women's Gender Strategy improved women'’s access and participation. M .
: oderately Satisfactory
Empowerment Structural barriers (land tenure, norms, care burdens) largely
unaddressed.
Cross-Cutting Contributions to adaptation, poverty reduction, governance.
Issues & Innovation | Piloted NBS, hybrid infrastructure, participatory tools. Weak = Moderately Satisfactory
documentation and limited replication mechanisms.
Unintended Effects  Positive: women’s networks, peer learning, community
solidarity. Negative: resource allocation tensions, dependency Mixed
risks where training was insufficient.
Overall Substantial progress toward intended outcomes; tangible
Achievement adaptation benefits delivered. Constrained by early delays, M .
oderately Satisfactory

weak co-financing traceability, uneven institutional
engagement, and lack of sustainability/scaling strategies.

5.2 Conclusions

261.Strategic Relevance with Partial Optimization of Synergies. The project
demonstrated strong strategic alignment with Guinea-Bissau’s national climate adaptation
priorities, the UNDP Country Programme, GEF-LDCF objectives, and global frameworks such
as the Paris Agreement and the SDGs. Its focus on the climate vulnerabilities of coastal and
insular communities was well justified and technically sound. While the design acknowledged
complementarity with programmes such as AGIR and PDCV-RIZ, these operated as parallel
initiatives, and opportunities for formalized integration and policy-level synergy were
underutilized, reducing the potential for systemic leverage.

262.Significant Delivery of Tangible Adaptation Benefits Despite Early Delays. The
project delivered a substantial portfolio of adaptation interventions, including physical
infrastructure, livelihood diversification, and capacity-building, reaching some of the most
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vulnerable and geographically isolated communities. These outputs contributed to improved
climate resilience at the local level, particularly in water access, productive assets, and
adaptive agricultural practices. Early implementation delays caused by weak fiduciary
systems under NIM, procurement bottlenecks, and external shocks constrained delivery.
However, the 2023-2025 Acceleration Plan and adaptive field reprogramming enabled
recovery of momentum and the completion of most planned outputs, though some were
reduced or modified.

263. Adaptive Management as a Turning Point for Performance. The mid-course transition
to the Direct Implementation Modality (DIM), together with targeted operational
adjustments, was decisive in improving delivery rates, financial efficiency, and coordination.
This adaptive management response underscores the importance of flexible implementation
arrangements in contexts with institutional capacity constraints. Nevertheless, these
corrective measures were introduced late in the implementation cycle, limiting the time
available to consolidate institutional ownership, financial mechanisms, and sustainability
arrangements.

264.Sustainability Prospects Depend on Institutionalization and Financing
Mechanisms. Localized governance structures, trained community members, and enhanced
adaptive capacities are in place, but their sustainability is not assured. The absence of a
formal exit strategy, limited integration of results into national planning frameworks, and the
lack of a dedicated national adaptation financing mechanism create significant risks for
maintaining and scaling benefits. Without clear post-project responsibilities and resources,
infrastructure requiring recurrent maintenance is especially vulnerable to decline, and
community-level governance structures may struggle to sustain outcomes.

265.Gender Integration Improved but Remained Primarily Output-Level. The project’s
initial design did not adequately integrate gender equality or women’s empowerment, lacking
a gender analysis, specific targets, or a Gender Action Plan. As a result, it was classified with
a Gender Marker score of 1. Following the MTR, a Gender Strategy (2023—-2025) introduced
targeted training, micro-projects, and measures to support women’s participation in
governance platforms. These actions produced tangible benefits in terms of access to
productive assets, skills, and visibility. However, deeper structural barriers, including
restrictive social norms, insecure land tenure, and unequal care responsibilities, remained
largely unaddressed, limiting the project’s capacity for transformative gender outcomes.

266.Innovation and Knowledge Generation Not Fully Capitalized for Scaling. The
project piloted valuable technical and governance innovations, including hybrid coastal
protection measures, agroecological practices, and participatory planning tools. These
innovations were effective at the local level, but weak documentation, limited policy uptake,
and insufficient knowledge-sharing mechanisms constrained their replication and
institutionalization. The absence of a consolidated learning platform or final synthesis event
represented a missed opportunity to embed these innovations into sectoral or national
frameworks.

267.Equity Achievements Require Broader Inclusion Strategies. The project reached
marginalized groups, particularly women-headed households, subsistence farmers, and
remote island communities, but lacked structured inclusion strategies for other vulnerable
groups such as youth, persons with disabilities, and indigenous minorities. As a result, the
application of the “leave no one behind” principle was partial, grounded in practice rather
than in a comprehensive inclusion framework.
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268.0verall. The project made a substantial and contextually significant contribution to
enhancing climate resilience in Guinea-Bissau’s coastal and insular zones, particularly for
vulnerable populations. It demonstrated that, even in fragile institutional environments,
adaptive management can restore delivery momentum and achieve tangible results.
However, the absence of systemic integration, robust sustainability planning, and
transformative gender and inclusion strategies constrains the durability and scalability of
outcomes. The experience highlights the need for early institutional capacity assessment,
integrated financing strategies, co-financing traceability, and proactive gender and equity
mainstreaming in the design and implementation of future GEF-LDCF and UNDP-supported
adaptation projects.

Table — Summary of Conclusions

Dimension /

Key Conclusions

TE Assessment

Theme
Strategic Strong alignment with NAPA, 7erra Ranka, NDC, CPD, LDCF, Paris
Relevance & Agreement, and SDGs. Complementarity noted with AGIR and PDCV- Satisfactory
Synergies RIZ, but integration at national/policy level underutilized.
Delivery of Substantial portfolio of adaptation interventions delivered (>30 Moderatel
Benefits infrastructures, livelihoods, capacity-building). Early delays under NIM ) y
. - o Satisfactory —
and external shocks constrained delivery but were mitigated by the Satisfactor
20232025 Acceleration Plan. y
Adaptive Transition to DIM and operational adjustments improved delivery .
. . - L Satisfactory (late
Management rates, financial efficiency, and coordination. However, changes came .
S A L but effective)
late, limiting institutionalization and sustainability.
Sustainability Gains in livelihoods, water access, and governance visible but fragile.
Prospects No exit strategy, no integration into national frameworks, and no Unlikely
adaptation financing mechanism. Infrastructure maintenance at risk.
Gender Equality & Weak integration at design (Gender Marker 1). Post-MTR Gender
Women's Strategy produced tangible benefits in women’s access and Moderately
Empowerment participation, but structural barriers (norms, land tenure, unpaid care) Satisfactory
remained unaddressed.
Innovation & Piloted valuable innovations (NBS, agroecology, participatory Moderatel
Knowledge planning), but weak documentation, limited policy uptake, and lack of . Y
. . - - Satisfactory
knowledge-sharing constrained replication and scaling.
Equity & Inclusion  Reached women-headed households, smallholders, and remote
communities. However, youth, persons with disabilities, and minorities Moderately
not systematically included. “Leave no one behind” only partially Satisfactory
achieved.
Overall Significant and contextually relevant results in resilience for vulnerable
Contribution communities. Demonstrated effectiveness of adaptive management in
. ] T . ; . . Moderately
fragile environments. Limitations in systemic integration, .
o . . - - Satisfactory
sustainability, co-financing traceability, and transformative

gender/inclusion strategies reduce long-term impact.

5.3 Recommendations

The following recommendations are based on the evidence presented in the Main Findings and
Conclusions. They are designed to be specific, actionable, and feasible within the context of
Guinea-Bissau’s institutional and operational environment. They address priority areas for
sustaining results, strengthening institutional performance, and improving the design and
execution of future GEF-LDCF and UNDP-supported adaptation projects.

Recommendation Responsible Timeframe

Party

Rationale / Evidence
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1. Strengthen institutional and fiduciary
capacity from project outset. Conduct
systematic institutional capacity
assessments and fiduciary risk screenings
during design, with mitigation measures
(e.g., joint management modalities,
capacity-building roadmaps, fiduciary
safeguards).

2. Establish clear transition and
sustainability strategies. Require an exit
strategy that integrates results into sectoral
policies, budget lines, and local government
systems, with defined responsibilities for
O&M of infrastructures.

3. Ensure robust risk and safeguard
systems. Introduce operational risk
registers, contingency planning for climate
shocks, and mandatory Environmental and
Social Management Plans (ESMPs) from
inception.

4. Integrate gender and inclusion strategies
from the start. Require gender analysis,
baseline disaggregation, and a Gender
Action Plan at design; expand inclusion
strategies to youth, minorities, and persons
with disabilities.

5. Improve co-financing accountability and
traceability. Establish mechanisms to track
and report co-financing contributions
(cash/in-kind, parallel vs. joint), with
standardized templates and audits.

6. Enhance knowledge management and
scaling mechanisms. Systematize
documentation, create national knowledge
platforms, and convene final synthesis
events to embed lessons into national
frameworks.

7. Strengthen governance and inter-
institutional coordination. Formalize MOUs
between ministries (environment, finance,
agriculture, planning) and ensure active
participation of PSC members through
performance-linked mechanisms.

8. Institutionalize participatory monitoring
and accountability. Establish community-
level monitoring committees, grievance
redress mechanisms, and transparent
feedback loops into M&E systems.

5.4 Lessons Learned

UNDP Co,
Implementing
Partners, GEF
Secretariat

UNDP, Line
Ministries,

Government  of
Guinea-Bissau

UNDP, PMU, PSC

UNDP, PMU,
Gender Focal
Points
UNDP,

Government  of
Guinea-Bissau,

Partner Agencies
UNDP, PMU,
National

Research
Institutes

UNDP, Line

Ministries, PSC

PMU, UNDP, Civil
Society Partners

At project design /
inception

Mid-term update
and before project
closure

From design
through
implementation

At project design
and inception

Throughout
project cycle

Mid-
implementation
and closure

From inception

From early
implementation

weaknesses  in
controls and
delayed

Early
fiduciary
safeguards
delivery (Micro
Assessment 2021 rated
MABAC as High Risk).

Sustainability was rated
Unlikely due to absence of
financial and institutional
anchoring.

Early risk monitoring was
superficial, and
safeguards were weak;
ESMPs and GRM came too
late.

Gender responsiveness
was weak at entry
(Gender Marker 1); late
strategy improved
outcomes but came too
late.

Co-financing (USD
58.63m identified) was
largely untraceable,
limiting demonstration of
leverage.

Valuable innovations
(hybrid coastal protection,
agroecology)  remained
localized due to weak
documentation and
uptake.

Coordination gaps
persisted; sectoral
ministries disengaged for
long periods, reducing
systemic impact.

Participatory  monitoring
and GRM were late and
underutilized; weakened
legitimacy and
responsiveness.

Early Technical Assistance Prevents Bottlenecks. In fragile contexts with limited
institutional capacity, the early deployment of specialized technical assistance is essential.
Delays in securing expertise in this project slowed delivery and weakened fiduciary oversight
in the initial phases. Future projects should ensure rapid mobilization of technical support to
reinforce systems and methodologies from the outset.
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Vi,

Vii.

viii.

Adaptive Management Must Be Proactive. The transition from NIM to DIM successfully
restored delivery momentum, but it occurred only after substantial delays. Embedding
structured, periodic strategic reviews from the beginning would allow risks to be detected
earlier and corrective actions to be implemented in a timely manner.

Sustainability Requires Planning from Inception. The absence of an exit strategy and
financing plan left post-project benefits vulnerable. Sustainability mechanisms, such as
institutional mandates, budgetary commitments, and capacity transfer, must be designed
from the start and revisited at mid-term to ensure ownership and continuity.

Gender Integration Needs to Be Transformative. Gender measures adopted late in the
cycle improved women'’s participation and access to resources but did not address structural
barriers such as land tenure and entrenched norms. True gender transformation requires
systematic analysis, targeted actions, and budget allocations integrated into project design
and implementation.

Knowledge Must Be Embedded for Scaling. Tools such as vulnerability maps and
technical manuals were underutilized due to weak institutional uptake and dissemination.
Defining knowledge pathways, policy integration, training curricula, and digital platforms,
ensures that innovations are replicated and scaled.

Inclusion Should Extend Beyond Farmers and Women. While women-headed
households and smallholders benefited, youth, persons with disabilities, and insular minorities
were not systematically included. Broader and more structured inclusion strategies are
necessary to operationalize the principle of “leave no one behind.”

Infrastructure Requires Shared Responsibility. Without clear arrangements for
operation and maintenance, infrastructure investments risk rapid deterioration. Joint O&M
mechanisms between communities and local governments should be formalized before
handover to safeguard functionality and long-term benefits.

Co-Financing Must Be Monitored Continuously. The variability of co-financing
realization reduced scope and sequencing of activities. Continuous tracking, verification, and
timely resolution of gaps are critical to maintain ambition, efficiency, and credibility in project
delivery.

Monitoring Co-Financing through Objective Indicators Simplifies Accountability.
Tracking co-financing through detailed financial accounting proved -challenging and
inconsistent, limiting the ability to verify commitments and contributions. A more effective
approach is to define objectively verifiable indicators of counterpart contributions and/or co-
financing and integrate them into the Monitoring, Evaluation, and Learning (MEL) system.
Verification and validation of these indicators would simplify co-financing accountability,
ensure transparency, and reduce the administrative burden of detailed financial tracking while
still providing reliable evidence of resource mobilization.
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6 Annexes
TE ToR (excluding ToR annexes)
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Terms of Reference for an International Consultant

Errposrod P
Aciierd nalern.

Services/Work Description: Terminal Evaluation [TE)

Project/Programme Title: Strengthen the adaptive capacity and climate resilience of Guinea-Bissau vulnerable coastal
communities to climate risks.

Consultancy Title: International Consultant
Duty Station: Remote

Duration: 35 working days

Expected start date: June 13™ 2025

1. BACKGROUND

In accordance with UNDP and GEF ME&E policies and procedures, all mediumn-sized UNDP-supported GEF-financed
projects are required to undergo a Terminal Evaluation [TE] at the end of the project. This Terms of Reference [ToR)
sets out the expectations for the TE of the medium-sized project titled *Strengthen the adaptive capacity and climate
resilience of Guinea-Bissau vulnerable coastal communities to climate risks” [PIMS & 4978) implemented through
the Ministry of Environment, Biodiversity and Climate Action, Guinea Blssau. The project started on the 3 of May
2019 and is in its 6th year of implementation. The TE process must follow the guidance outlined in the document
‘Guidance  For Conducting  Terminal  Evaluations of UNDP-Supported, GEF-Financed  Projects’
{http:fweb.undp.orgfevaluation/guideline/documents/GEF/TE_Guidance forUNDP-supported GEF-
financedProjects. pdf).

Objectives & outcomes

The project was designed to support Guinea Bissaw in sustainably addressing urgent and immediate
barriers linked to policy, institutional, individual and financial aspects of its current coastal rone
management framework, as well as to improve stakeholders' averall knowledge and capacity related to

effective climate risk management and climate resilient development in its coastal zone.

Its objective is to strengthen the adaptive capacity and climate resilience of vulnerable coastal

communities to climate risks in Guinea-Bissau.
The Project has three main compenents, each with a corresponding cutcome thus:

Component 1: Governance frameworks for climate risk management in the coastal zone which focuses on
supporting the establishment of an enabling political, institutional and administrative environment for
advancing the management of the cimate risk in the coastal zone.

= QDutcome 1) Policies, regulations institutions and individuals mandated to manage the coastal
zone are strengthened in order to reduce the risks of climate change.

Component 2: Coastal protection investments which aims to finance additional investments in hard and
soft coastal protection measures to help maintain critical economic and natural infrastructures in the face

of sea level rise and coastal degradation. This includes interventions in the agricultural and fisheries sectors, as well as
those related to nature protection and ecosystem restoration.
- Outcome 2) The vulnerability of coastal investments to climate risks is reduced through the design,
construction and maintenance of coastal protection measures.
Component 3: Diffusion of technologies to strengthen coastal communities’ climate resilience: this entails contributing
to strengthen climatic resilience through livelihood options for the coastal communities with emphasis on the most
vulnerable groups such as women and youths.
- Outcome 3) Communities adaptive capacity is reinforced, and rural livelihoods are enhanced and
protected from impacts of climate change in the coastal zone.
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Component 4: Monitoring and evaluation: This includes the development and implementation of longterm monitoring
and evaluation schemes for the entire project duration to ensure the intended project objectives are being met.

- Outcome 4) Effective monitoring and evaluation of the Project
Overall, the outcomes of this LDCF project have been designed to build upon and complement the baseline efforts by
integrating climate risk management into key planning instruments, by strengthening human and institutional
capacities, and by investing in climate resilient physical measures and livelihood strategies.
After over 6 years of implementation, this project will be operationally closed on the 315t of October 2025. As per UNDP
project management policies and procedures, an independent terminal evaluation is required. This evaluation mission
will proceed while the project team is still in place, yet ensuring the project is close enough to completion for the
evaluation team to reach conclusions on key aspects such as project sustainability. The consultants that will be hired
to undertake the assignment will be independent from organizations that were involved in designing, executing or
advising on the project to be evaluated.
This TE will be conducted by a team of 2 consultants (hereby referred to as the TE team) made up of an international
consultant who will act as the TE team leader and a national consultant. This TOR is developed specifically for acquiring
the services of an international consultant (team leader) for the TE.
SCOPE OF WORK, RESPONSIBILITIES AND DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED WORK

The TE report will assess the achievement of project results against what was expected to be achieved and draw
lessons from the project implementation that can both improve the sustainability of benefits from this project, and aid
in the overall enhancement of UNDP programming. The TE report promotes accountability and transparency and
assesses the extent of project accomplishments. It also highlights the relevance, efficiency, sustainability and impact
of the project. The evaluation will also identify the main challenges and constraints faced by the project and provide
recommendations for future UNDP interventions to support and strengthen adaptation capacities and climate resilience
of Guinea Bissau vulnerable communities to climate risks.

To attain this objective, the evaluation will cover the 4 project components mentioned above and will take into
consideration the feedback from all the relevant government institutions, development partners and Civil Society
Organizations involved in the project. In addition, the evaluation will also seek information from the core personnel
involved in the project implementation activities and UNDP senior management. The evaluation will also assess the
project approach to capacity development, knowledge management, south-south and triangular cooperation,
mainstreaming gender equality and the results achieved in that regard.

TE APPROACH & METHODOLOGY

The TE report must provide evidence-based information that is credible, reliable and useful.

The TE team (hereby referring to the consultants) will review all relevant sources of information including documents
prepared during the preparation phase (i.e. Project Identification Form (PIF), UNDP Initiation Plan, UNDP Social and
Environmental Screening Procedure(SESP)), the Project Document (ProDoc), project reports including annual Project
Implementation Reports (PIRs), project budget revisions, lesson learned reports, national strategic and legal
documents, and any other materials that the team considers useful for this evidence-based evaluation. The TE team
will review the baseline Tracking Tool submitted to the GEF at the Chief Executive Officer (CEO) endorsement stage
and the terminal Tracking Tools that must be completed before the TE field mission begins.

The TE team is expected to follow a participatory and consultative approach ensuring close engagement with the
Project Team, government counterparts (the GEF Operational Focal Point), Implementing Partners, the UNDP Country
Office(s), the Regional Technical Advisor, direct beneficiaries, and other stakeholders.

Engagement of stakeholders is vital to a successful TE. Stakeholder involvement should include interviews with
stakeholders who have project responsibilities, including but not limited to:

- The communities, that are projected to benefit from the project

- The Ministry of Environment, Biodiversity and Climate Action (MABAC)
- Ministry of Fisheries

- Ministry of Agriculture, Forestry and Livestock

- Ministry of Infrastructure and Construction and Town Planning - Ministry of Transport
Other line ministries thus:

- Ministry of Natural Resources

- Ministry of Commerce and Business Promotion
NGOs/CBOs/Other include:

- IBAP

- Gabinete de Planificacao Costeira

- Fundacdo BIOGUINE

- Communities of Fishermen and Fish Processors

75



Docusign Envelope ID: DABAG6F2C-EF11-4C7E-9AB5-0FF8FB5D8071

Private sector;
- Research and academia
executing agencies, senior officials and task team/component leaders, key experts and consultants in the subject area,
Project Board, project beneficiaries, academia, local government and CSOs, etc. Additionally, the TE team is expected
to conduct field missions to project sites in the following project zones:
e Zone #1: The “Bolama-Bijagds Archipelago”. The localities in this zone are Bolama, Bubaque, Caravela & Uno;
e Zone #2: The “Varela-Cacheu”, which includes Cacheu (Urbano), Catdo Butame, Catdao Calenquin, Catdo
Cassica, Catao Jonique (Edjonique), Djifunco, Edgim Djongofer, Edgim Odjoe, Edgim Sao Paulo,

e S.Domingos (Urbano), Suzana, Varela (lal);

e Zone #3a: The “Mansoa-Buba-Cufada” which covers Buba (Urbano), Fulacunda (Urbano), G&-Turé€,
Indjassane Balanta, Mansoa (Urbano), Tira Camisa;

e Zone #3b: “The South” which includes Cacine (Urbano) & Cabedu.
The specific design and methodology for the TE should emerge from consultations between the TE team and the
above-mentioned parties regarding what is appropriate and feasible for meeting the TE purpose and objectives and
answering the evaluation questions, given limitations of budget, time and data. The TE team must, however, 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 TE report.
The final methodological approach including interview schedule, field visits and data to be used in the evaluation must
be clearly outlined in the TE Inception Report and be fully discussed and agreed between UNDP, stakeholders, and the
TE team.
The final report must describe the full TE approach taken and the rationale for the approach making explicit the
underlying assumptions, challenges, strengths and weaknesses about the methods and approach of the evaluation.
1. DETAILED SCOPE OF THE TE
The TE will assess project performance against expectations set out in the project’s Logical Framework/Results
Framework. The TE will assess results according to the criteria outlined in the Guidance for TEs of UNDP-supported
GEF-financed Projects
(http://web.undp.org/evaluation/qguideline/documents/GEF/TE GuidanceforUNDP-
supportedGEFhttp://web.undp.org/evaluation/quideline/documents/GEF/TE GuidanceforUNDP-
supportedGEF-financedProjects. pdffinancedProjects.pdf).
The Findings section of the TE report will cover the topics listed below. ( The asterisk "(*)” indlicates criteria for which
a rating is required.)

i Project Design/Formulation

National priorities and country driven-ness

Theory of Change

Gender equality and women’s empowerment

Social and Environmental Safeguards

Analysis of Results Framework: project logic and strategy, indicators

Assumptions and Risks

Lessons from other relevant projects (e.g., same focal area) incorporated into project design
Planned stakeholder participation

Linkages between project and other interventions within the sector -  Management arrangements
ii. Project Implementation
*  Adaptive management (changes to the project design and project outputs during implementation)
*  Actual stakeholder participation and partnership arrangements
»  Project Finance and Co-finance
*  Monitoring & Evaluation: design at entry (*), implementation (*), and overall assessment of M&E (*)
* Implementing Agency (UNDP) (*) and Executing Agency (*), overall project oversight/implementation and
execution (*)
*  Risk Management, including Social and Environmental Standards
iii. Project Results
»  Assess the achievement of outcomes against indicators by reporting on the level of progress for each objective
and outcome indicator at the time of the TE and noting final achievements
*  Relevance (*), Effectiveness (*), Efficiency (*) and overall project outcome (*)
»  Sustainability: financial (*), socio-political (*), institutional framework and governance (*), environmental (*),
overall likelihood of sustainability (*)
*  Country ownership
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*  Gender equality and women’s empowerment

»  Cross-cutting issues (poverty alleviation, improved governance, climate change mitigation and adaptation,
disaster prevention and recovery, human rights, capacity development, South-South cooperation, knowledge
management, volunteerism, etc., as relevant)

*  GEF Additionality

e Catalytic Role / Replication Effect

*  Progress to impact

Main Findings, Conclusions, Recommendations and Lessons Learned
e  The TE team will include a summary of the main findings of the TE report. Findings should be presented as
statements of fact that are based on analysis of the data.
*  The section on conclusions will be written in light of the findings. Conclusions should be comprehensive and
balanced statements that are well substantiated by evidence and logically connected to the TE findings. They
should highlight the strengths, weaknesses and results of the project, respond to key evaluation questions and
provide insights into the identification of and/or solutions to important problems or issues pertinent to project
beneficiaries, UNDP and the GEF, including issues in relation to gender equality and women’s empowerment.
*  Recommendations should provide concrete, practical, feasible and targeted recommendations directed to the
intended users of the evaluation about what actions to take and decisions to make. The recommendations should
be specifically supported by the evidence and linked to the findings and conclusions around key questions
addressed by the evaluation.
e The TE report should also include lessons that can be taken from the evaluation, including best and worst
practices in addressing issues relating to relevance, performance and success that can provide knowledge gained
from the circumstance (programmatic and evaluation methods used, partnerships, financial leveraging, etc.) that
are applicable to other GEF and UNDP interventions. When possible, the TE team should include examples of good
practices in project design and implementation.
« Itis important for the conclusions, recommendations and lessons learned of the TE report to include results
related to gender equality and empowerment of women.

The TE report will include an Evaluation Ratings Table, as shown below:

Monitoring & Evaluation (M&E)

M&E design at entry

M&E Plan Implementation
Overall Quality of M&E

Implementation & Execution Rating
Quality of UNDP Implementation/Oversight
Quality of Implementing Partner Execution

Overall quality of Implementation/Execution

Assessment of Outcomes Rating
Relevance

Effectiveness

Efficiency

Overall Project Outcome Rating

Sustainability Rating
Financial resources

Socio-political/economic

4 Outcomes, Effectiveness, Efficiency, M&E, I&E Execution, Relevance are rated on a 6-point rating scale: 6 = Highly
Satisfactory (HS), 5 = Satisfactory (S), 4 = Moderately Satisfactory (MS), 3 = Moderately Unsatisfactory (MU), 2 =
Unsatisfactory (U), 1 = Highly Unsatisfactory

(HU). Sustainability is rated on a 4-point scale: 4 = Likely (L), 3 = Moderately Likely (ML), 2 = Moderately Unlikely
(MU), 1 = Unlikely (U)
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Institutional framework and governance

Environmental

Overall Likelihood of Sustainability

The total duration of the TE will be approximately 35 working days over a period of 8 weeks starting on 13% of June 2025.
The tentative TE timeframe is as follows:

Timeframe Activity
23/05/2025 IApplication closes
28/05/2025 Selection of the consultant
13/06/2025 Preparation period for the consultant (handover of documentation)

(16" to 27th/06/2025) 10 days

Document review and preparation of TE Inception Report

02 days

30t June to 1%t /07/2025)

Finalization and Validation of TE Inception Report;

(07/07 — 18/07/2025) 10 days

collection

ITE mission to Guinea Bissau: stakeholder meetings, interviews etc. End of in country data

(21/07/2025) 01 day

Mission wrap-up meeting & presentation of initial findings;

09 days

(22th July to 01/08/2025)

)Analysis and preparation of draft TE report

05/08/2025

Circulation of draft TE report for comments

12th & 13th/08/2025 (02 days)

Incorporation of comments on draft TE report into Audit Trail & finalization of TE report

15/08/2025 (01 day)

Concluding Stakeholder Workshop

15/08/2025

Expected date of full TE completion

Expected Outputs and deliverables

DELIVERABLES

# ‘ Deliverable

Description

Responsibilities

1 TE Inception | TE team clarifies objectives, | No later than 2 | TE team submits Inception
Report methodology and timing of the TE weeks before the TE | Report to Commissioning
mission: Unit and project
(01/07/2025) management
2 Presentation Initial Findings End of TE mission: | TE team presents to
(21/07/2025) Commissioning Unit and
project management
3 Draft TE | Full draft report (using guidelines on | Within 3 weeks of | TE team submits to
Report report content in ToR Annex C) with | end of TE mission: | Commissioning Unit;
annexes (by 05/08/2025) reviewed by BPPS-GEF RTA,
Project Coordinating Unit,
GEF OFP
4 Final TE | Revised final report and TE Audit | Within > weeks of | TE team submits both
Report* + | trail in which the TE details how all | receiving comments | documents to the
Audit Trail received comments have (and have | on draft report: (by | Commissioning Unit
not) been addressed in the final TE | 15/08/2025)
report

5 Access at: http://web.undp.org/evaluation/quideline/section-6.shtml
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*All final TE reports will be quality assessed by the UNDP Independent Evaluation Office (IEQ). Details of the IEQ's
quality assessment of decentralized evaluations can be found in Section 6 of the UNDP Evaluation Guidelines.2

Institutional arrangements/reporting lines

The principal responsibility for managing the TE resides with the Commissioning Unit. The Commissioning Unit for this
project’s TE is UNDP Guinea Bissau Country Office. UNDP Guinea Bissau CO through the Environment Unit will contract
the evaluator and ensure the timely provision of per diems. The Project Team will be responsible for liaising with the
TE team to provide all relevant documents, set up stakeholder interviews, and arrange field visits.

Experience and qualifications

TE TEAM COMPOSITION

A team of two independent evaluators will conduct the TE. This includes an international consultant (team leader) and
a local consultant.

The international consultant (who's services are requested through this TOR), will play the role of the team leader
and should have experience and exposure to projects and evaluations in the west African region. The team leader will
work remotely and in close collaboration with the local consultant as a TE team. The team leader will be responsible
for the overall design and writing of the TE report and will assess emerging trends with respect to regulatory
frameworks, budget allocations, capacity building, work with the local consultant in developing the TE itinerary.

The local consultant will serve as an interlocutor between the project stakeholders (national project implementation
partners and beneficiaries) and the international consultant (team leader). He/she will be in charge of collecting
secondary project information, relevant documents and reports from government institutions and the implementing
partners. He/she will participatorily and consultatively engage with the project team, government counterparts,
Implementing Partners, the UNDP Country Office(s), the Regional Technical Advisor and direct beneficiaries all through
the TE mission. The local consultant will set up stakeholder interviews and arrange field visits where necessary as
instructed by the international consultant; organize and conduct consultations between the TE team and the above-
mentioned parties regarding what is appropriate and feasible for meeting the TE purpose and objectives and answering
the evaluation questions, given limitations of time and data.

The evaluator cannot have participated in the project preparation, formulation and/or implementation (including the
writing of the project document), must not have conducted this project’s Mid-Term Review and should not have a
conflict of interest with the project’s related activities. The selection of the evaluator will be aimed at maximizing the
overall “team” qualities and performances. The following will be considered in selection of the candidate:

Academic Qualifications:

e Master's degree in economics, natural resource management, development studies and other similar
areas - Certification in Evaluation is desirable;

Years of experience:

e years of relevant experience with results-based management evaluation methodologies;

e years of experience applying SMART indicators and reconstructing or validating baseline scenarios;

e years of experience in evaluating projects preferably GEF projects; Competence in adaptive management,
as applied to GEF Multifocal Area);

e 2 years of experience working in the West Africa Region;

e Demonstrated understanding of issues related to gender and GEF Multifocal area; experience in gender
responsive evaluation and analysis;

e  Excellent communication skills;

e Demonstrable analytical skills;

e At least 2 project evaluation/review experience within the United Nations system will be considered an
asset;

e Experience with implementing evaluations remotely.

lll. Langquage:

. Fluency spoken and written English and Portuguese;

Proficiency in French, at least spoken, constitutes a strong advantage;

Evaluator Ethics

The TE team will be held to the highest ethical standards and is required to sign a code of conduct upon acceptance
of the assignment. This evaluation will be conducted in accordance with the principles outlined in the UNEG ‘Ethical
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Guidelines for Evaluation’. The evaluator must safeguard the rights and confidentiality of information providers,
interviewees and stakeholders through measures to ensure compliance with legal and other relevant codes governing
collection of data and reporting on data. The evaluator must also ensure security of collected information before and
after the evaluation and protocols to ensure anonymity and confidentiality of sources of information where that is
expected. The information knowledge and data gathered in the evaluation process must also be solely used for the
evaluation and not for other uses without the express authorization of UNDP and partners.
Payment Modality

Commissioning Unit
* 40% payment upon satisfactory delivery of the draft TE report to the Commissioning Unit

* 40% payment upon satisfactory delivery of the final TE report and approval by the Commissioning Unit

Payment to the individual contractor will be made based on the actual number of days worked, deliverables
accepted and upon certification of satisfactory completion by the manager.
* 20% payment upon satisfactory delivery of the final TE Inception Report and approval by the

and RTA (via signatures on the TE Report Clearance Form) and delivery of completed TE Audit Trail

guidance.

* The final TE report is clearly written, logically organized, and is specific for this project (i.e. text has not

Criteria for issuing the final payment of 40%:
* The final TE report includes all requirements outlined in the TE TOR and is in accordance with the TE

been cut & pasted from other TE reports).
* The Audit Trail includes responses to and justification for each comment listed.

TE Mission itinerary including summary of field visits
Programa de Viagens — Missao de Avaliacao Final do Projeto Costeiro

Periodo: 14 a 25 de julho de 2025
Zona 01: Bolama-Bijagos

14/07/2025 | Bissau UGP Reunido com UGP:
Breve apresentacdo de cada técnico,
destacando a funcao desempenhada, area de
formacao e antiguidade no cargo atual. De
seguida, procedeu-se a comparagao dos
resultados previstos com as realizagdes do
projeto e medicdo da meta alcancada.
15/07/2025 | Bissau - | UGP Em Bissau:
Bubaque - Reunido com o responsavel financeiro do
projeto
Em Bubaque:
- Instalacdo da equipa;
Pernoite em Bubague
16/07/2025 | Bubaque — | UGP, administracdo local, | Em bubaque:
Ancadjedja IBAP, comunidade de | - Reunido com a administragdao local de
Ancadjedja Bubaque;
Em Ancadjedja:

- Visita ao perimetro horticola comunitario,
furos de agua, e sala de alfabetizacdo;

- Reunido com a comunidade de Ancadjedja: a
comunidade demonstrou um bom nivel de
apropriagdo das infraestruturas e dos
beneficios dos mesmos. O comité de gestdo
demonstra ter uma boa capacidade de gestao
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dos fundos para assegurar a manutengdo e
reparagao dos equipamentos.

Pernoite em Bubague

implementagdo (IBAP,
INEP, MADR/DGER, DNP,
INPA)

17/07/2025 | Bubaque - | UGP - Regresso a Bissau
Bissau Em Bissau:
- Reunido com PNUD
18/07/2025 | Bissau PNUD, SGP, e parceiros de | Em Bissau:

- Reunido com Claudia Morreira (SGP)
-Reunido com Nelvina Barreto (PNUD)

- Reunido com os diferentes parceiros de
implementagdo;

- Reajuste da agenda de missao

Zona 02: Cacheu, Sao Domingos e Varela

19/07/2025

Bissau — Cacheu
— Sao Domingos

UGP, Governo Regional,
Administragao local de S.
Domingos

Em Cacheu:

- Reunido com o Governador da Regido;

Em Sdo Domingos

-Reunidao com a administracao de Domingos
Pernoite em S. Domingo

20/07/2025

Sdo Domingos —
Suzana e Varela
Madina

UGP, comunidade de

Suzana e Varela Madina

Em Suzana:

- Reunido com comunidade local: os
beneficios do projeto sdo reconhecidos pela
comunidade, e ha um forte envolvimento da
comunidade nas atividades do projeto. A
maioria das atividades sdo limitadas a
subsisténcia visto que as péssimas condicdes
de estradas ndo permitem o escoamento de
produtos (principalmente gelo) para outras
comunidades e mercados de venda.

Em Varela Madina

- Reunido com a comunidade local: a
comunidade esta satisfeita com as acdes do
projeto, mas, nao demonstraram
determinacdo para dar continuidade, nota-se
uma certa desmotivacdo porque as péssimas
condicBes de estrada nao Ihes permiti escoar
os produtos. O comité de gestdo ndo esta a
funcionar como devia, ainda nao foi definido
o plano de mobilizacao de fundos para manter
a manutengdo e  reparagdo  dos
equipamentos.

- Visita furo de agua e praia;
Pernoite em Santo Domingo

21/07/2025

Sdo Domingos —
Bissau

UGP

Regresso a Bissau

Zonas 03a e 03b: Mansoa, Buba, Cufada, Cacine e Iemberem
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22/07/2025 | Bissau — Mansoa — | UGP, Administracdo local | Em Mansoa:
Buba de Mansoa, comunidade | - Reunido com o Administrador do Sector de
local, governo regional Mansoa;
- Visita furos de agua e pista (lote 1).
Em Buba
- Reunidao com o Governador de Quinara
Pernoite em Buba
23/07/2025 | Buba — Tebé — Ga | UGP, governo regional, | Em Buba:
Turé — Ndjassane | comunidade de Tebe, de | - Visita ao centro de produgdo de bacalhau;
Balanta Ga-Turé e Ndjassane | os beneficiarios demostram uma certa
Balanta insatisfacdo com o centro contruido pelo
projeto, porque ndo relne as condigbes
necessarias para o processamento e a baixa
qualidade da obra ndo assegura a
durabilidade da infraestrutura.
Em Tebé:
- Visita da bolanha recuperada
- Reunidgo com a comunidade local: a
comunidade demonstrou um bom nivel de
apropriacdo das infraestruturas e dos
beneficios dos mesmos, empenho dos
beneficiarios na gestdo das infraestruturas
(sobretudo as bolanhas) pode garantir uma
boa sustentabilidade dos investimentos do
projeto. Contudo, faltam algumas agOes
como maquina de descasque de arroz e meio
de transporte para completar a cadeia de
producdo e garantir a continuidade das
atividades.
Em Ga-Turé:
- Reunido com a comunidade: os
beneficiarios reconhecem os beneficios do
projeto e  assumiram manter o
funcionamento de dos equipamentos e
infraestruturas recebidas. O comité de
gestdo é tutelado pelo chefe de tabanca e
demonstra ter uma equipa forte e
determinada para garantir uma boa
capacidade de gestdo.
Em Ndjassane Balanta:
- Reunido com a comunidade:
A alta tensdo entre as 2 comunidades nao
permitiu a conclusdo dos trabalhos na
bolanha partilhada e exploracdo da horta
comunitdria. Esta falta de gestao pacifica das
infraestruturas impossibilita a
sustentabilidade das agdes do projeto.
Pernoite em Buba
24/07/2025 | Buba — Bissau UGP Regresso a Bissau
25/07/2025 | Bissau UGP, INPA Apresentacao das constatacOes iniciais da
avaliacgdo e encerramento da missdo de
terreno
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List of persons interviewed

UGP

NN N S

<\

v

v

Joao Lona — Coordinador do Projeto

Caramé Co Junior- Engenheiro agrénomo

Graciete Medina- Tecnica especialista em género
Valerim da Silva- Tenico de SIG, seguimento e avaliacdo
Seni camara- Responsavel de infraestruturas

Artemiza Martins- oficial de ligacdo em engajamento comunitario, género e
insergao social- Antena zona 1

Suleimane Cassama- oficial de ligagdo em engajamento comunitario, género e
insergao social- Antena zona 2

Waldine Djompe da Silva- oficial de ligagao em engajamento comunitario, género
e insercao social- Antena zona 3

Ernesto Costa- Assistente Administrativo e Financeiro

Administracao de Bubaque

v

Tchutchu Antonio Cumprido- Secretario Administrativo de Bubabque

Roseldo Herder Pereira- ponto focal da administracao afeto ao projeto

Nelvina Barreto- Chefe da Unidade de Ambiente
Taino Jodo Monteiro
Justino Maria

Claudia Morreira- Assistente do programa

Parceiros de implementagao

v
v
v
v
v

Diregao Geral da Engenharia Rural (DGER)- Idrissa Cassama

Instituto Nacional de Pesquisa (INEP) - Samba Tenem Camara
Inatituto da Biodiversidade e Areas Protegidas (IBAP) - Queba Quecuto
Ministério do Ambiente/DNP- Casimiro J Sanca

Instituto Nacional de Pesquisa Agraria- Quintino Alves

Governo Regional de Cacheu

v
v
v
v

Honorina Vasconcelos- Governadora da Regiao de Cacheu
Agostinho Biagué- secretdrio Administrativo

Domingos Mendes

Antonio Assumane Djata
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Administracdo de Sao Domingos
v Braima solo camara- Secretario administrativo
v Afonso Djata - Vice-Administrador de Suzana

Administracdo de Mansoa
v" Aliu Colibali- Administrador de Mansoa

Governo Regional de Quinara (Setor de Buba)
v Antdnio Mustafa Djalo- Governador da Regido de Quinara

List of documents reviewed

This annex presents the consolidated list of documents reviewed and cited in the Terminal
Evaluation (TE) of the COASTAL Project. It includes project core documents, evaluation and
oversight materials, financial and co-financing records, safeguards and gender documentation,
technical outputs, and relevant national and global policy frameworks that provided the reference
base for analysis.

1. Project Core Documents

Project Identification Form (PIF) — GEF approval stage.

Project Document (ProDoc), April 2019 (4978_LDCF_Guinea Bissau_PRODOC_April 2019.doc).
CEO Endorsement Request, Nov 2018 (4978_LDCF_Guinea Bissau_CEO_ER 19 Nov 2018.doc).
Annual Work Plans (AWPs).

Project Implementation Reports (PIRs), 2022—-2024 (PIR_final_reports_2022_2024.pdf).
Quarterly Reports, 2022-2025 (Quartelly Reports_2022_2025.pdf).

2. Evaluation & Oversight Documents

Mid-Term Review Report + Management Response, 2022 (MTR Report + Management
response_2022.pdf).

TE Guidance for UNDP-supported GEF-financed Projects (TE_GuidanceforUNDP-supportedGEF-
financedProjects.pdf).

Tracking Tool at Terminal Evaluation Stage (Tracking tool at terminal evaluation stage.pdf).
Micro-Assessment Report & HACT (Micro Assessment Report & HACT.pdf).

Audit findings (annual audits cited in Draft Report).

Minutes of Steering Committee (Minutas Comité Director.pdf).

M&E Framework Reports, 2022-2025 (M&E_2022_2025.pdf).

3. Financial and Co-financing Documentation

Financial Report (Financial Report.docx).

PIMS 4978 — Annex W, Co-financing Letters (PIMS 4978_ANNEXW_Cofinancing_letters.pdf).
4. Environmental and Safeguards Documents

SESA Study — Coastal Project (Coastal Project_SESA study_Report_Final_EN.docx).
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Social and Environmental Screening Procedure (SESP) — referenced in Draft Report.

Risk logs (Risk Register, as cited in Draft Report).

5. Gender & Inclusion Documents

Coastal Gender Strategy 2023-2025 (Plano de Género Coastal 2023-2025 fv Margo.docx).

Gender Marker ratings (cited in Draft Report).

6. Knowledge Products & Technical Outputs

Vulnerability maps (referenced as project outputs).

Technical manuals and toolkits (agroecology, coastal planning).

Policy briefs (limited circulation, cited in Draft Report).

7. National Policy and Strategic Frameworks

NAPA (National Adaptation Programme of Action).

Terra Ranka (Guinea-Bissau national development plan).
NDC (Nationally Determined Contribution).
UNSDCF / UNDAF (Country Frameworks).

SDGs (Agenda 2030).

Paris Agreement (climate commitments).

Evaluation Question Matrix

Relevance

To what extent do the|Alignment of project|Project document, | Document review, | Political priorities
project’s objectives and|goals with national | NAPA, Climate | key informant | remain  consistent;
design respond to Guinea- | adaptation frameworks | Change Policy, | interviews (KIIs), | communities remain
Bissau’s climate risks and [and climate risks; | stakeholder focus groups with | accessible

coastal development | identification of | interviews,  needs | vulnerable groups

priorities, particularly those | vulnerable groups assessments

of the most vulnerable

communities?

Is the project aligned with | Project alignment with | UNDP Country | Document review, | Consistency in
national and  sectoral | strategic national and|Programme,  GEF|interviews  with |institutional
strategies (e.g., ICZM, |international plans; | strategies, Agenda |government and|mandates; policy
environment, consistency with | 2030, SDGs, | UNDP staff documents remain
development), UNDP's | UNDP/GEF priorities UNFCCC reports relevant

Country Programme, LDCF

priorities, and GEF

adaptation goals?

Were the needs, | Extent of stakeholder | Stakeholder maps, | Focus groups, KIIs | Availability of
vulnerabilities, and | engagement in design; | consultation with local groups, |inclusive  records;
capacities of communities | representation of | records, gender | review of meeting | willingness of
and institutions adequately | marginalized groups assessments minutes stakeholders to
identified and integrated engage

during project design,
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and  benefits?  Whose
perspectives shaped the
intervention?

institutional actors

particularly through

inclusive consultations?

Are the technical and|Relevance of technical |Progress reports, | Field visits, KIIs|No major
strategic approaches (e.g., | strategies to current|feedback from | with technical | unanticipated
ICzM, livelihood | realities;  stakeholder | national/local experts, environmental
diversification, perception of validity actors,  evaluation | community shifts; institutions
infrastructure) still valid briefs discussions retain mandate
considering changing

environmental or

institutional conditions?

(S) Who feels truly|Level of perceived|Qualitative Participatory Willingness of
included and represented |inclusion by different | interviews with | workshops, focus | participants to
in the project’s processes | actor groups community and | groups, interviews | reflect critically;

diverse perspectives
accessed

(S) Were any key actors or
groups excluded during
design or implementation?
What impact did this have?

Identification of
excluded stakeholders;

observed gaps or
conflicts in
implementation

Stakeholder
interviews, project
revision notes

KlIs, conflict
analysis methods,
timeline mapping

Transparency of
process
documentation;
openness of
feedback

To what extent was the
project coherent with other
relevant donor or national
interventions? Were
synergies pursued?

Degree of coordination
or complementarity
with other projects

Coordination
meeting  minutes,
joint activities,
donor reports

KIIs with partner
institutions, donor
review documents

Continuity of partner
engagement;
alignment in goals

Project Document?

(S) How were institutional | Alignment between | MoUs, role | Process mapping, | Partners willing to
roles understood and |documented and | descriptions, KlIs, reflect on roles;
practiced versus how they | enacted roles; | interviews with | organizational access to
were defined? Were roles | perceived institutional | partners self-assessments | operational
equitably distributed? ownership documents
Effectiveness

To what extent has the|Achievement rate of|Results Framework, | Document review, | Availability and
project  achieved its | planned annual progress | interviews  with | reliability of M&E
planned outputs and | outputs/outcomes; reports, terminal | project staff, |data; clarity of
outcomes as stated in the | target VS. actual | evaluation data indicator tracking |indicators

Results Framework and |indicators

regional, and community
levels?

Have the targets related to | Completion and quality | Technical reports, | Field visits, KIIs, | Physical accessibility
institutional strengthening, | of infrastructure and |site visits, | survey with | of sites; stakeholder
coastal protection | capacity-building beneficiary feedback | beneficiaries cooperation
infrastructure, livelihood | outputs

diversification, and

community resilience been

met?

What are the main|Evidence of outcome-|Outcome reports, |KIIs, community |Stakeholder
achievements and | level changes; | local records, | consultations, availability and
intermediate outcomes | stakeholder perceptions | testimonials triangulation with | openness

observed at national, monitoring data
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Which internal and
external factors facilitated
or hindered the

achievement of results?

Identification and
analysis of
enabling/constraining

conditions

Context analysis
reports, project
documentation,

MTR

Root cause
analysis, timeline
mapping, staff
interviews

Transparency of
records;
retrospective

accuracy

How did the project’s | Documented Revised strategies, | Document review, | Access to complete

adaptive management | management steering committee | management records; willingness

mechanisms respond to | responses; evidence of | minutes interviews to disclose

contextual shifts or |learning challenges

implementation

challenges?

What positive or negative, Reported unexpected | Field observation | Outcome Subjectivity in

intended or unintended outcomes; institutional | reports, community | harvesting, KIIs, | reported changes;

effects have emerged from | and behavioural | feedback,  change | participatory attribution

the project’s interventions? | changes stories reflection complexity

Has the knowledge generated | Number and type of | Training materials, | Content analysis, | Access to

by the project been knowledge  products; | policy briefs, | follow-up documentation;

documented, transferred, and | evidence of uptake institutional interviews with | partner cooperation

institutionalized? documents institutions

Were learning tools or results | Replication cases; | Replication case | Desk review, | Traceability of

adopted by partners or scaled |references in  other | studies, policy | interviews  with | influence; access to

beyond the project scope? | projects or policies documents, partner | partners and | external initiatives
interviews networks

(S) What forms of tension,
resistance, or conflict, if any,
emerged during
implementation, and how
were they addressed?

Documented or
perceived tensions and
their resolution

Complaints logs,
meeting  minutes,
stakeholder
interviews

Conflict mapping,
group discussions,

staff debriefs

Sensitivity of issues;
trust in evaluators

(S) What critical issues or Presence of | Informal interviews, | Narrative inquiry, | Willingness to speak
lessons re_main unspoken but | unacknowledged confidential key informant | openly;  evaluator
are essential for challenges or silent|feedback sessions |debriefs neutrality
understanding project successes
effectiveness?
Efficiency
Were financial, human,|Ratio of outputs to|Financial reports, | Document review, | Financial data
and technical resources |inputs; comparison of | project progress | interviews  with | accuracy; access to
used efficiently to deliver |budgeted vs. actual|reports, audit results | finance/admin full cost data
project results? expenditures; staffing staff

levels vs. deliverables
Were project expenditures | Budget alignment with | Budget documents, | Comparative Consistent
in line with international | standard benchmarks | procurement analysis, review of | application of cost
and UNDP/GEF cost norms | and procurement rules | records, financial | financial standards
and standards? audits statements
What level of co-financing | Documented co- | Co-financing Financial analysis, | Full accounting of all
(cash and in-kind) was |financing by source and | reports, partner | donor interviews |in-kind and cash

mobilized, and how did it | contribution type; | agreements, MoUs inputs

contribute to  project|percentage of co-

delivery? financing realized

Were implementation | Implementation Annual workplans, | Timeline analysis, | Availability of timely
modalities and | timeline vs. workplan; | implementation project team | data and
management  structures reports interviews
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or changes in context,
including delays, natural
events, or political shifts?

stakeholder perceptions
of responsiveness

review reports

efficient in  delivering | achievement of implementation
planned results on time | milestones records

and within budget?

To what extent did the|Frequency and quality | Revised workplans, | Document Project allowed
project apply adaptive|of course corrections; | minutes from | analysis, flexibility in planning
management practices to |evidence of learning|steering committee |interviews  with|and management
respond to challenges or |loops meetings, learning | decision-makers

contextual shifts? records

(S) How did project teams | Documented response | Crisis response | KIIs, participatory | Open discussion of
respond to emerging risks | strategies; staff and |records, external | reflection sessions | failures and lessons

learned

Were  recommendations | Implementation of | Mid-term review, | Content analysis | Access to evaluation
from mid-term reviews, | corrective actions; | back-to-office of revisions, staff|and mission reports
technical backstopping, or|alignment with | reports, updated | interviews
monitoring  incorporated | MTR/technical strategies
into project design or|recommendations
implementation?
How well did the M&E Timeliness and quality | M&E reports, | M&E system | Availability and
system support adaptive of M&E data; evidence |indicator  tracking | review, accessibility of
management and efficient | of use in decision-|tools, dashboards |stakeholder reliable data
resource use? making feedback
Results (impact-level, Global Environmental Benefits)
What significant | Documented ecological, | Impact reports, | Impact Availability of
environmental, social, or|social, or governance |institutional assessment, longitudinal  data;
institutional impacts, | improvements; assessments, qualitative complexity of
positive or negative, can be | stakeholder attribution |satellite  imagery, | interviews, attribution
plausibly attributed to the beneficiary outcome
project’s interventions? interviews harvesting
Have there been | Change in vegetation | Environmental Environmental Consistency in
measurable improvements | cover, coastal integrity, | baselines, policy | sampling, baseline and endline
in ecosystem conditions, | social inclusion metrics, | documents, surveys, | structured metrics
social equity, or | governance indicators | M&E data interviews,
institutional performance? indicator tracking
To what extent has the|Evidence of increased |Risk maps, | Field visits, | Physical access to
project strengthened the | preparedness, infrastructure participatory sites;  respondent
climate resilience of coastal | diversified assets, and |reports, community | vulnerability willingness
communities and systems? | protective assessments assessments,

infrastructure household surveys
Are there observable | Adoption of  new | Post-project KIIs, FGDs, | Capturing nuanced
changes in community | practices, protective | evaluations,  local | change mapping |and sustained
adaptive capacity, asset|behaviors, disaster | government exercises behavioral changes
protection, or risk | readiness indicators records, testimonies
reduction?

Is there evidence of long-
term transformation, such as
changes in policy
frameworks, institutional

Policy or legal reforms;
institutional
realignment; replication
of practices

Legislation, MoUs,
program  budgets,
field reports

Policy  analysis,
interviews with
institutional actors

Attribution to
project; dynamic
policy environments
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mandates, or community
practices?

Have innovations, ' References in external | Replication  cases, | Desk review, | Visibility and
knowledge, or partnerships | projects, budgets, and |institutional network analysis, | traceability of
generated by the project been | strategies planning partner interviews | project legacy
scaled or replicated? documents,  donor

reports
(S) What unresolved Stakeholder Interview Conflict-sensitive | Sensitivity and trust
historical grievances, power | perceptions of | narratives, inquiry, narrative |levels;  evaluator
dynamics, or patterns of inclusion/exclusion; workshop methods, informal | impartiality
exclusion may have shaped | presence of contested |transcripts,  third- | interviews
the way the project was histories party reports
implemented and received?
(S) Are there past alliances, | Evidence of institutional | Stakeholder Timeline analysis, | Context knowledge;
rivalries, or ruptures that or community conflict | reflections, relational openness to reveal

capacity, and institutional
commitment to sustain
project results?

continue to shape continuity or | coordination mapping, sensitive dynamics
collaboration or trust? reconciliation meeting notes, NGO | stakeholder

accounts interviews
Sustainability
How likely is it that the|Presence of operational | Sustainability Desk review, KlIs|Continued political
outcomes and benefits | plans, budgets, | strategy documents, | with government | and budgetary
generated by the project|institutional budget lines,|and  community | support
will be sustained after | commitments stakeholder stakeholders
external funding ends? interviews
What mechanisms are in
place to ensure continued
operation, maintenance, or
scaling?
Do key stakeholders, |Existence of trained | Institutional records, | Interviews, Stability of
government institutions, | staff, policy integration, | capacity assessment | institutional personnel and
local authorities, and |formal role assignments | reports, MoUs assessments, mandates;
communities, demonstrate capacity surveys | institutional memory
ownership, technical

What are the main risks, | Identified sustainability | Risk logs, | Document Dynamic risk
financial, institutional, | risks; risk mitigation | environmental and | analysis, risk | context;  foresight
environmental, or political, | plans political risk | mapping with | capacity
that may threaten the assessments stakeholders
sustainability of project
achievements?
Are there clearly defined | Existence and quality of | Exit strategy | Review of | Timeliness and
risk mitigation or exit|exit strategies; | documents, planning feasibility of
strategies in place? evidence of | progress  reports, | documents, mitigation measures
implementation stakeholder follow-up with

validation project team
To what extent has the Adoption or reform of | Legislation, Policy  analysis, | Attribution to
project contributed to relevant policies, | national/regional interviews  with | project;
strengthening institutional, | budget lines, | plans,  institutional | decision-makers | documentation  of
regulatory, or financing reports influence
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frameworks that support
long-term resilience and
coastal governance?

coordination
mechanisms

(S) What signs of true local | Alignment of discourse | Field observations, | Community Risk of political
and institutional commitment | with action and budget; | budget reviews, | appraisals, tokenism;  visibility
can be observed, not justin | leadership initiatives | media discourse triangulation  of | bias

formal documents, but in stakeholder

action, resource allocation, narratives

and discourse?

(S) Before moving forward | Recognition of legacy | Stakeholder Participatory Sensitivity to past
with new or scaled-up actors and historical | interviews, legacy | reflection, tensions or neglect
interventions, what past continuity project historical

contributions, roles, or documentation stakeholder

relationships need to be mapping

acknowledged or honoured?

How were social and Compliance with SESP | SESP Desk review, | Consistency and
environmental risks standards; documentation, risk | interviews  with | transparency in risk
identified through the SESP | implementation of | logs, safeguard | safeguard officers | classification ~ and
screened, categorized, and | mitigation measures | implementation and partners follow-up

managed? Were mitigation reports

measures implemented as

planned?

Gender Equality, Women Empowerment and Human Rights

To what extent did the|Number of gender-|Gender action plan, |KIIs, FGDs | Cultural norms
project promote gender |responsive actions; | project reports, | (including gender- | influencing gender
equality and the | stakeholder perception | stakeholder disaggregated), roles and self-
empowerment of women, | of empowerment; | feedback, case | gender audits reporting bias
youth, and other | gender-sensitive studies

vulnerable groups? benefits

What specific measures or
mechanisms were
implemented to advance
equity and inclusion?

Existence of targeted
activities; dedicated
budget; training
sessions held

Project work plans,
training logs, budget
lines, participant
lists

Document review,
interviews with
beneficiaries and
project team

Consistency
between plans and
execution

Were gender and human
rights considerations
systematically integrated
into the project’s design,
implementation, and
monitoring frameworks?

Integration in logical
framework, presence of
gender-disaggregated
indicators, tracking
tools used

Project documents,
monitoring
frameworks,
progress reports

Desk review,
evaluation of M&E
systems,
stakeholder
interviews

Alignment between
strategic intent and
operationalization

Was the Gender Action Plan

Proportion of actions

GAP implementation

Progress tracking,

Availability of

access to resources, benefits
received, and influence in
decision-making?

operationalized? implemented from the | reports, evaluations, | validation updated GAP and
GAP, reported | partner records interviews,  field | records of its use
outcomes visits

What differentiated results, | Participation rates; | Participant records, | Disaggregated Accurate gender

positive or negative, can be | qualitative changes in |impact studies, | data analysis, | disaggregation and

observed for women and agency or roles; equity | perception surveys | outcome mapping, | qualitative nuance

men in terms of participation, | jn benefits interviews
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adaptive management?

revised workplans

and management

(S) To what extent might Evidence of role rigidity | Workshop Ethnographic Institutional
persistent behaviors, roles, or | or normative resistance | transcripts, observation, openness to
institutional norms reflect interviews, narrative reflection and
unconscious loyalties to behavioral methods, critique

former practices, hierarchies, observations participatory

or values that hinder inquiry

inclusive transformation?

(S) If the project system Stakeholder narratives | Interview notes, | Socratic dialogue, | Ability to access
could express its needs or about unmet needs or | reflective sessions, | storytelling deep/systemic
challenges, what would it ask | implicit tensions informal discussions | techniques, critical | insights without
of its stakeholders, managers, reflection defensiveness

or donors? workshops

Cross-cutting Issues including Innovation, Communication and Visibility

What innovative solutions, | Number and type of | Innovation reports, | Field visits, focus | Availability of
technologies, or | innovations introduced; | field reports, | groups, KIIs records and
institutional practices were | stakeholder perceptions | interviews with openness of
promoted through the|of relevance and utility |beneficiaries and stakeholders to
project, and how were they technical staff discuss innovation
received by different

stakeholders?

Did innovation enhance the | Examples of innovation | Evaluation reports, | Comparative Clear link between
project's effectiveness or|linked to improved | beneficiary analysis, KIIs, | innovation and
sustainability in areas such | results or sustainability | feedback, review of project | documented

as coastal resilience, institutional results outcomes

gender equity, or documents

institutional learning?

How effectively  were | Communication reach | Communication Media  analysis, | Access to
project results, processes, | and effectiveness; | strategy, media | interviews with | communication

and lessons learned | diversity of formats | products, communication materials and
communicated to key|used distribution records | officers and | feedback
audiences including recipients mechanisms
national authorities, local

communities, and

international partners?

What was the project’s level | Recognition in reports, | Press releases, | Document Visibility was a
of visibility at national, media coverage, | policy documents, | analysis, strategic objective;
regional, or international invitations to policy fora | regional conference | stakeholder media coverage
levels? Did visibility materials interviews accessible

contribute to policy

influence, replication, or

scaling?

Were the project’s Frequency and quality | M&E reports, | Document review, | Availability of
monitoring mechanisms used |of M&E data used in | management interviews  with | reliable monitoring
to inform decisions and project adjustments meeting  minutes, |M&E  specialists | data

How did the project respond
to contextual changes,
external reviews, and new
learning during
implementation?

Documented
adjustments based on
review
recommendations
context shifts

or

Review
recommendations,
change logs,

updated strategies

Content analysis,
interviews  with
project team

Openness of project
team to change and
documented
adaptations
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Questionnaire used

This tool is designed to guide both individual interviews and focus group discussions for the
Terminal Evaluation of the project “Strengthening the Resilience of Vulnerable Coastal Areas and
Communities to Climate Change in Guinea-Bissau”. It aligns with the UNDP-GEF Terminal
Evaluation Guidance, the Evaluation Matrix, and the Inception Report.

Section 1: Interviewee / Group Profile
- Name(s):

- Institution / Community:

- Role / Position:

- Interview Format (Individual / Group):

- Location / Zone:

- Date and Time:

Section 2: Individual Interview Guide
Relevance (incl. Coherence)

- To what extent did the project respond to national and community priorities in your sector or
locality?

- Were there any synergies or overlaps with other projects or policies?

- Was your institution involved in project design or strategic planning?

Effectiveness

- From your perspective, which project results (outputs/outcomes) have been achieved?
- What institutional or community changes have resulted from the project?
- What factors have facilitated or hindered achievement of results?

Efficiency (incl. Adaptive Management)

- Were the project’s resources used effectively and efficiently?

- Did the project adapt well to emerging challenges or delays?

- Were lessons from monitoring or previous reviews (e.g., MTR) incorporated into
implementation?

Impact

- What long-term environmental, institutional or social changes can be attributed to the project?
- Were there any unintended effects (positive or negative)?

Sustainability

- Are there mechanisms in place to sustain the results post-project (technical, financial,
institutional)?
- What are the risks to sustainability from your perspective?

Gender Equality and Human Rights

- How did the project address gender equality or involve marginalized groups?
- Were gender-specific needs and voices taken into account in decision-making and benefits?

- Cross-Cutting Issues / Knowledge
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- Did the project enhance institutional or technical capacity in your organization?
- Were any tools, guidelines or lessons learned shared and used?
- Were human rights, participation and inclusion promoted in implementation?

Section 3: Focus Group Discussion Guide

- What project activities have you or your community participated in?
- What changes have you observed since the project began (e.g., in livelihoods, risk preparedness,

organization)?

- Were women, youth, or vulnerable groups involved in planning and implementation?
- What aspects of the project have been most useful or beneficial?

- What challenges or problems have you experienced with the project?
- Do you think the results of the project will last over time? Why or why not?

- Have you received training, equipment or support through the project? Was it useful?

Section 4: Evaluator Observations (to be filled during or after the session)

- Notable quotes or examples:

- Group dynamics / participation:

- Points of consensus or disagreement:

- Evidence of results or behavioural change:

- Additional comments:

Co-finances template tables.

UNDP financing Government Partner Agency Total
Co-fi i
orfinancing (US$m) (US$m) (US$m) (US$m)
(type/source)
Planned Actual Planned Actual Planned Actual | Planned | Actual

Grants
Loans/Conce
ssions  In-kind
support Other
Totals

Sources of Co- Name of Type of Investment Amount (USS)

Financing Cofinancier Cofinancing Mobilized
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Select one: Select one: Select one:
o GEF Agency e Grant o Investment
mobilized*
e Donor Agency e Loan
e Recipient Country o FEquity ;ngsgﬁ;tw
Govt Investment
* Private Sector e Public
Investment

o Civil Society

Organization
e Beneficiaries e In-Kind
o Other

o Other

e Guarantee

Total Co-Financing

*Investment Mobilized means Co-Financing that excludes recurrent expenditures (Different governments, companies
and organizations may use different terms to refer to "recurrent expenditures”, such as "current expenditures” or

"operational/ operating expenditures”.)

**Recurrent expenditures can generally be understood as routine budgetary expenditures that fund the year-to-year
core operations of the entity (they are often referred to as ‘running costs’ - they do not result in the creation or
acquisition of fixed assets). They would include wages, salaries and supplements for core staff; purchases of goods
and services required for core operations; andy/or depreciation expenses. Some of the typical government co-financing
we have previously included (such as routine budgetary expenses for Ministry of Environment operations) will no longer
meet this new definition of investment mobilized for these specific countries

TE Rating scales

6 = Highly Satisfactory (HS): exceeds expectations
and/or no shortcomings

5 = Satisfactory (S): meets expectations and/or no or
minor shortcomings

4 = Moderately Satisfactory (MS): more or less meets
expectations and/or some shortcomings

3 = Moderately Unsatisfactory (MU): somewhat below
expectations and/or significant shortcomings

2 = Unsatisfactory (U): substantially below expectations
and/or major shortcomings

1 = Highly Unsatisfactory (HU): severe shortcomings

Unable to Assess (U/A): available information does not
allow an assessment

4 = Likely (L): negligible risks to sustainability

3 = Moderately Likely (ML): moderate risks to
sustainability
2 = Moderately Unlikely (MU): significant risks to

sustainability
1 = Unlikely (U): severe risks to sustainability

Unable to Assess (U/A): Unable to assess the expected
incidence and magnitude of risks to sustainability
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Signed UNEG Code of Conduct form

International Evaluator:

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 disdaose 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 sounce.
Evaluators are not expected to evaluate individuals and must balance an evaluation of management functions with
thi= genaral principle.

4. Sometimes uncover evidence of wrongdoing while conducting evaluations. Such cases must be reported discreatly
to the appropriate investigative baody. Evaluabors should consult with other relevant oversight entities when there
is any doubk about if and how issues should be reporbad.

5. Should be sensitive to beliefs, manners and customs and act with inbegrity and honesty in their relations with all
stakeholders. In line with the UN Universal Dedaration of Human Rights, evaluators must be sensitive to and
address issues of discrimination and gender equality. They should avaid offending the dignity and self-respect of
those persons with whom they come in contact during 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-warth.

6. Are responsible for their performance and their product(s). They are responsible fior the dear, acourate and fair
written andfor oral presentation of study imitations, 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 evalsation findings and recommendations
are independently presentad.

9. Must confirm that they have not been invohved in designing, executing or advising on the project being evaluated
and did not carry out the project’s Mid-Term Review.

Evaluation Consultant Agreement Form
Agreement to abide by the Code of Conduct for Evaluation in the UN System:

Name of Evaluator: Antonio Arenas Romero

Mame of Consultancy Organization (where relevant):

I canfirm that I have received and understood and will abide by the United Mations Code of Conduct for Evaluation.

Signed at Barcelona on August 11, 2025

Signature: T

National Evaluators
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UNEG Code of Conduct form

1.  Must presentinformation that is complete and fair in its assessment of strengths and weaknesses so that decisions or actions
taken are well foundad.

2. Must disclose the full set of evaluation findings alomg with information on their imitations and bave this accessible to all
affected by the evaluation with expressed legal nights to receive results

3. Sheuld protect the anomymity and confidentiality of individual informants. They should provide macdmum 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 ersure that sessitive information cansal be traced vo fe sowrce, Evalisators am nob expected to svaluate

individualg, and mist balaice an evaluation of management fufctichs with this general pringiple.

£ Somelies uneover evidence of wroagdoing while condiscting svaluationd, Such cases must be peported discreetly to the
apprapriate investigative body, Evaluators showld consult with ether relevant oversight entities when there iz any doubt about if
and how issues should be reporied

5. Should be sengitive to beliels, manners and customs and st with integrity and bonesty in their relations with all stakefolders,
15 line with the UN Universsl Disclaration of Huran Rights, evaluators mo st be seagitive te and address issuee of dise dimination and
gerrder equalitg, They shauld avaid offending the dignity atd sell-respect of thase persons with whom they cotse in comtact in the
course of the evaluation. Knowing that evalmation might negatvely affect the imterests of some stakehelders, evaluators should
conduct the evaluation and commumicate its parpose and results in a way that clearly respects the stakeholders' dignity and self-
worth

6. Areresponsible for their performance and thedr product{s). They are respensible for the clear, accarate and firweritten and for

oral presentation of study imitaticns, indings and rec datioes.

7. Should reflect sound accounting procedures and be prodest in using the resources of the evaluation.

4. Must ensure that independence of judg ] d, and that evaluation findings and recommendations are
Independently presented.

4. Must confirm that they have not been involved in designing, executing or advising on the project being evaluated and did not
carry out the project’s Mid-Term Eeview.

Evaluation Cansultamt Agresment Firm

ent to ahi of Com ton in
abide by the Code of Conduct for Eval the UM £y

Hame of Evaluator: Dessjado Modsés Augusto Lopes

Mame of Consultancy Drganization (where relevam]: EXPERTISE, SARL

Tgnfirm than | have received and uiderstood and will abide by the Unived Natioss Code of Congluet Far Evaluation

Signed at Bissaw, on 0707 /2025

Hgnature
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UNEG Code of Conduct form

1. Mlust present information that is complete and fair in its assessment of strengths and weaknesses so that decistons or actions
takeen are well founded.

2. Mlust disclose the fall set of evaluation findings along with information on their imitations and have this accessible to all
affected by the evaluation with expressed begal rights to recelve results.

3. Should protect the anonymity and confidentiality of individual informants. They should provide masimuns notics, minimize
demands oo tme, and respect people’s right mot to engage. Evaluators must respect peeple’s right to provide information in
confidence, and must ensare that sensitive information canmot be traced to its source. Evaluators are not expected to evaluate

individuals, amd must balamoe an ovalisation of managemsent functions with this gereeal principle.

4, Sometimes uncever evidenos of wrenpdeing while conducting evaluations. Such cases must be reported discreetly to the
appropriate imvestigative body. Bvaluators shoald consult with etiser relevant oversight entities when there is any doubt shout if

and Brow izsues should be reported

5, Ghoukl be senditive to beliels, manners and customa and o with imegrity and honesty in Cheir relations with all stakeholders,
Im linee weith the TN Universal Declaration of Human Rights, evaluators must be sensitive to and s deeds issues of discrimination and
gender equality, They should avdd offending the dipnity and sell-reepect of those persons with whom they oome in contsct in the
ooursge of the evaliation. Kiowing that ewaluation might negatively affect the interests of soise akehalders, evalastors should
crnduct the evalugton and communi<ate i3 purpose and results in 3 way that clearly respects the stakeholders’ dignity ansd self-

worth

G, Areresponsible for their pecformande and their produce[s), They are res ponsbie loe che clear, accurate and faicweitten and for

aral preseptation of stady imitatons, Andings and recommendations.
7. Should reflect sound accounting procedures and be prudent in uzing the resources of the evaluabion

4. Must engure that independence of judgement is maimtained, ard that evaluxton findings and recommendations are
independently presemted.

4, Must confiem that they have ot been involved in designing, executing or advising on the project being evaluated and did not
carry out the project’s Mid-Term Beview.

Evaluation Consultant Agresment Form
Agreement to abhide by the Code of Conduct for Evaluation in the UN System:
HName of Evaluator: Edineusa Mendes Andrade
Namse of Consaltancy Drganization (where relevant): EXPERTISE, SARL
1 confirm that | have received and understood and will abide by the United Nations Code of Condwct for Evaluation.

Signed at Bissau, on 07 /07 /2025

sgraure < CRo. Sl

97



Docusign Envelope ID: DABAG6F2C-EF11-4C7E-9AB5-0FF8FB5D8071

Signed TE Report Clearance form

TerminaIDEvaIuation Report for (Project Title & UNDP PIMS ID) Reviewed and Cleared

ocuSigned by:

By: @deg p 12-Sep-2025

68480DEA28144B4

Commissioning Unit (M&E Focal Point)

Name:
DocuSigned by:
Nyalin _fulictte Nown //u—r_\_gm 11-Sep-2025
Signature: [mmpmm Date:
Regional Technical Advisor (Nature, Climate and Energy)
Name: Julien Simery
DocuSigned by:
%— 11-Sep-2025
Signature: oerEE oS Date:

Annexed in a separate file: TE Audit Trail

Annexed in a separate file: Relevant GEF/LDCF/SCCF Core
Indicators or Tracking Tools
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