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Executive Summary
1. The mid term review (MTR) provided an opportunity to examine all aspects of the Mainstreaming Biosecurity Project, from design, through implementation, to analysis of the level of achievement of results. The likelihood of sustainable impacts following the end of the project (EOP) is examined across four aspects of sustainability: institutional, financial, socio-political and environmental. A number of recommendations are made to strengthen the likelihood of the project achieving sustainable outcomes, in line with intended results as outlined in the project document. 

2. The project is reviewed using standard UNDP / GEF evaluation criteria. Outcome level results are evaluated according to their ‘relevance‘, ‘effectiveness’ and ‘efficiency’. Ratings are given for the quality of project implementation, and for monitoring and evaluation system design and implementation.  In providing these ratings the MTR considers the extent to which the project is successfully achieving intended development outcomes, how results are being achieved, and the extent to which results are aligned with relevant national, UNDP and GEF strategic objectives.  
Project Impact, Approach and the Changing Development Context in the Seychelles
3. The Project for ‘Mainstreaming Prevention and Control Measures for Invasive Alien Species into Trade, Transport and Travel across the Production Landscape’ (Short title ‘Mainstreaming Biosecurity Project’) was developed under a UNDP-GEF Project Development Facility (PDF-B) grant between May 2005 to December 2007. It was approved by the GEF Council in June 2007 under the GEF-4 Biodiversity Resource Allocation Framework (RAF). The Mainstreaming Biosecurity Project was designed alongside another project aimed at ‘Mainstreaming Biodiversity Management into Production Sector Activities’. It shares the same goal as that project to work towards a situation whereby: ‘The functional integrity of terrestrial and coastal ecosystems of the Seychelles is secured and provides a base for sustainable development’. Both projects fall under the Integrated Ecosystem Management Programme, managed under the Seychelles-UNDP-GEF Programme Coordination Unit (PCU).
4. The development rationale of the Mainstreaming Biosecurity Project is based on recognition of the critical importance of effective invasive alien species (IAS) prevention and control mechanisms for the conservation of Seychelles’ globally important biodiversity, as well as for the country’s sustainable development. The situational analysis in the Project Document assessed that ‘Invasive alien species (IAS) brought into the country through trade and travel comprise the single greatest threat to terrestrial biodiversity
’
5. With increasing trade and travel, the risk of introducing non native ‘alien’ species also increases. The project has a strong focus on improving Seychelles’ capacity to prevent the entry of IAS to the Seychelles. However ultimately it aims to address core weaknesses in Seychelles overall IAS management system, in order to establish a well co-ordinated, well informed and well managed national system to ‘prevent’ and ‘control’, the ‘introduction’ and ‘spread’ of IAS, across the production landscape. 
6. Design of the GOS-GEF-UNDP Biosecurity Project was based on a comprehensive analysis of IAS management capacity in the Seychelles. This identified a number of weaknesses in national IAS management systems. National capacity to prevent the entry of IAS to the Seychelles was identified to be particularly weak. In the project document, barriers to effective IAS management are grouped in to three categories: ‘capacity deficits inherent in the policy and regulatory framework, capacity weaknesses within institutions, and technical capacities.’ The Project’s Objective and component Outcomes aim to address these three key areas of capacity deficit across Seychelles’ overall IAS management systems. The Mainstreaming Biosecurity Project has the following Objective: 
‘Increased capacities to prevent and control the introduction and spread of Invasive Alien Species through Trade, Travel and Transport across the Production landscape.’ 

In order to achieve this overall Objective the project has three component Outcomes: 

Outcome 1: Policy and Regulatory Framework for effective Control of the Introduction and Spread of IAS in place.

Outcome 2: Strengthened Institutional Capacity to Prevent and Control the Introduction and Spread of IAS

Outcome 3: Improved Knowledge and Learning Capacities for the Management of IAS 

7. The project’s logical framework lays out the way in which Outputs work together to achieve the above three Outcomes, and the Outcomes work to achieve the overall Objective. The descriptive in the project document adds further detail to explain the ‘logic’ in the framework and how Outputs and Outcomes work to address the key weaknesses identified at design. The logfame identifies mid and end of project targets, indicators, sources of verification and risks and assumptions. 
8. Although this logic is clearly outlined in the project document, the MTR has found significant weaknesses in the objectively verifiable indicators (OVIs) within the project’s logical framework. The majority of indicators do not meet the required criteria of being ‘Specific, Measurable, Achievable, Relevant and Time Bound’ (SMART). They do not support effective monitoring and evaluation of the level of achievement of the project Objective and Outcomes, and assessment of sustainable impact. 

9. The project’s overall capacity building strategy aims to establish ‘improved cross-sectoral, institutional cooperation systems, coupled with stakeholder participation schemes’ which ‘will lead to a better deployment of funds and human resources’. Achievement of intended results under each of the Outcomes aims ultimately to establish the ‘Normative Solution’ outlined in the project document whereby:

‘The country will have developed strong institutional capacities to prevent the entry of new IAS into the country that pose a risk to biodiversity, and thus will have improved the level of security for native species threatened by potential new IAS. In particular, strengthened capacities will be in place for a) assessing the relative risks posed by the different pathways for entry; and b) instituting effective inspection programmes to minimise entry of IAS by the identified pathways. Production activities, the trade, travel and transport sectors will have been adapted, to improve controls. This will be driven both by regulatory enforcement, and voluntary action by businesses. There will have been an attitudinal shift amongst the citizenry concerning the importance of IAS controls, which are presently seen as needlessly punitive. Measures to halt the inter-island spread of IAS already established on some islands will be formalized and put in place, and monitoring systems will be assessing their efficacy, and will inform management actions. Finally, control and eradication schemes for IAS will be undertaken with full access to knowledge on the efficacy and costs of different treatment options, and with access to a community of practice constituted by local experts, but with ready access to international expertise.’

10. A participatory approach is core to achievement of all project Outcomes and to achieving this overall ‘Normative Solution’. The project document identifies three main groups of stakeholders: ‘Government agencies, environmental NGOs and production sector agents in trade, the movement of merchandise, travel and tourism’. Effective stakeholder involvement is core to the project’s implementation approach in order to build capacity, establish partnerships between organisations and ensure ownership of project outputs. 
11. The Biosecurity Project has a total cost of US$6,955,624 of which the Global Environment Fund (GEF) contribution is US$2,000,000 and co-financing contributions total US$4,955,624. The project document estimates the ‘business as usual’ baseline costs for IAS management in the Seychelles to be US$15,475,000. Total costs for achieving the ‘normative solution’ include baseline and incremental project costs: US$22,430,624.

12. The development rationale for GEF support to the project is to ‘ensure safeguarding of Seychelles’ biodiversity against the threat of introduction and spread of IAS, and hence an improved conservation status and ecological integrity of globally important ecosystems and habitats, including globally endangered species’. GEF support is to cover ‘the incremental costs of ensuring that biodiversity management objectives pertaining to IAS are mainstreamed into the production practices of the travel, transport and trade sectors…expanding the management paradigm, to improve risk management (risk identification and action prioritisation), interception systems and private sector involvement
’. 
13. Co-financing includes support from the Government of the Seychelles (GOS), NGOs and the private sector, as well as from two relevant international development projects. The project document specifies that the Government of Seychelles (GOS) contributions will cover ‘general improvement of quarantine measures’, as part of co-financing.
14. Although originally scheduled for July 2010, the Mid Term Review was only commissioned in November 2012, approximately one month before the original intended end of project (EOP) date. The late scheduling of the MTR significantly limits its potential to guide adaptive management and to support achievement of intended Outcomes before the end of the project.  
15. At the time of the MTR, the institutional division of responsibilities for IAS management within public sector agencies differs greatly from that at design when responsibility for IAS management largely fell under one ministry, the Ministry of Environment and Natural Resources (MENR). AT MTR public sector responsibilities for IAS management now largely fall under two separate ministries: the Ministry of Natural Resources and Industry and the Ministry of Environment and Energy. This restructuring is the result of a major economic reform programme in the Seychelles over the last four years, which has also led to a significant reduction in overall public sector budgets. 
16. The Department of Environment (DOE), under the Ministry of Environment and Energy (MEE) continues to have significant responsibility for overseeing IAS ‘control and eradication’ work in the Seychelles through its Wildlife, Permits and Enforcement Division, as well as for supporting biodiversity conservation aspects of IAS ‘prevention’. Responsibility for management of protected areas and national parks has been placed under a parastatal organisation, the Seychelles National Parks Authority (SNPA), which is responsible for management of all Seychelles national parks and therefore for approximately 50% of the land area of the Seychelles. The Seychelles Islands Foundation (SIF) is responsible for management of Seychelles two UNESCO world heritage sites and is currently implementing an IAS eradication and control project linked to those sites.

17. Responsibility for Agricultural Production has been placed under the Seychelles Agricultural Agency (SAA), a parastatal organisation falling under the direction of the Ministry of Natural Resources and Industry (NRI). The objectives of SAA are to support food security, increase agricultural production and for the modernization and development of the agricultural sector. The Plant and Animal Health Section (PAHS) of SAA is responsible for quarantine control and for undertaking biosecurity checks at international borders. It also provides advice and extension support to farmers on agricultural pests and diseases and operates Seychelles only veterinary service. 

18. The Ministry of Public Health continues in a similar capacity to that at design, being peripherally involved in assessing the impact of imported animal and plant products on human health as well as in addressing IAS threats to public health. Border control agencies including customs, civil aviation, immigration and ports authority support biosecurity activities through their border control work. NGOs and the private sector also continue to play a similar role to that identified at design, being actively involved in the control and eradication of IAS in localised areas, often focussed on small islands, and in public awareness work. 
19. Government Ministries and associated Departments theoretically now have a largely policy oriented, strategic guidance role, while the parastatal organisations are responsible for ‘on the ground’ implementation. However at MTR parastatals still rely almost entirely on their parent Ministries for funding and for strategic direction and report directly to the relevant Departments and Ministries under which they fall. 
20. The project was designed to align with and support the Environment Management Plan of Seychelles 2000 to 2010. At MTE the EMPS has been superseded by the Seychelles Sustainable Development Strategy (SSDS) 2012- 2020. The SSDS is a key national strategic document with which project Outputs and Outcomes should align. It was signed off by the President of the Republic of Seychelles in 2012. Under the SSDS, IAS management is reflected strongly in strategic objectives relating to biodiversity and forestry, with responsibility for IAS management allocated to DOE, SNPA, SIF environmental NGOs and SAA. IAS management / Biosecurity is given surprisingly little emphasis in the chapter on agriculture and food security and is not cited as a strategic objective or priority area for SAA, despite this agency being Seychelles main quarantine control agency.
21. The institutional and economic changes since project design have presented the project with a number of challenges, increasing the institutional complexity of IAS management across sectors and reducing Government resources available to support IAS management. However, the increased institutional complexity correspondingly also increases the importance of ensuring that project outcomes support ‘improved cross-sectoral, institutional cooperation systems, coupled with stakeholder participation schemes…that will lead to a better deployment of funds and human resources’
. The increased scarcity of public sector resources and division of IAS management responsibilities across Ministries and sectors, makes it even more important to ensure that the work load of IAS management is spread across relevant agencies and that these agencies work effectively together in a co-ordinated overall system. As intended at design, project Outputs should support the full range of agencies involved in IAS management in the Seychelles with the tools, policy and regulatory framework, management and communication systems needed to operate effectively. 
Summary of Results at MTR
22. The analysis of results under each of the project’s component Outcomes indicates that, overall, ‘moderately satisfactory’ progress is being made towards achieving the projects three Outcomes and Objective. The project team and partners have worked hard to achieve some important results however considerable further work remains to be done in order to achieve intended overall development results. 
23. The project has established a strong focus on building the capacity of Seychelles border control and quarantine systems and has helped significantly to strengthen national capacity to prevent the entry of IAS to the Seychelles. This is an important result in a key area which at design was identified to be particularly weak. However, overall, the project aims to achieve a much broader impact than strengthening Seychelles quarantine system, it aims to increase capacity to ‘prevent’ and ‘control’ the ‘introduction’ and ‘spread’ of IAS across the production landscape.
24. The MTR has raised significant concerns over the potential impact of a number of key strategic documents developed under the project, and over the lack of progress towards intended MTR targets in a number of important areas. In order to achieve intended results it will be important for the project to amend existing strategic documents to establish an integrated, well co-ordinated, multi stakeholder framework for IAS management in the Seychelles. The project has made little progress towards establishing IAS management tools, monitoring systems, improved networking and awareness raising, these are all key areas for achieving intended project impact. 
25. Under Outcome 1 the project has supported a study on the economic impact of IAS, developed a national Biosecurity Policy, Strategy and draft biosecurity legislation. A cost recovery system for Seychelles quarantine and border control agency has been identified and is included within the draft legislation. Development of the legislation has been closely aligned with Seychelles WTO accession process. Work under Outcome 1 has also established a multi agency ‘Biosecurity Committee’, mandated under the draft legislation, to advise on biosecurity issues. The project has not yet started work on the fourth output under Outcome 1 to establish a national communication plan / public awareness strategy.
26. Outputs developed under Outcome 1 establish a legislative and strategic framework that gives the Plant and Animal Health Section (PAHS) of the Seychelles Agriculture Agency (SAA) the core role, and sole legal mandate, in all aspects of Biosecurity / IAS management in the Seychelles. 
27. The MTE has raised significant concerns over the potential impact of this ‘institutional framework’. PAHS is an agricultural support agency, a section of the Seychelles Agricultural Agency. It provides a key border control and agricultural support service, however it does not, and currently cannot, on its own provide an effective overall ‘Biosecurity Service’ for the Seychelles. The original intention at project design was to establish a Biosecurity Service that consolidated environmental, agricultural and border control expertise; PAHS does not achieve this integrated, consolidated ‘Biosecurity Service’. The draft Biosecurity Bill also has very weak provisions to ensure that biosecurity systems directly address IAS threats to biodiversity, particularly within risk analysis, prioritisation systems and decision making frameworks. This does not support intended project results or GEF strategic objectives, nor does it align with the strategic objectives of Seychelles Sustainable Development Strategy (SSDS). The Biosecurity Committee, although an important multi-stakeholder discussion forum has proportionally weak environmental representation, and in the draft legislation is a purely advisory body.
28. Outcome 2 aims to improve Seychelles institutional capacity to prevent and control the introduction and spread of IAS. The original concept at project design was to build the capacity of the integrated (environmental, agricultural and border control) ‘Biosecurity Service’ to effectively control IAS threats to the Seychelles. At MTR support under the project has focussed on strengthening Seychelles existing border control and quarantine systems. Outcome 2 has significantly helped to increase the capacity of PAHS to undertake its quarantine and agricultural support work and has also significantly strengthened biosecurity measures within international border control systems, particularly at the international airport. However, it has not achieved the intended Outcome result of establishing, and strengthening the capacity of, an integrated, consolidated Biosecurity Service. Current border control systems do not effectively incorporate assessment of environmental risks within import control and prioritisation systems. 
29. Outcome 3, and elements of Outcome 1, were designed to strengthen the information and resource base supporting IAS management agencies in the Seychelles. Under Outcome 3 the project was to establish standardised management tools and monitoring systems and to strengthen platforms for inter organisational networking, coordination and awareness raising. The project has supported two important and useful studies under Outcome 3. However, at the time of the MTR these have yet to be developed in to IAS management tools and very little work has been undertaken to establish multi stakeholder networks, communication, awareness raising and monitoring systems. Very few of the MTR Targets have been met and considerable further work remains to be done in order to achieve intended results.
Financial Management

30. At MTR US$1,480,762 of GEF funds has been spent, leaving US$519,238 or 26% of total GEF total funds, remaining until EOP. Accurate, comprehensive data on co-financing contributions has not been recorded under the project and was not available at MTR, the co-financing table in Annex 2, presents the data that was available at the time of the MTR. It is important that following the MTR, the project team and partners establish a system to accurately record co-financing contributions so that these can be accurately measured. This will help to ensure that relevant data is provided to the Terminal Evaluation (TE) team.

31. Of GEF funds approximately 69% of total project allocation to Outcome 1 has been spent at MTR and 86% of the total Outcome 2 budget. Outcome 3 is considerably under spent, with only just over 16% of the intended Outcome 3 budget spent at MTR. This reflects the weak focus given to Outcome 3 in project implementation. The project management budget appears to be approximately 70% over spent, however a considerable amount of this apparently massive over spend may be due to the fact that the project has reported consultancy fees under the project management budget line, rather than under relevant Outcomes as was intended at design. A number of issues have contributed to the lack of co-financing data available at the time of the MTR, including:

a) A lack of clarity by project management and partners on what constitutes ‘co-financing’ and how this should be measured. 
b) Some partners are unclear as to amounts pledged. This is linked to the significant institutional and economic volatility over the life of the project.

c) The lack of an effective system for recording co-financing (cash or in kind) under the project. Project management have had difficulty getting co-financing data from some project partners each year, with many co-financers not recording co-financing over the life of the project to date. This means that at MTR comprehensive, reliable co-financing data is not available. Annex 2 and 3 present the figures that are available at MTR, however, the limitations of the data they present should be noted.
Sustainability

32. At MTR the overall likelihood of sustainable project outcomes is ‘moderately unlikely’. Four aspects of sustainability are examined: institutional, financial, socio-political and environmental. The project has made a significant contribution to strengthening Seychelles international border control systems, and therefore to strengthening Seychelles capacity to prevent the entry of IAS to the Seychelles. However, a number of factors are currently limiting the likelihood of sustainable, positive outcomes from the project, to achieve intended project development results, and to meet national strategic priorities. The likelihood of sustainable impact across all project Outcomes could be significantly increased if, prior to EOP, the project is able to focus on establishing an integrated and coordinated IAS management framework for the Seychelles, which works towards ensuring that prevention and control systems support biodiversity conservation. 
33. At MTR, the project is a long way from achieving the Normative Solution outlined in the project document. The MTR has identified an urgent need for the project to take a step back from its focus on building the capacity of Seychelles quarantine control agency, to look at Seychelles overall IAS management system. To achieve intended development results, the project needs to increase its support for the establishment of an effective inter agency, multi-sectoral framework for IAS management. This should strengthen coordination and networking and establish tools, protocols and communication systems that support efficient use of resources and expertise between agencies. Project Outputs should support positive biodiversity conservation outcomes, and more specifically should ensure that appropriate environmental management authorities are core partners in IAS management frameworks for IAS prevention (including risk analysis and prioritisation) and for monitoring, control and eradication. This will be essential to achieve intended development results by EOP and to support national and GEF/UNDP strategic objectives.
Recommendations

34. Part eight of the MTR puts forward a series of recommendations to guide project management and partners on approaches and actions that will help to strengthen project Outcomes, towards achieving intended development results. Recommendations are structured around the three core Outcomes with a number of generic recommendations relating to overall project management. They can be summarised in to three core areas:

· The need to strengthen project support for inter-agency coordination in national IAS management / biosecurity systems, and the need to amend a number of core project Outputs in line with this. 
· The need to ensure project Outputs / Outcomes align with the SSDS and support biodiversity conservation outcomes, and also therefore work towards UNDP / GEF strategic objectives.

· The need to implement core outputs not yet achieved under Outcome 3 and Output 1.4. 
Generic: Project management 
· Recommendation 1: Request a no-cost 18 month project extension 

· Recommendation 2: Amend the OVIs in the project’s logical framework to establish an effective monitoring plan.
· Recommendation 3: Strengthen project level systems for recording and monitoring project expenditure, including for co-financing contributions.
· Recommendation 4: Examine potential options to support an ex-post evaluation
Objective level

· Recommendation 5: Align project support with the Seychelles Sustainable Development Strategy (SSDS)
Outcome 1

· Recommendation 6: Strengthen / revise the Biosecurity - IAS Management Strategy to establish an integrated and harmonised strategic framework for IAS management in the Seychelles, with an associated monitoring and evaluation plan. 

· Recommendation 7: Develop and implement a communication and awareness raising plan / strategy as outlined under Output 1.4 and under Objective 5, action 5c in the national Biodiversity Strategy.

· Recommendation 8: Develop a Biosecurity Emergency / Rapid Response Plan and Protocols
· Recommendation 9: Revive the National IAS Management Committee 

· Recommendation 10: Amend the draft Biosecurity Bill and ensure that Seychelles overall IAS management legislation supports inter-agency collaboration in IAS management and positive biodiversity conservation outcomes, in line with the SSDS and intended Project results.
Outcome 2

· Recommendation 11: Continue to strengthen the capacity of border control staff within PAHS. 

· Recommendation 12. Populate the IAS database with data and provide access for all IAS management agencies through an online password access system.
· Recommendation 13: Ensure border control mechanisms incorporate effective assessment of IAS risks to Seychelles environment / biodiversity.

· Recommendation 14 Assess the risk of entry of IAS from the Seychelles garbage disposal system and provide recommendations on ways to reduce this risk
Outcome 3

· Recommendation 15: Establish a multi-stakeholder IAS monitoring network (as intended under Output 3.1) to implement the Biosecurity / IAS Management strategy monitoring plan (refer recommendation 6)
· Recommendation 16: Establish a National IAS Knowledge and Learning Network (as intended under Output 3.2)
· Recommendation 17: Support further sensitisation and awareness raising on Biosecurity (as intended under Outcome 3)
Summary of Mid-Term Evaluation Ratings

	
	Rating

	Project Concept and Design 
	Satisfactory

	Implementation approach
	Satisfactory

	Monitoring and Evaluation

M&E Plan Design

M&E Implementation
	Moderately Unsatisfactory

Moderately Satisfactory

	Achievement of Outcomes

Outcome 1  

Relevance

Effectiveness

Efficiency

Outcome 2  

Relevance

Effectiveness

Efficiency

Outcome 3  

Relevance

Effectiveness

Efficiency


	Moderately Satisfactory

Moderately Satisfactory

Moderately Satisfactory

Moderately Satisfactory

Moderately Satisfactory

Moderately Satisfactory

Moderately Satisfactory

Moderately Satisfactory

Moderately Satisfactory

Moderately Unsatisfactory



	Overall assessment of the prospects for sustainability

Financial sustainability

Socio-political
Institutional

Environmental 
	Moderately Unlikely
Moderately Unlikely

Moderately Likely

Moderately Unlikely

Moderately Unlikely


PART ONE: INTRODUCTION

Purpose of the Evaluation and Methodology
35. The mid-term evaluation (MTR) was an opportunity to review all aspects of the CWRC Project, from design, implementation, monitoring and financing arrangements, to an assessment of the processes that affected attainment of results and the extent of achievement of Outputs and Outcomes to date. The project was evaluated using standard UNDP / GEF evaluation criteria to examine progress towards achieving the overall development results outlined in the Project Document. The MTR also considers the extent to which the project is supporting the Government of Seychelles to achieve relevant national strategic objectives, and its contribution to the biodiversity portfolio in GEF Phase V. It concludes by assessing the likelihood that the project will achieve sustainable impacts by the end of Project (EOP) and offers a number of recommendations to strengthen the likelihood of positive development results.

36. The MTR was undertaken by an international consultant with extensive experience in monitoring and evaluation of GEF projects, and specialist expertise in invasive species management, biodiversity conservation and sustainable livelihood support in small island developing states (SIDS). The consultant undertook a series of semi structured interviews with key stakeholder groups and was given access to a range of relevant documents, provided throughout the course of the evaluation. The semi structured interview process was undertaken independently and examined stakeholder involvement, project implementation mechanisms and allowed for a participatory analysis of results to date. All key elements of the GEF V Invasive Alien Species Tracking Tool were examined. Site visits were also undertaken to the international airport, for an overview of border control mechanisms, and to farming areas supported by the Plant and Animal Health Section (PAHS) of Seychelles Agricultural Agency (SAA). Annex 4 records the respondents with whom the evaluator met. Annex 5 the list of documents reviewed.

37. The preliminary findings of the MTR were discussed at a debriefing meeting with the project manager, technical advisor, UNDP, PCU, DOE and PAHS on November 26th 2012. A draft evaluation report was submitted to UNDP, PCU and to all steering committee members.
Structure of the Evaluation Report

38. The evaluation report is structured in the following sections:

· Part 1: presents an Introduction to the Mid Term Review
· Part 2: reviews the Project and its Development Context. 

· Part 3: examines Project Design. This section includes analysis and rating of the design of the Monitoring and Evaluation Framework.

· Part 4: review the Project’s Implementation This section includes analysis and separate rating of the implementation of Monitoring activities.

· Part 5: reviews the Results achieved under each of the three component Outcomes, assessing the relevance, effectiveness and efficiency of project achievements to date.

· Part 6: assesses the Likelihood of Sustainable Impact from project achievements.

· Part 7: summarises Conclusions and Lessons Learnt
· Part 8: draws together the evaluator’s Recommendations to increase the likelihood of sustainable impact at EOP. 

39. Evaluation Ratings are required by GEF and are provided in the MTR for Project Design, Implementation, Monitoring and Evaluation. The achievement project Outcomes is rated using the GEF evaluation criteria of Relevance, Effectiveness and Efficiency
. Analysis of the likelihood of Sustainable impact examines financial, institutional, socio-political and environmental aspects of sustainability, again following the GEF sustainability rating criteria.
 
PART TWO: THE PROJECT AND ITS DEVELOPMENT CONTEXT

Project Rationale 
The Importance of Mainstreaming Effective Invasive Alien Species (IAS) Prevention and Control for the Sustainable Development of the Seychelles

40. The Seychelles archipelago is typical of remote islands in being extremely susceptible to the impacts of Invasive Alien Species (IAS). Native species have evolved in relative isolation over thousands of years to form delicate, isolated ecosystems and the balance can be easily upset if new species are suddenly introduced. The Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD) identifies geographically and/or evolutionarily isolated ecosystems as being those most vulnerable to the impact of IAS
. 

41. Increasing travel, trade, and tourism to the Seychelles has an associated risk of increasing rates of intentional and unintentional introduction of species beyond their natural bio-geographical barriers. The partial liberalisation of trade in the Seychelles over the last few years has resulted in an increasing variety of commodities being brought in to the country from increasingly diverse sources of origin. 

42. Introduced or ‘alien’ species can become ‘invasive’ if they spread through their new environment and outcompete, prey on, infect or otherwise negatively impact native species to such an extent that the survival of those native species is threatened and/or the ecosystem is affected. IAS can change the species composition and community structure of native ecosystems directly by out-competing indigenous species for resources. They can also have indirect effects through changes in nutrient cycling, ecosystem function and ecological relationships between native species.  

43. In the Seychelles, as in other countries, IAS pose a threat not only to biodiversity but also to domestic food security and to human health as they can be voracious ‘pests and diseases’
. IAS can also have indirect health effects as a result of the increased use of pesticides and herbicides, which infiltrate water and soil. 

44. Effective prevention and control of IAS is critical to support sustainable development. Ilkin and Dogley (2005) identified IAS as posing the greatest threat to the native biodiversity of the Seychelles
. The rationale for intervention by the ‘Mainstreaming Biosecurity’ Project is built upon recognition of the impact of IAS, the increasing risk of introduction of IAS to the Seychelles, increasing risk of IAS spreading between islands within the Seychelles and identification during design of a number of critical weaknesses in national IAS prevention and control mechanisms.

45. The development rational for Global Environment Facility (GEF) investment in the project is to cover ‘the incremental costs of ensuring that biodiversity management objectives pertaining to IAS are mainstreamed into the production practices of the travel, transport and trade sectors…to safeguard Seychelles biodiversity against the threat of introduction and spread of IAS, and hence an improved conservation status and ecological integrity of globally important ecosystems and habitats, including globally endangered species
”

46. Preventing the entry of IAS and rapid detection at borders is significantly less costly than control and eradication programmes once IAS have entered the country. Governments conduct customs checks, inspect shipments and set quarantine regulations to try to limit the entry of invasive species. It is also important that the general public are educated about how to limit introductions and their spread. Prevention requires good collaboration among government agencies, economic sectors, non-governmental and international organizations. 

47. The effective control of IAS within the Seychelles is, in the long term, more costly than preventing their entry to the Seychelles, but is also essential for effective management. IAS ‘control’ includes rapid response mechanisms, management approaches that limit or ideally prevent the spread of IAS between and within islands, as well as programmes to completely eliminate specific species of IAS where this is evaluated to be a viable option.  In archipelagic states such as the Seychelles, the objectives and principles of ‘prevention’ can be applied to prevent the spread of IAS between islands, although the infrastructural and institutional challenges are extremely different within the archipelago to those at international borders. 

48. Eradication is often feasible for small islands because IAS are confined to a limited geographic area, especially in the early stages of an invasion. With sound planning, effective techniques and well co-ordinated approaches, it is possible to eradicate many types of invasive species. Public awareness raising campaigns also play an important role in achieving long term eradication and control outcomes. 
Key Issues and Barriers that the Project seeks to Address  

49. The Seychelles is internationally renowned for having achieved a number of successful eradication initiatives on small islands and at the time of project design both Government and non governmental organisations had undertaken successful localised control and eradication programmes. Project design builds on Seychelles existing capacity. It aims to establish a strengthened overall system for IAS management in the Seychelles. Within this, the project has a strong focus on improving Seychelles capacity to prevent the entry of IAS to the Seychelles; the project document points out that investments in IAS eradication initiatives ‘make little sense as long as the door is left open to the arrival of new IAS and there is a risk of re-invasion’. 

50. The Project design team identified a number of critical weaknesses in national frameworks, systems and institutional capacity for IAS management in the Seychelles. The ‘barriers to effective IAS management’ that were identified at design were grouped in to three categories: ‘capacity deficits inherent in the policy and regulatory framework, capacity weaknesses within institutions, and technical capacities.’  

51. Weaknesses identified in systems to prevent the entry of IAS to the Seychelles included: no IAS risk profiling of imported goods by quarantine and border officials, with a number of high risk goods not being effectively inspected or treated, imports of grains and seeds were not inspected; timber in packaging and pallets was not routinely inspected; treatment methods for imported commercial timber was ineffective against wood borers; and fish and crustacean imports were not inspected and were not covered under any existing legislation. The design team raised concerns over the fact that very few interceptions of IAS occurred at points of entry, despite the increasing volume of trade, concluding that this was likely to reflect inadequate border control. 

52. The inter island spread of IAS was also identified a by the project design team as a significant issue with few controls in place to manage the increasing number of people and range of goods being transported between islands, and the increasing ease of movement between islands.

53. Despite the success of a number of eradication and habitat restoration initiatives on small islands, the design team found that overall, at the national level, control and eradication approaches were fragmented ‘leaving many critical gaps’. 

54. The risk of marine IAS was highlighted as a specific issue, with limited recognition of the threat of marine IAS in the Seychelles and little information on the rates and risks of invasion. 

55. The Project strategy and areas of intervention were based on the analysis of key weaknesses that had been identified during design. The baseline course of Action Table, outlining key Gaps at project design is appended as Annex 7. 

Changes to the Development Context over the life of the Project

56. The overall rationale for project intervention and the key issues identified at design remain relevant at MTR. IAS management continues to be a priority issue for biodiversity conservation and for sustainable development in the Seychelles. Although the project has made a number of significant contributions to strengthen border control, weaknesses remain in all the key areas identified at design including: the prevention of entry of IAS to the Seychelles, the regulatory and policy framework for IAS management, inter-sectoral and inter agency co-ordination of IAS control, the availability of knowledge and tools to support efficient and effective IAS control, public awareness, inter island spread of IAS and the control measures for marine invasives. The justification and need for identified areas of project support have not changed over the life of the project to date.

57. The main changes at MTR are liked to the institutional context of project implementation. The Seychelles has undertaken a major economic reform programme over the last four years with associated restructuring of public sector departments and the establishment of a number of parastatal organisations. 

58. Economic and structural reform has been support under an IMF programme since November, 2008. The objective of this reform programme is to promote macroeconomic stability and sustainable growth. The programme was launched following near collapse of Seychelles economy in 2008 when the Seychelles defaulted on external debt commitments vis-à-vis external creditors. The reform program has four main thrusts: (i) achieving full convertibility of the Seychelles Rupee and introducing a market determined floating exchange rate; (ii) adopting a comprehensive sustainable debt restructuring strategy; (iii) reducing the role of the State in economic activity, through a public sector reform program and promoting private sector development, and (iv) reinforcing Public Finance Management reforms and strengthening economic and financial governance.

59. The main implications of the reform programme for the project have been that IAS prevention and control functions which originally fell under a single Ministry now fall under different Ministries and under associated parastatal organisations. Government Ministries and associated Departments now theoretically have a largely policy oriented, strategic guidance role, while the parastatal organisations are responsible for on the ground implementation. There have also been substantial cuts to public sector budgets.

60. At the time of project design IAS prevention and control responsibilities fell under different departments within the Ministry of Environment and Natural Resources (MNRE). Two departments within MENR were the main public bodies responsible for IAS management in the Seychelles: the Department of Environment and the Department of Natural Resources. Since project design, the MENR has undergone considerable restructuring and downsizing. At the time of the MTR, IAS management responsibility is divided between two different Ministries: the Ministry of Environment and Energy (MEE) and the Ministry of Natural Resources and Industry (MNRI). The Ministry of Public Health is also involved in addressing the potential impacts of invasive pests and diseases on human health. At MTR the following agencies have lead responsibility for different aspects of IAS management: 

· Border control and quarantine functions fall under the remit of the Plant and Animal Health Service (PAHS) which is part of the Seychelles Agricultural Agency (SAA). The SAA is a parastatal agricultural support agency, which was established under the Seychelles Agricultural Agency Act of 2009. The objectives of SAA are food security, increase of agricultural production and modernization and development of the agricultural sector. SAA and PAHS fall directly under, and currently get the majority of their budget support from, the Ministry of Natural Resources and Industry (NRI).

The Seychelles Plant Protection Organisation within PAHS is the national representative to the International Plant Protection Convention (IPPC), to which the Seychelles is a signatory.  It operates on two main levels, the pest and disease control service, which gives technical support and consultancy to farmers as well as to the public, and the phytosanitary and quality control service, which aims to prevent the entry of pests and diseases into the country. The Animal Health Service of the PAHS is the national representative to the International Animal Health Organisation (OIE) and to Codex Alimentarius. It regulates the import of animals and animal products to the Seychelles. Alongside its quarantine support functions it also provides veterinary services for the Seychelles.  PAHS liaises with the Ministry of Public Health to assess the potential impact of imported animal and plant products on human health, and with the Department of Environment to assess potential impacts on biodiversity. However this inter-agency collaboration is informal, there are no clear strategic or regulatory instruments which guide this inter-sectoral coordination. 

· The Division of Wildlife, Permits and Enforcement of the Department of Environment (DOE), falls directly under the Ministry of Environment and Energy and is the public sector agency responsible for the management of IAS impacts on biodiversity. It has a specific IAS Management Unit and is the national representative to the Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD) and to the Cartagena Protocol for Biosafety under the CBD. The Unit supports a number of species specific and area specific control and eradication programmes and runs the environment ‘green line’ through which it operates a reward system for the killing of priority IAS. This bounty system has had considerable success in both reducing targeted IAS and in raising public awareness about IAS as an issue. The Division also undertakes awareness raising activities. It works in collaboration with a number of environmental NGOs and with private islands on specific control, eradication and habitat restoration projects, as well as in awareness raising work.

· The Seychelles National Parks Authority (SNPA) is responsible for management of Seychelles marine and terrestrial national parks and therefore for the management of approximately 50% of the land area of the Seychelles. It also conducts research to support its work and undertakes monitoring and awareness raising activities. Management of IAS within national parks falls within its area of responsibility. The SNPA reports to the Department of Environment and receives budget support from the Department although it also generates funds through charges for park entry fees and other park related activities for international visitors.   

61. Other key organisations involved in IAS management work remain similar to those at design including NGOs and private resort islands which have been active in eliminating and controlling IAS in specific areas. Private island resort owners have worked with NGOS on a number of small islands to eradicate rats and other invasives. They have subsequently developed their own landing protocols to try to limit the risk of re-invasion.

62. The Seychelles Islands Foundation (SIF) has specific responsibility for managing Seychelles two UNESCO World Heritage Sites. It is a public trust, established in 1979 and therefore was in place at the time of design. The Board of Trustees is appointed by the President and has 14 members. SIF is responsible for managing Aldabra and Vallee de Mai Word Heritage Sites and is implementing a significant IAS control and eradication project funded by the European Union for these two sites. 

63. There are also a number of organisations which don’t have a core conservation or agricultural support remit, but are key partners and stakeholders in IAS management including border control agencies at airports and ports. There have been few changes to the roles of these agencies under the Seychelles economic reform programme and their ‘stakes’ in the project remain largely similar to those at design. 

64. The need for improved integration of management and planning systems and for the clarification of roles and responsibilities was recognised at the time of design; the design team identified ‘weak mechanisms for integrating environmental management in to long term cross sectoral development planning’ and the, need for ‘the respective roles and responsibilities of Government agencies, private sector organisations and NGOs to be defined in order to ensure efficient use of the limited expertise available within the country.’ 

65. At the time of the MTR this need for effective co-ordination, planning and integrated management between the range of organisations involved in IAS management has become even more pressing. The division of IAS management responsibility between agencies that are under different management and policy directives, and the reduction in public finances and staff to support IAS management, increases the importance of ensuring that IAS management systems are well integrated and efficient. To be effective the overall IAS management framework should guide and support the appropriate division of responsibilities and resources between the different agencies. 

66. The IMF continues to support the Seychelles through the Extended Fund Facility (EEF) with the aim of preserving macroeconomic stability, achieving external sustainability, improving economic efficiency and raising growth through implementation of a second generation of structural reforms. The IMF mission report in October 2012 concludes that: ‘The government has made sustained progress in implementing the IMF-supported program….However, challenges remain. Seychelles’ open economy remains highly vulnerable to external shocks, while the weak financial position of public enterprises may increasingly strain public finances in the absence of domestic price adjustments. Ensuring a build up of buffers against shocks will be critical in the current global environment’. 

67. Alongside Government restructuring and institutional changes there have also been a number of strategic policy changes since policy design. At project design the Seychelles policy framework for environmental management was embedded in the Seychelles Environmental Management Plan (EMPS) 2000 - 2010. The Mainstreaming Biosecurity Project was designed to support the Seychelles in implementing core elements of the EMPS, as part of the Seychelles Integrated Ecosystem Management Programme.  The EMPS fell under the Ministry of Environment and Natural Resources (MNRE).

68. The EMPS has now been superseded by the Seychelles Sustainable Development Strategy (SSDS). The SSDS was developed during the life of the Biosecurity Project. It presents a multi-sectoral sustainable development vision for the Seychelles for the next 8 years. The vision of the SSDS is: To contribute to the realisation of the nation’s economic, social and cultural potential through an innovative, knowledge-led approach, being mindful of the need to conserve the integrity of the Seychelles natural environment and heritage for present and future generations. The President has signed off on the SSDS stating that: ‘The Seychelles Sustainable Development Strategy (SSDS) 2012-2020 is a new national instrument to ensure that we meet the needs of present and future generations. It sets the plan for the implementation of priorities for government, the private sector and the public at large. The ultimate objective is to improve sustainable development management in Seychelles.’ The SSDS has 13 Action Plans for: Social and Human Development, Land Use, Coastal Zones and Urbanisation, Biodiversity and Forestry, Agriculture and Food Security, Fisheries and Marine resources, Water, Sanitation and Waste, Tourism and Aesthetics, Economics of Sustainability, Sustainable Consumption and Production, Energy and Transport, Climate Change, Education for Sustainability, Policy Institutional and Regulatory. 

69. The Ministerial and Departmental restructuring has also meant a revision of related ‘sectoral’ Policies. At MTR, the Department of Environment largely takes its policy and strategic guidance from the SSDS. The Ministry of Natural Resources and Industry’s, Department of Natural Resources is however developing its own Food and Nutritional Security Policy. This is still being drafted at the time of the MTR, however the MTR met with the special advisor and policy analyst responsible for drafting the Policy and was assured that Biosecurity would be integrated in to the Food and Nutritional Security Policy, building on the policy work supported under the project.  

70. Other cross-sectoral plans and strategies currently being developed include the new national Biodiversity Strategic Action Plan (NBSAP) and a revision of regulations concerning management and use of Protected Areas. The PCU is helping to support both of these revision processes.

71. Another significant strategic development since project design in 2005 is the extent to which the Seychelles has been actively pursuing its intention to join the World Trade Organisation (WTO). This has associated implications for the regulation of trade and for the management of IAS associated with trade. WTO regulations aim to ensure that IAS management controls by member states do not result in unfair discrimination or trade restriction. Under the WTO, members are required to harmonise any import restrictive measures, including by implementing the International Plant Protection Convention (IPCC) International Standard for Phytosanitary Measures (ISPM) guidelines. These require effective risk analysis and scientific analysis to determine a species capacity to enter, establish and spread in the country and also potential risks to the environment.

72. The threat of introduction of IAS has also increased over the life of the project to date. Since project design there has been a significant increase in the geographic range of countries with which the Seychelles trades, which in turn increases the range of IAS which may be imported in goods, and the associated work load of IAS management agencies in assessing risks and IAS management strategies. 

73. Projects which at design were incorporated as direct co-financers of the Mainstreaming Biosecurity Project are no longer operating at MTR. There are the EU funded projects developing an Integrated Coastal Zone Management Plan and drafting the Plant Protection Act, and the IUCN MPA-SCMRT Marine Invasive Species Project which was working to develop a Marine Invasive Species Management Plan. A new regional IUCN programme has recently been initiated that is of direct relevance to Outcome 3. This 5-year project aims to establish an IAS network for islands and to establish IAS management tools for island ecosystems. The title of the initiative is: "Development of a comprehensive model for the prevention and management of Invasive Alien Species (IAS) on island ecosystems. Expected results are:

· Knowledge: Enhancing knowledge, awareness and expertise in the prevention and management of biological invasions with negative effects on islands

· Partnership: Developing partnerships to establish or strengthen a collaborative management approach for biological invasions on islands

· Management: Prevention and improved management of biological invasions in the pilot sites of the Western Indian Ocean region as indicators of good practice

· Strategies: Development of strategies to strengthen national policies, regional and global approaches and actions to better prevent and manage biological invasions and to develop consensus on amongst the various island groups worldwide

PART THREE: Project Design 

	Summary Rating 
	Satisfactory 


Project Design and implications for achieving intended results at MTR
74. The following section of the report examines the project’s design. It assesses the implications of design for project implementation and for the achievement of sustainable outcomes. The analysis looks at the extent to which design effectively identified key barriers to IAS management in the Seychelles and whether the outputs and outcomes proposed strategically address these barriers to contribute to the likelihood of achieving intended results by EOP. A review of the project’s logical framework and rating of monitoring and evaluation plan design is included in this section. 

75. The Mainstreaming Prevention and Control Measures for Invasive Alien Species into Trade, Transport and Travel across the Production Landscape Project, short title ‘Mainstreaming Biosecurity Project’ was developed through a UNDP-GEF Project Development Facility (PDF-B) grant between May 2005 and December 2007. It was developed jointly with another project aimed at ‘Mainstreaming Biodiversity Management into Production Sector Activities’, short title ‘Mainstreaming Biodiversity Project’. The design process involved extensive consultation with key stakeholders through a series of presentations, interviews, and workshops. Progress reports were presented each month to the EMPS Steering Committee, which comprised representatives of all major stakeholder groups and the project document was reviewed and refined at a national design workshop.

76. The Mainstreaming Biosecurity Project is designed to complement the Mainstreaming Biodiversity Project. The two projects were designed to be managed under one Programme Manager and fall under a single Integrated Ecosystem Management Programme. The Mainstreaming Biosecurity Project has support from a long term specialist technical advisor. The goal of the Integrated Ecosystem Management Programme is ‘The functional integrity of the terrestrial and coastal ecosystems is secured now and into the future, thus providing a base for sustainable development.’ The Mainstreaming Biosecurity Project encompasses the country’s entire production landscape where as the Mainstreaming Biodiversity Project addresses the direct threats to biodiversity associated with the two main production sectors, tourism and artisanal fisheries. 

77. Although developed jointly, the Biodiversity and Biosecurity projects were submitted separately to the GEF. The Mainstreaming Biosecurity Project was approved by GEF Council in June 2007 under the GEF-4 Biodiversity Resource Allocation Framework (RAF); the final project document was signed by UNDP and GOS in December 2007. The Mainstreaming Biodiversity Project was approved by the GEF Council in June 2006 under the GEF-3 replenishment. 

78. The Mainstreaming Biosecurity Project document builds on a thorough analysis of existing weaknesses in IAS management systems in the Seychelles. It identifies key threats associated with the introduction and spread of invasive alien species into the archipelago. These derive from trade and commerce, transport and the movement of people, and are linked to cross sectoral economic activities including the services industry, tourism, fisheries and agriculture. The project document identifies the ‘need to improve the effectiveness of management strategies and responses….in order to improve the efficacy and cost effectiveness of interventions.’ Project design emphases that additional measures to improve the efficacy of current controls are particularly critical in light of the increasing probability of IAS invasions emanating from increased trade and the movement of goods and people.

79. The project strategy addresses three core areas of capacity deficit identified during design: ‘capacity deficits in the Seychelles policy and regulatory framework; capacity weaknesses within institutions; and weaknesses in knowledge systems and technical capacity’. By addressing these deficits, the project aims to strengthen the overall IAS management system in the Seychelles.  

80.  The overall Objective of the Mainstreaming Biosecurity Project is to support:

81. ‘Increased capacities to prevent and control the introduction and spread of Invasive Alien Species through Trade, Travel and Transport across the Production landscape’

82. To achieve this Objective the project has three component Outcomes designed to address the three core areas of capacity deficit: 

83. ‘Outcome 1: Policy and Regulatory framework for effective control of the introduction and spread of IAS in place.

84. ‘Outcome 2: Strengthened Institutional capacity to prevent and control the introduction and spread of IAS

85. ‘Outcome 3: Improved knowledge and learning capacities to control the introduction, establishment and spread of IAS 

86. A core focus of the project’s rationale is on the fact that ‘prevention is better than cure’, the project document points out that measures to control IAS within the Seychelles are unlikely to be effective if the door is left open to new invasions.  Through strategic support to strengthen IAS prevention measures, the project aims to achieve a situation whereby ‘the country will have developed strong institutional capacities to prevent the entry of new IAS into the country that pose a risk to biodiversity, and thus will have improved the level of security for native species threatened by potential new IAS’. Although a strong emphasis is placed on the need to strengthen Seychelles capacity to prevent the entry of IAS, the overall scope of the project goes beyond ‘prevention’ and aims to strengthen Seychelles overall capacity for IAS management. Objective and Outcome statements specify improved capacities for the ‘prevention’ and ‘control’ of the ‘introduction’ and ‘spread’ of IAS. 

87. Outcome 1 is focussed on addressing capacity deficits identified at the systemic level, in order to put in place a ‘Policy and regulatory framework for effective control of the introduction and spread of IAS’. Key capacity deficits identified at design include:

(i) The absence of a comprehensive information system on IAS, coupled with the lack of economic data on the relative costs and benefits of IAS control.

(ii) The outdated nature of the legal framework governing IAS prevention activities, and plant and animal quarantine and the fact that existing legislation is not wholly compliant with international standards and guidelines.

(iii) Inconsistencies between the different pieces of legislation governing IAS, trade and immigration

(iv) Ad hoc awareness campaigns and the lack of any comprehensive plan for conducting public awareness campaigns on IAS threats.

(v) Weak mechanisms for integrating environmental management in to long term cross sectoral development planning, including the need for the respective roles and responsibilities of Government agencies, private sector organisations and NGOs to be defined in order to ensure efficient use of the limited expertise available within the country.

88. In order to address these capacity deficits at the systemic level a series of outputs, with associated activities and budgets were developed under Outcome 1. 

89. Output 1.1 aims to develop ‘an overarching and comprehensive IAS management policy’ to guide national agencies in the ‘effective prevention and control of the introduction and spread of IAS’. It aims to address capacity deficit (v) above, to provide a policy framework for improved inter-sectoral integration, and to contribute to addressing (i). The Project Document specifies that ‘The policy will make provision for the creation of a Biosecurity Service, charged with coordinating and undertaking all the necessary functions to manage the introduction of IAS. The IAS Policy will be harmonized with other relevant plans, programmes and initiatives, including the EMPS, National Biosafety, Marine Invasives and GloBallast Frameworks. The policy will be developed in a participatory manner with ample input from stakeholders spanning the production sectors and civil society groups.’ Design of the policy should be guided by an economic evaluation of the influence of IAS on the national economy and should cover all aspects of IAS management in the Seychelles. 

90. Output 1.2 aims to amend the outdated national IAS legislative framework and to bring this in line with international standards. It aims to address capacity deficits (ii) and (iii) above. In the text of the Project document Output 1.2 has a clear focus on amending legislation in order to support effective prevention of entry of IAS to the Seychelles. The project document outlines that under this output the project will support the drafting of a Biosecurity Act to ensure that the functions of Seychelles new integrated ‘Biosecurity Service’ are legally binding and meet international norms and standards. The Project Document specifies key components of this legislation including establishment of a legal framework that will enable a national integrated ‘Biosecurity Service’ to coordinate effectively in undertaking all the ‘necessary functions to manage the introduction of IAS’, and the establishment of a national ‘Biosecurity Committee’. Details of the powers and legal capacity required under the act are broadly outlined in the project document. 

91. There is some level of inconsistency between the focus of Output 1.2 in the text of the project document describing the ‘Project Strategy’ under Part III, and the focus of the Output 1.2 statement in the logical framework. Whereas in Part III the focus of legislative reform is on reform required to support an integrated Biosecurity Service in managing the prevention of entry of IAS, in the logical framework the Output 1.2 result statement is broader than ‘prevention’ , requiring amendment of the ‘National legislative framework dealing with IAS’. Output 1.2 in the logical framework is: ‘National legislative framework dealing with IAS amended and brought in line with international standards’.  There is therefore a subtle but significant difference in the result required between the Output statement in the logical framework and that required by the description under Part III. Project design would have been clearer if both the text under Part III and the Output 1.2 result statement aligned with each other.

92. Output 1.3 aims to put in place a cost recovery system for the newly integrated ‘Biosecurity Service’. Cost recovery for the Biosecurity Service is to be supported by the legislation developed under Output 1.2. This will ensure that the Biosecurity Service has the legal right to charge frees for services provided under a set of schedules. 

93. Output 1.4 aims to develop and implement a national communication plan / public awareness strategy on IAS management. It is based on recognition of the importance of public awareness for effective IAS management and aims to address capacity deficit (iv) and will also contribute to addressing (i). The Output 1.4 result description in the project document specifies that: ‘Targeted awareness programmes for different audiences on IAS will be implemented with a view to engendering attitudinal change. This will include the design, production and broadcasting of information through a range of media, targeting specific stakeholders’. NGOs which already have experience in public awareness are specified as the most appropriate group to take the lead in implementation of Output 1.4. The importance of establishing an effective monitoring and evaluation system is highlighted ‘in order to adapt the campaign to address emerging needs and circumstances’. 

94. Overall, the outputs under Outcome 1 are focussed on addressing the key ‘systemic’ capacity deficits identified during design. The outputs fit logically together to support the Outcome specified: ‘Policy and regulatory framework for effective control of the introduction and spread of IAS in place’. Outputs 1.1 and 1.2 work to strengthen the legal and policy framework for IAS management in the Seychelles. Emphasis is placed on strengthening provisions to prevent the entry of IAS, however, the project document underlines the importance of ensuring that an overall IAS policy addresses all aspects of IAS prevention and control, and is harmonised and integrated across relevant sectors and stakeholders. Output 1.3 seeks to establish a level of financial sustainability for the newly created Biosecurity Service, while Output 1.4 addresses the important issue of awareness raising and the need for a strategic, informed and integrated approach. 

95. Outcome 2 is focussed on achieving ‘Strengthened institutional capacity to prevent and control the introduction and spread of IAS’. Project design identified a number of institutional weaknesses within border control systems, and specifically within the Plant Protection and Veterinary Services of the MENR. The Plant Protection Service of MENR was found to have ‘weaknesses at all levels’ The design team concluded that ‘there is de facto open access entry into the country of fresh fruit and vegetables, grain (with associated weed seeds), timber products and ornamental plants’. Animal and animal products were found to only be subject to effective controls, based on international animal health standards, if these were applied in the exporting country. IAS inspection, detention, treatment and destruction functions were found to be ineffective and there was no capacity for performing risk assessments of IAS entry pathways. Procedural manuals were found to be out of date; there was inconsistency in application of existing legislation and poor control of intra-island movement of IAS. Facilities and equipment at the airport and seaport were found to be inadequate for the safe clearance of goods and passengers, with weaknesses in treatment and disposal systems if IAS were found. 

96. The risk of marine IAS was also underlined in design along with the limited resources and facilities in the Seychelles to address marine IAS risks. The design team identified the need to strengthen the capacity of the Maritime Safety Administration as the focal point for the East Africa GloBallast network and to establish a strategy and action plan for marine IAS that would be integrated within an overall national IAS framework. Links were made to the IUCN MPA-SCMRT Marine Invasive Species Project which was working to develop a Marine Invasive Species Management Plan. This project was to provide direct co-financing to the Mainstreaming Biosecurity Project.

97. Two Outputs were specified under Outcome 2 to try to address institutional capacity constraints:

98. Output 2.1 creates a ‘Biosecurity Service’ for the Seychelles. Under this Output the IAS control and quarantine functions shared between the Plant Protection and Veterinary Services of DONR, and the IAS control functions of the Nature Conservation Division in DOE are to be consolidated within an overall integrated Biosecurity Service which should report to the (then) Minister for Environment and Natural Resources. Design of the integrated Biosecurity Service is to be based on an institutional review of quarantine and control functions at national borders, as well as between islands, and evaluation of the threats of specific IAS to the Seychelles.

99. Output 2.2 ensures that the Biosecurity Service is equipped and staffed with capacitated human resources. Output 2.2 includes the provision of training to staff to ensure that they can conduct risk assessments, inspections, effective control and treatment measures in line with international guidelines and enforce compliance with the biosecurity regulations to be revised under Outcome 1.  The project is to support the development of a comprehensive Biosecurity Manual for inspection and quarantine staff. Equipment is to be provided to enable the Biosecurity Service to carry out their functions effectively and to establish secure commodity, conveyance and passenger inspection facilities at international and domestic seaports, airports and at the premises of importers. 

100. Outcome 2 has a strong focus on improving the institutional capacity of border control and quarantine staff within an overall Biosecurity Service. The Outputs are designed to address key weaknesses identified in design and the capacity building support proposed remains highly relevant for preventing the entry of IAS to the Seychelles at the time of the MTR. However at MTR the institutional context relating to biosecurity has changed significantly as outlined in Section 2 of this MTR report. This has implications for establishment of the integrated ‘Biosecurity Service’. The project document call for the consolidation of the IAS control and quarantine functions of the Plant Protection and Veterinary Services of DONR, and the IAS control functions of the Nature Conservation Division in DOE within one Biosecurity Service under the Minister for Environment and Natural Resources. At MTR these departments now fall under separate Ministries. As will be discussed further under the analysis of results in Part Five of this MTR report, this changed institutional context has implications for the potential development impact of having a single ‘Biosecurity Service’ under a single Ministry. 

101. Outcome 3 is focussed on achieving ‘Improved knowledge and learning capacities to control the introduction, establishment and spread of IAS’. The project document points out that ‘until reliable information management systems are in place, confidence in planning and executing IAS management strategies will be undermined.’ Proposed project support is based on the design team’s analysis of weaknesses in technical capability and knowledge systems. Key barriers to effective IAS management were identified as:

· Weak capacities within relevant agencies to ‘identify pathways, commodities and organisms (terrestrial and marine) that present an IAS risk, to evaluate the effectiveness of management systems and to effectively capture and adapt practices to ensure effective control and eradication measures’

· No universal agreed list of priority IAS that require effective monitoring and control and no complete island by island inventory of IAS.

· No agreed list of species considered to be native, endemic and at risk.

· Little documentation of ‘lessons learnt’ or ‘best practices’ and no systematic standardisation of survey methodologies, data compilation and data access. No agreed models on effective approaches to control and eradicate IAS and for effective restoration of small islands, despite considerable experience in this area.

· No co-ordinated IAS information management system.

102. Two Outputs are designed under Outcome 3 to try to address these key barriers.

103. Output 3.1 establishes an IAS baseline for the Seychelles. The project document emphasises this as a priority activity to inform and support other project outputs. The baseline should list nationally significant native and invasive plants and animals and provide information on the abundance and distribution of IAS in the country as well as an overview of their potential threat to highly sensitive and priority habitats. The intended impact of this output is not only in the baseline report itself but also in the processes through which it is to be developed which should involve a wide range of stakeholders and act as an awareness raising process. 

104. The baseline report itself is to be installed as a national database for use by a range of relevant stakeholders, and mechanisms are to be put in place to ensure that it is continually updated. This is to be achieved by setting up a multi-stakeholder ‘National Network’ for monitoring the establishment and spread of IAS; members of the Network will come from Government, NGO and private sectors. Development and updating of the baseline should work to support relevant government agencies and NGOs to develop and adopt standardized methodologies for survey techniques and data management.

105. Output 3.2 develops and disseminates an analysis of ‘lessons learnt and best practices on IAS eradication and control, and habitat restoration’ in the Seychelles. This is to cover priority IAS and different habitats. The analysis is to be used to develop IAS eradication and habitat restoration protocols/manuals for use by NGOs, Government agencies and Private Sector organisations. Both the study and the manuals are to be designed to be a useful resource a range of IAS management practitioners in the Seychelles and to contribute to improving the efficacy and cost effectiveness of IAS control activities. The Biosecurity Service, to be created under Output 2.1, is to be responsible for helping to coordinate IAS control activities based on the protocols / manuals and for co-ordinating the updating and revision of the manuals. The analysis of lessons learnt and best practices is also designed to support awareness raising and education activities, in part supported under Output 1.4.

106. Under Output 3.2 a ‘Knowledge and Learning Network’ is also to be established, as a platform for improved co-ordination and networking between agencies and to support awareness raising on IAS issues and effective IAS management approaches. The ‘Knowledge and Learning Network’ concept is modelled on the regional Pacific Invasives Learning Network (PILN). Under Output 3.2 Seychelles participation in regional and international IAS fora will also be supported through the participation of relevant agencies in international meetings and conferences and the publication of articles in relevant journals. 

107. Outcome 3 then focuses on consolidating existing knowledge and information on IAS management in the Seychelles, producing key new knowledge products, supporting improved inter-agency co-ordination and improved awareness. It aims to build on Seychelles considerable experience in IAS control and eradication in order to elicit lessons and best practices and to develop tools, monitoring systems and improved networking.  

108. The MTR concludes that overall there is an appropriate logic to project design that continues to support intended project outcomes. The Outputs and Outcomes proposed in the Project Document directly address capacity weaknesses identified by the design team. Outcome 1 focuses on establishing a policy and regulatory framework that will support the range of agencies involved in IAS management. It has a strong focus on improving the framework for ‘preventing the entry of IAS to the Seychelles’, but also recognises the need for an IAS management policy to be ‘harmonised with other relevant plans, programmes and initiatives’. Outcome 1 also includes an output focussed on increasing public awareness and on development of a National Communications Plan and Public Awareness Strategy, underlining the importance of public awareness to the achievement of intended policy and regulatory impacts. Outcome 2 focuses on the need to strengthen the capacity of the key agencies involved in preventing the entry of IAS to the Seychelles and to improve co-ordination between these agencies. Outcome 3 then focuses on the need to increase the effectiveness of national efforts to control the impacts of IAS within the Seychelles. Outputs address: the need to improve the knowledge base for IAS management in the Seychelles; the importance of inter agency co-ordination; and the need to improve national and international networking. Outcome 3 aims to address the project design team’s findings that although there have been local success stories, control and eradication approaches were fragmented with many critical gaps. Significant Institutional change since design has however had implications for the potential development impact of the approach proposed to establish a single integrated ‘biosecurity service’.

Weaknesses in design

109. In outlining the project’s rationale and implementation strategy, the project document recognises ‘the need for the respective roles and responsibilities of Government agencies, private sector organisations and NGOs to be defined in order to ensure efficient use of the limited expertise available within the country.’ It also outlines that ‘more effective processes and incentives are needed to encourage stakeholder collaboration and ecosystem-based partnerships for IAS inventory, monitoring and controls, both within the ENGO community and between it and the Government.’ The project document identifies a number of ‘national benefits’ that will be achieved under the project including: ‘Improved cross-sectoral institutional cooperation systems, coupled with stakeholder participation schemes which will lead to a better deployment of funds and human resources.’

110. However, the project’s logical framework, including the wording of core Outcomes, Outputs and associated OVIs does not capture this key result of establishing a co-ordinated and integrated overall IAS management system to prevent and control the introduction and spread of IAS. Vague descriptive terms within OVIs such as ‘well functioning’, ‘comprehensive’, ‘fully functioning’ do not adequately capture the intended development result of achieving ‘improved cross sectoral cooperation’, ‘stakeholder participation’ and ‘more effective and efficient deployment of funds and human resources’. Core weaknesses exist across the majority of OVIs within the logical framework as discussed in Part 3 of this MTR report.

111. To some extent an unnecessary dichotomy is also created between ‘prevention’ and ‘control and eradication’ aspects of IAS management in the project strategy in Part II of the project document. In its bid to ‘take an innovative approach’ the project document puts a strong emphasis on prevention and on ‘strategies traditionally undertaken in the agricultural sector (quarantine and phytosanitary measures)’, contrasting this with past projects which have put a strong emphasis on ‘eradication’. There is certainly truth in the rationale that ‘prevention is better than cure’, and in the fact that in the Seychelles emphasis has previously been placed heavily on the eradication of IAS from small islands. However, in a small island state such as the Seychelles, with limited resources, a small pool of professional management expertise and a limited land area, the need for an integrated IAS management system is paramount.  The ‘innovative approach’ put forward in the project document is also somewhat misleading, in that numerous past projects such as the UNDP GEF project for the Control of Invasive Species in the Galapagos Archipelago (CISG) have emphasised the need for ‘prevention’ alongside ‘control and elimination’ within an overall integrated strategy for IAS management.

112.  A number of issues raised as critical gaps in the baseline are also not effectively incorporated in to project Outputs and Outcomes.

113. The specific issue of marine IAS although highlighted in the analysis of gaps and weaknesses within the project document is not addressed specifically within the project Outcomes and Outputs. In the analysis of gaps in the baseline, the project design team identified the need to improve awareness and information on the risks and rates of invasion by marine IAS, and the need for rapid control of any IAS that do enter Seychelles waters.  The project document establishes links to an IUCN MPA-SCMRT Marine Invasive Species project, including direct co-financing contributions by this project to strengthen management measures for marine invasives. However, no specific project activities are included which address marine IAS and OVIs do not capture any measurement of project impact in strengthening awareness on marine IAS.

114. The lack of effective control of the inter island spread of IAS was also identified by the project design team as a significant gap in the baseline. Although mentioned in the project strategy, there are no specific Outputs focusing on this key issue. Again this issue could, and should, be included within all of the Outcomes. Project design could have been strengthen by clearer inclusion of, and specific outputs and OVIs focussed on, mechanisms needed to establish effective control of the inter island spread of IAS. 

115. The MTR was also surprised that the analysis of gaps and key weaknesses in the project document did not raise the issue of rapid response. At MTR there is no official, structured and co-ordinated system in place to respond to an IAS invasion. There is also ineffective surveying of high risk areas (near to airports, seaports and the dump). Response to an IAS invasion currently relies on chance reporting, informal liaison between individuals and on the availability of adequate funding to support a response (a key limiting factor). Stakeholders consulted during the MTR confirmed that there has never been a structured and co-ordinated system to respond to IAS intrusions. Project design would have been strengthened if this key issue had been identified and included as a specific output / OVI.

116. Although the main strategy with which the project was aligned, the Environment Management Plan Seychelles (EMPS) 2000-2010, was due to end half way through the project, no process of realignment with the revised EMPS, or any involvement in the process of EMPS revision is incorporated in to project design. This is a weakness in design that has had significant implications for project outcomes as is assessed in Part 5 of this MTR report.

       Monitoring and Evaluation Plan Design

	Summary Rating 

Monitoring and Evaluation Plan Design
	Moderately Unsatisfactory


117. The Project Document clearly sets out the standard UNDP / GEF monitoring and evaluation procedures. The Logical Framework Matrix in Part VI of the project document forms a core part of the monitoring and evaluation (M&E) framework. It specifies indicators and targets for measuring achievement of project Outputs, Outcomes and Objective along with their corresponding means of verification and associated risks and assumptions. The Monitoring and Evaluation Plan in Annex VI to the project document is comprehensive and specifies that the logical framework should form the basis on which the project's Monitoring and Evaluation system will be built.  

118. The Monitoring and Evaluation Plan outlines the key components of project monitoring and evaluation, overall responsibilities and an approximate budget. It gives a detailed overview of UNDP-GEF reporting and monitoring and evaluation requirements, with particular emphasis on the annual Project Implementation Reviews (PIRs), the Annual Project Reports (APR), Tripartite Review (TPR) Meetings, as well as mid-term and final evaluations. The M&E Plan logframe and OVIs are to be confirmed and developed further in the project’s inception workshop; the objectives of the inception workshop are clearly outlined in Annex VI and include finalising the project’s decision-making structures, reporting, communication and conflict resolution mechanisms. 

119. The Programme Coordinator / Project manager is to be responsible for day to day monitoring activities, assisted by the project’s technical advisor. He / she is responsible for the preparation of reports for the Project Steering Committee and UNDP on a regular basis. Key reporting responsibilities include the Inception Report, Annual Project Reports, Project Implementation Reviews, Quarterly Progress Reports and a Project Terminal Report. The Quarterly Progress Reports are to provide the basis for managing project disbursements and are to include a brief summary of the status of activities, explaining variances from the work plan. They are to be presented each successive quarter for review and endorsement by the Steering Committee. The Annual Project Report is to present a more detailed assessment of project progress, using the OVIs and reporting on the causes of successes and failures. 
120. Annual Monitoring is to be undertaken through the Tripartite Review (TPR) which should be composed of representatives of GOS, UNDP and the Project and is outlined as the highest policy-level meeting of the parties. The project is to be subject to Tripartite Review (TPR) at least once every year. The project manager should prepare the Annual Project Report (APR) and submit it to UNDP-CO and the UNDP-GEF regional office at least two weeks prior to the TPR for review and comments. As is standard practice the project is to have a Terminal Tripartite Review at EOP and the project manager should prepare a Terminal Project Report for that review.

121. Overall monitoring & evaluation of the project is to be ‘developed and undertaken, as much as possible, in combination with the sister project under the Integrated Ecosystem Management programme... in order to make the most effective use of available resources and take into account the relevant links and synergies between these 2 projects’

122. As well as outlining the key components of project monitoring and evaluation, the Project Document also clearly outlines the project logic and rationale, which is important to any assessment of the effectiveness of project impact and achievements. It clearly outlines the baseline situation and assesses weaknesses showing how the project will work to overcome these weaknesses. The overall framework of Output to Outcome to Objective is clear and logical within the text of the document. However the MTR has found that the majority of OVIs developed in the Project’s logical framework are not Specific, Measurable, Achievable, Relevant and Time Bound (SMART) and do not support effective monitoring and evaluation of project impact. This is a key weakness in monitoring and evaluation plan design and is discussed further below in the analysis of the Projects Logical framework.

Project Logical Framework 

123. The Project’s logical framework should establish a strategic ‘logic’ in the series of results proposed under the project. The text of the project document provides the context and analysis to support the logical framework and to explain how Outputs and Outcomes will address the barriers identified in design. The logical framework provides the analytical structure to support monitoring and evaluation for adaptive management. Within this, Outputs should work together to achieve Outcomes and Outcomes work together to achieve the overall Project Objective by EOP. 

124. The objectively verifiable indicators (OVIs) are essential for effective monitoring and evaluation of project impact. They establish the means by which achievement of results can be measured. Indicators should be Specific, Measurable, Achievable, Relevant and Time Bound (SMART). 

125. Indicators have associated targets to help guide evaluators and the project implementing team in assessing the rate of project progress. Targets are provided for the mid term and end of the project. Sources of verification point to where the information to measure indicators can be found.

126. The Risks and Assumptions column highlights issues that might prevent achievement of the intended results. It is important that these issues are highlighted so that they can be monitored by the project team and taken in to consideration by evaluators. 

127. As discussed above the logic of the project outputs and outcomes is clear and addresses most of the key barriers identified by the design team. The Project has three core Outcomes which together aim to achieve the overall Objective of ‘Increased capacities to prevent and control the introduction and spread of Invasive Alien Species through Trade, Travel and Transport across the Production landscape’

· Outcome 1: Policy and Regulatory framework for effective control of the introduction and spread of IAS in place.

· Outcome 2: Strengthened Institutional capacity to prevent and control the introduction and spread of IAS

· Outcome 3: Improved knowledge and learning capacities to control the introduction, establishment and spread of IAS

128. Although the logic behind the project structure and between the Objective, and component Outcomes and Outputs is clearly outlined in the project document the Objective and Outcome statements are fairly broad and descriptive;. Statements such as ‘increased capacity’ ‘effective control’ ‘strengthened institutional capacity’ and ‘improved knowledge and learning capacities’ require clear and precise indicators to clarify what impact is actually intended. 

129. The indicators in the logframe are however not clear and precise and do not meet the Specific, Measurable, Achievable, Relevant and Time Bound (SMART) criteria. Some level of clarity over intended development results is provided in some of the mid-term and end of Project (EOP) targets however, overall, the logical framework’s indicators and targets are extremely weak. 
130. The following section provides an assessment of the logframe’s OVIs and targets at the Objective and Outcome levels.

131.   At the Objective level only two objectively verifiable indicators (OVI) are given in the project logical framework:

· Well functioning national IAS inspection and quarantine system in place that functions across all production sectors of the country. 

· No up-grading or addition of threatened or vulnerable species from Seychelles on IUCN red list of threatened species due to effects of IAS.

132. The first OVI focuses solely on the ‘inspection and quarantine system’. It is more of a broad descriptive statement than a precise indicator; the term ‘well functioning’ is not ‘specific’ or ‘measurable’. Although achieving a ‘well functioning national IAS inspection and quarantine system is highly relevant to the project’s intended impact, in many ways this first indicator statement reads more like an Outcome statement than a SMART Indicator at the Objective level.  

133. The second OVI is more specific and measurable. However, the MTR has significant concerns over its interpretation, implication and ‘relevance’. ‘No up-grading of the IUCN red list’ may indicate ineffective assessment processes as much as it indicates a ‘cause-effect’ impact of the project in improving IAS management. Its relevance has also been raised as a concern by the project’s technical advisor within PIR reports. To ensure it is relevant other SMART indicators would need to be in place which measure whether the IAS management systems supported by the project are in fact working to support the conservation of threatened and vulnerable species, and whether effective assessment is being undertaken to update the IUCN red list.

134. Objective level indicators should enable the project team and evaluators to measure achievement of overall development results. Objective level OVIs should draw on the results expected under the project’s three component Outcomes. They should clarify what constitutes ‘increased capacities’ and what development impact is required by these increased capacities. The targets then specify what level of increase in capacities, and what level of impact is expected at MTR and by EOP.  

135. The mid term and EOP Objective level Targets given in the logframe are relevant but are not comprehensive in that they do not cover all areas of intended project impact. The first target is useful for assessing an Outcome 2 level impact. The second ‘target’ is in fact the same text as the OVI and has the same limitations as the OVI. At mid term one additional target is added to the OVI and that is the establishment of a ‘new red list for threatened plants in the Seychelles’. Although measurable this is not really appropriate as an Objective level target and would be more relevant as an activity or output under Outcome 3.

136. Each Outcome and its component Outputs.
 have indicators, targets, means of verification, risks and assumptions in the logframe

137. Outcome 1 focuses on strengthening the policy and regulatory framework for IAS management in the Seychelles. The component outputs are designed to address key barriers identified during design. 

138. The OVIs identified for Outcome 1 are, again not SMART although they do attempt to relate to component output results.  

139. The first OVI is focussed on Output 1.1: ‘new overarching and comprehensive Policy on IAS implemented’. Although the focus is clearly on development of the Policy this indicator statement is again more of an objective statement than an OVI. The wording is almost identical to Output 1.1, the only difference is that this indicator requires the Policy to be ‘implemented’ whereas Output 1.1 only requires it to be ‘developed’! Implementation of the Policy at the outcome level is appropriate as it demonstrates that the output, the policy, is useful and is being used. The OVI however needs to SMART, it should enable measurement and assessment of the extent to which the Policy is ‘overarching’ and ‘comprehensive’. The MTE and EOP targets would then clarify the speed of this process of Policy development and implementation. Development of the policy by MTR is appropriate. The EOP target should measure effective use of the policy by key Biosecurity agencies and how the Policy is supporting inter-agency co-ordination.

140. The second OVI ‘new legislation which conforms with international standards is enacted for IAS prevention, control and management’ is focussed on Output 1.2 and is basically a rewording of Output 1.2. However, it is specific, measurable, achievable and with the targets is time bound. The EOP target adds that the laws should be being actively ‘implemented’ and ‘All IAS inspection, treatment and destruction activities…legally supported’. The Targets are appropriate in that by MTR the legislation is to have been drafted and by EOP it should be enacted and implemented. It would however have been useful for the OVI to include a clear measure of ‘implementation’, or for a separate OVI to have been included to measure effective ‘implementation’ of the law. 

141. The third OVI ‘Amount spent from non-government sector on IAS control and management’ is presumably supposed to be a measure of achievement of Output 1.3, however it is not a useful indicator and is not SMART. The underlying rationale for Output 1.3 is to secure financial sustainability for biosecurity services and the OVI at the outcome level should provide a measure of the extent to which the project has supported this increased financial sustainability. The targets although intended to be very ‘specific’ are not relevant, measurable or at MTR achievable. At MTR the majority of the funding for IAS border control and quarantine services comes solely from central government; funding for eradication and control work comes form government, NGO, private sector and from international projects. An increase in the % amount spent by the ‘non-government sector on IAS control and management’ is not, on its own, any indication of increased financial sustainability. It could merely indicate a decrease in public sector budgets, or the initiation of an international development project providing proportionally more funding to NGOs.

142. The fourth OVI under Outcome 1 aims to capture the development impact of Output 1.4 by measuring whether the ‘Travelling public, tourism operators, importers and shipping agents (are) aware of risks of IAS and need for biosecurity.’ In order to measure the project impact’s impact in supporting ‘attitudinal change’ a system for monitoring levels of public awareness needs to be in place. Output 1.4 aims to support and the establishment of a national communication plan / public awareness strategy on IAS management and associated monitoring and evaluation system. These were intended to establish a system and provide the data necessary to monitor whether public awareness campaigns are being effective. At MTR, this has not been done, making this OVI fairly immeasurable. The feasibility of measuring % increases in levels of public awareness across all listed groups is also questionable, requiring extensive surveys to be undertaken throughout the project.

143. Outcome 2 focuses on achieving ‘Strengthened Institutional capacity to prevent and control the introduction and spread of IAS’. Two indicators are specified to measure whether the project has achieved the intended impact in strengthening institutional capacity. 

144. The first indicator is for a ‘Fully Functioning Biosecurity Service’. This is clearly intended to be a measurement of achievement of Output 2.1 ‘Biosecurity Service created’. However here again this is not a SMART indicator, it is a description of a desired result. To be effective as an indicator there needs to be a specific, measurable, achievable, relevant and time bound means to determine whether the Biosecurity service a) exists and b) is ‘fully functioning’. To effectively capture project impact, the OVI should measure the extent to which the project has addressed the key barriers and weaknesses identified in design.

145. The second indicator ‘% of commodities, conveyances, goods and passengers that are inspected or undergo targeted or random baggage searches for IAS’ if taken alongside the proposed MTR and EOP targets which give a target % figure, is specific, measurable, achievable, relevant and time bound. However, it requires a system to be in place to monitor ‘targeted and random baggage searches’. Although annual reports and GOS official gazette are cited as sources of verification, neither of these give % statistics on the number of baggage searches. There is therefore no precise data to measure this indicator.

146. Outcome 3 aims to achieve ‘Improved knowledge and learning capacities to control the introduction, establishment and spread of IAS’. The Outcome statement was changed at inception to ‘Improved knowledge and learning capacities for the management of IAS’. Three OVIs are provided to measure whether the project has achieved the intended impacts against the baseline. 

147. The first indicator also amended at inception is that: ‘IAS with significant economical and ecological threat established in Seychelles are identified’. This is intended to demonstrate completion of the IAS baseline study under Output 3.1. However the indicator does not capture the broader impacts associated with Output 3.1: those of establishing standardized methodologies for survey techniques and data management; setting up a multi-stakeholder ‘National Network’ for monitoring the establishment and spread of IAS; regular updating of the national IAS baseline, and raising awareness on IAS. It would have been appropriate for indicators at the Outcome level to capture and measure these long term systemic impacts. 

148. The second indicator, also amended at inception is: ‘economically efficient, feasible and practical control and mitigation programmes of IAS in place’. This indicator relates to intended impacts under Output 3.2 however there are no criteria for measuring whether control and mitigation programmes are ‘economically efficient, feasible and practical’; the indicator is not SMART, again it is more of a descriptive statement. Some clarification is given in the MTR and EOP targets, which specify the key products that will be supported under Output 3.2 in relation to this indicator, however these do not capture the important issue of inter agency co-ordination. 

149. The third indicator, also amended at inception is: ‘sustainable knowledge and learning network in place and used’ This reflects the Output 3.2 result of establishing a Knowledge Learning Network to support improved national and international networking. The MTR and EOP targets clarify the timeframe; the network should first be established at the national level and then expanded out to the Indian Ocean region. This indicator is specific, in that it focuses on establishment of the network, however it could be strengthened by inclusion of an indicator that would demonstrate whether it is being ‘used’ to support more effective IAS management and whether it is ’sustainable’. 

150. Sources of verification are given for each level in the logframe. These give considerable useful detail on where information for each of the indicators is to be found.  Risks and Assumptions are also included for each level in the logframe and are appropriate and relevant.

151. Overall the MTR concludes that the structure of the logical framework is useful in that it provides a logical framework of Output, to Outcome, to Objective results. It includes required information on the baseline situation, OVIs, MTR and EOP targets, sources of verification and risks and assumptions. However, the OVIs are weak; they are often worded more like results statements than indicators and most do not meet the SMART criteria. Another weakness in the OVIs and targets is that they do not capture all of the key development impacts that the project aims to achieve and are particularly weak at the Objective level. 
Project Budget and Financial Management

152. The project document gives a very useful and thorough analysis of the baseline situation and the alternative strategy proposed to address weaknesses identified in design, in order to achieve project outcomes. Part V of the Project document presents an incremental cost analysis which details GEF and co-financing contributions and the strategic rationale for these. The incremental cost matrix provides a summary of the domestic and global benefits arising from the project and is appended as Annex 8.
153. The baseline or ‘business as usual’ scenario, outlined in the project document estimates that total investment in IAS management activities over five years (the life of the project) in the absence of any project intervention would total US$ 15,475,000. This overall estimate includes the investments of all stakeholder groups (Government, international donors, NGO community and private sector) to address the threat of IAS. The project document concludes that ‘while insufficient to ensure complete prevention and control of IAS in the country, these activities provide an important foundation in which this project is nested.’ The project document stresses that the baseline ‘is not sufficient to ensure adequate prevention and control of IAS in the Seychelles... In addition, serious inadequacies in the controls over IAS entry and inter-island transfer threaten to compromise the efficacy of baseline programmes.’

154. The Mainstreaming Biosecurity Project therefore presents an ‘Alternative Strategy’ in which the project and national agencies (co-financers) contribute additional resources to address needs identified in design. This ‘Alternative Strategy’ covers the incremental cost of strengthening Seychelles IAS management capacity and has ‘a focus on the pathways for IAS invasions created through trade and the movement of people into and within the country, and on knowledge management for IAS eradication efforts. The aim is to improve the enabling environment, enhance existing institutional capacity, and foster knowledge and learning capacities. This will lead to safeguarding of biodiversity of global importance within Seychelles, as well as improved control of further regional and global spread of IAS’. The total cost of the Alternative Strategy is US$22,430,624 with an incremental cost of US$6,995,624 for which GEF funding of US$ 2,000,000 is sought (29% of the increment).

155. GEF funds under the Alternative Strategy are focussed on supporting activities that will achieve biodiversity conservation outcomes. Co-financing is core to achieving all of the intended project outcomes. 

Table 1: Total Project Cost, showing baseline and the increment agreed to achieve project outcomes.

	Baseline
	All Stakeholders
	US$15,475,000

	Increment (Project funding)
	GEF
	US$2,000,000

	
	Co-financing
	US$4,955,624

	
	Total increment
	US$6,955,624

	Total
	
	US$22,430,624


156. Under Outcome 1, the incremental cost for policy and legislative reform is US$780,000 with requested GEF funding amounting to US$259,500 or 33% of the increment. 

· GEF funds are to be used for ‘the recruitment of technical expertise and capacity building for policy and legal revision to ensure that IAS controls are addressed in a holistic manner, and that these instruments are compliant with established international standards. The GEF will also support the establishment of a cost recovery system for the new Biosecurity Service’.

· Co-financing by GOS is ‘to develop a new encompassing Biosecurity Act and ensure harmonization with all Acts that will be reviewed’ as well as ‘to ensure harmonization with all related policies…The GOS will also fund Seychelles’ participation in international forums on IAS and  the work needed to ratify the legislation.’ 

· Additional co-financing under Outcome 1 is to come from related international donor funded projects. EU funded projects developing an Integrated Coastal Zone Management Plan and the draft Plant Protection Act which will be integrated in the Biosecurity Act. An IUCN MPA-SCMRT Marine Invasive Species Project was at the time of design developing a Marine Invasive Species Management Plan is to be integrated into the overall Biosecurity policy framework. NGOs and private sector input is to be through their participation in the revision and development of pertinent IAS policies and legislation.

157. Under Outcome 2 the total incremental cost is US$3,729,624 with requested GEF funding of US$1,082,000 or 29% of the increment. 

· GEF funds are to be used to ‘assist in setting up the Biosecurity Service, by providing necessary equipment, training and technical expertise’

· Government co-financing is to be provided ‘to review and strengthen existing quarantine functions’ 

· NGOs are to support strengthened IAS control activities, mainly on smaller islands. Likewise the private sector (tourism, trade, agriculture) is to support strengthened biosecurity through implementation of import and sanitation protocols and control measures, small private island access protocols, import and export control of agricultural goods, improved pest controls, etc’

· Additional co-financing under Outcome 2 is to be provided by the EU and IUCN internationally funded projects. They will support biosecurity training as well as direct IAS management measures in coastal and marine zones. 

158. Under Outcome 3 the total incremental cost is US$1,913,900, with requested GEF funding of US$485,900 or 25% of the increment. 

· GEF funds are to be used for ‘the review of existing data, establishment of lessons learned and best practices, as well as installing improved knowledge management and learning systems to facilitate and demonstrate good IAS control practices.’

· GOS through a range of agencies are to provide co-financing for specific research and control programmes on IAS, including data collection and management, which will assist in establishing the necessary baseline.

· NGOs and the private sector are to contribute by undertaking relevant biodiversity assessments, by strengthening information management systems, and in undertaking IAS eradication and restoration activities, especially on small islands.

· Additional co-financing under Outcome 3 is also to be provided by the EU and IUCN funded projects for IAS assessments, eradication and restoration programmes on small islands and to contribute to monitoring the port area for the presence of marine IAS.

159. Part VII of the project document gives further detail on the allocation of GEF funds to project Outcomes. It outlines a clear budget structure with useful detail added in accompanying budget notes. Funding levels are adequate to support associated activities / outcomes, when taken alongside associated co-financing commitments as outlined in Part V. Financial management procedures follow standard UNDP / GEF reporting requirements within the Project Coordination Unit as outlined in Parts III, IV and V.

160. The distribution of long term technical assistance costs across different outcomes within the budget is somewhat complex. It would have been easier for project management if long term TA costs had been equally divided between project Outcomes. The project budget was designed to have the costs of the technical advisor spread over Outcomes 1 and 2 in a somewhat complex calculation whereby Outcome 1 was budgeted to have long term technical assistance totalling 32 weeks and Outcome 2 was to have a total of 48 weeks long term technical assistance, and Outcome 3 was not budgeted to have any long term technical assistance, but rather to be supported by short term technical assistance. It would have been more appropriate and easier for project manager’s to budget for long term TA supporting the entire project.

161. MTE and TE costs are also distributed across all outcomes. It would have been easier for project managers to budget MTE and TE as a single line item under project management costs. 

Implementation Approach and alignment with national, UNDP and GEF strategic objectives
162. The GOS-UNDP/GEF Project Coordination Unit (PCU) is responsible for project management within the Integrated Ecosystem Management (IEM) Programme and for overall coordination of all GEF funded projects. This includes ensuring alignment of projects with relevant national strategies, and with the strategic objectives of the Department of Environment, with whom it has signed an MOU. The project document outlines that daily project management is to be provided through a national programme / project manager, responsible for managing both the Mainstreaming Biodiversity and Mainstreaming Biosecurity Projects under the Integrated Ecosystem Management Programme. The project document also clearly shows how the project complements a range of national and regional GEF projects and fits in to the overall UNDP country programme. The project design team consulted with other relevant project teams to avoid any duplication and overlap between projects, and to optimise synergies. 

163. The Integrated Ecosystem Management (IEM) Programme, under which the project falls, is designed to align directly with and implement components of Seychelles Environmental Management Plan 2000 to 2010 (EMPS). The project document clearly outlines how the project aligns with key national strategic priorities under the EMPS. 

164. Direct implementation of the project falls largely to national public sector entities responsible for IAS management in the Seychelles. The NGO constituency are to be actively involved in community awareness raising and in developing and executing IAS control and eradication approaches. Their direct participation is intended to support capacity building and partnership building as well as to achieve project outputs. ‘National benefits’ from the project are to include: ‘improved cross-sectoral, institutional cooperation systems, coupled with stakeholder participation schemes’ which ‘will lead to a better deployment of funds and human resources’. A number of activity areas are to be contracted out locally, with private sector / NGO partnerships cited as a potential option to undertake these contracts. The project document clearly outlines that Project management systems should ensure that all contracts will follow a transparent, open and independent tender process, coordinated by the PCU and following UNDP-GEF procurement procedures.

165. The main emphasis of both the Mainstreaming Biodiversity and Mainstreaming Biosecurity projects lies on ‘mainstreaming’ and ‘capacity development’. A participatory approach and sound stakeholder involvement are key aspects of the proposed implementation approach of both projects, following on from the participatory design process. 

166. Annex III to the project document outlines a Stakeholder Involvement Plan, the goal of which is: ‘to ensure that all stakeholders who are affected by, have a role in, or are interested in project themes have the opportunity to be involved in and develop a sense of “ownership” of the project’. The Plan has three objectives:

· To ensure that the laws, polices, plans and strategies produced during the project are implemented effectively by involving relevant stakeholders;

· To promote good environmental governance mechanisms, including transparency, accountability, cooperation and collaboration among stakeholders; and

· To promote multi-stakeholder collaboration in the implementation of project activities, including: effective use of Government, NGO, private sector and community expertise and resources, improved communication channels, and innovative partnerships to address biodiversity priorities, building on the respective strengths of each stakeholder.

167. The plan sets a detailed analysis of key stakeholder groups and their ‘stakes’ in the project, and a stakeholder participation plan. The participation plan is built on an analysis of the strengths and constraints encountered by previous projects in efforts to involve stakeholders in environmental management endeavours in the Seychelles.

168. The Plan outlines how it aligns with the key relevant national strategy at the time of design, the Environment Management Plan Seychelles (EMPS) 2000-2010. Members of the EMPS Steering Committee are noted as key stakeholders for the project. 

169. The Department of Environment (DOE) and Department of Natural Resources (DONR) under Ministry of Environment and Natural Resources play a lead role in implementing Outcomes 1 and 2 and Environmental NGOs play a lead role in Outcome 3. A wide range of organisations are listed as participating in project outputs including relevant environmental, border control, trade, NGO, and public sector organisations. The IAS Committee, Project Steering Committee and EMPS Steering Committee are cited as key advisory and review platforms across all Outcomes. The PCU and specifically the project manager play an important role in ensuring that effective consultation processes are followed in development of key project outputs and that all key stakeholder groups are involved in implementation. 

170. The project’s implementation approach is designed to support partnership building and the establishment of a coordinated IAS management system whereby ‘the respective roles and responsibilities of the Government, private sector and NGOs are defined, in order to ensure efficient use of the limited expertise available within the country’. The project document stresses that ‘more effective processes and incentives are needed to encourage stakeholder collaboration and ecosystem-based partnerships for IAS inventory, monitoring and controls, both within the ENGO community and between it and the Government’. 

171. Alignment with GEF Strategic Objectives 

172. The project document clearly outlines how the project aligns with eligibility criteria for BD II, by: 

(i)
Addressing gaps in the policy framework that will allow authorities to better control the risk of IAS infestation, and thus threat to biological diversity; 

(ii)
Strengthening institutional capacities to manage the risks of new alien species’ invasions, and improving the cost effectiveness and efficacy of control measures 

(iii)
Cultivating broad-based support from production sector interests to control IAS

(iv) 
Strengthening Seychelles capacity to undertake strategic environment assessments to gauge the risks from IAS, and plan mitigation measures geared to addressing the most serious risks, timely and cost effectively;

(v)
Establishing comprehensive knowledge management systems and a community of practice to abet learning vis-à-vis IAS control efforts; and

(vi)
Providing resources to engender attitudinal change amongst businesses and the citizenry, regarding the need to control the entry and spread of invasive alien species. 

PART FOUR: Project Implementation 

	Summary Rating 
	Moderately Satisfactory 


173. The following section of the report assesses project implementation. Ratings are provided, including specifically on implementation of the monitoring and evaluation plan. This part of the report assesses whether project implementation processes meet UNDP-GEF standards of project management and assesses whether work planning and implementation have supported the achievement of intended results. Importantly this section looks at the level and patterns of stakeholder involvement assessing whether the project effectively consulted with and involved key stakeholder groups. 

Project Management, Execution and Implementation Modalities 

174. The Biosecurity Project was approved by GEF Council in June 2007 under the GEF-4 Biodiversity Resource Allocation Framework (RAF); the final project document was signed by UNDP and GOS in December 2007 and implementation started on 1st February 2008, with the recruitment of a Programme Manager within the GOS-UNDP-GEF Project Coordination Unit. The Programme Manager was initially responsible for both the Biosecurity and the Biodiversity projects under the Project Coordination Unit’s Integrated Ecosystem Management Programme. However, following the departure of the first project/programme manager in 2009, a decision was made by PCU to recruit a separate project manager for each project. The Biosecurity project was also supported by a long term specialised technical adviser, based at PAHS. 

175. The Programme Coordination Unit (PCU) was also established in 2008. It coordinates all UNDP-GEF projects in Seychelles and aims to support effective facilitation between the different stakeholders (Government, private sector and civil society) involved in the UNDP GEF funded portfolio of projects. UNDP is the project’s implementing agency, for the GEF. The Department of Environment is nominally the project’s executing agency although project implementation has largely been ‘executed’ through the Seychelles Agriculture Agency. 
176. At MTR the project has been running for just under five years, the original end of Project (EOP) date is January 2013, the MTR was commissioned in mid November 2012. 

177. Project management has been guided by a Project Steering Committee which oversees both the Mainstreaming Biodiversity and the Mainstreaming Biosecurity Projects, under the Integrated Ecosystem Management Programme. The Steering Committee has helped to provide high level guidance to the project. It has specific Terms of Reference outlining its composition
 and its role. 

178. Project implementation has been effectively managed and guided by the project manager, working closely with the long term technical advisor. TOR of implementing partners and consultants have been developed by the project manager and advisor, and cleared by the Steering Committee. Implementing partners report directly to the project manager. The project manager has regularly prepared project progress reports, including annual reports and PIR on time and with a useful level of information, working closely with the project’s technical advisor. 

Inception and Implementation

179. The Inception Phase ended with the publication of the Inception Report in June 2008. The inception workshop, to which all key stakeholders were invited, validated project design adding further detail to activities outlined in the project document and establishing indicative budget estimates. Changes were made to the Outcome 3 statement the wording of which was changed from ‘Improved knowledge and learning capacities to control the introduction, establishment and spread of IAS’ to ‘Improved knowledge and learning capacities for the management of IAS’. This was felt by the workshop to be more inclusive of all aspects of IAS management. Minor changes were also made to the OVIs under Outcome 3.  

180.  In the first year of project implementation, the Plant and Animal Health Section (PAHS) of Seychelles Agriculture Agency (SAA), was identified as Seychelles ‘Biosecurity Service’. The Project Manager at the time wrote in the annual report that ‘no separate and new "Biosecurity Service" needs to be established’. As will be shown in Part 5 of this MTR report, this decision has had major consequences for the project. The MTR has highlighted a number of significant concerns relative to this decision to select a sectoral parastatal organisation as Seychelles sole ‘Biosecurity Agency’, rather than following project design in establishing an integrated Biosecurity Service that brings together all key areas of IAS management, across sectors. This decision to go against the original design concept, early on in project implementation, before the project advisor had even been recruited, has had a significant impact on all subsequent outputs under the project, and on overall project direction. It also has significant implications for the likelihood of the project achieving intended development results by EOP. 

181. During 2008 to 2009 the project also supported a number of key studies, including the IAS baseline study (May 2009), an economic analysis of the influence of the effect of IAS on the national economy (July 2009) and a first analysis of the major IAS pathways and vectors (July 2009).  Work was started on design of an IAS / Biosecurity Policy and on the review of past IAS eradication and Control activities. These studies were undertaken by consultants commissioned under the project, each followed a consultative approach. The studies helped to establish an important information base for project implementation.

182. The project’s long term technical advisor was recruited in the last half of 2009 and was based at the Seychelles Agriculture Agency (SAA), Plant and Animal Health Section (PAHS) in order to help build the capacity of this organisation, contributing strongly to Outcome 2. 

183. The original Project Manger left at the end of 2009, leaving a gap in project management for several months. Despite not having a project manager for almost half of the second year, work was completed on the Biosecurity Policy, which was submitted to the Cabinet of Ministers for endorsement. The Biosecurity Committee was also established. The project delivered ongoing capacity building support to the Plant and Animal Health Section (PAHS) of Seychelles Agriculture Agency (SAA) helping to combine the previously separate functions of Plant and Animal Health under one section of SAA. The project provided equipment to PAHS to support the section’s quarantine control work and the Biosecurity Project Advisor delivered ongoing capacity support to PAHS. The project also supported members of PAHS to attend the International Fora on Biosecurity and Trade Facilitation. 
184. During the second and third years of project implementation progress was made in the drafting of the Animal and Plant Biosecurity Bill. Work started the previous year by legal consultants was reviewed through a stakeholder consultation process managed under the project. Although the project has clearly gone to considerable lengths to involve all key stakeholders in review of the Biosecurity Bill, the MTR was surprised how little a number of these stakeholders knew about the content of the Bill and its potential impact on their work. Considerable effort was made by the project to ensure that the draft legislation supports Seychelles' obligations under the International Plant Protection Organisation (IPPC) and Animal Health Organisation (OIE) Codex Alimentarius, and that it is compliant with Sanitary and Phytosanitary (SPS) standards and WTO guidelines. Ensuring that the draft Bill supports Seychelles WTO accession process became a key issue for the project.

185. The issue of WTO accession in many ways helped to raise the political profile of the project. Drafting of the Biosecurity Bill involved review of Seychelles existing legislation covering trade, travel, transport and international border control. Part of this assessment looked at the extent to which existing legislation was compliant with WTO requirements. The analysis supported by the project, and the fact that the drafted ‘Animal and Plant Biosecurity Bill’ is compliant with WTO requirements, has therefore significantly contributed to Seychelles WTO accession process.

186. July 2010 was identified in the project document as the timeframe for undertaking the project mid term evaluation (MTE), however this was not commissioned until October 2012, as a mid term review (MTR), three months before the original end of project date. 

187. Considerable support was delivered under the project to strengthen Seychelles international border control capacity over 2011 and 2012. Two x ray scanning machines for use at the international airport were purchased. Computers and a server were also purchased for PAHS and work was started to design an IAS database at PAHS, and a biosecurity website within SAA’s overall site.

188. Another success in this period was the design and launching of a biosecurity component of the passenger disembarkation (arrival) card. The project consulted with key stakeholder agencies and worked hard to find a compromise that would suit all agencies and ensure that the card was launched as part of standard arrivals procedures at Seychelles international airport. Previous attempts to adapt arrivals cards and include biosecurity questions had not been successful. 
189. The project also helped to strengthen biosecurity measures within the border control system at the international airport. A comprehensive Biosecurity Operational Manual was developed and distributed for application at the international airport and port. Over 60 officers from a range of border control agencies including customs, public health, PAHS and SAA were trained on the use of the manual and on International Passenger and Baggage Clearance Training. The project also helped PAHS to secure and equip an office at the seaport. 
190. Biosecurity posters were designed and placed at the arrival and departure halls of the international airport and biosecurity notices were placed in Air Seychelles magazine, paid for under the project for four months. Attempts were also made by the project manager to place similar notices in the in-flight magazines of other airlines, but were not successful. 

191. During 2011 the original Policy analysis study was condensed in to a more concise document, with eight core policy objectives. The original consultancy document was adapted as a ‘Biosecurity Strategy’. In 2012 the Biosecurity Policy was endorsed by the Cabinet of Ministers and the Strategy was signed off by both the Minister for Home Affairs, Environment, Transport and Energy and the Minister of Investment, Natural Resources and Industry reflecting the core responsibilities of both Ministries in biosecurity/ IAS management. Although the Strategy and Policy documents were developed from one original consultancy report, strangely they do not share the same overall strategic Objectives. The Biosecurity Strategy is not structured under the eight Policy Objectives. Normally a national strategy would establish the strategic approach for achieving core Objectives established in a national Policy. This is discussed further in Part 5 of this MTR report.
192. In 2012, the legal consultants who drafted the Biosecurity Bill commenced work on associated Biosecurity regulations for: Animal and Plant Biosecurity (Animal) Regulations, Animal and Plant Biosecurity (Plant) Regulations, Animal and Plant Biosecurity (Invasive Alien Species, Animal and Plant Biosecurity (Fees and Charges) Regulations and Regulations prescribing forms. However these were not available for review at the time of the MTR.
193. The terms of reference of the Biosecurity Committee were also revised to reflect the role and membership outlined in the draft Biosecurity Bill (refer Part 5 of this MTR report). The Biosecurity Committee continued to be an active forum for discussion of biosecurity issues, including on many project outputs.

194. Work was also started to develop a field guide from the Review and Evaluation of IAS Control and Eradication activities in the Seychelles, although this was still being drafted at the time of the MTR and was not available for review. In 2012 agreements were reached with SAA, DOE, SIF and the Ministry of Health to support a range of IAS surveys and support was given to the Sustainable Land Management Project (SLM) under PCU to undertake trials on the control of invasive creepers on two sites on Mahe. A booklet was published on the results of these trials. Last but not least, the Biosecurity project manager completed her MSc on biosecurity, supported under the project. 

195. Overall at MTR, the project has focussed heavily on outputs under Outcomes 1 and 2 and is behind schedule on the intended MTR targets under Outcome 3. It also has not yet undertaken any firm measures to develop an overall communication and awareness raising strategy for the Seychelles (Output 1.4). As will be discussed under Part 5 of this MTR report, the increased capacity of Seychelles international border control systems is a key result that has been achieved under the project, helping to strengthen systems for preventing the entry of IAS to the Seychelles. However the almost sole focus of project implementation on international border control and quarantine has also been to the detriment of achieving the integrated IAS management system, and capacity building outcomes, envisaged at design; it is also not working effectively to address IAS threats to biodiversity. 

196. Part two of this MTR report outlines the changing development context for project implementation over the life of the project. This required considerable adaptive management on the part of project managers and the technical advisor. The process of Seychelles accession to the WTO has generated a considerable work load for the project. This has increased the time required to develop and get international comment on the proposed biosecurity legislation. A key national strategy was developed during the period of project implementation and this is the Seychelles Sustainable development Strategy (SSDS). Although the project was involved in a consultation workshop on the SSDS, it appears to have been marginally involved in development and review of key elements of the SSDS relating to IAS management / biosecurity. At MTR project team members had little knowledge of the content of key SSDS chapters. Key project outputs, including the draft Biosecurity Bill and the IAS Management Strategy do not effectively support or align with the SSDS. 

197. Although not an activity or result required by the project document, involvement by the project in development of relevant sections of the SSDS pertaining to biosecurity would have greatly helped to increase the likelihood of sustainable project outcomes and would have supported alignment with this key strategy. It would also have helped to ensure effective integration of IAS management /biosecurity across different sectors and strategic objectives within the SSDS. The fact that this has not happened is a weakness in both project design and implementation.

198. The project has worked hard to build the capacity of the Plant and Animal Health Section of Seychelles Agriculture Agency (SAA). Project implementation has focussed heavily on PAHS / SAA. The MTR would correspondingly therefore expect to see Biosecurity / IAS management as a key strategic priority for the SAA within Seychelles Sustainable Development Strategy (SSDS). However, Biosecurity is not mentioned as a key strategic objective or activity for SAA within the SSDS
. In fact the Agriculture and Food Security chapter in the SSDS gives remarkably little priority to Biosecurity at all. Biosecurity / IAS management is not listed as a key challenge, priority or strategic objective. This brings in to question both the impact of the project in raising the awareness of Seychelles main quarantine control agency and its parent Ministry on the importance of biosecurity. It also means that key strategic documents developed under the project are not aligned with the SSDS. This is discussed in more detail in Part 5 of this MTR report.
199. Development of the SSDS was supported by PCU and this should have helped to facilitate the integration of the Mainstreaming Biosecurity Project in to the SSDS design process. The issue of inter-project coordination within PCU is however an issue that was raised by the first project manager in his hand over notes, where he commented ‘the PCU could function more as a unit and could provide better coordination and interest between the different programmes, so as to benefit from the linkages and synergies of the different projects / programmes.’ This appears to remain an issue at MTR, perhaps in large part due to the fact that PCU is divided between two separate offices and has not had an overall PCU Coordinator for a number of months. However, it was not within the TOR of the MTR, and time was not allocated to, assess the effectiveness of overall coordination between projects within PCU, so this is merely an observation.

200. The Biosecurity and Mainstreaming Biodiversity projects are in practice being implemented independently of each other from two separate offices. The main forum in which the two projects work together is in preparing for the quarterly steering committee meetings. At MTR the quarterly reporting process seems to be providing a useful forum for both projects to ensure that they are kept aware of progress and of any emerging issues. The MTR supports PCU / UNDP’s decision to allocate a separate project manager to each project, given the work loads involved in each.
Stakeholder involvement
201. The project document includes a Stakeholder Involvement Plan. The overall goal of this Plan is: ‘to ensure that all stakeholders who are affected by, have a role in, or are interested in project themes have the opportunity to be involved in and develop a sense of “ownership” of the project’. 
202. The Stakeholder Involvement Plan has three objectives:

1. To ensure that the laws, polices, plans and strategies produced during the project are implemented effectively by involving relevant stakeholders;

2. To promote good environmental governance mechanisms, including transparency, accountability, cooperation and collaboration among stakeholders; and

3. To promote multi-stakeholder collaboration in the implementation of project activities, including: effective use of Government, NGO, private sector and community expertise and resources, improved communication channels, and innovative partnerships to address biodiversity priorities, building on the respective strengths of each stakeholder.

203. Overall the project has placed a strong emphasis on consultation and has followed good practice in implementing key activities. Concerns expressed by stakeholders at MTR over core project outputs, and in particular the draft Biosecurity Bill, do not appear to have been due to any failure on the part of the project to consult with these agencies. They appear to have been in large part due to the ever changing development context over the life of the project. Institutional changes to stakeholder agencies, diminishing resources, large workloads and changes to personnel appear to have affected some stakeholder agencies’ ability to effectively review and provide feedback on complex project outputs such as the 116 page Biosecurity Bill, and detailed IAS management Strategy.

204. Key stakeholders have been involved in developing and reviewing all key project outputs, through the Biosecurity Committee, Steering Committee, specific workshops and through direct consultation with relevant individuals within agencies.

· The Biosecurity Bill, Policy and Strategy were designed through a consultative process with key stakeholder groups. The draft documents were reviewed by the Biosecurity Committee and Steering Committee, as well as through an extended consultation process with key stakeholder agencies.

· The studies and reviews completed under the project also followed a sound consultative process. The ‘IAS baseline’ was developed through a consultative approach including a web-based forum where stakeholders could review and comment on all the species datasheets as they were developed and posted. The ‘Economic Valuation of the Influence of Invasive Alien Species on the National Economy’ involved consultation with a range of stakeholders, in particular to enable assessment of non market values. The ‘Review and Evaluation of IAS Control and Eradication Activities in the Seychelles’ also involved an extensive process of stakeholder consultation, including through questionnaires to 45 different organisations across different sectors. 

205. At MTR the laws, policies, plans and strategies developed under the project are not yet being implemented, the first objective of the Stakeholder Involvement Plan has not yet therefore been achieved. Issues identified by the MTR relative to the likelihood of effective implementation of these outputs are discussed in Part 5 of this MTR report. In relation to the second and third objectives of the Stakeholder Involvement Plan: the project has followed a ‘transparent, accountable and collaborative’ implementation process. The MTR has however raised a number of significant concerns over the extent to which key strategic documents developed under the project promote ‘good environmental governance….cooperation and collaboration amongst stakeholders’. Again this is discussed in detail in Part 5. Overall, the objective of promoting ‘multi-stakeholder collaboration…improved communication channels and innovative partnerships’ is an area requiring substantial further support under the project.

206. The Stakeholder Involvement Plan also stresses that the project should ‘promote dissemination of lessons learned and sharing of expertise.’ The studies supported by the project contain useful information for a range of stakeholders involved in IAS management in the Seychelles, including lessons learnt from past IAS management initiatives, however, considerable work remains to be done under the project to support effective dissemination of lessons learned and sharing of expertise within the networks and communication strategies proposed under Outcome 3 and Output 1.4.
207. At MTR the overall awareness raising and communication strategy planned under Output 1.4 has not yet been developed. The MTE target was for this Communication Plan to be ‘in place’ and for the project to be supporting ‘Specific awareness campaigns for different target groups (general public, travellers and importers) following the Communication Plan’. By EOP these campaigns are to be ‘monitored in a participatory manner’ and the National Communication Plan is to be ‘revised in a participatory manner’ in order to adapt the campaign to emerging needs and circumstances. At MTR there has been little change from the baseline situation. 

208. Under Outcome 3 the project was, by MTE, to have established a ‘Multi-stakeholder IAS Monitoring Network…using a standardized methodology for monitoring and data management’ and a ‘National IAS Knowledge and Learning Network’. Neither of these key partnership building, coordinating networks have been established, or even initiated. These are key outputs both for overall project impact and to support the stakeholder involvement objectives intended under the Stakeholder Involvement Plan. 
Financial Management and Cost Effectiveness

209. The project document includes a comprehensive analysis of baseline costs and incremental funding needed to support the ‘alternative strategy’ in order to achieve project outcomes. The baseline cost is estimated to be US$15,475,000. The cost of the additional activities required to achieve the project outcomes is US$6,955,624, of which GEF support amounts to US$2,000,000 and co-financiers support US$4,955,624. The total cost of the Alternative Strategy, comprising of the total project costs (GEF and co-financing) and the baseline is therefore US$ 22,430,624. 

GEF Financing of Project Outcomes

210. In the alternative strategy GEF funds are to be used to achieve biodiversity conservation outcomes in order to: ‘ensure safeguarding of Seychelles biodiversity against the threat of introduction and spread of IAS, and hence an improved conservation status and ecological integrity of globally important ecosystems and habitats, including globally endangered species.’ 

211. No changes were made to budget amounts at inception. To date US$1,480,762 of GEF funds have been spent, leaving US$519,238 as budget remaining until EOP, or approximately 26% of total budget. Comprehensive, accurate co-financing data is not available at the time of the MTR as will be discussed further below. Planned and Actual expenditure relating to the three project Outcomes is recorded in Annex 2. Table 2 below summarises panned and actual expenditure of GEF funds.
Table 2: Planned and Actual expenditure to date:  GEF Funds
	Outcome


	Planned Budget 

US$
	Actual Expenditure

US$
	Remaining Budget

US$

	Outcome 1.  
	432,100
	299,130
	132,970

	Outcome 2. 
	883,100
	759465
	123,635

	Outcome 3.  
	485,900
	78,199
	407,701

	Project Management
	198,900
	340,321
	- 141,421

	 Totals
	2000000
	1,480,762
	519,238


212. The following tables gives an annual break down in planned and actual expenditure of GEF funds over the life of the project to date:
Table 3: Planned and Actual Expenditure of GEF funds per year

	Year
	2008
	2009
	2010
	2011
	2012
	Total at ‘MTR’

	Outcome 1
	
	
	
	
	
	

	intended
	184,500
	129,500
	38,700
	40,700
	432,100
	432,100

	actual
	48,028.21
	73,923.28
	306,987.12
	273,382.86
	778,440.72
	299,129.62

	Outcome 2
	
	
	
	
	
	

	intended
	102,500
	466,500
	178,300
	69,700
	66,100
	883,100

	actual
	11,838.07
	19,993.49
	89,375.56
	66,004.65
	572,253.03
	759,464.89

	Outcome 3
	
	
	
	
	
	

	intended
	126,700
	160,900
	90,900
	52,700
	54,700
	485,900

	actual
	5,039.15
	17,535.58
	4,848.32
	2,037.53
	48,738.15
	78,198.73

	Project Management
	
	
	
	
	
	

	intended
	47,740
	44,740
	36,140
	35,140
	35140
	198,900

	actual
	18,192.41
	9,262.85
	96,373.10
	167,673.40
	48,819.43
	340,321.19


213. The project has spent 69% of the intended EOP GEF Outcome 1 budget, 86% of intended EOP budget for Outcome 2, and only approx 16% of intended EOP budget for Outcome 3. The difference between intended and actual expenditure for overall project management appears to show that project management is almost 70% overspent. 

214. The amount of GEF funds spent on Outcomes 1 and 2 reflects the project’s focus on implementing activities under these two Outcomes to date. The significant under spend on Outcome 3 reflects the weak focus given to Outcome 3 in project implementation to date. As outlined in Part 5 of this report very few of the MTR targets have been met under Outcome 3.

215. The project management section of the budget was designed to only include the salary of the programme / project manager, a % contribution to PCU support staff and for office expenses and local travel. The costs of the technical advisor were spread over Outcomes 1 and 2 in a somewhat complex arrangement, with no advisory support allocated to Outcome 3.

216. In practice, the salary of the technical advisor, those of local consultants as well as companies’ contractual services have been recorded under the Project Management section of the budget. At least US$466,200 appears to have been recorded under project management, which in the original project budget was intended to be scattered in various percentages across relevant Outcomes.  

217. The MTR was not provided with details of individual line item expenditure, and a detailed project audit was not part of the TOR for this MTR, nor was time allocated for this. However, if the assumption is made that consultancy costs currently recorded under Project Management are in fact costs originally allocated at design to different Outcome budget lines, then at least a portion of the ‘overspend’ may be a recording error rather than an actual ‘overspend’ per se. If all contractual and consultancy fees, except for ‘local consultancy fees’, are removed from the project management line item, this leaves an overspend of US$58,430. This would be almost 30% of the intended total expenditure for project management as opposed to 70%. 

218. Under GEF regulations a 10% flexibility between outcome expenditure is acceptable. A 10% overspend would be US$19,890. It appears at MTR that there is either an unacceptable or highly unacceptable overspend in project management costs! A detailed assessment of project expenditure by UNDP is necessary following MTR to clarify whether this apparent overspend is due to the fact that costs have not been recorded in the manner budgeted for in the project document (ie: a recording error), or whether there has been an unacceptable overspend on project management. If the latter, then UNDP will need to inform GEF and clarify the reasons for the overspend.
219. The absence of consistent and accurate co financing data at MTR limits the extent to which it is possible for the MTR to undertake a detailed assessment of the relative levels of GEF and co-financing, and whether these have been appropriate to achieve intended results under the project, and in line with intended  budgeting of the ‘alternative scenario’. It is possible, however, to look at the overall impact of the project at MTR, as assessed in Parts 5 and 6 of this report, and to make some observations on the extent to which GEF funds are contributing to achieving intended results. Annex 8 gives a summary of the intended distribution of GEF, GOS and other co-financing contributions to achieving overall project outcomes, as outlined in the project document.
220. The project document clearly outlines the role of GEF funding as covering the ‘incremental costs of ensuring that biodiversity management objectives pertaining to IAS are mainstreamed into the production practices of the travel, transport and trade sectors’ which ‘will lead to safeguarding of biodiversity of global importance within Seychelles, as well as improved control of further regional and global spread of IAS’ Government of Seychelles co-financing is to cover the costs of ‘general improvement of quarantine measures’. 
221. As will be shown under Part 5 of this MTR report the project has had a significant impact in strengthening Seychelles capacity to undertake quarantine and border control functions. In so doing it has made a significant contribution to strengthening Seychelles capacity to prevent the entry of IAS to the Seychelles, a key project result. However, it has had a weaker impact in ensuring that border control mechanisms developed under the project adequately address IAS threats to biodiversity to ‘ensure safeguarding of Seychelles’ biodiversity against the threat of introduction and spread of IAS’ and the ‘safeguarding of biodiversity of global importance within Seychelles, as well as improved control of further regional and global spread of IAS.’ Institutional frameworks developed under the project do not effectively support or include Seychelles key environmental management institutions. Legislation drafted by the project does not make adequate provisions for environmental risk analysis within border control, and does not support Seychelles key environmental management institutions in undertaking core IAS management and risk assessment roles. Correspondingly a number of core outputs do not align with the biodiversity conservation objectives of IAS management outlined in Seychelles Sustainable Development Strategy. Overall the project has had very little impact in support of improved co-ordination, networking and partnership between key IAS management organisations in the Seychelles, which is intended as a key overall development impact under the project. 

222. In order to demonstrate by EOP that GEF funds have been used to cover the ‘incremental costs of ensuring that biodiversity management objectives pertaining to IAS are mainstreamed into the production practices of the travel, transport and trade sectors’ considerable further work needs to be done to achieve intended biodiversity conservation outcomes. This is discussed further in the following sections of the report. 
Co Financing 

223. Co financing is a core to the project strategy, as outlined in the project document; baseline and incremental co-financing contributions are integrated within each of the project Outcomes as key to achieving intended impact under those Outcomes. The project was designed with co-financing representing 71% of the incremental cost of the ‘alternative strategy’ in addition to costs associated with the baseline ‘business as usual’ situation. Co-financing of the project’s component Outcomes committed in the project document is as follows, further detail of baseline and incremental cots intended at design is also provided in Annex 8:
Table 4:  Planned co-financing amounts per Outcome

	
	GOS
	Other
	Total

	Outcome 1
	500,000
	380,000
	880,000

	Outcome 2
	1,700,000
	947,624
	2,647,624

	Outcome 3
	275,000
	1,153,000
	1,428,000

	Total
	2,475,000
	2,480,624
	4,955,624


224. At MTR, the data available on the amount of co-financing provided to support the project is incomplete. Co-financing data has not been provided by all agencies and is inconsistent from year to year. Some years government agencies have given information on their total expenditure on biosecurity / IAS management related activities to the project manager. Other years no data was provided. What data there is represents overall estimates of IAS management budgets by partner agencies (ie incremental + baseline costs) and does not reflect the incremental cost of achieving the ‘alternative strategy’ as was intended at design. Annex 3 provides a summary of data available at MTR. 
225. The co-financing data provided in the ‘actual and planned expenditure table’ in Annex 2 presents the data that is available at MTR in the format required by GEF. It should be stressed however that this does not represent a comprehensive picture of co-financing, as data has not been accurately recorded by the project or partner agencies and is not available at MTR. Overall co-financing is likely to be higher than that indicated in table in Annex 2. It is important for the project to establish a more accurate system for measuring and monitoring co-financing to EOP. The lack of accurate and meaningful co-financing data is not however due to a failure by the project manager to try to elicit data from partner agencies. The project manager reported spending significant time trying to elicit data from partner agencies at the end of each year. There appear to be a number of issues resulting in a failure by the project to record co-financing contributions over the life of the project. These include:
· Some organizations are not aware of the co-financing modalities or amounts pledged during project design. This is largely due to  institutional changes, changes in leadership / mandates within the organizations, especially within Government organizations; 
· There is confusion over the starting date of co-financing amounts (as outlined in the 2009 PIR); 

· There is also confusion amongst both project management and some co-financing organisations as to what constitutes ‘co-financing’ in the context of this project. 
· There are no systems in place for recording co-financing contributions throughout the year either by partner agencies or under the project. The project and its partners are therefore faced with a difficult task of trying to work out relevant expenditure from partner agencies overall financial records at the end of each year, these do not always record financial data relevant to IAS management / the project. Annual reporting at the end of each year is also a time when all agencies have numerous reporting responsibilities; time consuming calculations of IAS related expenditure can get overlooked, amongst partner agencies other reporting obligations. The project manager reported a lack of willingness by some partner agencies to release relevant financial data at the end of each year.
· Significant fluctuations
 in the value of the Seychelles Rupee relative to the US$ have also complicated calculations of co-financing that have been attempted by the project. Amounts pledged by some co-financers at project design were in Seychelles Rupees. 

226. In recording co-financing data, project managers and partner agencies have not differentiated between ‘baseline’ and ‘incremental’ co-financing. No records have been kept of ‘incremental’ co-financing contributions to the project and this data is therefore not available at MTR. Although GEF no longer attaches the same importance to incremental cost assessment as was the case at the time of project design, the strategic logic of the ‘alternative strategy’ developed in the project document was based on a comprehensive incremental cost analysis. The co-financing figures ‘proposed’ at design represent only the ‘incremental’ costs, and do not include ‘baseline’ expenditure. 
227. Within the co-financing table in Annex 2, therefore, there is a discrepancy between the ‘actual’ figures which represent baseline + incremental expenditure and what was intended to be encapsulated in the co-financing figure ‘proposed’ at design, which represented only the incremental costs. In the Project Document total baseline costs were estimated to amount to US$15,475,000
. Total incremental costs were calculated as US$4,955,624. The cost matrix from the project document is presented in Annex 8 for reference. If total ‘actual’ expenditure at MTR is compared to total (baseline + increment) expenditure calculated at design we can see that at MTR US$6,476,500 of the EOP estimated co-finance total (baseline + increment) of US$13,540,000 has been recorded
 to date.
228. The MTR originally suggested that there was limited value in completing the co-financing table in Annex 2 because of the lack of accurate data available at MTR and the inconsistency in recording of co-financing over the life of the project. The MTR was concerned that to complete the co-financing table would give the mistaken impression to GEF that data is available / is representative. It is not. However in feedback on the draft report, the UNDP / GEF regional office recommended that the co-financing annex should be completed using the data available. Relevant data that is available at MTR has therefore been entered in to the co-financing table and is attached as Annex 2, with a footnote highlighting the MTR’s concerns over the limitations of this data. Further detail as to what the co-financing figures represent is given in Annex 3.
229. Despite the difficulties faced by the project in recording co-financing contributions, the overall analysis within this MTR demonstrates that there has been considerable support by co-financing partners to the project; in particular time inputs by partner agencies have not been effectively recorded over the life of the project as a US$ cost. Co-financing contributions to the project are therefore likely to be considerably higher than those represented by the figures available at MTR. 
230. Co-financing additional to that identified at design has also been leveraged by the project. This includes NGO, public and private sector support for IAS control and management in the Seychelles. NGOs report that they are now spending between 20-25 % of their financial budget on IAS management. NGO and private sector IAS management initiatives include those by Cousine, Fregate and North private islands who are actively controlling the entry of, and working to prevent the spread of, IAS on their islands, as well as to eradicate IAS present on the islands. Rat eradication work has been undertaken on Denis, North, Cousine, Desroches, Alphonse and Fregate Islands, rat eradication has been undertaken by SIF on Aldabra Atoll as well as eradiation of Mynah birds on North Island and eradication of three invasive bids including red whiskered bulbul on Assumption island. An initiative between North Island and Plant Action Group is working to eradicate some creeper species on North island. SIF is also working to eradicate the ringed neck parakeet on Mahe. Within the public sector, Seychelles customs agency has significantly increased its operational budget to include biosafety and to actively participate in the cost of administering biosafety activities. All border agencies have also contributed to the cost of amending arrivals cards which have been extended under the project to include assessment of IAS risk / biosafety. The Ministry of Health and Bureau of Standards have also increased their support to IAS management. Regional initiatives are also supporting IAS management related activities, such as the funding of the regional fruit fly project in Seychelles under the IAEA project. As indicated in Annex 3, a substantial Euros13,941,479 European Union funded project with the Seychelles Bureau of Standards was initiated during the life of the Mainstreaming Biosecurity project. This includes support for fisheries export regulations and was recorded by project management in 2012 as ‘potential co-financing’ for 2012. However, support for export regulations is not within the scope of preventing and controlling the introduction and spread of IAS within the Seychelles and is not directly relevant to this GEF Mainstreaming Biosecurity project. The MTR does not consider it appropriate to include the Euros 13,941,479 as co-financing ‘leveraged’ by the project. Leveraged resources as defined by the GEF ‘are the additional resources, beyond those committed to the project itself that are mobilized later as a direct result of the project’. The EU Bureau of Standards project was neither initiated as a direct result of the GEF Mainstreaming Biosecurty project nor does it contribute directly to achieve the GEF Mainstreaming Biosecurity Project’s core Outcomes.
231. As recommended in Part 8 of this MTR report, it will be important for project management to work with partners to establish an effective system for recording co-financing inputs to EOP. It would also be useful for UNDP to provide guidance to the project team and partners on co-financing. Recommendation 3 in part 8 of this MTR report highlights the fact that co-financing data needs to be effectively and consistently recorded by the project and partners so that accurate data can be provided to the Terminal Evaluation (TE). Without accurate data the TE will not be able to effectively assess co-financing contributions to the project. 
Processes affecting Project Implementation 

232. As outlined in Part 2 there have been considerable changes to the operational context of project implementation linked to Seychelles economic reform programme and associated restructuring of public sector agencies and reduction in public sector budgets. 

233. In addition to the changes to the overall development context, a number of processes can be seen to have had an affect on project implementation. The project was managed under the Programme Coordinating Unit (PCU) which was a new structure, initiated at the same time as the project itself. Initial delays to project implementation were linked to the need for this new entity to establish operating norms and regulations and to ensure that these met the needs of GOS and UNDP. It was necessary for PCU to establish operational procedures for the selection and recruitment of contractors before project implementation could start. Extended delays were also due to changing personnel in the Executing Agency of the PCU, the Department of Environment, as well as huge cuts in staff at the Department of Environment. The project itself was also without a project manager for several months at the end of the first year of operation, relying on consultants to carry project momentum forward.

234. Initial implementation of project activities has also been affected by significant fluctuations in the value of the Seychelles Rupee against the US$. Over the first two years of project implementation the Seychelles Rupee (SR) devalued against the US$ (from 5.5 SR to 1 US$ during preparation of project (2005-2007) to a high of 18RS against 1 US$ end 2008 to around 13.5SR against 1US$ in August 2009) This affected local expenditure including salary levels of local staff, which in the initial year of project implementation were at a third of those budgeted in US$ in the Project Document.
Monitoring & Evaluation Implementation
	Summary Rating 

Implementation of Monitoring and Evaluation
	Moderately Satisfactory


235. Project monitoring has been undertaken regularly by the project team. As was seen in Part 3 of this MTR report the Monitoring and Evaluation Plan in the Project document sets out standard monitoring and evaluation procedures and UNDP /GEF reporting requirements. It also allocates responsibility and a provisional budget for monitoring and evaluation. This was reviewed at the project inception workshop. Annex IV of the Inception Report includes a combined ‘Revised Monitoring and Evaluation Budget and Timing’ for the Mainstreaming Biosecurity and Mainstreaming Biodiversity projects. No major changes were made to the structure of monitoring and evaluation or budget at inception.

236.  Annual Project Reports (APR) and Project Implementation Reviews (PIR) are key elements of project monitoring and were undertaken systematically by the project manager, with useful input from the technical advisor and from UNDP Country and Regional offices. The Annual Project (APR) report is a UNDP requirement and part of UNDP’s Country Office (CO) monitoring and project management.  It is a self-assessment report by project management to the CO and provides input to the country office reporting process. The project’s annual reports were informative, completed on time and provide a useful self assessment of project progress. 

237. Project Implementation Review (PIR) is an annual monitoring process required by the GEF. PIR are an important management and monitoring tool for project managers. PIR reports have been completed on time by the project manager and are thorough, providing useful self assessment information. PIR are completed at the same time as the annual project report, as part of the same annual review process.  

238. The weakness of the indicators (OVIs) selected at design has however affected the usefulness of the APR and the PIR as monitoring and evaluation tools. As seen in Part 3, the majority of indicators do not meet the SMART criteria and do not provide project management with an effective means of measuring project impact and progress relative to intended results and outcomes. The weakness of the OVIs significantly limits the extent to which the project team can effectively assess and measure project progress and impact.

239. Routine monitoring activities under the project included the preparation of quarterly project process reports by project manager. These were presented to Project Steering Committee (PSC) meetings. The quarterly PSC meetings reviewed both the Mainstreaming Biosecurity and the Mainstreaming Biodiversity Projects as intended in design. The PSC meetings have helped to provide a high level strategic advisory and review forum. 

240. A major flaw in monitoring and evaluation of the project is the delay in undertaking the mid term evaluation/review. This was scheduled to be held in June 2010 but was not in fact commissioned until November 2012. The late timing of the MTR significantly limits the extent to which the Mainstreaming Biosecurity Project can use the MTR to guide achievement of intended project results before EOP. The original end of project date is two months after the MTR was commissioned.

241. These MTR considers that the self assessment ratings given in PIR, IAS tracking tool, and the APR by project management are very optimistic. However, it is clear why project management felt that the project was performing so well. The project has remained focussed on building the capacity of Seychelles quarantine agency and international border control system, which it is doing effectively. However strengthening border control and strengthening Seychelles Agriculture Agency, although a key component of the project, does not on its own achieve the intended overall project results. The weaknesses in the logframe OVIs have not helped to guide the project team in assessing key project impacts and do not adequately reflect intended Output, Outcome and Objective impact. The late commissioning of the MTR has also meant that these issues were not picked up earlier in project implementation. The self assessment ratings therefore reflect the project’s own assessment of its impact on the path on which it started, to increase the capacity of the Plant and Animal Health Section of Seychelles Agriculture Agency and to strengthen border control.  

242. One area of the project monitoring and evaluation plan that has not been adequately addressed to date is the publication and dissemination of lessons learned studies; a budget of US$15,000 (average US$3,000 per year) was allocated to this. This could be usefully developed as part of awareness raising support under Outcome 3 in the remaining life of the project.

243. Project monitoring has included reporting under the GEF BD II tracking tool and specifically the Invasive Alien Species Tracking Tool. The IAS Tracking Tool monitors progress in the achievement of Outcome 2.3 of the GEF-5
 biodiversity strategy: “improved management frameworks to prevent, control, and manage invasive alien species”. 

244. The Tracking Tool addresses four main issues:  

· National Coordination Mechanism;

· IAS National Strategy Development and Implementation;

· Policy Framework to Support IAS Management; and

· IAS Strategy Implementation: Prevention, Early Detection, Assessment and Management.

245. These issues are all central to the Mainstreaming Biosecurity Project, and all are currently areas needing more effective support under the project. In particular the need to ensure that there is an effective ‘national coordination mechanism’ and that the policy and strategy do actually have a beneficial and sustainable impact. The MTR’s assessment of project performance against the GEF IAS Tracking Tool is appended as Annex 1. 

Continued Project Relevance to the Strategic Objectives of GEF and UNDP

246. The Objectives and Outcomes of the Mainstreaming Biosecurity Project continue to contribute strongly to GEF Strategic Objectives under GEF 5 and to UNDP’s Country programme for the Seychelles 2012 to 2016.

247. UNDP places a strong emphasis on aligning its support with national strategic priorities, policies and plans. The 2012 - 2016 Country Programme aims to ensure national ownership of all projects and effective integration with ongoing government reform programmes. Of three priority areas the second country priority is to ‘Promote Environmental Sustainability in Seychelles’ Under Outcome 2 the Country Programme target is that ‘by 2016, the governance systems, use of technologies and practices and financing mechanisms that promote environmental, energy and climate-change adaptation have been mainstreamed into national development plans’. The Outcome indicator is the ‘area of terrestrial and marine ecosystems under improved management or heightened conservation status increased by 50 per cent by end of 2016’. There is a strong focus under Outcome 2 on capacity development within the Department of Environment as well as on support for environmental NGOs. A key strategic area of support is the development of institutional and legal frameworks and policies to improve and enforce environmental laws and regulations. Under this outcome UNDP also aims to promote synergies and public-private partnerships.

248. The Mainstreaming Biosecurity Project’s overall development rationale continues to support the strategic objectives of UNDP’s 2012 – 2016 country programme. However, as will be seen in Part 5 of this MTR report, the MTR has highlighted a number of key issues which also influence the extent to which the project is meeting UNDP Country Programme strategic priorities. These include:

·  the need to ensure that project Outputs and Outcomes support and closely align with Seychelles Sustainable Development Strategy (SSDS). 

· the need to ensure that institutional and legal frameworks supported under the project increase Seychelles capacity to reduce environmental threats posed by IAS, and support improved co-ordination between key IAS management organisations in the Seychelles, within an integrated management framework. 

249. The Mainstreaming Biosecurity Project’s development rationale also continues to align closely with GEF strategic priorities under GEF 5. The project falls under Outcome 2.3 of Objective 2 within the Biodiversity Focal Area of GEF 5.

250. The goal of the biodiversity focal area under GEF 5 is for the conservation and sustainable use of biodiversity and the maintenance of ecosystem goods and services. To achieve this goal, the biodiversity strategy has five objectives:

1. Improve the sustainability of protected area systems;

2. Mainstream biodiversity conservation and sustainable use into production landscapes/ seascapes and sectors;

3. Build capacity to implement the Cartagena Protocol on Biosafety;

4. Build capacity on access to genetic resources and benefit-sharing; and

5. Integrate CBD obligations into national planning processes through enabling activities.

251. Under Objective 2, ‘mainstream biodiversity conservation and sustainable use into production landscapes/ seascapes and sectors’, Outcome 2.3 is ‘Improved management frameworks to prevent, control and manage invasive alien species’
252. The project clearly falls under Outcome 2.3. GEF 5 places a strong emphasis on support for the development of regulatory and management frameworks to prevent, control and manage IAS. It supports interventions that systemically address IAS management, emphasizing the importance of a risk management approach, focusing on the highest risk invasion pathways. Priority is given to measures that reduce the impact of invasive species on the environment, including through prevention of new incursions, early detection and institutional frameworks that can respond rapidly to new incursions. The GEF 5 target is that ‘Eighty-percent (80%) of projects meet or exceed their target for a fully operational and effective IAS management framework’

253. The project’s Outcomes and Objective clearly continue to be closely aligned with GEF 5’s strategic objectives and particularly Outcome 2.3. The Seychelles archipelago is a repository of globally significant biodiversity; part of the Global Conservation Hotspot of Madagascar and the Indian Ocean Islands. The project aims to strengthen IAS management systems and overall institutional capacity for effective IAS management to reduce the impact of IAS on Seychelles biodiversity. GEF support is to cover ‘the incremental costs of ensuring that biodiversity management objectives pertaining to IAS are mainstreamed into the production practices of the travel, transport and trade sectors…expanding the management paradigm, to improve risk management (risk identification and action prioritisation), interception systems and private sector involvement’. The development rationale for Global Environment Fund (GEF) support to the project is to ‘ensure safeguarding of Seychelles’ biodiversity against the threat of introduction and spread of IAS, and hence an improved conservation status and ecological integrity of globally important ecosystems and habitats, including globally endangered species’. 

254. In order to achieve intended project outcomes, however, and to contribute to the GEF target of being part of the 80% of projects which meet or exceed their intended results, project  implementation must establish a clear focus on achieving intended overall project results as outlined in the ‘normative solution’ in the project document. Key issues at MTR include the need for the project to ensure Outputs and Outcomes achieve biodiversity conservation results and the need to change current project direction in order to support integrated IAS management systems and multi-sector partnerships. Issues and solutions are examined in detail in Parts 5, 6, 7 and 8 of this MTR report. 

Continued relevance to National Strategic Objectives

255. As was outlined in Part 2, there have been considerable changes to the development context in the Seychelles since project design. The country has undergone a major economic reform programme involving significant restructuring of public sector agencies. This has resulted in a number of changes to the institutional context of IAS management in the Seychelles. At project design the Seychelles policy framework for environmental management was embedded in the Seychelles Environmental Management Plan (EMPS) under the Ministry of Environment and Natural Resources (MNRE). The Mainstreaming Biosecurity Project was designed to support the Seychelles in implementing core elements of the EMPS.  

256. The EMPS has now been superseded by the Seychelles Sustainable Development Strategy (SSDS). The Mainstreaming Biosecurity Project’s Objective, Outcomes and intended development impact continue to align with and support the SSDS. However at MTR a number of adaptations need to be made to project direction and to strategic documents developed under the project in order to realign these with the SSDS.
257. The SSDS presents a multi-sectoral sustainable development vision for the Seychelles for the next 8 years. IAS management features strongly under the Biodiversity and Forestry chapter of the SSDS where it is listed as a key challenge and principle, and is specified in a number of the strategic actions.  ‘The adoption of appropriate measures to prevent introduction, spread, and impact of invasive alien species’ is listed as one of six guiding principles within this chapter. It establishes a Biodiversity and Forestry Action Plan for the Seychelles with IAS management falling under two of the core Goals and three of the Strategic Activities. Lead IAS management responsibilities are allocated to a range of relevant agencies including the Department of Environment, Seychelles National Parks Authority, Seychelles Agriculture Agency and relevant NGOs. Relevant Goals, Objectives and Activities within the Biodiversity and Forestry chapter of the SSDS are as follows:
Goal 1: Conserve and manage terrestrial and aquatic biodiversity to ensure sustainable use and equitable benefits to the people

Strategic Objective: To develop strategies to conserve, restore and sustainably manage important biodiversity areas which are outside the protected area network, 

Activity 5: Control and manage Alien Invasive Species in areas/ islands rich in biodiversity or potentially sites for development of natural sanctuaries. The agencies listed as responsible are: SNPA and NGOs and the result desired is ‘eradication of IAS’. 

Activity 6: Develop a Biosecurity Act and enforcement of biosecurity regulations. The agencies listed as responsible are: DOE, DNR and SAA

Activity 7: Develop and enact a Biodiversity Act. Revision of existing legislation; Updated legislation; Better enforcement. The agencies listed as responsible are: AGs, DOE (All partners) 

Goal 3: Achieve sustainable forest management using an ecosystem approach which further strengthens ecosystem services

Strategic Objective: Review and integrate existing forestry management practices within an overall sustainable forest management framework 

Activity 7 is: Control of invasive species within plantation forests. The agencies responsible are listed as SNPA and District Communities, the result desired is ‘Better management of plantations’ and ‘Forest plantations with invasive species under control’ and ‘Reduced alien invasive species in forest plantations’ 

Goal 3: Achieve sustainable forest management using an ecosystem approach which further strengthens ecosystem services

Strategic Objective: Develop and implement forest rehabilitation and restoration programme 

Activity 3 is: To remove Alien Invasive Species. The agencies responsible are SNPA, TRASS and PCA and the desired results ‘Habitats dominated by native species’ and ‘Reduced number of alien invasive species in forest plantations’

Activity 6 is: ‘To protect and manage watersheds’ with one of the desired results being ‘Removal of Alien Invasive Species along catchment areas’ 

258. Biosecurity / IAS Management does not feature strongly in any of the other chapters of the SSDS. Reference is made to biosecurity in the Agriculture and Food Security chapter but it is not listed as a key challenge or principle and is not cited as a specific action in any of the strategic actions identified in this chapter. Invasive species are also listed as one of a number of issues relevant to the need for improved co-ordination between the fisheries and tourism sectors within the chapter on Fisheries and Marine Resources and are listed as a cross sectoral issue that needs to be addressed within the chapter on Education for Sustainability.

259. The Mainstreaming Biosecurity Project has a clear focus on achieving biodiversity conservation outcomes and on strengthening Seychelles IAS management capacity for more effective prevention and control of IAS threats. The project document continues to align with and support the relevant Strategic Objectives within the Biodiversity and Forestry chapter of the SSDS. The development rationale for GEF support to the project is to ‘ensure safeguarding of Seychelles biodiversity against the threat of introduction and spread of IAS’. 

260. However, as outlined in Part 5 of this MTR report actual project results do not fully support and align with the SSDS. In particular the institutional framework outlined in the Biosecurity Strategy and implied in the draft Biosecurity Bill does not align with and support the institutional responsibilities and mandates of the Department of Environment and Seychelles National Parks Authority outlined in the SSDS. The project should help to establish an integrated institutional framework for IAS management which supports ‘ecosystem-based partnerships for IAS inventory, monitoring and controls, both within the ENGO community and between it and the Government’ as intended in project design and as put forward in the SSDS. 

PART FIVE: Achievement of Project Results
261. A result is defined by GEF as ‘a describable or measurable development change resulting from a cause-and-effect relationship’. A GEF mid term review focuses on development change at the Outcome level. It assesses the project’s progress towards achieving Outcome level results, through the component Outputs, activities and implementation approach, examining progress towards achieving the overall Objective. 

262. Outcome ‘results’ are evaluated according to their ‘relevance ‘, ‘effectiveness’ and ‘efficiency’. Part 6 of the MTR report then goes on to look at the likelihood that the project will achieve sustainable impacts, in line with intended development results. Part 8 provides a series of Recommendations to help increase the likelihood of achieving intended results by EOP. 

Project Goal and Objective
263. The Goal towards which the Mainstreaming Biosecurity Project aims to contribute is: ‘The functional integrity of terrestrial and coastal ecosystems of the Seychelles is secured and provides a base for sustainable development.’ As was outlined in Part 3, the project shares this long term development goal with its sister project which is aimed at ‘Mainstreaming Biodiversity Management into Production Sector Activities’.

264. The Mainstreaming Biosecurity Project’s Objective is: ‘Increased capacities to prevent and control the introduction and spread of Invasive Alien Species through Trade, Travel and Transport across the Production landscape’. This is the overall result that the project aims to achieve by EOP. 
	Objective: 
‘Increased capacities to prevent and control the introduction and spread of Invasive Alien Species through Trade, Travel and Transport across the Production landscape
	Indicators

· Well functioning national IAS inspection and quarantine system in place that functions across all production sectors of the country.

· No up-grading or addition of threatened or vulnerable species from Seychelles on IUCN red list of threatened species due to effects of IAS.


265. As has been discussed in Part Three of this report, the MTR has found the Objective level indicators (OVIs) to be weak. They are not specific, measurable, relevant and time-bound (SMART), are not comprehensive in that they do not cover all areas of intended project impact, and they do not provide the means necessary to measure results and impact. The weakness of the indicators is aggravated by the generic nature of the Objective statement, ‘Increased capacities’ needs qualifying and quantifying, the indicators should provide the means to measure the level and type of ‘increase in capacities’ that the project aims to achieve.  

266. Objective level OVIs and associated targets should enable measurement of progress towards achieving the overall development results intended under the project. These are clearly summarised in the ‘Normative Solution’ and ‘Alternative Strategy’ within the descriptive of the project document. Objective level OVIs should reflect the overall capacity building impact that achievement of the combined Outcomes and project implementation approach will achieve. The current Objective level OVIs in the logical framework do not do this.
267. The first indicator relates to aspects of Outcome 1 and to Outcome 2. Improving national capacity to prevent the entry of IAS in to the Seychelles is a core project focus; increasing the capacity of the ‘national IAS inspection and quarantine system’ is essential to achieve this. As will be seen in the analysis of Outcomes below, the project has contributed significantly to increase the capacity of agencies responsible for IAS inspection and quarantine, including improved co-ordination between quarantine and border control agencies. However, the project’s Objective is not only to establish effective IAS inspection and quarantine systems. It is to increase capacities to ‘prevent and control the introduction and spread of IAS’.  This is a much broader development result
. 
268. The second Objective level indicator aims to capture the impact of more efficient IAS management measures on biodiversity. This indicator is based on the rationale that with efficient prevention and control of IAS, the impacts on biodiversity should be greatly reduced and there would therefore be ‘No up-grading or addition of threatened or vulnerable species from Seychelles on IUCN red list of threatened species due to effects of IAS’. However, this indicator makes a number of assumptions and on its own is not adequate to demonstrate overall project impact across all key areas of intended project results. No upgrading of the IUCN red list could be an indication of weak monitoring systems within the Seychelles to identify threatened species, and / or a lack of capacity to assess IAS impact on threatened or vulnerable species. Although there has not been any upgrading of the IUCN red list at the time of the MTR, this is not, on its own an adequate indicator of Objective level impact. If it is to be used, other indicators need to be included which capture a) the effectiveness of IAS prevention and control systems in the Seychelles and b) active and effective monitoring and assessment of threatened species and of IAS impacts on native biodiversity. 
269. Despite the absence of SMART indicators, the MTR can base an assessment of progress towards achieving Objective level impact on analysis of the impact of combined Outcome level results to date, and on an analysis of the extent to which these are working to achieve intended overall development results as outlined in project document. The project document summarises the development results that ‘increased capacities’ at the Objective level are intended to achieve by EOP in its outline of the ‘Normative Solution’: This states that:
 ‘The country will have developed strong institutional capacities to prevent the entry of new IAS into the country that pose a risk to biodiversity, and thus will have improved the level of security for native species threatened by potential new IAS. In particular, strengthened capacities will be in place for a) assessing the relative risks posed by the different pathways for entry; and b) instituting effective inspection programmes to minimise entry of IAS by the identified pathways. Production activities the trade, travel and transport sectors will have been adapted, to improve controls. This will be driven both by regulatory enforcement, and voluntary action by businesses. There will have been an attitudinal shift amongst the citizenry concerning the importance of IAS controls, which are presently seen as needlessly punitive. Measures to halt the inter-island spread of IAS already established on some islands will be formalized and put in place, and monitoring systems will be assessing their efficacy, and inform management actions. Finally, control and eradication schemes for IAS will be undertaken with full access to knowledge on the efficacy and costs of different treatment options, and with access to a community of practice constituted by local experts, but with ready access to international expertise’

270. The conclusion at MTR is that the project is a long way from achieving the Normative Solution and from achieving intended Objective level development impacts. The project has contributed significantly to increasing the capacity of the Plant and Animal Health Section (PAHS) of Seychelles Agriculture Agency (SAA), a key national institution for quarantine and border control. It has also helped to strengthen the overall border control system for preventing the entry of IAS at international borders, including strengthening the capacity of PAHS, customs, immigration, civil aviation and ports authorities to work together to address biosecurity threats at international borders. This is a key result for the project. However, the project has not yet effectively incorporated measures to address IAS risks on Seychelles’ biodiversity within border control systems. Key outputs under Outcomes 1 and 2 do not currently support the achievement of biodiversity conservation results. The project has also not yet achieved the broader results intended of establishing: ‘improved cross-sectoral, institutional cooperation systems, coupled with stakeholder participation schemes’ which ‘will lead to a better deployment of funds and human resources’, in fact a key strategic and regulatory documents developed under Outcome 1 work against this result. Considerable further work needs to be done prior to EOP in order to establish a well co-ordinated and integrated IAS management framework for the Seychelles that achieves intended project impact and aligns with Seychelles Sustainable Development Strategy (SSDS).
271. At the time of the MTR two of the risks and assumptions at the Project Objective level are affecting the relevance of associated indicators.  One of the Objective level assumptions is that ‘red lists of threatened species continue to be updated’ At MTR, this was reported by stakeholder not to be the case.  Red lists are not regularly updated and assessment processes do not effectively monitor the impact of IAS on threatened species. As discussed above, this renders obsolete the Objective level OVI that there has been ‘no up-grading or addition of threatened or vulnerable species from Seychelles on IUCN red list of threatened species due to effects of IAS’. The assumption that ‘Collected fees from Biosecurity Service are used for own recurrent costs’ is also not met at MTR.  PAHS are not currently able to retain fees to cover their own recurrent costs, for biosecurity work and there is no indication at MTR that this situation is likely to change prior to EOP. 

272. The fact that two key risks and assumptions are not met at the Objective level further underlines the importance of revising OVIs so that these are SMART and appropriate to the changed development context at MTR.

273. The following sections evaluate the results achieved to date under each of the project’s three Outcomes. Results are evaluated and rated according to their relevance, effectiveness and efficiency. The overall Outcome rating can not be higher than the lowest rating on relevance and effectiveness. 

274. The analysis compares the activities, processes and Outputs supported to date with those intended at project inception. It assesses the likely development impact of project activities and Outputs and the likelihood that intended Outcomes will be achieved by EOP.  The assessment takes in to consideration challenges that project implementers have faced and the approach that they have used to achieve outputs, assessing also the ‘risks and assumptions’ made by the project design team. Any key issues are highlighted.  

275. Under GEF 4 evaluators should assess project outcomes against the Project Document and LFA plans, using the indicators identified at design
. As outlined in Part 3 of this MTR, the Outcome level indicators identified at project design are also weak and do not meet the SMART criteria required for effective monitoring and evaluation. The assessment of ‘relevance’, ‘effectiveness’ and ‘efficiency’ follows the structure of the LFA, and assesses progress against the OVI indicators. However the significant weakness of the indicators is taken in to consideration in assessing the impact of project activities and Outputs to date and the likelihood that these will support achievement of Outcomes before EOP, in line with the intended impacts, as described in the Project Document.  

Outcome 1 MTR Rating



	Summary Rating 
	Moderately Satisfactory 


	Outcome 1

Policy and Regulatory framework for effective control of the introduction and spread of IAS in place
	Indicators

· New overarching and comprehensive Policy on IAS implemented

· New legislation which conforms with international standards is enacted for IAS prevention, control and management

· Amount spent from non-government sector on IAS control and management

· Travelling public, tourism operators, importers and shipping agents (are) aware of risks of IAS and need for biosecurity 




Source: Project logical framework

Background and Summary of Results Achieved to Date

276. Outcome 1 aims to strengthen the policy and regulatory framework for effective control of the introduction and spread of IAS. It has four component outputs:

277. Output 1.1 supports the development of ‘a comprehensive IAS policy……to guide the effective prevention and control of the introduction and spread of IAS’. 

278. Output 1.2 is to amend the national legislative framework dealing with IAS and to bring it in line with international standards. 

279. Output 1.3 puts in place a cost recovery system for the ‘Biosecurity Service’ (to be established under Outcome 2). 

280. Output 1.4 develops and implements a National Communication Plan / Public Awareness Strategy on IAS management in order to ‘raise stakeholder awareness of the importance and need for the prevention of the introduction of IAS into the country and control of establishment and spread within the country’. Under Output 1.4 the project will also implement ‘targeted awareness programmes for different audiences on IAS, with a view to engendering attitudinal change.’ 

281. A considerable amount of work has been undertaken to date under Outcome 1, focussed in particular on Outputs 1.1, 1.2 and 1.3. Awareness raising support under 1.4 has largely targeted the travelling public; the national communication plan has not yet been developed. 69% of the GEF budget for Outcome 1 has been spent at MTR. Key project contributions under Outcome 1 include: 

· Design of a national Biosecurity Policy and Strategy. The Policy has been approved by Cabinet and distributed to relevant stakeholders. The Strategy has been signed off by the Minister of Environment and Energy and the Minister of Natural Resources and Industry.
· Drafting of a national Biosecurity Bill by legal consultants, consultation on the Bill with the Biosecurity Committee, working group members and revision of the Bill based on consultations. Submission to the draft Bill to the AGs Office, WTO Members, and the WTO negotiating team of the Ministry of Finance for vetting to ensure WTO compliance. 

· Drafting of related Biosecurity regulations: Animal and Plant Biosecurity (Animal) Regulations, Animal and Plant Biosecurity (Plant) Regulations, Animal and Plant Biosecurity (Invasive Alien Species, Animal and Plant Biosecurity (Fees and Charges) Regulations and Regulations prescribing forms. First drafts are currently being finalised by the legal consultants and were not available for review at MTR.

· Establishment of a National Biosecurity Committee and consolidation of its advisory role within national legislation.

· Economic valuation of the influence of invasive alien species on the Seychelles economy.

· Design and installation of Biosecurity Posters at the airport as part of awareness raising measures targeted at international travellers and the placing of adverts in Air Seychelles in-flight magazine (paid for 3 months). A Biosecurity notice has also been posted on  in Seychelles Tourism Board website (http://www.seychelles.travel/en/plan_your_visit/bio-security.php). The Biosecurity Strategy includes an Objective to develop and implement ‘a targeted IAS Communications Strategy’, also included as a strategic action, but no work has yet been supported under the project towards this strategic objective.
Summary of results achieved against OVIs in the logical framework

282. The Outputs supported to date under Outcome 1 have followed the framework of Outputs established in the project document and logical framework. Outputs 1.1 and 1.2 work towards establishing an overall Policy and legislative framework for IAS management in the Seychelles, however, as will be shown in the following analysis, their relevance and effectiveness need to be strengthened in a number of key areas to support the achievement of positive development outcomes before EOP. The work done in support of Output 1.3 has developed a framework for a cost recovery system for the Seychelles quarantine and border control agency. However the actual establishment of a cost recovery system is beyond the direct influence of the project and has not yet been achieved. Project activities in support of Output 1.4 have focussed on the travelling public these are useful in helping to raise the awareness of the travelling public about Biosecurity issues. However, considerable further work needs to be done to achieve the intended development impact under Output 1.4. 

283. Outcome 1 had four Objectively Verifiable Indicators (OVIs) with associated MTE and EOP Targets, each OVI related directly to its associated output.  The OVIs are as follows:

	Objectively Verifiable Indicator (OVI)
	MTE Target
	EOP Target

	New overarching and comprehensive Policy of IAS implemented
	IAS Policy developed
	Policy Implemented

	New legislation which conforms with international standards is enacted for IAS prevention, control and management
	New comprehensive legislation conforming to international standards prepared
	Laws enacted and implemented; All IAS inspection, treatment and destruction activities are legally supported

	Amount spent from non-government sector IAS control and management
	75% of IAS control and eradication financed by Government
	50% of IAS control and management financed by non government 

	Travelling public, tourism operators and shipping agents aware of risks of IAS and need for biosecurity
	40% of travelling public and 66% of risk commodity importers, agents and tourism operators aware of risks of IAS and need for Biosecurity
	75% of travelling public and 66% of risk commodity importers, agents and tourism operators aware of risks of IAS and need for Biosecurity


284. Part 3 of this MTR report assesses the design of the logical framework and associated OVIs, it concludes that the majority of the OVIs for Outcome 1 do not meet the criteria of being Specific, Measurable, Achievable, Relevant and Time bound (SMART).  

285. The first OVI under Outcome 1 is basically a reiteration of Output 1.1 statement. At MTR it would be true to say that the Target ‘IAS Policy developed’ has been met. The following analysis of relevance and effectiveness shows that the Policy is overarching and fairly comprehensive, although Policy guidance on environmental aspects of IAS management is weak. It has been approved by Cabinet but is not yet being ‘implemented’, in that IAS management agencies do not currently use, monitor achievement of or report against the Policy.

286. The second OVI under Outcome 1 is again in large part a reiteration of the Output 1.2 statement. However, it is specific measurable, achievable and, when taken alongside the Targets, time bound (SMART). The MTR Target has been met in that legislation has been prepared and a final draft submitted to the AG’s office. The legislation has a strong focus on IAS control at Seychelles international borders and on quarantine control systems. The Biosecurity Agency cited in the legislation is given legal mandate for all IAS management issues in the Seychelles. The following analysis of relevance and effectiveness shows that this institutional framework is not appropriate and does not support the achievement of intended development results, particularly not biodiversity conservation outcomes. The legislation also does not give adequate provision to address IAS threats to biodiversity, including for control and management of IAS in the 50% of the Seychelles that is national parks.

287. As outlined under Part 3 of this report the third OVI under Outcome 1 is not a useful indicator of project impact. An OVI at the Outcome level should provide a measure of the extent to which the project has supported increased financial sustainability; the % measures of the source of IAS control and eradication financing do not effectively demonstrate financial sustainability of IAS management systems. A decrease in % amounts committed by government may merely reflect inadequate public sector funding of core IAS management activities, and / or reduced public sector budgets. At MTR the majority of funding for IAS border control and quarantine services comes solely from central government; funding for eradication and control work is part government, part NGO and part international project funded. There is no national system for measuring overall IAS prevention and control budgets and spending
. 

288. The fourth OVI under Outcome 1 aims to capture the development impact of Output 1.4 by measuring whether the ‘Travelling public, tourism operators, importers and shipping agents (are) aware of risks of IAS and need for biosecurity.’ In the absence of a national monitoring system on the impact of national awareness raising campaigns, the project has found this OVI extremely difficult to measure effectively.  Output 1.4 aims to support and the establishment of a national communication plan / public awareness strategy on IAS management and an associated monitoring and evaluation system. This would provide a strategic approach through which to monitor whether public awareness campaigns are being effective. However at MTR no national public awareness and communication strategy is in place, nor is there a monitoring and evaluation system to measure ‘attitudinal change’. At MTR therefore this indicator is not a particularly useful or achievable measure of project impact. 

289. Outcome 1 includes a significant number of key Outputs that affect other Outcomes and overall project impact. It has been a core focus of project activities to date. Due to the potential impact of Outputs under Outcome 1 on the achievement of overall project results, the following analysis looks in detail at the relevance and effectiveness of each Output. It draws on the analysis of the OVIs above to assess overall progress towards achieving intended development impacts. MTR targets are assessed; however the project is well over ‘mid term’ and is in fact near to its original EOP date. The analysis therefore also looks at the likelihood that results achieved to date will lead to achievement of the intended EOP Outcome.
Evaluation and Rating of Relevance, Effectiveness and Efficiency

Relevance

	Summary Rating 
	Moderately Satisfactory 


290. The relevance of project Outputs is assessed in relation to the likelihood that Outputs and activities supported under the project to date will bring about a positive EOP development impact, in line with the intended project rationale and intended Outcome results.  

The Biosecurity Policy 

291. The Biosecurity Policy Statement is concise and contains relevant definition, scope, objective and policy statements. The Policy Statement places a strong emphasis on the need for risk analyses to support IAS management. Six of the eight policy statements highlight the need for risk analysis. This is highly relevant
; however, none of the Policy statements include the need for environmental risk analysis to determine potential IAS impacts on biodiversity. 

292. Policy statement 7 is highly relevant. It underlines the fact that to be implemented and to have a development impact the Biosecurity Policy will need to be incorporated in to ‘focused sectoral strategies for human health, animal and plant health and the environment’. It recognises the fact that ‘specific sectors will implement their specific strategies’ and that there needs to be ‘substantial contribution from NGOs, civil societies and other partners’. The relevance of Policy Statement 7 was underlined during the MTR. None of the organisations consulted during the MTR will directly implement the Biosecurity Policy per se; they clarified that it would only become directly relevant to their operational planning and strategic goals if pertinent elements of the Biosecurity Policy are incorporated within their own sectoral Policies and Strategies. This will be discussed in more detail below under the analysis of Policy and Strategy ‘effectiveness’.

293. Policy Statement 8 is also highly relevant to this context of multi-sector and multi-agency responsibility for IAS management. The fact that ‘The Government of Seychelles recognises that the implementation of the biosecurity services and enhancement of the biosecurity status can be effective only when all Government bodies work together with the private sector and civil society in strategic alignment’ is again highly relevant to achieving intended project results. This need for a relevant and effective institutional framework to support multi-sectoral and multi-agency involvement in IAS management is discussed in more detail below under the analysis of Policy and Strategy ‘effectiveness.’ It is core to achieving positive development results under the Project before EOP. 

294. Policy Statement 6 ‘Protection of Seychelles Unique Biodiversity’ is rather weak. Given the importance of effective IAS management for biodiversity, this should be a clear and strong section of the Policy. The only policy ‘guidance’ provided under this policy objective is in the phrase: ‘risk based internal biosecurity measures is essential to contain and manage the biosecurity risks in country’.  This statement does not provide adequate policy guidance on the gravity of IAS risks to Seychelles biodiversity, nor on key policy direction. It is in fact misleading. Risks to biodiversity must be assessed as part of Biosecurity risk assessments for prevention of entry of IAS, not only ‘to contain and manage the biosecurity risks in country’. The relevance of Policy Statement 6 to a wide range of sectors in the Seychelles should also be clearer. 

295. The second OVI under Output 1.1 points to the importance of the ‘Economic Valuation of the Influence of IAS’ to the design of the Policy. It states: ‘present and potential damage of IAS on Seychelles biodiversity and economy valued and used in underpinning IAS Policy’. The Policy Statement overall could have been more strongly ‘underpinned’ by an analysis and valuation of ‘present and potential damage of IAS on Seychelles biodiversity and economy.’ This should have been captured much more clearly in Policy Statement 6 and could have been underlined more clearly in the references to risk analysis in Policy Statements 1 to 5. Doing so would have helped to strengthen overall Policy impacts towards achieving the Project’s Objective and relevant SSDS Objectives. It would also have helped to underline the relevance of the Biosecurity Policy to a wide range of national development strategies across a wide range of sectors including trade, travel, tourism, environment, fisheries and agriculture.

The National Invasive Alien Species (Biosecurity) Strategy for Seychelles 2011 – 2015 

296. The National IAS (Biosecurity) Strategy for Seychelles 2011-2015 provides comprehensive guidance on IAS management actions and approaches for the Seychelles. It includes analysis of the potential impacts of IAS on Seychelles biodiversity and outlines science based risk analysis strategies to assess risks across all relevant areas, including environmental risks. It is however more of an overall guideline document on key actions that need to be taken, than a ‘strategy’ per se. 

297. To be relevant, and effective, a strategy needs to be implemented. A strategy document therefore needs to provide clear guidance on how strategic actions will be undertaken and how strategic objectives will be achieved, either within the document itself or within an associated implementation plan. The National IAS (Biosecurity) Strategy for Seychelles 2011-2015 outlines a large number of relevant strategic actions however it does not provide a clear strategy for their implementation. To be strategically ‘relevant’ and to achieve the project’s long term development objectives, this needs to be addressed before EOP. Development of an integrated implementation strategy across sectors and across Government, NGO and private sector organisations would also help to meet Policy statements 7 and 8.

298.  The MTR has significant concerns over the relevance, and effectiveness, of the institutional framework proposed in the Strategy. The ‘Institutional Framework’ section of the Strategy document is extremely short, comprising only four paragraphs and one diagram. It refers to the need for a ‘single overarching authority in the domain of IAS management’ in the Seychelles and identifies the Plant and Animal Health Section (PAHS) of the Seychelles Agricultural Agency (SAA) as this single, overarching ‘National Biosecurity Agency’.

299. PAHS has an agricultural support and quarantine control function under SAA. It is a relevant agency to co-ordinate quarantine and international border control aspects of Biosecurity, but it does not have the capacity or mandate to address biodiversity impacts of IAS. PAHS also does not currently have the institutional capacity or resources to be responsible for ‘coordinating’ all other sectoral agencies involvement in IAS prevention, control and eradication. The MTR concludes that it is not the relevant agency to take on this role and that this in turn has significant implications on its likely effectiveness in achieving intended project development results, particularly biodiversity conservation results.

300. The Strategy recognises that ‘the SAA’s focus is on agriculture and yet its (proposed) role with regard to IAS has significant bearing upon the environment portfolio.’ The Strategy proposes the ‘Biosecurity Committee’ as the solution to achieving effective inter-agency involvement in IAS management. 

301. Although the Biosecurity Committee provides an important platform for inter-sectoral discussion and coordination, its role as defined within the newly drafted Biosecurity Bill, developed under the project, is purely advisory. It does not have the legal mandate to make strategic decisions on development objectives, resource allocation or IAS management actions, it can only advise ‘the Biosecurity Agency’, SAA / PAHS. The Biosecurity Committee, as specified in the Biosecurity Bill, also has proportionally very weak representation by the environmental sector, this despite the fact that 50% of Seychelles land area is designated as protected area / national park. Out of ten members there is only one with a clear environmental mandate. There is a strong risk in this proposed ‘Institutional Framework’ that environmental/ biodiversity aspects of IAS management will not be effectively addressed. 

302. The delineation of SAA / PAHS as the ‘Biosecurity Agency’ with the sole strategic and legislative mandate to make decisions on, and to co-ordinate all IAS management actions in the Seychelles is also not consistent with / relevant to the Seychelles Sustainable Development Strategy (SSDS). In the SSDS, IAS risks and responsibility for IAS management is strongly captured in the chapter on Biodiversity and Forestry and responsibility for different aspects of prevention, control, and eradication is allocated to a range of organisations, including DOE, SNPA, NGOs and SAA. 

303.  Clearly environmental, quarantine / border control, agricultural and public health agencies all have key and relevant roles to play in supporting IAS management in the Seychelles. To be relevant the Policy, Strategy (and legislative) framework developed under the project need to support a well co-ordinated, multi-sectoral ‘institutional framework’. This is captured in Policy statements 7 and 8, but is not currently supported in the Biosecurity Strategy, nor in the draft Biosecurity legislation developed under the project. The institutional framework proposed in the Strategy, when taken alongside the draft legislation, has a significant bearing on the relevance, and effectiveness, of these Outputs, both relative to the overall Project Objective and to national strategic objectives. This will be discussed further under the section on effectiveness’. 

The Seychelles ‘Animal and Plant Biosecurity Bill 2012 

304. The draft Animal and Plant Biosecurity Bill 2012 developed under the project will have a significant impact on all agencies involved in IAS management and on all stakeholders affected by IAS management when / if it is enacted. As well as its relevance to SAA / PAHS and border control agencies, the draft legislation is directly relevant to the Seychelles Department of Environment, National Parks Authority and Seychelles Islands Foundation for whom effective IAS management is critical to protect Seychelles biodiversity. The Bill is also directly relevant to the Public Health Department in the extent to which it supports effective management of introduced diseases, plants and animals that may be a danger to public health.  A wide range of sectors including Trade, Agriculture, Fisheries and Tourism will also be impacted by the Bill. 

305. The draft Animal and Plant Biosecurity Bill 2012 (hereafter referred to as the ‘Biosecurity Bill’) has helped to bring Seychelles legislation in line with international standards and in particular with the standards required by the WTO accession process and those of the IPPC and OIE. This was a need identified during design. The drafting team put in a  considerable amount of time and effort in to designing a draft bill that meets Seychelles’ various international obligations related to the biosecurity, complies with relevant international agreements (WTO, IPPC, OIE), and international protocols and regulations (ICAO, IMO, IHR protocols, etc). It is questionable however whether the Biosecurity Bill supports the guiding principles on effective IAS management established by the CBD, as will be discussed further in the analysis of effectiveness. 

306. The Biosecurity Bill has a strong focus on establishing the legislative framework for quarantine and border control however it covers all aspects of IAS management in the Seychelles including prevention, control and eradication. The Biosecurity Bill strengthens the legislative framework to support quarantine and border control agencies in undertaking their work. It provides detailed provisions on Biosecurity import procedures, export, border control, quarantine, vessels and aircraft as well as outlining associated offences and penalties. However, the MTR has raised a number of significant concerns over the relevance, as well as the effectiveness, of a number of key clauses in the Bill to Seychelles overall IAS management systems, and in particular to reducing threats on Seychelles biodiversity.

307. As was outlined in the analysis of the relevance and effectiveness of the IAS management Strategy, the MTR questions the relevance of having one sole ‘Biosecurity Agency’, and in particular one sole Agricultural Agency in charge of all aspects of IAS management in the Seychelles. As will be demonstrated in the following analysis of the likely effectiveness of the Biosecurity Bill, the MTR concludes that it is neither relevant, nor appropriate to provide sole legislative power to one single sector over all aspects of IAS management. A legislative framework is needed that supports integrated, coordinated, management across all relevant sectors. This would be more in line with international best practice on IAS management and Biosecurity, better aligned with the SSDS and more relevant to the intended overall development results of the project. 

308. Within the Biosecurity Bill, the Biosecurity Committee provides the forum for cross sectoral discussion on IAS management issues. However as outlined in relation to the Biosecurity Strategy the composition of the Biosecurity Committee as specified in the Bill has proportionately weak environmental membership and a purely advisory role.

309. In summary, the MTR concludes that draft Biosecurity legislation is highly relevant to support the work of the quarantine and border control agencies in relation to agricultural pests and diseases. However, the MTR has a number of significant concerns relative to the relevance of the Biosecurity Bill to achieving positive biodiversity conservation results in line with intended project impact and national strategic objectives as outlined in the SSDS. 

Cost Recovery System for Biosecurity Service in place

310. In the Seychelles draft Animal and Plant Biosecurity Bill, Clause 13 deals with financial provisions of the Agency responsible for Biosecurity in the Seychelles. Provision is made for the establishment of a contingencies fund to deal with incursions of regulated pests and diseases. Fines payable under the Biosecurity Bill are paid into the consolidated fund. The source of the Agency’s funds is to be mainly from the consolidated fund and from fees for services rendered by the Agency. Clause 13 also allows for funding from other sources such as grants and donations.  It states that:

 ‘The funds of the agency responsible for biosecurity consist of –

(a) money appropriated by the National Assembly for the use of the agency in respect of its functions under this Act; 

(b) money paid to the agency for services rendered  to any person under this Act; 

(c) money obtained from the disposal, lease or hire of, or other dealing with, any property vested in or acquired by the agency in respect of its functions under this Act;

(d) money paid to the agency by way of grants or donations for the performance of its functions under this Act; and

(e) all other money lawfully received by the agency for the performance of its functions under this Act;

(2) The Minister may –

establish a contingencies fund into which shall be paid –

a sum not exceeding one third of the funds authorized by an Appropriation Act  under subsection(1)(a) for each financial year; and 

any other sum paid by any person, to be used by the agency responsible for biosecurity for the purpose for which payment from the fund is authorised under paragraph (b);

authorize payment from the contingencies fund, to the agency responsible for biosecurity, where -

(i) there is an incursion of a regulated pest or disease into Seychelles which may threaten the livelihood and environment of the country or any part of it; and

(ii) a response is immediately required, whether by way of the declaration of a biosecurity emergency area or otherwise.

Any fine payable under this Act, is to be paid into the Consolidated Fund.

(4) If a fee or charge payable under this Act is not paid – 

(a) the service for which the fee or charge is payable, if it has not been provided, may be withheld until the fee or charge is paid;

(b) the service for which the fee or charge is payable, if it has been provided, may be recovered as a debt owing to the agency responsible for biosecurity; 

(c) and the fee or charge is in respect of an item in quarantine, the item may be sold once it has cleared quarantine, or otherwise be treated as abandoned goods.’

311. The establishment of a cost recovery system for financing Biosecurity services is highly relevant to the sustainability of the Biosecurity system in the Seychelles, as well as to its potential effectiveness. However the system is not yet ‘in place’ within the Seychelles, currently all IAS management agencies receive their core funding from central government. The amount received is not in relation to the amount generated. Any increase in annual budgets needs to be negotiated by the agency concerned. At MTR it is not possible to come to any firm conclusions over the long term relevance of these provisions in the draft legislation as will be discussed further under effectiveness. 
Development and Implementation of a National Communication Plan / Public Awareness Strategy on IAS management

312. The Biosecurity Strategy includes a short section under Objective 5 ‘A target IAS Communications strategy is developed and under implementation’. This stresses the importance of communications and awareness raising to IAS management recognising that ‘A society that is better informed and understands the risks of IAS to the environment, economic development and ultimately their own well-being will be far more likely to take better decisions with regard to their import, management and utilisation of commodities and species’. The biosecurity Strategy outlines four strategic actions, information is given in the Strategy as to why these actions are important, however, as with other actions in the Strategy, no guidance is given on how these are to be implemented / achieved: 
· Undertake civil society survey to assess state of knowledge regarding the prevention and management of IAS in Seychelles

· Undertake survey to identify information needs of stakeholder groups

· Develop and implement a coordinated communications strategy targeted to meet shortfall in awareness of stakeholders and the community

· Assess impact of and adaptively manage the Communications Strategy

313. The third ‘action’ is very similar to Output 1.4, however to date no work has been undertaken to develop and implement a communications strategy. Output 1.4 was also designed to support: ‘targeted awareness programmes for different audiences on IAS…with a view to engendering attitudinal change’. At design this was envisaged to ‘include the design, production and broadcasting of information through a range of media, targeting specific stakeholders.’ The range of media specified included:
· IAS awareness raising information for the general public in magazines, TV and papers and displays with merchandise at local gatherings, fairs and relevant meetings;

· Technical information on the importance and need for prevention of introduction of IAS, on the IAS pathways and on spread of IAS within the country for importers, tourism operators, travel industry, travellers, shipping agents, etc.;

· Leaflets for distribution with import permits and documents, travelling documents, passports, tickets etc.;

· Articles in travel airline magazines on IAS for information of travellers;

· Posters at entry and exit ports, international as well as domestic (inter-island);

· IAS information in schools curriculum;

· Talks and information meetings for key industry and government groups;

· The development of a National Biosecurity website.
314. At MTR the project has supported the design and publication of Biosecurity Posters at the international airport and of Biosecurity adverts in the Seychelles airways magazine and on the tourist board website. These are relevant to support project results and particularly to the work of Border control officers at the airport. However it is only a small component of the intended development result under output 1.4 
Effectiveness

	Summary Rating 
	Moderately Satisfactory 


Summary

315. Outcome 1 aims to establish a policy and regulatory framework for ‘effective control of the introduction and spread of IAS.’ The question of effectiveness is therefore critical to achieving the development result under this Outcome. In assessing the effectiveness of the work supported to date under the project, the MTR has evaluated the extent to which Outputs, and the processes followed to develop them, are likely to result in positive development results for the Seychelles, in line with intended project results. The MTR looked at three key areas of analysis: 
· Will, and how will Outputs developed to date under Outcome 1 be used by key IAS management agencies in the Seychelles to guide and support implementation of effective IAS management practices? Have these Outputs therefore strengthened the policy and regulatory framework for effective IAS management? 

· Will strategic support provided under the project, including the development of key strategic documents, result in more effective IAS management in the Seychelles, and a reduced risk for Seychelles Biodiversity, human health, food security and economy?

· Was the process followed by the project to develop the outputs consultative, and did it involve all key stakeholder groups. 

Biosecurity Policy

316. The analysis of relevance above points to the emphasis placed on risk assessment in the Policy, and the lack of adequate policy guidance on the need for environmental risk assessment. Policy Statement 1 emphasises the importance of setting a ‘very low level of risk, balanced by a high level of protection’. To achieve this, the Policy statement lists a number of criteria, specifying the need for pest and disease risk analysis (PRA) and import risk analysis (IRA). There is no specification of the need for an Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA). The IAS/ Biosecurity Strategy developed under the project, however, highlights the importance of establishing a standardised risk assessment protocol that effectively incorporates Seychelles international commitments and includes an EIA process. It is unfortunate that the Policy statement did not draw on this analysis to include EIA as a key criterion. This would have greatly increased its effectiveness in achieving intended biodiversity conservation results. 

317. The application of sound, scientific based risk analysis will greatly increase the effectiveness of IAS management. This however also depends on the capacity of relevant agencies to undertake risk analyses effectively and to act upon those risk analyses. The development impact therefore also depends on results achieved under Outcomes 2 and 3 in order to increase Seychelles capacity to undertake risk assessment.

318. Analysis of the Policy’s relevance highlighted weaknesses in Policy Statement 6. As the only section of the Policy addressing IAS impacts on biodiversity, Policy Statement 6 should provide effective guidance on the importance of, and on Policy objectives to, minimise IAS impacts on Seychelles biodiversity and ecosystems. The effectiveness of Policy Statement 6 would be increased if it highlighted the fact that IAS are considered to be one of the main threats to biodiversity in the Seychelles, and if clearer links were made to the potential impacts of biodiversity loss on Seychelles economy. It should also provide some guidance on opportunities to minimise this impact.

319. Overall, the effectiveness of the Policy document would also have been increased if it had drawn more clearly on the ‘Economic Valuation of the Influence of IAS on the Seychelles Economy’, and on the ‘Evaluation of the Threat of Introduction and Spread of IAS through Production Sector Activities in the Seychelles’, as was specified in the Project Document under Output 1.1.  

320. The development of one concise Biosecurity Policy has however provided the Seychelles with an important strategic document. It provides the country with a unified set of policy objectives for Biosecurity, something that did not exist before the project. Although the Policy’s effectiveness could have been strengthened through the inclusion of clearer policy guidance on the reduction of IAS impacts on Seychelles biodiversity and economy, and on the need for risk analysis across environmental, agricultural and public health risks, it none the less provides a useful and concise Policy document for Biosecurity / IAS management in the Seychelles.

321. To have a development impact, the Policy needs to be implemented, however, the agencies consulted during the MTR stated that they would not actively implement the Biosecurity Policy, or directly use it to guide strategic planning within their organisations. Prior to EOP it will be important for the project to support this process where ever possible, to ensure that biosecurity / IAS management is effectively incorporated as a strategic objective within relevant sectoral policies. To have a sustained positive development impact achievement of the Policy objectives also needs to be monitored and evaluated. There is as yet no strategic monitoring and evaluation plan to guide the Seychelles in assessing the achievement of Biosecurity Policy objectives. There is currently very little monitoring and evaluation of strategic plans and policies in any of the Departments and Organisations consulted during the evaluation and none of the agencies consulted during the MTR planned to monitor achievement of Biosecurity Policy objectives within their own strategic planning systems. Support by the project for a co-ordinated, multi-agency monitoring and evaluation system for the Biosecurity Policy would greatly increase the sustainability of project impacts and strongly contribute to ensuring that the policy and regulatory framework is effective.
The Biosecurity Strategy 

322. ‘The national Invasive Alien Species (Biosecurity) Strategy for Seychelles 2011-2015 presents itself as a ‘technical and reference document’
 which aims to be ‘simple, clear and concise’. It has five sections:

· ‘Prevention of IAS incursion

· Control, mitigation and eradication of IAS that have entered or are already in the Seychelles but of limited distribution

· Institutional and Legislative Framework of IAS management

· Mainstreaming of Biosecurity into production and other areas, and 

· A communication strategy to convey the biosecurity message to the people and decision makers.’

323. The Strategy lays out a series of IAS management actions and addresses a comprehensive range of IAS management issues including biodiversity, crop and livestock production, ecosystem function and public health. It has a strong focus on prevention in line with the project rationale, but also covers issues of control, mitigation and eradication. The Strategy’s overall vision is that: ‘The impact of IAS upon ecosystem services, biodiversity and economic sectors is prevented, minimised and where possible reversed’. 

324. Overall the ‘Strategy’ document does what it states that it sets out to do in its Executive Summary, it provides a useful ‘technical and reference document’ for a range of stakeholders involved in IAS management. However, what it does not do effectively is provide a strategy for IAS management in the Seychelles. The title of the document is somewhat misleading. 

325. An effective national Biosecurity Strategy should provide a framework in which the roles and responsibilities of all key agencies involved in supporting national biosecurity systems/ IAS management are clearly outlined. It should provide a framework for inter-sectoral and inter-agency co-ordination to achieve commonly agreed strategic goals and objectives. In a country where national institutions are relatively stable and unlikely to change over the lifetime of the Strategy, this can be achieved within the Strategy document itself, however if the situation is less stable it can also be achieved within a strategic action plan that is annexed to the Strategy and which can be more easily amended if agencies change. The roles and responsibilities of key stakeholder institutions in the Biosecurity Strategy should correspond to their institutional mandates and technical capability to undertake the roles assigned to them. 

326. The Seychelles Biosecurity Strategy should establish the strategic framework to achieve the policy objectives set out in the Biosecurity Policy Statement and should be supported by national legislation. The strategic framework should clearly identify how inter-sectoral co-ordination will be achieved, particularly in key areas such as risk analysis, priority setting, rapid response, information exchange and awareness raising. A financial and technical resource framework should be developed to support the effective implementation of IAS management actions that have been identified. The UN Food and Agriculture Organisation (FAO) recommends that to be effective a Biosecurity Strategy should:

· Establish a “national vision” for biosecurity that is agreed upon by all stakeholder groups.

· Establish a framework for coordination between competent authorities within and between sectors.

· Support the establishment of a culture of collaboration between competent authorities, especially in areas where control structures are decentralized and priorities are different.

· Be based upon an analysis of sufficient financial and technical resources to support all partners in their respective roles.

· Establish mechanisms for risk analysis and for setting national risk-based priorities that involve competent authorities, backed up by appropriate legislation, scientific capacity and appropriate regulatory controls.

· Include links to, and recognition of, international biosecurity obligations.

· Outline national representation and participation in international standard-setting organizations and bodies, and effective representation of national interests.

327. The national IAS (Biosecurity) Strategy for Seychelles 2011-2015 does not provide this inter-sectoral framework and strategic guidance for IAS management. In many ways it is an IAS management ‘needs analysis’ that has been turned in to an action plan, rather than a ‘strategy’. It is an extremely useful reference document providing comprehensive guidance on IAS management actions/ needs in the Seychelles however it does not provide a clear and effective framework to achieve these actions. 

328. A good example of the need for strategic, inter-setoral co-ordination is in an emergency rapid response situation, in the event of an IAS incursion. Emergency rapid response is an important part of a national biosecurity system and involves collective responsibility and partnerships between central government, competent authorities across all biosecurity related sectors, industry and the public. IAS Management / Biosecurity Policy, Strategy and legislative frameworks should provide the framework and protocols to guide this type of inter-sectoral coordination.  The IAS / Biosecurity Strategy for the Seychelles does not do this. Action 1c is to ‘develop an effective mechanism for surveillance, detection and rapid response’. However other than a ‘note’ stating that ‘surveillance, detection and rapid response activities should be focused on primary introduction hotspots’ no other strategic guidance is given and mo effective inter-sectoral strategy is proposed to achieve this action
. This is just one example of how the document presents a ‘needs analysis’ reworded as an action/ objective. 

329. As was outlined in the section assessing the Strategy’s ‘relevance’, the MTR has raised significant concerns about the likely effectiveness of the institutional framework proposed in the Seychelles Biosecurity ‘Strategy’. Although the introductory section of the strategy recognises that ‘the complexity of vectors and pathways present in the Seychelles archipelago means that a coordinated, balanced, multi-stakeholder approach is essential to effective management of the IAS cycle’ the Strategy does not go on to provide this approach. The Institutional Framework section of the Strategy is extremely short, it identifies the Plant and Animal Health Section (PAHS) of the Seychelles Agricultural Agency (SAA) as the sole Biosecurity Agency. SAA / PAHS are proposed as the ‘single overarching authority in the domain of IAS management in Seychelles’, under the ‘Minister with Portfolio responsibility for Agriculture’.  They are to be supported by the Biosecurity Act and the Biosecurity Committee. 

330. The effectiveness and likely impact of the Strategy is most usefully assessed alongside the provisions in the draft Biosecurity Bill. This Bill allocates legislative powers to a sole ‘Biosecurity Agency’ to act as the single overarching authority in the domain of IAS management in Seychelles. The Strategy identifies this agency as SAA / PAHS. 

331. The MTR has significant concerns over the potential combined impact of this institutional framework within the Biosecurity Strategy and Biosecurity Bill.  SAA/ PAHS are agricultural support agencies; they do not have the capacity, or the sectoral remit to address IAS impacts on Seychelles’ Biodiversity. SAA/ PAHS also have no experience in, nor do they have the human or resource capacity for, effective coordination of all sectors in IAS management. PAHS has a limited number of staff and resources to undertake key quarantine control and agricultural support work, it can not effectively be responsible for all aspects of IAS management unless it is removed from under SAA and greatly expanded with new environmental and public health sections, as an independent overall ‘Biosecurity Service’ for the Seychelles. This overarching integrated Biosecurity Service is what was intended at design. However it is highly unlikely that this will be achievable prior to EOP. 

332. Effective management of IAS impacts on the environment is not only a key development result for the project it is also an important strategic objective in the Seychelles Sustainable Development Strategy (SSDS). As was outlined in Parts 2 and 3 of the MTR report, the SSDS has 13 Action Plans. IAS management features strongly under the Biodiversity and Forestry section of the SSDS where it is listed as a key challenge and principle, and is specified in a number of the Goals, Strategic Objectives and Strategic Actions. DOE, SNPA, NGOs and SAA are identified as key implementing partners in achieving IAS management/ Biosecurity strategic objectives. In allocating sole IAS management responsibility to PAHS / SAA and in not supporting or reflecting the roles of key environmental agencies mandated with IAS management, the Biosecurity Strategy and draft Biosecurity Bill in fact contradict the SSDS.

333. The project was designed to align with the Environmental Management Plan for the Seychelles 2000-2010. The SSDS has superseded the EMPS as the new overarching Sustainable Development Strategy for the Seychelles. The Outcomes supported under the Biosecurity Project should closely align with and support the SSDS. In order to achieve this, the Outputs supported under the Biosecurity Project should work to reduce IAS impacts on biodiversity. The strategy (and legislation) should follow international best practice in providing a coordinating framework for all key agencies to work together effectively and efficiently. It should reflect the core roles of the Department for Environment, Seychelles National Parks Authority, Seychelles Islands Foundation and environmental NGOs, alongside the role of the Plant and Animal Health Section (PAHS) of Seychelles Agriculture Agency (SAA). 

The Seychelles ‘Animal and Plant Biosecurity Bill 2012 

334. Sound biosecurity legislation is necessary to create an effective enabling environment for IAS management. The legislative framework should help to clarify and define appropriate powers to act, which are essential for enforcement.

335. The draft Animal and Plant Biosecurity Bill 2012 developed under the project establishes a legislative framework for Biosecurity in which all IAS management responsibilities are given to one sole agency with sole powers to act and enforce. The Biosecurity Strategy and consultations during the MTR confirm that this agency is intended to be SAA / PAHS. 

336. The MTR concludes that the provisions made under Part II of the Biosecurity Bill which outlines ‘Responsibilities, Functions and Duties’ section 10 ‘Agency responsible for Biosecurity’ are highly unlikely to achieve positive overall IAS management/ Biosecurity outcomes for the Seychelles. These provisions do not support intended project results and also do not align with the SSDS. Under section 10:

“The Minister may, by order published in the Gazette, designate a statutory or governmental body, authority or agency to be the agency responsible for biosecurity. 

The agency designated under subsection (1) is responsible for the implementation and enforcement of this Act.’’

337. The Biosecurity Strategy and consultations with stakeholders during the MTR, confirm that the Agency proposed is the Plant and Animal Health Section of Seychelles Agriculture Agency. Section 10 of the Biosecurity Bill goes on to outline the functions and legal mandates of the agency

‘’The functions of the agency responsible for biosecurity are, in accordance with this Act 

(a)
to regulate the entry into Seychelles of regulated pests and diseases affecting animals, plants, human beings and the environment;

(b)
to carry out surveillance of pests and diseases and assess the status of regulated pests and diseases in Seychelles;

(c)
to prevent the establishment and spread of regulated pests and diseases and the release of organisms that might adversely affect animals, plants, human beings and the environment in Seychelles; 

(d)
to eradicate, contain or control, the movement of regulated pests and diseases that are already present in Seychelles;

(e)
to prevent the introduction and spread of regulated pests and diseases not already present in Seychelles;

(f)
to facilitate the safe importation of animals, animal products, plants and plant products and other regulated articles; 

(g)
to facilitate the export of animals, animal products, plants and plant products, in accordance with the biosecurity requirements of the importing country;

(h)
to facilitate international cooperation for the prevention of the spread of pests and diseases affecting animals, plants,  human beings and the environment; and

(i)
to perform any other functions as directed by the Minister.”

338. (a) to (i) above encompass all aspects of IAS management in the Seychelles, not just quarantine and border control. As discussed in relation to the Biosecurity Strategy, PAHS/SAA does not have the capacity or technical skill base to be responsible for all of these functions, across all areas of IAS management. It also does not have the capacity to, and would not be the relevant agency to, coordinate all IAS management actions in the Seychelles. PAHS/SAA is an agricultural support agency. It is already overstretched with the amount of work it has to do in quarantine and agricultural support. The MTR’s concerns in relation to this institutional framework have been outlined above, suffice to stress here that under the proposed Biosecurity Bill the Biosecurity Agency’s responsibilities cover all aspects of IAS management from regulating the entry of regulated pests and diseases to eradication, containment and control of the movement of regulated pests and diseases that are already present in the Seychelles. 

339. Under clause 47 of the legislation the Director of the legislated Biosecurity Agency, (SAA / PAHS):

‘must not delegate any legislative, judicial or appellate function, the power of giving directions under section 27(3), or the power of delegation under this section, to any other person other than the Deputy Director’ (of the Biosecurity Agency… SAA / PAHS). 

340. The proposed Biosecurity Bill appears to significantly compromise the Department of Environment, National Parks Authority and Seychelles Island Foundation in effectively carrying out core IAS management activities within their areas of responsibility, areas that cover 50% of the Seychelles land area. Under the proposed biosecurity legislation developed under the project they have no legal right to make decisions on IAS management actions. The Biosecurity Bill will significantly limit the extent to which they are able to achieve the IAS management Goals, Strategies and actions identified as priority areas under the Seychelles Sustainable Development Strategy (SSDS). 

341. Clause 19 of the legislation gives provision for the Director of the Biosecurity Agency (SAA / PAHS) to enter into agreements with administrators of islands and protected areas. However in practice what this appears to mean is that in order to carry out core functions to address the issue of IAS impacts on biodiversity (an issue that is internationally recognised as the key threat to island biodiversity and ecosystems, and an issue that is a key strategic objective within the SSDS), in 50% of the Seychelles land area that is under environmental protection, national environmental management agencies will have to enter in to specific agreements with SAA / PAHS. If they do not do so, legally they will not be able to carry out core strategic IAS management functions. 

342. DOE, SNPA and SIF may be able to get the right to make decisions and undertake core IAS management activities in their areas of responsibility if the Minister of Natural Resources and Industry and the Director of SAA/PAHS decide to enter in to Memoranda of Understanding with them on specific IAS management actions in specific areas. However, there is nothing in the legislation that requires the Minister of Natural Resources and Industry and the Director of SAA/ PAHS to work with environmental management agencies. There is also nothing that requires Seychelles Agriculture Agency to give a high priority to IAS impacts on biodiversity. This legislative framework works against both the strategic objectives of the Seychelles Sustainable Development Strategy and against the achievement of positive development results in line with intended outcomes under the Mainstreaming Biosecurity project.

343. It would appear that under the draft legislation developed by the project, DOE, SIF and SNPA will not even be able to carry out IAS surveillance and monitoring activities or research without the permission of SAA / PAHS. Clause 19 of the Biosecurity Bill states that in order to carry out any IAS management actions agencies will be required to develop ‘pest and disease management strategies’ and to have these approved by SAA/ PAHS. This seems highly inappropriate, adding a unnecessary bureaucratic burden for environmental agencies to carry out activities that are core to their work and have no relation to SAA. Again this clause is likely to have a negative impact on the effectiveness of core environmental management agencies in managing IAS in their areas of jurisdiction. Clause 19 of the proposed biosecurity legislation states that: 

‘The Director (of the Biosecurity Agency) may enter in an agreement with the owner or other person in charge of the administration of an island or an area protected under any written law for conservation or environmental protection purposes, permitting that owner or other person to, in relation to that island or area -

(a)
carry out surveillance of pests and diseases for the purposes of this Act; 

(b)
propose pest and disease management strategies to the agency responsible for biosecurity;

(c)
if a pest and disease management strategy proposed by the owner or administrator of the island has been approved by the agency responsible for biosecurity –


(i) perform the functions of the agency under the strategy;

(ii) provide for the management or eradication of pests and diseases in accordance with the strategy;

(iii) with the approval of the agency, review, extend or revoke the strategy;

(d)
advise the agency responsible for biosecurity on the need for and the nature of, appropriate controls in a biosecurity controlled area;

(e)
assist the agency responsible for biosecurity in making an appropriate response to a biosecurity emergency;

(f)
generally, assist the agency responsible for biosecurity  in any action needed under Part VIII in respect of the island or area.

(2)
A person with whom the Director has entered into an agreement under subsection (1) may, gather information, keep records, undertake research, and do any other thing approved by the Director, that the person considers necessary or desirable to enable it to act effectively under this Act. ‘ 

344. Part III of the draft Bill provides some basis for inter agency co-ordination. Part III ‘Administrative Provisions’, states that the Minister or Biosecurity Agency should consult with other relevant parties, however, there is no clause that requires the Minister to do so. In fact the legislation states that ‘failure to do so does not invalidate the exercise of the power’. Under the proposed legislation therefore a Minister or Agency responsible for Agriculture could take key decisions on issues affecting biodiversity across 50% of the country and not have to take the ‘appropriate technical advice’ or opinions of ‘relevant interested parties’ in to consideration. This again seems highly inappropriate, does not align with the SSDS and is unlikely to be effective in achieving positive project results. 

345. Part III ‘Admistrative Provisions’ states that:

‘(1)
Before making any statutory instrument, issuing a direction or exercising any other power under this Act, the Minister, the agency responsible for biosecurity, or Director should each obtain appropriate technical advice and consult relevant interested parties, but failure to do so does not invalidate the exercise of the power’
346. The law goes on to state that
‘(2)
The Minister, the agency responsible for biosecurity or Director should, before exercising a power under this Act that will or might affect matters within the responsibility of another government ministry, department, agency or authority, or statutory body or authority, including matters relating to customs services, immigration services, human health, natural resources, environment, fisheries, tourism, postal services, shipping, civil aviation, port and harbour services, transport and trade, and other similar matters, consult the relevant ministry, department, agency, authority or body, but failure to do so does not invalidate the exercise of the power. 

(3)
The agency responsible for biosecurity may, for the effective implementation of this Act, enter into memoranda of understanding or other agreements with -

(a) government ministries, departments, agencies and authorities;

(b) statutory bodies and authorities; and

(c) private organizations, in Seychelles. ‘ 

347. Under clause 43 of Part III ‘duty to cooperate and coordinate’, again the wording is vague, there is no legal obligation for the Biosecurity Agency (SAA / PAHS) to coordinate with affected parties it is only required ‘as far as practicable’:
348. ‘(3) The Minister should seek, as far as practicable, to coordinate the functions of the agency responsible for biosecurity under this Act with those of other government ministries, departments, agencies and authorities and statutory bodies and authorities.’
349. In the project document the Biosecurity Committee was intended as a forum for inter agency coordination. Project Design identified the need to setup a legislated Biosecurity Committee who ‘will be capacitated to plan and organise multi agency activities’. However, the role of the Biosecurity Committee within the draft Biosecurity Bill is purely advisory. Clause 14 of the Biosecurity Bill states that:

 “The National Biosecurity Committee consists of the following members – 

(a)
a representative of customs; 

(b)
a representative of the authority responsible for civil aviation;

(c)
a representative of the authority responsible for sea ports;

(d)
a representative of the authority responsible for postal services;

(e)
a representative of the Medical officer of health; 

(f)
a representative of the organisation  responsible for plant and animal biosecurity;

(g)
a representative of the Department of Environment;

(h)
a representative of the Ministry responsible for International Trade;

(i)
a representative of an organisation representing the interests of farmers in Seychelles; and

(j)
a representative of the civil society. 

The National Biosecurity Committee must advise and provide guidance to the Director and the Minister on policy and technical matters.

If the Minister or Director takes a decision otherwise than as advised by the Committee, the Minister or Director must cause the decision to be made public.’

350. The environmental voice on the Biosecurity Committee is very weak. Despite being responsible for management of (including management of IAS in) 50% of the country, the Seychelles National Parks Authority is not a member of the Committee. Despite the fact that the Biosecurity Policy highlights ‘Seychelles two world heritage sites as important to protection of Seychelles Unique Biodiversity’, the Seychelles Islands Foundation is not cited as a member of the Biosecurity Committee. 

351. The MTR suggests that the composition of the Biosecurity Committee as outlined in the final draft of the Biosecurity Bill does not ‘equitably cover appropriate stakeholders’ and that its current composition is unlikely to effectively represent IAS management needs in the environmental sector. If the Biosecurity Bill had only addressed quarantine and import and export procedures then the composition of the Biosecurity Committee would be more appropriate. However, the Biosecurity Bill covers all aspects of IAS management in the Seychelles.
352. Overall the MTR has significant concerns over the impact that the institutional framework outlined in the Biosecurity Bill (and Biosecurity Strategy) is likely to have on the effectiveness of Seychelles overall Biosecurity/IAS management systems and in particular towards addressing IAS impacts on biodiversity. 

353. Outside the core issues of institutional responsibility and the legislative rights of agencies to undertake IAS management actions, a number of other clauses highlight the failure of the legislation to capture IAS impacts on the environment.  

354. The legislation makes no reference to the need for environmental impact assessments (EIA). Under the Biosecurity Bill, ‘pests and diseases’ are declared by the Minister on the advice of the Director of the Biosecurity Agency, (the Seychelles Agricultural Agency). Before making this declaration the Minister must either obtain a pest and disease risk analysis or advice from the Director or Biosecurity Committee. The legislation makes no mention of the need to obtain any advice or input from agencies responsible for environment or public health
355. Part V of the Biosecurity Bill ‘Biosecurity Border Control’, clause 66, outlines the need for risk assessments as part of biosecurity border control. No mention is made of the need for any type of environmental risk analysis of ‘pests and diseases’ although this clause does make provision for use of the precautionary principle, if the Minister
 decides this is necessary 

(2)
Before exercising powers under subsection (1) the Minister must obtain -

(a)
a pest or disease risk analysis in relation to the article;

(b)
the advice of the Director and of the Chief Veterinary Officer or Chief Plant Protection Officer as appropriate.

(3)
If as a result of a pest or disease risk analysis made under subsection (2)(a), the Minister considers that the importation of an article referred to in subsection (1)(a) or (b) –

(a) 
would present an unacceptable biosecurity risk to Seychelles, the Minister may, by order, prohibit the importation of that article; 

(b)
 would not present an unacceptable biosecurity risk to Seychelles, importation of that article may be permitted subject to biosecurity import conditions specified by the Director under section 78. 

(4)
In making an order prohibiting the importation of an article under subsection (3)(a), the Minister –

(a)
must have regard to the international obligations of Seychelles in respect of biosecurity; and

(b)
may apply the precautionary principle.

356. The sole use of the term ‘pests and diseases’ throughout the draft Biosecurity Bill may also have an impact on the effectiveness of the legislation in addressing IAS threats to the environment. Although the definition of ‘pests and diseases’ in Part I
 of the Biosecurity Bill includes ‘invasive alien species’ and includes consideration of impacts that are detrimental to the environment, ‘pests and diseases’ is normally a term associated with agriculture or human health. A concern expressed to the MTR by one project stakeholder highlights this. They felt that the Biosecurity Bill as it is currently worded has limited relevance to biodiversity conservation, pointing out that ‘there are no ‘pests’ in biodiversity conservation, just ‘invasive alien species’ They stressed that ‘the fact that the new Biosecurity Bill developed under the project refers only to ‘pests and diseases’ and not to IAS increases our concern that it may be detrimental to biodiversity conservation needs in the Seychelles.’ 
. 
357. The above analysis has raised a number of significant concerns over the effectiveness and potential impact of the draft Biosecurity Bill. These can be summarised as follows:  
i) the likely impact of the scope of legislative powers and responsibilities given to one sole agency, the Plant and Animal Health Section of the Seychelles Agriculture Agency. Particular concern is raised over the likely impact of this in reducing the effectiveness of key environmental management agencies, in addressing IAS threats to Seychelles biodiversity, particularly in the 50% of the Seychelles land areas that is declared environmentally protected.

ii)  the likely impact of having extremely weak representation of environmental stakeholders on the Biosecurity Committee, if this is the only forum for inter-institutional discussion.
iii) the effectiveness of the legislation in addressing environmental threats of IAS; there is no provision for EIA within risk analysis of ‘pests and diseases’, no requirement for the Biosecurity Agency to work with environmental management agencies in any aspect of Biosecurity (prevention, control or eradication) and all reference to IAS in the legislation is within the term phrase ‘pests and diseases’ terminology normally associated solely with agriculture.
Cost Recovery System for Biosecurity in place

358. As discussed above, the project has helped to develop a framework for cost recovery and to establish provisions for this within the draft Biosecurity Bill. The OVIs in the logical framework are not currently an effective measure of the level of achievement of this Output. At the time of the MTR it is not possible to come to any firm conclusions over the likely effectiveness of the proposed cost recovery system, as it is not yet ‘in place’. 

359. At MTR, PAHS / SAA receives core funding
 from the Ministry of Natural Resources and Industry. 
 If the Biosecurity Bill is passed and PAHS / SAA are able to charge fees for services this may not necessarily translate in to funds that can be used directly by SAA and therefore ‘cost recovery; finances generated by PAHS / SAA are most likely to be paid directly to the Ministry of Finance. Whether this would result in a corresponding increase in operational budget for PAHS / SAA from the Ministry of Finance remains to be seen.

360. Under the International Monetary Fund (IMF) Extended Fund Facility, support to the Seychelles over 2013 includes further structural reforms. These have the aim of improving Seychelles economic efficiency and supporting economic growth. The impact of these reforms on project support to establish an effective cost recovery system for Biosecurity is however unknown at the time of the MTR. 
National Communication Plan / Public Awareness Strategy on IAS management developed and  implemented

361. Awareness raising support under Output 1.4 has largely targeted the travelling public. The biosecurity posters placed at strategic points in the airport are likely to be effective in increasing the awareness of people flying in to and out of the Seychelles. The posters may also help to act as a deterrent, especially alongside improved biosecurity controls being established under Outcome 2. At the time of the MTR, however, it is not possible to assess the effectiveness of either the posters or the advertisements in increasing the public’s awareness about IAS risks as there has not been any regular monitoring of levels of public awareness under the project to date. 

362. The intended Output under 1.4 was to develop and support the implementation of a National Communication Plan / Public Awareness Strategy on IAS management. No work has been started to develop such a strategy, although the Biosecurity Strategy has listed its development and implementation as a key objective.

363. Effective IAS management requires effective communication and information exchange among a wide range of national stakeholders including government agencies, parastatal organisations, Non Governmental Organisations, the scientific and research community, the private sector, and the general public. As identified at design, and underlined in the Biosecurity Strategy, a national communication and awareness raising strategy is an important tool to strengthen IAS management systems and to support inter agency and inter sectoral communication. To date the project has not been effective in achieving this result. 

Efficiency 

	Summary Rating 
	Moderately Satisfactory 


364. Efficiency is a measure of how economically resources/inputs (funds, expertise, time, etc) are converted to results. In the absence of any accurate co-financing data assessment of the projects overall efficiency in converting economic resources in to results is limited to assessment of the efficiency of use of GEF resources. Co-financing by GOS was intended to support ‘development of a new encompassing Biosecurity Act and to ensure harmonization with all Acts that will be reviewed’ as well as ‘to ensure harmonization with all related policies’. GOS contributions were also to fund Seychelles’ participation in international forums on IAS and the work needed to ratify the legislation. 
365. GEF funds are to be used for the recruitment of technical expertise and capacity building for policy and legal revision to ensure that IAS controls are addressed in a holistic manner, and that these instruments are compliant with established international standards. GEF funds will also support the establishment of a cost recovery system. As with all GEF funds the emphasis is on support for the incremental cost to ensure mainstreaming of biodiversity conservation outcomes.

366. At MTR, the project has spent 69% of total GEF funds allocated to Outcome 1. These have been used to support the design of concrete outputs, including funding consultants, to develop the Biosecurity ‘Strategy’, the draft Plant and Animal Biosecurity Bill and the design of a cost recovery system within the Biosecurity Bill. 

367. As was seen in the analysis above, the effectiveness of these documents in supporting intended development results is limited by a number of factors. This also impacts on efficiency; considerable resources have been used to develop outputs that at MTR need significant revision before they will support intended Outcome 1 results.  

368. On some levels the project has worked hard to ensure efficient use of resources, in particular in ensuring support for, and alignment with, Seychelles WTO accession process. On other levels the project has overlooked important aspects of harmonisation and alignment and missed opportunities to increase the efficiency of resource use; better integration of the project in to the SSDS design process would have helped to ensure more efficient use of project resources towards achieving sustainable project results. 

369. Overall use of GEF resources is assed to be moderately efficient, however further information on co-financing is necessary to determine overall efficiency in the use of project resources to achieve intended development results. 

Outcome 2: MTR Rating
	Summary Rating 
	Moderately Satisfactory 


	Outcome

Strengthened Institutional capacity to prevent and control the introduction and spread of IAS
	Indicators

· Fully Functioning Biosecurity Service

· % of commodities, conveyances, goods and passengers that are inspected or undergo targeted or random baggage searches for IAS


Background and Summary of Results Achieved to Date

370. Outcome 2 aims to achieve ‘strengthened institutional capacity to prevent and control the introduction and spread of IAS’. Under Outcome 2 an integrated ‘Biosecurity Service’ is to be established that incorporates environmental, agricultural and border control expertise within one agency. The capacity of this ‘consolidated’ agency is then to be built, to enable it to function effectively as an overall ‘Biosecurity Service’ for the Seychelles. Two are included under Outcome 2.
371. Output 2.1 creates Seychelles ‘Biosecurity Service’. Under this Output the project document specifies that the IAS control and quarantine functions that at the time of design were shared across different departments
 within the Ministry of Environment and Natural Resources (MENR) were to be consolidated in to a single Biosecurity Service, in conjunction with Trades Tax (Customs), Immigration and Port and Airport Authorities. At project design the concept was that this integrated (agriculture, environment and border control) service should report to the (then) Minister for Environment and Natural Resources under whom all key IAS prevention and control functions fell. Design of this new consolidated Biosecurity Service was to be based on an institutional review of quarantine and IAS control functions and evaluation of threats to the Seychelles. 

372. Output 2.2 then ensures that the newly consolidated ‘Biosecurity Service’ is equipped and staffed with skilled human resources. Capacity building has a strong focus on strengthening systems to prevent the entry of IAS to the Seychelles, in line with key capacity weaknesses identified at design. Output 2.2 includes the provision of training to staff to ensure that they can conduct risk assessments, inspections, effective control and treatment measures, in line with international guidelines, and enforce compliance with the biosecurity regulations to be revised under Outcome 1. The project is to support the development of a comprehensive Biosecurity Manual for inspection and quarantine staff. Equipment is to be provided to enable the new ‘Biosecurity Service’ to carry out its functions effectively and to establish secure commodity, conveyance and passenger inspection facilities at international and domestic seaports, airports and at the premises of importers. 

373. At MTR the project has supported a number of activities in order to build the capacity of Seychelles border control and quarantine services. Activities have been implemented that were intended for the consolidated Biosecurity Service. However the Biosecurity Service ‘created’ under the project is not a cross sectoral, integrated service as intended at design, it is Seychelles quarantine and agricultural support agency, the Plant and Animal Health Section of Seychelles Agriculture Agency. 86% of the GEF Outcome 2 budget has been spent at MTR. Key activities supported to date include:
Under Output 2.1

· Establishment of the Seychelles Plant and Animal Heath Section (PAHS) which brings together the Plant Protection and Veterinary Services, under the Seychelles Agricultural Agency (SAA) in to one section. 

·  Identification of PAHS as the agency that will serve as Seychelles ‘Biosecurity Service’ also referred to as Seychelles ‘Biosecurity Agency’. As seen in Outcome 1, PAHS is identified in the Strategy as the sole Biosecurity Agency, given sole legislative power over all areas of IAS management in the Seychelles
  under the draft Biosecurity Bill. 

· An Evaluation of the Threats of Introduction and Spread of IAS through production sector activities in the Seychelles. This provides useful information on institutional strengthening needs and strategies for managing biosecurity threats to the Seychelles. It emphasises the need for improved institutional capacity to address environmental, agricultural and public health threats of IAS to the Seychelles. The overall conclusions of the study are that:

‘‘1. Invasive alien species pose a serious threat to the Seychelles (in terms of biodiversity, economy, health etc.) 

2. There are several major pathways that have to be targeted for a future national IAS prevention and control strategy 

3. The management of inter-island spread is of crucial importance in halting the threats of IAS

4. The large number of IAS that have not yet reached the country so that preventative measures can be introduced 

5. Though the threat of marine invasive species are not very apparent right now, studies have shown that there are new species that are entering the country, and thus preventive measures need to be taken. 

6. Changes in climate may produce more conducive conditions for the establishment and spread of invasive species, as well as change the suitability of local climates for native species and the nature of interactions among native communities 

7. The volume and diversity of trade and travel are already overextending existing capacities, and resulting in new invaders and new pathways / vectors of invasion that are not adequately addressed under existing legislation, policies, and programs. 

8. Local stakeholders involved with IAS, biodiversity and conservation are under growing stress to meet their existing international, regional and national obligations, and will require new resources or the re-allocation of existing resources to respond to new pathways and environmental obligations. 

9. A large proportion of the local population are not conscious enough to the problems posed by IAS and there are different perceptions about the impacts and benefits caused by invasive alien species. ‘’

Under Output 2.2 the project has delivered training and has provided essential equipment. It has helped to strengthen biosecurity measures within immigration and border control systems at the international airport. Key project contributions include:

· Development of a ‘Seychelles Biosecurity Operational Manual’, Training Manual and Train the Trainer Training Manual for Seychelles Biosecurity Officers.

· Provision of training to staff from relevant quarantine and border control agencies including PAHS, customs, civil aviation, immigration and ports authority, on the Seychelles Biosecurity Operational Manual.

· Design of biosecurity arrivals cards for all passengers arriving in to the Seychelles, negotiation with relevant authorities over institutionalising the use of these cards and initiation of their use as part of standard practice in the Seychelles. 

· Purchase of an x-ray screening machine and its installation at the international airport to screen the luggage of arriving passengers. 

· Purchase of a vehicle for PAHS / SAA to support biosecurity operations, particularly at the international airport and port. Running costs are provided by GOS.

· Establishment of a multi-agency process for selecting the baggage and passengers to be screened / checked.

· Purchase of two computers and a server to assist PAHS in its border control work. 

· Development of an IAS database, although this database is currently still ‘empty’ and needs to be populated with data. Development of the database is in fact a component of Output 3.1, following on from the IAS baseline study. Although originally intended as an inter-agency resource, it has been developed under the project as a tool for use by PAHS.
· Development of a Biosecurity website, although again this website needs to be populated with key documents and further information.

· The Project’s technical adviser is based at PAHS and has provided on-going capacity building and advisory support to the Section.

374. The Outputs supported to date under Outcome 2 have followed the framework of Outputs established in the project document and logical framework. Outcome 2 had two Objectively Verifiable Indicators (OVIs) with associated MTE and EOP Targets; each OVI was intended to relate directly to its associated Output.  The OVIs are as follows:
	Objectively Verifiable Indicator (OVI)
	MTE Target
	EOP Target

	Fully Functioning Biosecurity Service 
	Biosecurity Service created and staffed
	Biosecurity Service fully functional conducting routine inspections, identifications and effective treatments over all pathways

	% of commodities, conveyances, goods and passengers that are inspected or undergo targeted or random baggage searches for IAS
	60%
	100%


375. Part 3 of this MTR report assesses the design of the logical framework and associated OVIs, it concludes that the majority of the OVIs for Outcome 2 do not meet the criteria of being Specific, Measurable, Achievable, Relevant and Time bound (SMART).  

376. The first OVI under Outcome 2 is more of a description of a desired result than a SMART indicator of project impact. To be effective as an indicator there needs to be a means to measure the extent to which the Biosecurity Service is ‘fully functioning’. This should include measurement of the extent to which the Biosecurity Service is addressing the institutional capacity weaknesses identified in design.

377. At MTR a ‘Biosecurity Service’ has been identified and named, and it has staff. However, its composition is not as intended in design, which has significant implications for the extent to which it can be seen to be ‘fully functioning’. The OVI and MTR Target do not provide any means for measuring the relevance or effectiveness of the Biosecurity Service, they merely require an agency with that name to have been ‘created and staffed’. The EOP Target gives some indication of functions: the Biosecurity Service is to be ‘fully functional, conducting routine inspections, identifications and effective treatments over all pathways’ but overall the OVI and targets are not effective indicators on intended impact. 

378. The second OVI under Outcome 2 if taken alongside the proposed MTE and EOP targets, which give target % figures, is specific, measurable, achievable, relevant and time bound (SMART). However, it requires a system to be in place to monitor and record the number of ‘targeted and random baggage searches’. Although annual reports and GOS official gazette are cited as sources of verification, neither of these give data on the no of baggage searches undertaken by PAHS. This statistical data was not available at the time of MTR. The Project Annual report confirms: ‘There is no independent verification vis-à-vis this indicator that can assert whether the project is close to achieving it or not.’ 

379. Although theoretically meeting the SMART criteria, in the absence of a monitoring system, the second indicator under Outcome 2 is not a helpful measurement of whether the ‘Biosecurity Service (is) equipped and staffed with capacitated human resources’. Overall the OVIs for the second output under Outcome 2 should enable the project team and evaluator to assess whether the Biosecurity Service created under the project has developed ‘strengthened institutional capacity to prevent and control the introduction and spread of IAS’. It should draw on the key institutional strengthening priorities identified at project design and enable assessment of the extent to which the project has helped to address these. 

380. Given the significant weaknesses in the OVIs, the following analysis assesses the relevance, effectiveness and efficiency of results achieved to date under Outcome 2, towards achieving the intended Outcome result, in order to support the ‘Normative Solution’ and development results identified in the Project Document. It draws on the analysis of OVIs above to assess overall progress towards achieving intended development impacts. MTE targets are also taken in to consideration however the project is well over ‘mid term’ and is in fact near to its original EOP date. The analysis therefore looks at the likelihood that results achieved to date
 will realistically lead to achievement of the intended EOP Outcome. 

Evaluation and Rating of Relevance, Effectiveness and Efficiency

Relevance 

	Summary Rating 
	Moderately Satisfactory 


381. As was noted under the description of Output 2.1 above, the establishment of PAHS as Seychelles sole Biosecurity Service / Agency does not align with the institutional scope intended at project design. The project was designed to establish a Biosecurity Service with representative membership by key IAS management partners across agricultural, environmental and border control areas. PAHS has no capacity for environmental assessment. This has a significant bearing on the relevance of capacity building support.
382. The project’s task of integrating all key biosecurity areas within one single consolidated ‘Biosecurity Service’ was made significantly harder after project inception, due to the major institutional reform process, under the IMF economic reform programme described in Part 2 of this MTR report. The result of this is that responsibility for IAS management which at design originally fell under one Ministry, now falls under two separate Ministries and implementation of IAS management actions falls across different public sector, parastatal and non governmental organisations. 

383. To establish a representative and consolidated Biosecurity Service / Agency for the Seychelles, the project would have had to facilitate the integration of a range of agencies across different ministries, within a single Service. This would have required a complex design and negotiation process very different from that conceptualised at design where it was just a matter of integrating the functions of departments within a single Ministry. The public sector reforms also mean that at project inception the whole grounds for establishing a single ‘biosecurity service’ that would cover all aspects of IAS management became much less appropriate and viable. It would have been far more appropriate to establish an integrated national framework for IAS management, to support inter organisational coordination. Building the capacity of Seychelles border control agencies to prevent the entry of IAS should be one core component of this overall integrated framework.
384. At MTR, the project has focussed on strengthening the capacity of Seychelles quarantine and border control agency. The capacity building support provided under Output 2.2 has been directly relevant to increasing the capacity of PAHS to undertake key quarantine and border control work. The inclusion of key border control agencies in training under the project has helped to ensure that they understand the relevance of the work being undertaken by PAHS, and to ensure that systems developed under the project are relevant to all these agencies’ needs.
385. The design and launching of the biosecurity section of the arrival cards is another extremely relevant result. The project team also followed good practice in ensuring that equipment purchased under the project is directly relevant to the intended use by agencies that would be responsible for implementing and maintaining them. Computer systems purchased were the same as those already in place in SAA and the x ray machine purchased for the international airport was of the same make as those that civil aviation authority is accustomed to using and maintaining. As budgeted the project has recently purchased a vehicle for PAHS / SAA. 

386. Overall the support provided by the project under Output 2.2 has been directly relevant to increasing the capacity of PAHS and to strengthening biosecurity procedures at international borders, in particular the international airport. However, the issues outlined under Output 2.1 regarding the overall relevance of the ‘Biosecurity Service’ created under the project also have a bearing on the relevance of capacity building support. PAHS do not have capacity for assessment of IAS risks to biodiversity and for addressing IAS threats to Seychelles environment. At MTR this key, relevant area of ‘institutional capacity’ that is missing from legislation, policy and capacity building support under the project. 

Effectiveness 

	Summary Rating 
	Moderately Satisfactory 


387. The issues outlined above in the assessment of the ‘relevance’ of project Outputs equally apply to an assessment of their effectiveness. The overall ‘Biosecurity Service’ created under the project needs to be able to effectively address all IAS management threats to the Seychelles. In order to achieve this, the Biosecurity Service / Agency / System as conceptualised at design needs to have effective capacity to address environmental, agricultural and public health aspects of IAS prevention, control and eradication.

388. The ‘Biosecurity Service / Agency’ appointed under the project under Output 2.1 can not achieve this comprehensive coverage of Seychelles IAS management needs. PAHS is a section of the Seychelles Agriculture Agency; there is no capacity for assessing or making informed decision about environmental impacts of IAS and this is not a strategic objective of the parent Ministry. PAHS has a huge work load relative to its small size. It was established to support farmers in addressing IAS threats to agriculture, and to undertake quarantine and biosecurity border control work. Giving it further responsibilities for all IAS management functions in the Seychelles will totally overburden it, reducing the effectiveness of its border control and agricultural support work and significantly reducing the effectiveness of overall IAS management in the Seychelles. 

389. Under Output 2.2 the project has worked hard to strengthen quarantine and international border control systems in the Seychelles, and has done so effectively. The capacity of PAHS and of overall border control systems has been significantly strengthened. The project’s technical adviser has been based at PAHS and has consistently provided advice, training and technical advice to the section. 

390. The design and publication of Seychelles Biosecurity Operational Manual, Training Manual and Train the Trainer Training Manual for Seychelles Biosecurity Officers has provided an effective operational tool for PAHS and associated border control officers. The procedures and protocols outlined in the manual strengthen quarantine and border control systems at the international airport and the port. The relevant components of the draft legislation in the Biosecurity Bill give further weight to these new procedures and protocols.

391. The training provided under the project has been effective not only in strengthening the capacity of PAHS staff but also in increasing collaboration and understanding between different border control agencies. Workshop style training was provided to staff from relevant quarantine and border control agencies including PAHS, customs, civil aviation, immigration and ports authority on the Seychelles Biosecurity Operational Manual. This led to a greater understanding of biosecurity issues and procedures by key border control agencies and improved collaboration and coordination between key staff within these agencies. 

392. Support was also provided to increase the capacity of PAHS staff to identify IAS and to strengthen checks of goods and passengers at international borders. However PAHS staff identified a number of areas that could be strengthened further. They reported that they do not currently have access to species Id sheets or to ‘Pestnet’ at the airport and port. They felt that this would be extremely useful to assist them in IAS identification. Currently any potential IAS specimens are collected and sent to PAHS laboratory for assessment. Staff also expressed concerns over the safe collection and disposal of samples that are taken from passengers and goods. Currently they have no collection kits. Any IAS that are seized are disposed of through the general waste disposal system and end up in the open waste disposal centre in Mahe, from where insects, diseases or invasive plants could easily spread. There is currently no monitoring for IAS incursions around high risk areas such as the dump, airport or port. 

393. The Plant Protection section of PAHS estimates that less than 1% of reports on IAS come from quarantine staff at international borders. Approximately 80% of potential IAS incursions are reported by farmers and the remaining reports are from the general public, although the majority of these reports are of agricultural ‘pests’
 already known to exist in the Seychelles. This low level of reporting from quarantine / border control staff could reflect a low incursion rate, or a low rate of detection of IAS at borders
. 

394. The provision of core equipment has significantly helped to strengthen border control systems, particularly at the international airport. The purchase and installation of an x-ray machine at the international airport has increased the effectiveness of border control and prevention systems. The provision of a vehicle to PAHS is also a significant contribution to help increase the effectiveness of PAHS.

395. Another highly effective project impact was in the design of biosecurity arrivals cards for all passengers arriving in to the Seychelles and negotiation with relevant authorities to ensure that the use of these cards is institutionalised as part of standard practice in the Seychelles. The biosecurity questions have been incorporated alongside standard immigration forms as a two part card. To date the project has paid for the additional costs of printing costs of the initial batch of cards. One issue that will need to be confirmed prior to EOP is to clarify which agency(ies) will pick up the cost of ongoing printing of the cards. 

396. The system established under the project for collecting and reviewing the biosecurity section of the arrival cards appears to be working relatively effectively. Customs officers are responsible for collecting the cards and for passing any cards where risk boxes have been ticked on to PAHS biosecurity staff. The bags of these individuals can then be checked by PAHS biosecurity staff and scanned in the x-ray machine, operated by trained civil aviation authority officers. PAHS biosecurity staff will also check and scan the bags of any individuals that are thought to be high risk; examples given were Seychellois gardeners or farmers coming from high risk destinations such as Mauritius or Kenya. At MTR the customs service had concerns over the fact that the biosecurity system is putting extra strain on their limited human resources; two customs officers now have to stand collecting biosecurity forms at each flight, whereas previously they would have been free to undertake other customs duties. They suggested that it would be more appropriate for PAHS biosecurity staff to collect and scan the forms directly.  

397. The provision of computers and a server to PAHS / SAA has also provided important equipment for the effective operation of biosecurity services by PAHS. An IAS database has been designed under Outcome 3 and installed on one of the computers at PAHS, backed up on to an additional hard drive should the computer fail. This will be an important management tool for PAHS, however to be useful it needs to be populated with data! PAHS have responsibility for inputting the data to the database from their files and from the national IAS baseline report. They have received training under the project to enable them to do this effectively, but have requested further support. The project has also supported the design of a Biosecurity website to be located on the Seychelles Agriculture Agency website. This has been completed but also needs populating with information, in particular to upload key documents produced under the project. 
398. At MTR, the main area of weaknesses in the capacity of Seychelles Biosecurity Service is in undertaking environmental risk assessments. As outlined above, PAHS does not have the capacity to assess potential impacts of IAS on Seychelles biodiversity and ecosystems. It is also not the appropriate agency to undertake environmental risk assessment. As was seen under Outcome 1 there are also inadequate provisions in the draft legislation to support effective assessment of the environmental impacts of IAS. As it stands under the project at MTR, procedures and protocols for assessing IAS risks, for prioritising IAS threats, and for developing black, white and grey lists are unlikely to effectively address IAS risks to the environment. This needs to be urgently addressed if Outcome 2 is to effectively strengthen Seychelles institutional capacity to achieve intended development results.

399. An issue that has emerged since project design is the issue of safe disposal of IAS that are seized at points of entry. At the time of project design an EU project had supported the purchase and installation of incinerators at the airport and port. The issue of safe disposal appeared at design to have already been addressed. However problems have emerged over the last few years with the operation and maintenance of the incinerators, with no agency wanting to take responsibility for operation of the incinerators. IAS that are seized at points of entry are sent to the tip in Mahe, which is an open air dumping site and from which IAS such as creeping plants, insects or disease can easily escape. There is currently no monitoring of IAS around the dump, or around the port and airport by PAHS, although the IAS unit of the Environment Department reported that they do occasionally survey for IAS around the airport and port. This issue of safe disposal of IAS was not identified as a priority issue at design, however at MTR it has become one. This issue needs to be addressed.  

Efficiency

	Summary Rating 
	Moderately Satisfactory 


400. Under Outcome 2, only a partial analysis of efficiency is possible due to the lack of relevant co-financing data. Government co-financing support is integral to achieving this Outcome. GOS support to strengthen quarantine functions was underlined in the project document as a key GOS co-financing contribution. NGOs and the private sector are to support strengthened IAS control activities, mainly on smaller islands. GEF funds are to be used to ‘assist in setting up the Biosecurity Service, by providing necessary equipment, training and technical expertise’. 

401. At MTR 86% of GEF resources allocated to Outcome 2 have been spent. Associated costs of the long term technical advisor have also contributed to achieving results under this Outcome. 

402. The project has made efficient use of resources in training all border control agencies on biosecurity systems together, helping to improve partnership between these agencies as well as increasing their technical capacity and awareness of biosecurity issues. The purchase of equipment was also efficient and appropriate.

403. The MTR’s concerns over the relevance and effectiveness of appointing overall responsibility for all IAS management activities to PAHS / SAA, also affects the assessment of efficiency of use of resources to date. GEF funds are to support the incremental costs of ensuring biodiversity conservation outcomes are mainstreamed in to biosecurity systems. At MTR this is not being achieved effectively. Whether overall resource use under Outcome 2 has been efficient will depend on whether the remaining 14% of funds under this Outcome can be used to achieve this result, and will also depend on levels and patterns of co-financing. 
Outcome 3 MTR Rating 
	Summary Rating 
	Moderately Satisfactory 


	Outcome 3

Improved knowledge and learning capacities for the management of IAS

	Indicators

· IAS with significant economical and ecological threat established in Seychelles are identified. 
· Economically efficient, feasible and practical control and mitigation programmes of IAS in place. 

· Sustainable Knowledge and Learning Network in place and used


Background and Summary of Results Achieved to Date

404. Outcome 3 aims to achieve ‘Improved knowledge and learning capacities for the management of IAS’. It builds on Seychelles considerable experience in IAS control and eradication in order to consolidate lessons learnt, identify best practices and improve networking at both the national and international levels. Key development results to be achieved under Outcome 3 include: strengthening the information base for IAS management, establishing IAS management methodologies, tool and systems, establishing integrated inter-agency networking and co-ordination for IAS management and monitoring, as well as increasing overall public awareness of IAS issues. 

405. Two Outputs are specified under Outcome 3

406. Output 3.1 establishes an IAS baseline for the Seychelles. The project document emphasises this as a priority activity, so that information on IAS distribution in the Seychelles can support other project Outputs. The IAS baseline is to list nationally significant native and invasive plants and animals and provide information on the abundance and distribution of IAS in the country, as well as an overview of their potential threat to highly sensitive and priority habitats. The intended impact of this Output is not only the information contained in the baseline report itself but also in the processes through which it is to be developed which should involve a wide range of stakeholders and help to raise awareness of IAS impacts. The process used to develop the baseline should establish standardized methodologies for survey techniques and data management amongst relevant government agencies and NGOs, to support regular monitoring and updating.

407. The baseline report is to be installed as a national database for use by a range of relevant stakeholders, and mechanisms are to be put in place to ensure that it is continually updated. A multi-stakeholder ‘National Network’ for monitoring the establishment and spread of IAS is to be established which will periodically update the baseline; members of the Network are to come from Government, NGO and private sectors.

408. Output 3.2 develops and disseminates an analysis of ‘lessons learnt and best practices on IAS eradication and control, and habitat restoration’ in the Seychelles. This study is to cover priority IAS and different habitats. The analysis is to be used to develop IAS eradication and habitat restoration protocols/manuals for use by NGOs, Government agencies and private sector organisations. The overall aim is to improve the efficacy and cost effectiveness of IAS control activities in the Seychelles, building on and consolidating the significant experience and knowledge scattered across a range of different organisations and past initiatives. The project is also to use the analysis of lessons learnt and best practices to support awareness raising and educational activities. This latter work has strong links to the communication and awareness raising strategy to be developed under Output 1.4.

409. The concept at project design was for the inter-sectoral consolidated ‘Biosecurity Service’ to be responsible for helping to coordinate IAS control activities based on the protocols / manuals developed and for co-ordinating the updating and revision of the manuals.

410. Under Output 3.2 a ‘Knowledge and Learning Network’ is also to be established, modelled on the regional Pacific Invasives Learning Network (PILN). Seychelles participation in regional and international IAS fora is to be supported largely through the participation of relevant agencies in international meetings and conferences, to supported as part of co-financing, and the publication of articles in relevant journals. 

Summary of key results at MTR

411. The Project has supported a number of important studies under Outcome 3, although at MTR it has yet to use these studies to establish standardised tools, methodologies and protocols to support IAS management. The project has made little progress towards the objective of establishing effective inter-agency systems for improved monitoring of IAS, and has not yet supported the establishment of a national IAS ‘knowledge and learning network’. There has been very little targeted awareness raising and educational support; this links to the fact that an overall national communications and awareness raising strategy has not been developed under Output 1.4. In summary, although a number of useful studies have been completed, very few of the MTR targets have been met and the broader networking and strategic impacts under Outcome 3 have not yet been achieved. Only 16% of the intended GEF Outcome 3 budget has been spent to date.

412. Key project achievements at MTR under Outcome 3 include:

· Development of an IAS baseline study. The information contained in this study is to be used to populate the IAS database established in PAHS, as reported under Outcome 2. The original intention under Outcome 3 was for the database to be available to a range of relevant stakeholders as a tool to support IAS management and monitoring. At MTR the database contains no data and it is only available to PAHS / SAA staff. Mechanisms are not yet in pace to update the baseline and an inter agency national monitoring network has not yet been established. 

The baseline study was developed through a process of literature research and consultation with key agencies involved in IAS management in the Seychelles. Stakeholder consultation was undertaken both through a national workshop and the establishment of a web based forum where individuals could comment on the species datasheets as they were developed.

The consultant undertaking the study noted that there is a dearth of information on the outer islands when compared to the central archipelago. The central archipelago is therefore treated separately from the outer islands in the IAS baseline study and distribution maps are restricted to the distribution of key species in the central archipelago. The study notes that there is a considerable amount of information held by individuals and organisations both nationally and internationally which is not publically available. It puts forward a number of recommendations, all of which are also directly relevant to achieving the original development result intended for this Output including the need to:

· review and compile information on the outer islands and central archipelago, which is not publically accessible, and update the baseline with this information

· update the baseline with further analysis on priority pathway/vector analysis for inter-island transfer of IAS to prevent the introduction of IAS to islands where they pose most threat to biodiversity or agricultural production. 

· update the baseline to include analysis of the potential impact / threat of IAS that are not currently in the Seychelles and in particular those IAS listed by GISP as among 100 of the world‘s worst invaders, as well as those that are known to have major impacts on tropical island ecosystems elsewhere in the world. The study also points out that ‘a shortcoming of stakeholder-driven priority identification is its temporal limitations – namely stakeholders will likely identify priorities on the basis of existing impact and overlook the potential threat of IAS that are present but perhaps not yet widespread’. 

· transfer the information in the baseline study to a web based IAS database as a tool for IAS managers, and

· allocate responsibility for maintenance and updating of the database. The baseline could then provide an ongoing tool for IAS management, priority setting etc.

· A comprehensive review of IAS control and eradication experiences in the Seychelles has also been completed including assessment of lessons learnt and best practices for IAS eradication, control and habitat restoration. At the time of the MTR the results of the study are being combined with an analysis of international best practice to develop to a ‘Field Guide’ for IAS management practitioners in the Seychelles. 

The intention under Output 3.2 was for the project to also support awareness raising and educational activities, using the analysis of lessons learnt and best practices. To date this has not been undertaken. Demonstrations of effective IAS management models were also to be supported under Output 3.2. This has not yet been initiated. At MTR IAS management ‘demonstrations’ per se are not planned. However the project does intend to support a series of studies by a range of agencies across different sectors.  MOUs have been agreed with:
· The Ministry of Health to map out rodent species distribution on Mahe, identify new species of rodents and undertake blood sampling for identification of the sub type of leptospirosis that the rats are infected with. This small project also aims to reduce the population of rodents on Mahe with the aim of protecting public health by reducing the incidence of leptospirosis and other infections, reduce agricultural loss and improve the food security, as well as reducing overall economic impacts of rodents. 

· The Seychelles Islands Foundation (SIF) will undertake a study to estimate black rat (Rattus rattus) abundance and density across seasons and islands (Picard, Malabar, and Grand Terre) on Aldabra Atoll. The study will also assess the impact of rats on the breeding success of white tailed and red tailed tropic birds (Phaethon lepturus and P. rubricauda) on small lagoon islets in a controlled experimental set up through removal of rats from selected islets by SIF. 

· The Seychelles Agriculture Agency (SAA) and other collaborators will undertake a study of Cadang cadang and Lethal Yellowing in Palms on Mahe, Pralisn and LaDigue Islands.

· The Department of Environment (DOE) will undertake a study of Acacia Concinna (an invasive plant found on Mahe). TORs are currently being circulated to the Steering Committee members for their comments and approval. The survey is planned for July 2013 with assistance from an international consultant. A small project for co financing the eradication of rabbits on Recif island has also been approved. 

413. Work on the second component of Output 3.2 to establish a national and regional ‘Knowledge and Learning Network’ has not yet been started. The concept at project design was to develop a national IAS network that would help link the range of public sector, non governmental and private sector groups involved in IAS management in the Seychelles and to enable them to share knowledge and expertise. This national network was then to be expanded to support a regional network of IAS practitioners. The concept at design was to use a structure similar to the Pacific Invasives Learning Network (PILN) and to build on the experiences under PILN to establish a National and Indian Ocean Network.

414. Outcome 3 has three Objectively Verifiable Indicators (OVIs)
 with associated MTE and EOP Targets as follows:
	Objectively Verifiable Indicator (OVI)
	MTE Target
	EOP Target

	IAS with significant economical and ecological threat established in Seychelles are identified. 
	IAS Baseline established, including white and black lists of priority IAS
	Baselines updated; IAS management protocols developed

	Economically efficient, feasible and practical control and mitigation programmes of IAS in place. 


	Best practices compiled and reviewed; 

Economically efficient IAS management models developed and Demonstrations in place 


	Manuals for IAS management in place and demonstrated in priority sites

	Sustainable Knowledge and Learning Network in place and used
	National IAS Knowledge and Learning Network in place
	Contribute to Indian Ocean IAS Knowledge and Learning Network in place and used


415. Part 3 of this MTR report assesses logframe design and associated OVIs. It concludes that the majority of the OVIs for Outcome 3 do not meet the criteria of being Specific, Measurable, Achievable, Relevant and Time bound (SMART) and that the OVIs do not effectively capture intended development results.

416. The first OVI under Outcome 3 requires that ‘IAS with significant economical and ecological threat established in Seychelles are identified’. The MTR target is for the IAS baseline to have been established’ and for ‘black and white lists of priority IAS’ to have been identified. The EOP Target requires that the baseline is being updated and for IAS management protocols to have been developed. 

417. At MTR the baseline has been completed, and has significantly contributed to identifying IAS in the Seychelles that pose a significant economical and ecological threat to the country. The study shows that there is a gap in readily available information on IAS in the outer islands and highlights this as an area for further work. Black and white lists of priority IAS have not yet been agreed to between key IAS management agencies (environmental, agricultural and public health).

418. As discussed in Part 3, the indicator does not capture the broader development results intended under Output 3.1, specifically to: establish standardized methodologies for survey techniques and data management, set up a multi-stakeholder ‘National Network’ for monitoring the establishment and spread of IAS, regularly update the national IAS baseline, and raise awareness on IAS. These are all key results under Outcome 3, which are not captured in the Outcome level OVI. 

419. The Output level indicator under Output 3.1 does capture the result of establishing a ‘National Network’ for monitoring the establishment and spread of IAS, however the broader Outcome level impact of this output is not captured at all in the Outcome OVIs. The MTR target for the Output 3.1 OVI is for a ‘multi-stakeholder IAS Monitoring Network’ to have been ‘created, using standardized methodology for monitoring and data management’. This has not been achieved; to date no work has been undertaken to establish a multi-stakeholder IAS monitoring network. 

420. Output 3.1 indicators also specify that the ‘national IAS database’ should be ‘established, linked with international networks’. As was seen under Outcome 2, an IAS database has been installed in PAHS as part of capacity building support to PAHS. It is not available to other IAS management agencies in Seychelles, is not ‘online’, and does not link to any international networks. At MTR this database also does not have any ‘data’ in it. 

421. The second OVI under Outcome 3 is for ‘economically efficient, feasible and practical control and mitigation programmes of IAS’ to be ‘in place’. As was seen under Part 3 a weakness of this OVI is that it provides no specific or measurable means of assessing whether IAS control and mitigation programmes are ‘economically efficient, feasible and practical’. 

422. The MTR target is for ‘best practices’ to have been compiled and reviewed; economically efficient IAS management models developed and demonstrations in place’. At MTR an analysis of ‘best practices’ has been ‘compiled’ however ‘economically efficient, feasible and practical’ IAS management models’ have yet to be developed and demonstrations are not in place. Work is being undertaken to develop a field guide, although this was not yet completed at MTR. 

423. The third OVI under Outcome 3 is that a ‘sustainable knowledge and learning network’ should be ‘in place and used’ At MTR the target is to have a national IAS knowledge and learning network in place. This has not been achieved and in fact no work has yet been undertaken to establish a national IAS knowledge and learning network.

424. The analysis of relevance, effectiveness and efficiency below will look at the extent to which the project is achieving overall intended development results, under Outcome 3. It draws on the analysis of OVIs above to assess overall progress towards achieving intended development impacts. MTR targets are taken in to consideration; however the project is well over the intended ‘mid term’ date, the analysis therefore also looks at the likelihood that results achieved to date will realistically lead to achievement of the intended EOP Outcome. 
Evaluation and Rating of Relevance, Effectiveness and Efficiency

Relevance 

	Summary Rating 
	Moderately Satisfactory 


425. The studies supported under Outcome 3 contribute significantly to improving the knowledge base available for IAS management in the Seychelles. However, considerable work remains to be done to achieve the development results intended under Outcome 3.

426. The IAS baseline study provides extremely useful and relevant information on IAS present in the Seychelles and on their distribution, it collates available information in one document in a format that can be easily adapted to a database. However, as the study itself recognises, considerable further information is needed to establish a comprehensive baseline, and to remain relevant, the information must be continually updated through a monitoring system.
427. The review and evaluation of IAS eradication and control activities in the Seychelles also provides extremely useful and relevant information for agencies involved in IAS management in the Seychelles, however again its relevance to the intended development result is limited by the fact that at MTR it has not yet led to the establishment of manuals, guidelines or ‘economically efficient IAS management models’. 

428. Although the studies completed under Outcome 3 are relevant and useful, the majority of intended MTR results and targets have not yet been achieved under Outcome 3. These leave critical gaps in the overall development impact at MTR. There has been little project impact towards establishing relevant tools, processes and systems to support integrated, inter-sectoral management of IAS impacts.  The establishment of a multi-stakeholder IAS monitoring network remains a priority, as does the development of ‘standardised methodology for monitoring and for data management’. The establishment of a national IAS knowledge and learning network is another priority area.  

429. Intended support under the project for an ‘Indian Ocean IAS Knowledge and Learning Network is however less relevant at MTR than it was at design due to the initiation of a regional IUCN project which aims to establish an IAS network for small islands in the Indian Ocean Region. In order to maximise potential project impact prior to EOP, and given that the mid term project target of establishing a national level IAS Knowledge and Learning Network has not yet been initiated, it would be most sensible for the project to focus on the national level and, where possible, to link this national network in to the regional IUCN supported network. 

Effectiveness
	Summary Rating 
	Moderately Satisfactory 


430. The ‘effectiveness’ of the studies supported under Outcome 3 is also limited by the fact that they have not yet been developed in to tools and guidelines to support IAS management in the Seychelles. Both the IAS baseline study and the review and evaluation of IAS eradication and control activities in the Seychelles provide extremely useful information. However to be effective these studies should actually be achieving a development impact towards intended results. At MTR there is very moderate progress towards this. 

431. The IAS baseline study is a ‘knowledge product’ that will be useful to a range of IAS management agencies in the Seychelles. The intended result, as outlined in the project document, was however for the information in the IAS baseline study to be used to establish an IAS database that would be available to a range of relevant stakeholders, online. The fact that the database will only be available to SAA and PAHS staff and currently contains no data, limits its ‘effectiveness’ at MTR. The database should, as original intended, be made available as a resource to all key agencies involved in IAS management in the Seychelles, including DOE, SNPA, SIF, PAHS, SAA and the Department of Public Health. 

432. Mechanisms are not yet established to update the baseline, the planned inter agency national monitoring network has not been established. To remain effective as a management tool for the Seychelles it will be essential for the project to establish an inter agency monitoring system to regularly update the baseline. The monitoring system should involve agencies with relevant expertise to ensure that surveys cover IAS that pose an economical and ecological threat to the country. 

433. The MTR target of establishing IAS ‘black and white lists’ has not yet been met. Effective IAS management outcomes for the Seychelles are unlikely if, as outlined in the draft legislation, the Seychelles Agricultural Agency is the only agency mandated to prioritise IAS threats and to develop ‘black and white lists’. Analysis and prioritisation of IAS risks should follow international best practice in assessing IAS threats across sectors and across the production landscape. The involvement of relevant agencies with environmental, agricultural and public health expertise in this process is important. 
434. The review and evaluation of IAS eradication and control activities in the Seychelles consolidates many useful lessons and experiences for IAS management in the Seychelles. The Seychelles Islands Foundation team confirmed that they had found that the document useful and informative for the work that they are doing. However, MTE targets under Output 3.2 were that the review would have led to lessons learnt being ‘adopted in all eradication and restoration campaigns’ and ‘protocols for IAS eradication and habitat restoration efforts’ being ‘used by partnerships of GOS, private sector and NGOs’. By MTE the project should have evaluated this impact. At MTR IAS management protocols have not yet been developed, although work is underway to produce an IAS management field guide for the Seychelles. 

435. The Knowledge Learning Network that should under Output 3.2 be in place at the national level by MTE, has not been established. No work has yet been initiated under the project to support this key coordination mechanism. This significantly limits the effectiveness of all results under Output 3.2.

436. Outcome 3 is core to the achievement of development results under all Outcomes. Under the Normative Solution described in the project document: ‘There will have been an attitudinal shift amongst the citizenry concerning the importance of IAS controls, which are presently seen as needlessly punitive. Measures to halt the inter-island spread of IAS already established on some islands will be formalized and put in place, and monitoring systems will be assessing their efficacy, and inform management actions. Finally, control and eradication schemes for IAS will be undertaken with full access to knowledge on the efficacy and costs of different treatment options, and with access to a community of practice constituted by local experts, but with ready access to international expertise’. At MTR the project is still a very long way from achieving any of these results and it is questionable whether it will be possible for the project to make an effective contribution given the limited resources and time remaining until EOP. Achieving intended results under Outcome 3 should however be a core focus over the remaining life of the Project. 

Efficiency

	Summary Rating 
	Moderately Unsatisfactory 


437. At MTR only 16% of the intended GEF Outcome 3 budget has been spent. Achievement of intended results is correspondingly weak. Very few of the intended MTE targets have been met. 
438. GEF funds are to be used for ‘the review of existing data, establishment of lessons learned and best practices, as well as installing improved knowledge management and learning systems to facilitate and demonstrate good IAS control practices.’ GEF resources have been used to undertake a series of important reviews and studies. However these have yet to achieve intended results to establish IAS management tools, monitoring systems, improved networking, communication and awareness raising.
439. Under Outcome 3, 75% of project support was to come from co-financing, and again here very little data is available on levels or types of co-financing to date. GOS were to provide co-financing for specific research and control programmes on IAS, including data collection and management, NGOs and the private sector were to contribute by undertaking biodiversity assessments, and IAS eradication and restoration activities. It will be essential for the project to assess levels and types of co-financing support prior to EOP.
440. The moderately unsatisfactory rating is a partial assessment, based on the information available to the MTR; a full assessment would require an analysis of co-financing contributions to date. GEF funding to Outcome 3 is significantly under spent with only 16% of the intended budget invested in project activities at MTR. Funds have been used to support two important studies which will hopefully support the development of important IAS management tools and awareness raising material prior to EOP. The project has also not been efficient in its use of time, and has not achieved most of the key MTE targets, in particular those intended to support the establishment of inter-agency monitoring systems and national networking. Considerable further work needs to be done to achieve intended networking, communication, monitoring and awareness raising results before EOP. 
PART SIX: SUSTAINABILITY 

Rating of the likelihood of Sustainability 

	Overall

Institutional 

Financial 

Socio-political

Environmental 
	Moderately Unlikely

Moderately Unlikely 

Moderately Unlikely

Moderately Likely

Moderately Unlikely


441. Evaluation of the likelihood of sustainability assesses whether project results and impacts are likely to result in long term positive outcomes following the end of the project. Four aspects of sustainability are examined: institutional, financial, socio-political and environmental. 

442. Each aspect of sustainability is rated according to whether it is: likely, moderately likely, moderately unlikely or unlikely, where a ‘likely’ rating indicates that there is a strong likelihood of sustainable positive impact from the project following EOP. Under GEF all the risk dimensions of sustainability are critical. Therefore the overall rating for sustainability can not be higher than the lowest rated dimension. 

443. At MTR the overall likelihood of sustainable positive impact from the project, is evaluated to be ‘moderately unlikely’.  However, the project has made a number of very significant contributions to strengthen Seychelles international border control systems, and therefore to strengthen capacity to prevent the entry of IAS to the Seychelles. An adjustment in project focus prior to EOP, in order to establish a more integrated and coordinated IAS management framework for the Seychelles, and to ensure that prevention and control systems support positive biodiversity conservation outcomes, will significantly increase the likelihood of sustainable impact across all areas. 

Institutional and Governance
	Rating
	moderately unlikely


444. The analysis of institutional sustainability assesses the likelihood that at EOP key institutions, and the overall institutional framework for IAS management in the Seychelles, will have the capacity to effectively prevent and control the introduction and spread of IAS in the Seychelles. It specifically looks at the extent to which project support is establishing a legal, policy, strategic and institutional framework that will support IAS management systems in the Seychelles and have a sustainable impact in reducing the threat of IAS across the production landscape.

445. As outlined in Parts 4 and 5 of this report the MTR has highlighted a number of significant concerns relating to the potential impact of the institutional framework developed under the project. The MTR concludes that the allocation of all IAS management prevention and control mandates and responsibility to one sole ‘Biosecurity Agency’ within the agricultural sector, does not support intended project impact and does not align with either the Seychelles Sustainable Development Strategy (SSDS) or UNDP/GEF strategic priorities. It is unlikely at MTR that the institutional framework outlined in the Biosecurity Strategy and the associated regulatory provisions in the draft Biosecurity Bill will increase Seychelles capacity to effectively prevent and control the introduction and spread of IAS in the Seychelles. It is also unlikely that the institutional framework proposed under the project will ‘ensure safeguarding of Seychelles biodiversity against the threat of introduction and spread of IAS’

446. In order to increase the likelihood of positive, sustainable project impact it is essential for the project to establish an integrated institutional framework which reflects the roles and responsibilities of the range of agencies, and range of sectors, involved in IAS management in the Seychelles, and which aligns with the SSDS. This will help to address a key weaknesses identified at project design and that remain weaknesses at MTR:

 ‘the need for the respective roles and responsibilities of the Government, private sector and NGOs to be defined in order to ensure efficient use of the limited expertise available within the country… and more effective processes and incentives to encourage stakeholder collaboration and ecosystem-based partnerships for IAS inventory, monitoring and controls, both within the ENGO community and between it and the Government’.

447. Although the institutional framework outlined in the Biosecurity Strategy and draft Biosecurity Bill does not currently support sustainable institutional and governance outcomes for overall IAS management in the Seychelles, the project has significantly helped to strengthen international border control systems and to build the capacity of the Plant and Animal Health Section (PAHS) of Seychelles Agriculture Agency (SAA). International border control and quarantine are key components of overall IAS management systems for the Seychelles; components which at design were identified to be weak.
448. The sections of the draft Biosecurity Bill and Biosecurity Manual that outline specific border control procedures and regulations are clear and work to strengthen quarantine and border control systems. Training delivered under the project has also contributed significantly to increase the understanding of border control agencies (including customs, immigration, civil aviation, PAHS and ports authority) on the importance of biosecurity, and on effective procedures and protocols to strengthen border control. The inclusion of key border control agencies in training under the project has supported inter-agency collaboration and partnership building within the international airport and port. The project has also worked hard to ensure effective alignment of the Biosecurity Bill with Seychelles WTO accession process and therefore its ‘sustainability’ if / when Seychelles joins the WTO.
449. At MTR, a significant weakness in project support for biosecurity at international borders is however that the institutional provisions do not effectively include agencies or personnel with the capacity or mandate to assess environmental risks. The procedures outlined in the legislation also do not give adequate provision for managing IAS impacts on biodiversity. The institutional and legislative framework to assess and address IAS threats to biodiversity needs to be strengthened in all core strategic and regulatory documents developed under Outcome 1. 

Financial
	Rating
	moderately unlikely


450. The issue of financial sustainability of Seychelles IAS management system is closely tied to the issue of institutional sustainability. An integrated, well coordinated institutional framework for IAS management / Biosecurity in the Seychelles will greatly improve the efficiency and effectiveness of resource use and therefore increase the likelihood of financial sustainability. 

451. The project document identified one of the ‘national benefits’ to be delivered under the project as: ‘improved cross-sectoral, institutional cooperation systems, coupled with stakeholder participation schemes’ which ‘will lead to a better deployment of funds and human resources’. This remains a key issue at MTR. 

452. Clause 13 of the draft Biosecurity Bill establishes a legal framework for cost recovery by the ‘Biosecurity Agency’. It also establishes a contingencies fund and provisions for fines paid under the act to be paid in to a consolidated fund. However, currently, PAHS receives core funding from central Government and there is no guarantee that the legal provisions in the Bill will lead to increased sustainability of funding for PAHS / SAA. The Seychelles continues to receive support under IMF’s Extended Fund Facility. One of the objectives of this support is to improve economic efficiency and to raise growth through implementation of a second generation of structural reforms. IMF’s October 2012 mission report notes that ‘Seychelles’ open economy remains highly vulnerable to external shocks.’ At MTR therefore Seychelles economy, and fiscal management system, is in a state of flux and it is unclear what impact project support have in increasing the financial sustainability of IAS management systems in the country in the long term. This is not something that the project has any control over.
453. What is clear at MTR is that the financial sustainability of IAS management systems will have a significant impact on the effectiveness of agencies involved in IAS management. Effective operation of international border control systems, rapid response mechanisms, monitoring systems and IAS control and eradication within the Seychelles require substantial budgets. The IAS risks associated with increased trade, travel and development have continued to grow over the life of the project. Although an integrated institutional framework for IAS management will help to increase the efficiency of resource use, sustainable financing of IAS management across agencies remains a key challenge. 

454. An example of the need for more effective and sustainable financing mechanisms is seen in the current ‘system’ for financing of ‘rapid’ response to IAS incursions. Currently if IAS management agencies become aware of IAS that have entered in to the country, they have to design a project for external donor funding in order to try to get adequate funds to contain, control or ideally eradicate the invasive species. Clearly this does not result in ‘rapid’ emergency response. Stakeholders consulted during the MTR pointed out that project design and initiation often takes over a year, by which time IAS have spread in to the country and containment / eradication to prevent their permanent entry to the Seychelles is often no longer feasible. Emergency response to IAS incursions requires effective strategies, protocols, plans and funds to support rapid and effective coordination between agencies to contain and remove the incursion.

455. The project has no control over economic structural reforms planned under the IMF support programme, nor over Seychelles overall fiscal situation, however it can contribute to increasing the likelihood of sustainable financing of IAS management systems, by a) supporting an efficient, integrated, well coordinated system of resource use between agencies and b) helping to increase the awareness of key national decision makers, including within the Ministry of Finance, on the economic importance of effective IAS management, using the information in the study supported under the project on the ‘Economic Valuation of the influence of IAS on the national economy’.  

Socio-political
	Rating
	moderately likely


456. The analysis of socio-political sustainability assesses the level of stakeholder awareness and support for the project’s objectives, and the long term impact of project activities towards increasing socio-political awareness and support. It also looks at socio-political risks impacting on effective prevention and control of the introduction and spread of IAS. 

457. The project has had a significant impact in increasing the awareness of border control agencies on the importance of biosecurity and has helped to increase the support and participation of customs, civil aviation, immigration and ports authorities in biosecurity management within border control systems at the international airport and port. As well as standard border control agencies the project has also directly involved the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, helping to establish systems which ensure that VIPs are effectively checked within biosecurity border control systems. 

458. The project has also helped to raise the awareness of key decision makers in the Ministry of Natural Resources and Industry and the Seychelles Agriculture Agency on IAS management issues and approaches. The new Permanent Secretary of MNRI has been very supportive of the project and confirmed that it has greatly increased his understanding of IAS management/biosecurity issues
459. The Ministry of Environment and Energy already has a good awareness of the importance of IAS management for protection of Seychelles biodiversity and ecosystems, as evidenced in the priority accorded to IAS management within the Biodiversity and Forestry chapter of the Seychelles Sustainable Development Strategy (SSDS). The high strategic priority given to IAS management within the SSDS indicates that this will remain a political focus for environmental management agencies over the next eight years, and this augers well for a sustained impact. This is not a project outcome per se but has an important bearing on overall project outcomes.

460. The Biosecurity Committee established under the project is an important forum for a range of agencies involved in biosecurity and border control to discuss IAS management issues and advise on project related work. It has helped to raise the awareness of key stakeholder agencies not normally involved in Biosecurity and has also helped to increase partnership between border control agencies.

461. Although the project has helped to increase the awareness of key agencies involved in international border control on the importance of biosecurity and has strengthened management partnerships between those agencies, the project aimed to have a broader public awareness raising and partnership building impact in order to establish ‘more effective processes and incentives…to encourage stakeholder collaboration and ecosystem-based partnerships for IAS inventory, monitoring and controls, both within the ENGO community and between it and the Government’. In order to achieve this broader result and to support sustainable socio-political impact, considerable further work needs to be done under Outcome 3 and Output 1.4.  

462. Output 1.4 was to establish a national public awareness strategy and this remains an important area of work at MTR. A number of key outputs under Outcome 3 to improve knowledge, tools, awareness and networking between NGOs, the public and private sectors have also not yet been supported under the project. Stakeholders consulted at MTR emphasised the importance of improved public awareness to achieving sustainable project outcomes. Gardeners and farmers were identified as priority targets for awareness raising in order to raise their awareness of the threats associated with invasive species. National garden competitions over recent years have increased the number of non native plants being illegally brought in to the country by the general public, in order to ‘beautify’ gardens. The importance of increasing public awareness on the potentially damaging impact of these non native ‘exotics’ was seen as key to achieving sustainable outcomes, alongside improved border control.

463. Project activities to increase public awareness and to support IAS management partnerships and networks can build on a number of existing strengths in Seychelles environmental sector, including within NGOs and the private sector. Seychelles Islands Foundation (SIF) is currently undertaking a substantial IAS management project to address IAS threats to Seychelles two world heritage sites. A number of NGOs are actively involved in supporting IAS management activities, including the plant conservation action group, which is helping to strengthen partnerships between stakeholders involved in plant conservation work. Some private resorts have also undertaken projects to remove IAS from their islands and have established management measures to keep their islands free from these invasives. In the public sector DOE run a green line through which the general public can report IAS and also offer rewards for specific IAS brought in to the department. They also have radio and television slots through which to raise public awareness on environmental issues. PAHS/SAA support farmers through extension work each week helping farmers to address and manage pests and diseases (both IAS and non IAS) affecting their crops. This is another useful avenue for targeted awareness raising support.
464. Overall the Seychelles has a solid foundation on which to build to strengthen socio-political support for, and awareness of, measures to strengthen IAS management. The project can build on this to achieve intended results. The implementation of intended project support under Outcome 3 and Output 1.4 will greatly help to strengthen the likelihood of socio-political sustainability.

Environmental: 
	Rating
	moderately unlikely


465. The sustainability of environmental outcomes and reduction of the threats posed by IAS to Seychelles biodiversity is critical to the project’s overall effectiveness. The achievement of sustainable environmental outcomes is closely tied to the sustainability and effectiveness of institutional, financial and socio-political outcomes. All of the issues that have been discussed above also therefore relate directly to the likelihood of sustained positive environmental impact:

· the institutional framework for IAS Management / Biosecurity supported under the project should establish an integrated system that incorporates key environmental agencies including the Invasive Species Unit of the Seychelles Department of Environment, Seychelles  National Parks Authority and Seychelles Islands Foundation. It should provide the framework for effective partnership between NGOs, the public and private sectors, to make effective and efficient use of resources and expertise. 

· IAS prevention measures within legislation, systems and protocols at international borders should include assessment of environmental risks by competent agencies.

· Sustainable financing for positive environmental outcomes will be better supported through an integrated, multi-stakeholder management framework which will help to improve the overall efficiency of resource use. The finances and financial mechanisms required to support core IAS management actions, including risk assessment, emergency rapid response, monitoring, prevention and control should be identified within this framework.

· Project support should be aligned with the strategic objectives of the SSDS and reflect the strategic priority given in the SSDS to ensuring Biosecurity / IAS Management Systems reduce IAS threats to Seychelles biodiversity and ecosystems. The fact that the reduction of IAS impacts on biodiversity is a strategic priority within the Seychelles Sustainable Development Strategy 2012 to 2020 helps to demonstrate Seychelles commitment to, and understanding of, the importance of IAS management in relation to their natural resource base. It indicates that IAS management will continue to be a strategic environmental priority following EOP. 
466. The SSDS reflects and builds on Seychelles considerable experience in IAS management within the environmental sector. Prior to project start up, Seychelles had undertaken a considerable number of IAS control and eradication initiatives and is internationally recognised for its leading role in IAS management on islands. A core part of the development rationale for the project was to strengthen Seychelles capacity to prevent the entry of IAS to the Seychelles, following the logic that ‘prevention is better than cure’. At MTR the project has contributed significantly to strengthening biosecurity systems at international borders and therefore to strengthening Seychelles capacity to prevent the entry of IAS. However, the overall development results intended under the project are considerably broader than strengthening quarantine systems. The project aims to establish ‘increased capacities to prevent and control the introduction and spread of IAS through trade, travel and transport across the production landscape’. In order to achieve this objective and to support sustainable environmental outcomes, the project needs to now broaden its focus beyond Seychelles quarantine and international border control agencies, to strengthen the overall biosecurity system in the Seychelles, and specifically to ensure that project support adequately addresses IAS threats to biodiversity.

467. The threats of IAS to Seychelles environment have continued to grow over the life of the project and will continue to grow following EOP. The Seychelles is expanding the geographic range of countries with which it trades, and this in turn increases the range of IAS risks. Accession to the WTO means that Seychelles border control systems must based on scientific proof, which in turn requires effective systems of risk analysis to support prevention measures for high risk goods. Climate change is also changing environmental conditions in the Seychelles, putting additional stresses on Seychelles ecosystems and biodiversity. One of the characteristics of invasive species is that they are adept and rapid colonisers, climate change is likely to provide opportunities for IAS to spread where native plants and animals are placed under stress. These exogenous risks increase the importance and urgency of effective project support across all areas, in order to reduce the threat of IAS, and to support sustainable environmental outcomes.
PART SEVEN: CONCLUSIONS AND LESSONS LEARNT 

468. The Project aims to establish increased capacities to prevent and control the introduction and spread of IAS through trade, travel and transport across Seychelles production landscape. Project design established that ‘Seychelles…has an inadequate internal framework for controlling the entry of IAS into, and their spread within, the archipelago.’ The project outcomes were designed to address three core areas of capacity deficit.

469. A strong emphasis in design was placed on the principle that ‘prevention is better than cure’, however development impacts, at both Objective and Outcome levels, aim to improve capacities to ‘prevent and control’ the ‘introduction and spread’ of IAS. The project document identifies a comprehensive package of development results to strengthen Seychelles overall capacity for preventing the entry of IAS, as well as for monitoring and managing IAS impacts within the Seychelles. 

470. The project document identifies ‘the need for the respective roles and responsibilities of the Government, private sector and NGOs to be defined in order to ensure efficient use of the limited expertise available within the country’, stressing that ‘more effective processes and incentives are needed to encourage stakeholder collaboration and ecosystem-based partnerships for IAS inventory, monitoring and controls, both within the ENGO community and between it and the Government. ‘National benefits’ under the project are to include: ‘improved cross-sectoral, institutional cooperation systems, coupled with stakeholder participation schemes’ which ‘will lead to a better deployment of funds and human resources’. 

471. The development rationale for Global Environment Fund (GEF) support to the project is to ‘ensure safeguarding of Seychelles’ biodiversity against the threat of introduction and spread of IAS, and hence an improved conservation status and ecological integrity of globally important ecosystems and habitats, including globally endangered species’. GEF support is to cover ‘the incremental costs of ensuring that biodiversity management objectives pertaining to IAS are mainstreamed into the production practices of the travel, transport and trade sectors…expanding the management paradigm, to improve risk management (risk identification and action prioritisation), interception systems and private sector involvement’. Co-financing is to support a range of core related areas, in particular to strengthen Seychelles quarantine systems.
472. At MTR it is clear that the project has established a strong focus on strengthening Seychelles border control and quarantine systems, in order to increase national capacity for preventing the entry of IAS to the Seychelles. This is highly relevant. However, it is one element of broader project outcomes to strengthen Seychelles overall IAS management capacity. The project’s core focus on quarantine and border control, and on Seychelles quarantine and agricultural agency, is not currently supporting the establishment of ‘cross-sectoral, institutional cooperation systems, coupled with stakeholder participation schemes’ and a number of areas of project support are unlikely to achieve intended biodiversity conservation results.

473. The MTR has identified an urgent need for the project to take a step back from its focus on building the capacity of PAHS /SAA to look at Seychelles overall IAS management systems. To achieve intended results, the project must increase its support for the establishment of effective inter agency, multi sectoral coordination in IAS management systems. It should ensure that the Biosecurity legislation and Strategy developed under the project support this integrated overall framework and that they support positive biodiversity conservation outcomes. More specifically it should ensure that environmental management authorities are core partners in IAS management frameworks for IAS prevention (including risk analysis and prioritisation) and for monitoring, control and eradication within the Seychelles, alongside PAHS / SAA. 

474. Project activities to date have had a strong focus on Outcome 1, which aims to address weaknesses identified in the policy and regulatory framework, and on Outcome 2, which aims to strengthen institutional capacity for IAS prevention and control. Some important studies have been completed under Outcome 3, but many of the Outcome 3 MTR targets have not been met, and work has not yet been initiated in many key areas.

475. Under Outcome 1 the project has developed a national Biosecurity Policy, Strategy and draft Biosecurity legislation. A cost recovery system for Seychelles quarantine and border control agency has been identified and is included within the draft legislation. The project has not undertaken work on the fourth output under Outcome 1 to establish a national communication plan / public awareness strategy. 

476. Outputs developed under Outcome 1 establish a legislative and strategic framework that gives the Plant and Animal Health Section (PAHS) of the Seychelles Agriculture Agency (SAA) the core role, and sole mandate, in all aspects of IAS management in the Seychelles. The legislation has relatively few provisions to support effective management of IAS threats to / impacts on Seychelles biodiversity. It also does not adequately reflect or incorporate the mandates of national environmental agencies. Considerable work has been done under the project to ensure that the legislation is complaint with, and supports, Seychelles WTO accession process. The legislation also establishes a multi agency ‘Biosecurity Committee’, mandated to advise the Biosecurity Agency (SAA PAHS) on biosecurity issues. The Biosecurity Committee has helped to bring key agencies involved in national border control together and is a useful discussion forum for border control. However, it has proportionally weak environmental representation, relative to the significance of IAS management to the 50% of Seychelles land area that is under environmental protection as national parks.

477. PAHS is an agricultural support agency under Seychelles Agriculture Agency; it is the national agency responsible for Seychelles quarantine service. It also provides support to the agriculture sector to help manage the impact of agricultural pests and diseases, under Seychelles Agricultural Agency. It does not have the capacity to assess or make informed decisions about environmental impacts of IAS, however, and this is not a strategic objective of its parent Ministry. PAHS has a huge work load relative to its small size. Project Outputs which allocate further mandates and responsibilities for all IAS management to PAHS / SAA will totally overburden it, reducing the effectiveness of its border control and agricultural support work and significantly reducing the effectiveness of overall IAS management systems in the Seychelles. The MTR concludes that in giving all legal responsibility for IAS management to PAHS/ SAA, as Seychelles sole ‘Biosecurity Agency’, the project will not achieve the intended development results under the project; in fact it may work against achieving these objectives.

478. The institutional framework being developed under the project in the draft Biosecurity legislation and strategy does not align with or support Seychelles national priorities as outlined in the Seychelles Sustainable Development Strategy (SSDS). The SSDS identifies IAS management as a key priority for national biodiversity conservation. It identifies the Department of Environment, Seychelles National Parks Authority, environmental NGOs and Seychelles Agricultural Agency as partners in achieving national IAS management priorities. The SSDS replaces the EMPS as a key national Strategy with which project Outputs and Outcomes must align. 

479. Under Outcome 2, the original concept at project design was to establish a new, integrated ‘Biosecurity Service’ incorporating environmental, agricultural and border control expertise, and to build the capacity of this agency to effectively control the entry of IAS at international borders. In fact support under the project has focussed on strengthening Seychelles existing border control and quarantine systems. Having identified the Plant and Animal Health Section (PAHS) of the Seychelles Agriculture Agency (SAA) as Seychelles sole ‘Biosecurity Agency’ project support has subsequently focussed on this agency. Support under Outcome 2 has significantly helped to increase the capacity of PAHS to undertake its quarantine and agricultural support work.  It has also helped to strengthen border control systems, particularly at the international airport. However, it has not achieved the intended Outcome of establishing an integrated Biosecurity Service that consolidates environmental, agricultural and border control components of Biosecurity. Currently international border control systems supported under the project do not include adequate provisions for assessment of IAS threats to biodiversity and for prioritisation of IAS impacts on the environment.
480. Outcome 3, and elements of Outcome 1 were designed to strengthen the information and resource base available to IAS management agencies in the Seychelles, establish standardised management tools and monitoring systems and strengthen platforms for inter organisational networking, coordination and awareness raising. The project has supported two key studies under Outcome 3. However, at the time of the MTR these have yet to be developed in to tools to directly support improved IAS management. No substantial work has been undertaken to establish multi stakeholder networks, communication, awareness raising and monitoring systems.

481. At MTR, the project is a long way from achieving the Normative Solution outlined in the project document whereby ‘‘The country will have developed strong institutional capacities to prevent the entry of new IAS into the country that pose a risk to biodiversity, and thus will have improved the level of security for native species threatened by potential new IAS. In particular, strengthened capacities will be in place for a) assessing the relative risks posed by the different pathways for entry; and b) instituting effective inspection programmes to minimise entry of IAS by the identified pathways.’

482. Although the project has helped to significantly increase the capacity of PAHS, and to strengthen overall border control systems, currently key Outputs under Outcome 1 do not strengthen capacities ‘to prevent the entry of new IAS into the country that pose a risk to biodiversity’. In fact although the capacity of PAHS to detect IAS has been increased, and although improved border security is likely to improve the interception of all IAS coming in to the country, there is no provision within the draft legislation developed under the project to assess or prioritise IAS risks to Seychelles biodiversity. 

483. In assessing project impact and evaluating project results it is essential to look at the overall development results intended in the project document, alongside the objectively verifiable indicators (OVIs) specified in the project’s logical framework. The MTR has found the OVIs to be weak at all levels, they do not meet the required criteria of being specific, measurable, achievable, relevant and time bound (SMART). Objective level indicators are especially weak and do not support measurement and assessment of progress towards achieving intended project results. In evaluating project impact therefore the MTR has reported against the OVIs, and has also assessed the extent to which project results are helping to achieve the ‘normative solution’, and are in line with the intended development rationale for GEF support. 

484. The intended EOP impact was to have increased capacities in the Seychelles to the extent that ‘production activities, the trade, travel and transport sectors will have been adapted, to improve controls. This will be driven both by regulatory enforcement, and voluntary action by businesses. There will have been an attitudinal shift amongst the citizenry concerning the importance of IAS controls, which are presently seen as needlessly punitive. Measures to halt the inter-island spread of IAS already established on some islands will be formalized and put in place, and monitoring systems will be assessing their efficacy, and inform management actions. Finally, control and eradication schemes for IAS will be undertaken with full access to knowledge on the efficacy and costs of different treatment options, and with access to a community of practice constituted by local experts, but with ready access to international expertise’ 

485. Considerable further work and a change of focus are needed if the project is to get anywhere near achieve the ‘Normative Solution’ before EOP. If the project is to achieve intended results it must widen its focus beyond quarantine and border control agencies and establish a coordinated framework for IAS management that supports all key agencies, sectors and stakeholders to work in partnership. The Institutional Framework developed under the project should help to clarify the roles and responsibilities of the range of agencies involved in IAS management in the Seychelles including for prevention, risk assessment, rapid response, monitoring, control and eradication as well as in raising awareness. This will help to achieve the national benefits identified at design.
486. As outlined in Part 2 of this report there have been considerable changes to the development context since project design. The Seychelles has undertaken a significant economic reform programme over the last four years with associated restructuring of public sector departments and the establishment of a number of parastatal organisations. The main implications of the reform programme for the project have been that IAS prevention and control functions which originally fell under a single Ministry, the Ministry of Environment and Natural Resources (MENR), now fall under different Ministries and under associated parastatal organisations, across different sectors. Government Ministries and associated Departments now theoretically have a largely policy oriented, strategic guidance role, while the parastatal organisations are responsible for ‘on the ground’ implementation. There has also been a significant reduction in public sector budgets. 

487. The institutional and economic changes since project design have increased the work load and challenges for the project, increasing the institutional complexity of IAS management across sectors and reducing public sector resources available to support IAS management. However, the increased institutional complexity at MTR makes the project’s job of supporting integrated, inter-sectoral management frameworks even more essential than it was at design. The increased scarcity of public sector resources makes it even more important to ensure that the work load of IAS management is spread across relevant agencies, that these agencies have the legislative and technical support to operate effectively, and that overall IAS management frameworks, systems and strategies support effective inter agency coordination and stakeholder participation. Last but not least it increases the importance of establishing effective awareness raising strategies to support voluntary control, in order to help reduce the number of IAS being brought in to the country.

488. The successful implementation of a harmonized and integrated biosecurity approach requires clear and supportive national policy, strategy and legislation, with an institutional framework that defines the roles and responsibilities of all key stakeholder groups. It also requires adequate technical and scientific capability (including use of risk analysis across all areas of risk), well-functioning infrastructure, well co-ordinated monitoring and rapid response systems and effective communication and information exchange. Sector policies, laws and regulations should be harmonized to avoid contradictions, overlaps or gaps. The institutional framework should set out the rules and procedures governing IAS management, and should define the mechanisms through which different organisations work towards shared objectives. The institutional framework should be iterative so that it can be adapted, monitored and amended if institutions or institutional roles change, or if new stakeholders emerge. The Biosecurity Bill and Strategy documents developed under Outcome 1 should be amended to support this overall integrated approach. The project also urgently needs to establish the monitoring systems, tools and networks planned under Outcome 3 and under Output 1.4. The range of agencies that are core to achieving effective IAS management in the Seychelles will then be better able to coordinate their work, taking advantage of the synergies and complementarities in their roles and responsibilities.

Lessons Learnt

489. The following section highlights some of the lessons learnt under the project at MTR

490. Perhaps the most obvious lesson is the need to hold a MTR at mid term! The project is currently near to its original end date and has consequently spent 74% of its resources, and yet the mid term evaluation has only just been commissioned. The maximum amount of time possible for a no cost extension with remaining resources would be 18 months. A number of key project results have however not been achieved, many have not yet been initiated. The project has also put a large amount of work and resources in to a number of activities that are not working effectively to achieve positive results and are not in line with intended outcomes. If the MTR had been held at mid term, as intended, it could have helped to pick up on these issues, and to steer the project back on to a track of supporting a more integrated and consolidated biosecurity system, working to achieve biodiversity conservation outcomes, in line with intended project outcomes.

491. The project also demonstrates the need to ensure that indicators within the logical framework meet the criteria of being specific, measurable, achievable, relevant and time bound (SMART) and that the indicators effectively capture intended results at all levels. OVIs that are not SMART and that do not capture key results, tie project managers, evaluators and project partners to an ‘illogical’ reporting and monitoring framework. This is a lesson arising from project design and inception. However, mechanisms should also be built in to support and encourage adaptive management and to enable project teams to amend OVIs that are clearly not relevant or useful monitoring tools. Even if OVIs are SMART at inception, conditions of project implementation may change that make them no longer appropriate. 

492. Another lesson from project inception is the need to establish clear reporting systems at start-up of GEF projects to record co-financing data. Linked to this is the importance of clarifying and agreeing with project partners what constitutes co-financing. Project managers can spend vast amounts of time trying to elicit budget and co-financing data from partner organisations at the end of a reporting year if systems are not in place to record financial and in kind co-financing inputs throughout the year. Co-financing is part of the contractual project agreement between a country and UNDP / GEF and it is important that co-financing data is recorded. 

493. The importance of ensuring that equipment purchased under a project is appropriate for intended use, and that responsibility for long term operation and maintenance of the equipment is agreed prior to purchase, is a positive lesson from this project. The positive results being generated from involving the civil aviation authority and other key partners in the process of selecting the x ray scanner are clear at MTR. This has helped to ensure that the equipment purchased met the operational needs of the operating agency and that running and maintenance costs following EOP are clear and agreed to. The positive results attained by the UNDP / GEF Biosecurity project can be compared with the experience from an earlier IAS management project funded by the EU. The EU project purchased incinerators to enable safe disposal of biosecurity waste at Seychelles airport and port. However since EOP of that project both incinerators have fallen in to disrepair and are not being used. The reason for this was reported to the MTR to be due to the high operational and maintenance costs. Following project end no agency was prepared to take responsibility for operation of the incinerators and the Seychelles continues to have no means for safe disposal of biosecurity waste.

494. Another key lesson learnt from the MTR is the importance of ensuring that project design captures and incorporates any key strategic or policy changes that are due to occur during the life of the project. This project was designed to align with the Environmental Management Plan for the Seychelles 2000 – 2010; significant emphasis was given in the project document to the importance of project alignment with the EMPS and involvement of related stakeholders in project implementation. The project’s EOP date is 2013. The EMPS was due to end in 2010. It was therefore clear at design that there would be a major strategic review process during the life of the project which would have a significant impact on project outcomes. However, no core project outputs, activities, OVIs or budget were included to ensure the project’s involvement in and alignment with this national strategic review processes. Adaptive management of the project could have picked this up, but in the case of this project did not do so effectively. The lesson here is on the importance of ensuring that projects designed over a period of time where there will be a major strategic or policy revision process affecting that project, should incorporate activities and OVIs to ensure project alignment with the new strategy or policy. Where relevant adequate provision should be given to enable project support for, and involvement in, the strategic revision process. If activities had been included in design of the Mainstreaming Biosecurity Project to support the Seychelles in effectively incorporating IAS management across all relevant areas of the revised EMPS, which in fact became the SSDS, this would have been a key contribution towards intended development impact. It would have significantly contributed to the likelihood of sustainable project outcomes and would also have helped to ensure that project outputs remained aligned with national strategic priorities. Unfortunately this was not the case, and unfortunately due to the late commissioning of the MTR the SSDS is now finalised and the opportunity to ensure IAS management is effectively incorporated across all relevant areas of Seychelles multi-sectoral sustainable development strategy, has been missed. 

495. Lessons can be learnt from the impact of the significant number of changes in the development context since project design. The project demonstrated good adaptive management in the way in which it has incorporated and worked to support Seychelles WTO accession process. However, as outlined above a key opportunity to ensure alignment with the SSDS was missed. Project implementation would have greatly benefited from a strategic review of the implications of the major national institutional and economic reform processes for IAS management in the Seychelles. It may be useful across future UNDP/GEF projects to include a section within the monitoring and evaluation plan that emphasises that if there are major economic and institutional reform processes over the life of a project, a special meeting of high level parties within the TPR should be held to review the impact of these changes for the project and to identify any adaptation mechanisms necessary. 

496. The overall findings of the MTR also highlight the importance of a cross sectoral, integrated approach to IAS management. This is particularly relevant on small islands where resources are limited and ecosystems and production landscapes are intricately interlinked. It is perhaps a useful lesson for UNDP / GEF for future IAS management projects. It is essential for biosecurity mechanisms established under projects such as the current one to reflect the institutional mandates, strategic, human and financial capacity of all relevant national organisations, to support an integrated and coordinated framework for IAS management. This MTR also demonstrates the importance of conceptualising IAS prevention, control and eradication (including risk assessments, monitoring and awareness raising etc) as inter-connected components of an integrated overall IAS management system. The dichotomy created at design between ‘prevention’ and ‘control’ and subsequently in project implementation due to different use of the terms ‘biosecurity’ and ‘IAS management’ and a focus on ‘pests and diseases
’ in some sectors and ‘invasive alien species’ in others, appears to have caused some level of confusion in project implementation, and an unhelpful dichotomy between environmental and quarantine / agricultural aspects of IAS management.  

PART EIGHT: RECOMMENDATIONS

The following section provides a series of recommendations to strengthen the likelihood of the project achieving sustainable impact by EOP, in line with intended development results. Recommendations are structured around the three core Outcomes with a number of generic recommendations relating to overall project management. They are intended to guide project management and partners on approaches and actions that will help to strengthen project outcomes towards achieving sustainable impact. Although there are a number of recommendations, these can be summarised in to three core areas:
· The need to strengthen project support for inter-agency coordination within national IAS management / biosecurity frameworks, and the need to amend a number of core outputs to ensure national institutional and legal frameworks developed under the project support this.  

· The need to ensure project outputs / outcomes align with the SSDS and support biodiversity conservation outcomes, and therefore also UNDP/GEF strategic priorities.

· The need to implement core outputs not yet achieved under Outcome 3 and Output 1.4. 

Generic Recommendations 

Recommendation 1: Request a no-cost 18 month project extension 

UNDP/Project management should request a no-cost 18 month extension to the original EOP date of January 2013. Approx US$500,000 of GEF funds remain.  Analysis of annual budgets with the project manager indicates that approx US$50,000 is necessary for standard project running costs each year. An 18 month extension would leave approx US$250,000 as a budget for implementing key activities in the initial year and US$150,000 for the final six months, including for the TE.  
Recommendation 2: Amend the OVIs in the project’s logical framework to establish an effective monitoring plan
Project partners should undertake a review of the OVIs in the project’s logical framework and revise these to establish an effective project monitoring framework. Part 3 of the MTR assesses the project’s logframe and has found the majority of indicators to be weak and not in line with required SMART
 criteria. They are not providing project management and partners with effective tools for M&E and will not be adequate for assessing achievement of project impact at EOP. 

Revision of indicators should involve the project team and key partners. GEF / UNDP procedures require that project management and the project steering committee sign off on changes to OVIs. The revision process and all changes to the logical framework must also be reported in the end of year annual report and PIR. Indicators must be ‘specific, measurable, achievable, relevant and time bound’ SMART. It is important that the revised indicators capture and reflect key areas of intended project impact as specified in the project document under the descriptive of the Objective and three Outcomes as outlined in the ‘normative solution’ and ‘alternative strategy’. In revising OVIs the project team should be careful not to devise indicators that are easy to achieve but do not reflect intended project results. The risks and assumptions of the logical framework should also be reviewed and revised if necessary. As outlined in Part 4, the MTR found that two of the risks and assumptions at the Project Objective level are affecting the likelihood that the Project will achieve intended results before EOP and have a bearing on the relevance of associated indicators. 

The project team could draw on the key impact areas outlined in the Invasive Alien Species Tracking Tool when developing the project indicators. The tool was developed by GEF to help track and monitor progress in the achievement of outcome 2.3 in the GEF-5 biodiversity strategy: “improved management frameworks to prevent, control, and manage invasive alien species” 

The Tracking Tool addresses four main issues, which are all directly relevant to overall project results:  

· National Coordination Mechanism;

· IAS National Strategy Development and Implementation;

· Policy Framework to Support IAS Management; and

· IAS Strategy Implementation: Prevention, Early Detection, Assessment and Management.

The project might also like to consider using the logical framework review process as part of capacity building for development of an overall monitoring framework for IAS management in the Seychelles. The partners involved in both processes are likely to be similar and, although the end results required are very different, the analysis required for identifying sustainability indicators under the Project would also be relevant to development of indicators for monitoring and evaluation of Seychelles overall Biosecurity Policy (Recommendation 6b).  
Recommendation 3: Strengthen project level systems for recording and monitoring project expenditure, including for co-financing contributions.
3a: Establish a monitoring system to accurately record co-financing and ensure that project management and project partners have a clear understanding of co-financing.
Neither project management nor project partners could provide comprehensive data on co-financing levels to the MTR; data had been recorded for some years but not others and by some agencies but not others. There was confusion by a number of project partners and by project management over the levels of co-financing pledged and over the definition of co-financing. The lack of clarity over the levels of co-finance pledged at project design is linked to institutional instability over the life of the project and it is important to ensure that current institutions and relevant personnel within those institutions understand co-financing commitments. It is also important for project management to work with partners to establish a system for accurately measuring co-financing. It would in addition be useful for UNDP to provide training / guidance to project management and partners on the definition and importance of co-financing within UNDP GEF projects. 

This will help to ensure that co-financing data is effectively recorded so that accurate data can be provided to the Terminal Evaluation (TE), between MTR and the TE. The project management team should ensure that the TE team are provided with relevant co-financing data at the start of the in country consultation process and UNDP should ensure that adequate time is allocated to enable the TE to clarify any issues during consultations with relevant stakeholder agencies.
3b: Examination by UNDP, with the project team and PCU, of the apparent 70% overspend on project management. 
It is important for UNDP to work with the project team to assess records held by UNDP Mauritius, to which the project management team do not currently have access. This will enable UNDP and PCU to determine whether the project management expenditure figures provided to the MTR reflect the fact that costs have been recorded under the project management line item that were not intended to be budgeted as project management at design (long term advisor, short term consultancies etc), and / or whether there has been an unacceptable level of overspend on project management. Under GEF regulations a 10% flexibility between Outcome expenditure is acceptable. It would not be acceptable for the project to have increased expenditure on project management by 70%.
Recommendation 4: Examine potential options to support an ex-post evaluation 2-3 years after EOP.  
Given the analysis of results in Part 4 of the MTR, Project impacts are unlikely to be entirely clear at EOP, due to the time required for key strategic documents such as the Biosecurity Policy, Strategy and legislation to have an impact on IAS management processes. It would be extremely useful both for UNDP/GEF and for the Seychelles to assess 2 to 3 years after EOP what the project’s impacts have been on Seychelles overall IAS management system, and in reducing threats to biodiversity. Information from an ex-post evaluation would help to guide future GEF projects, which may be of interest to GEF given the significance of IAS management for biodiversity on small islands, and would provide important evaluative feedback for the Seychelles on the effectiveness of their IAS management systems.
Objective level

Recommendation 5: Align Project support with the Seychelles Sustainable Development Strategy (SSDS)

The project was designed to align with the Environmental Management Plan for the Seychelles 2000-2010. The Seychelles Sustainable Development Strategy (SSDS) 2012-2020 has superseded the EMPS. The Objective and three Outcomes identified under the GOS / UNDP / GEF Mainstreaming Biosecurity Project continue to align with and support the SSDS. However, the MTR has found that a number of key outputs supported under the project to date do not work together to effectively align with and support the SSDS. The MTR has undertaken an overview analysis of project alignment with the SSDS as outlined in Part 4, a summary is also given in Annex 6. 

Prior to EOP, it will be essential for the project to ensure that in strengthening national border control and prevention mechanisms and in supporting an overall institutional framework to increase national capacities to ‘prevent and control’ the ‘introduction and spread’ of IAS, a clear focus is maintained on achieving positive biodiversity conservation outcomes in line with both the strategic objectives of the SSDS and intended project impact. Institutional frameworks, the biosecurity strategy, policy and legislation developed under the project should support the full range of agencies involved in IAS management in the Seychelles, including those specified in the SSDS action plans, in order to establish a coordinated overall framework for IAS management.
Outcome 1

The national Biosecurity Policy, Strategy, draft Biosecurity Bill and Communications / Awareness Raising Strategy should support the full range of agencies involved in IAS management in the Seychelles to coordinate their work and to establish synergies and complementarities in their roles and responsibilities. All outputs under Outcome 1 should work to reduce the impact of IAS on Seychelles biodiversity, in line with intended project results, and the national priorities outlined in the Seychelles Sustainable Development Strategy (SSDS). This requires the integration of provision for assessment of environmental impacts of IAS in to the Biosecurity Bill. It also requires the institutional framework established in the Biosecurity Strategy, and the associated legal provisions in the Biosecurity Bill, to ensure that environmental agencies have the legal mandate to undertake the IAS management roles assigned to them in the SSDS. The MTR strongly recommends that the draft Biosecurity Bill and Biosecurity Strategy documents developed under Output 1 should be revised to support this integrated, coordinated approach.
Recommendation 6a: Revise and amend the Biosecurity Strategy
The Biosecurity Strategy developed under the project is based on a useful and comprehensive analysis of IAS management needs within the Seychelles; it lists a series of actions to address these IAS management needs. What it does not provide, however, is an effective institutional framework to achieve these actions. The institutional framework proposed in the Strategy was found by the MTR to be weak and inappropriate to the current institutional context of IAS management in the Seychelles. When taken alongside the draft legislation, the allocation of sole IAS management responsibility to a single quarantine and agricultural support agency risks decreasing rather than increasing Seychelles capacity to effectively ‘prevent and control’ the ‘introduction and spread’ of IAS, particularly relative to IAS impacts on biodiversity. Although the Biosecurity Committee established under the project provides a useful inter agency discussion and advisory forum, it has proportionally weak membership by environmental agencies and a purely advisory function as mandated in the draft legislation. An institutional framework is needed which outlines the roles of all Seychelles IAS management organisations, and defines the procedures and mechanisms through which they work together towards shared goals. It should establish an inter-sectoral and inter-organisational framework to support effective IAS management in the Seychelles. The MTR strongly recommends that the institutional framework section of the Strategy should be amended to reflect this.

The Strategy document should provide a strategic framework for the Seychelles to achieve national Biosecurity Policy objectives and to support relevant strategic objectives in the SSDS (refer Annex 6). The detail of institutional roles and responsibilities for the different strategic ‘actions’ outlined within the Strategy can be elaborated within an annexed management plan. This will help to ensure that the institutional management framework is iterative and can be adapted, monitored and amended if institutions or institutional roles change, or if new stakeholders emerge, without having to revise the whole strategy document. The institutional management framework should clarify how the agencies involved in IAS management in the Seychelles will work together to achieve the strategic actions identified. It should clarify the roles and responsibilities of environmental, public health, trade, tourism, travel, agricultural and border control agencies and should clearly outline how inter-sectoral co-ordination will be achieved, and how NGOs, public and private sector organisations will support each other. Key strategic areas for inter-sectoral coordination include risk analysis, priority setting, rapid response, monitoring, information exchange and awareness raising. 

To support achievement of the Project’s Objective before EOP it will be particularly important for the Strategy document to clarify the role of the Department of Environment, Seychelles National Parks Authority and Seychelles Islands Foundation in core biosecurity/IAS management functions, including their role in: pest and risk analysis, import analysis, rapid response, monitoring, control and eradication. Failure to clarify the co-ordination mechanisms necessary between MNRI and MEE and particularly between SAA / PAHS, DOE, SNPA and SIF may result in a focus by the national ‘Biosecurity Agency’ on agricultural ‘pests and diseases
’ and a failure to adequately address invasive species of risk to biodiversity in the Seychelles. 

Recommendation 6b Develop a monitoring and evaluation framework/plan for the Biosecurity Policy and revised national Biosecurity / IAS Management Strategy. 
A national Biosecurity/IAS Management Monitoring and Evaluation framework should be established to enable the Seychelles to assess achievement of strategy and policy objectives across the various sectors. It should be directly linked to, and form part of, the (revised) Biosecurity Strategy and should establish a co-ordinated, inter agency framework for monitoring and evaluation
The monitoring and evaluation framework for the Biosecurity Policy and Strategy should align with and support the SSDS. It should support monitoring and evaluation of the IAS management Strategic Objectives under the chapter on Biodiversity and Forestry and should be linked in to the SSDS monitoring system that is to be established under PCU.
Recommendation 6c Support implementation of the revised Strategy 

To achieve development impact the Strategy needs to be implemented. The establishment of an institutional framework as outlined under Recommendations 6a and b will provide the strategic guidance necessary to enable agencies to work together to implement the Strategy. However, individual sectors and agencies base annual work plans and budgets on the implementation of their own sectoral/ agency policies and strategies. The project should also identify opportunities to support relevant sectors including environment, agriculture and public health, and relevant NGOs, to incorporate Biosecurity / IAS management strategic objectives and actions in to their own sectoral policies, strategies and work plans
Recommendation 7: Develop and implement a communication and awareness raising plan as outlined under Output 1.4 and under Objective 5, action 5c in the Biodiversity Strategy. 
Development of a National Communication and Awareness Raising Plan will also support achievement of Outcome 3. 
Recommendation 8: Develop Emergency / Rapid Response Plan and Protocols to guide inter-agency co-ordination in the case of an IAS incursion. 

Emergency preparedness and response in the event of an IAS incursion are key elements of national biosecurity systems and rely on effective planning to ensure that relevant agencies know their respective roles and responsibilities and that funds are available to support emergency response measures. Emergency preparedness and response is a collective responsibility that requires partnerships between central government and competent authorities across all biosecurity related sectors.  A national Emergency / Rapid Response Plan should detail joint roles and responsibilities, as well as decision-making and funding mechanisms, standards and procedures in emergency situations. Seychelles IAS Management / Biosecurity Policy, Strategy and legislative frameworks should provide the support and guidance for inter-sectoral coordination in emergency / rapid response scenarios. Species specific protocols can then be developed where necessary.
Recommendation 9: Revive the National IAS Management Committee which operated in the Seychelles prior to project start-up. 
This should be re-established as the overarching body governing IAS management in the Seychelles. The IAS Committee should have representative membership from environmental, agricultural, tourism and public health agencies and include NGO, pubic and private sector representatives. The Biosecurity Committee as currently established in the draft biosecurity legislation would then function as a specialised sub-committee of the overall IAS Management Committee, advising specifically on border control aspects of IAS management.  
Recommendation 10: Amend the draft Biosecurity Bill and ensure that Seychelles IAS management / Biosecurity legislation supports inter-agency collaboration in IAS management and positive biodiversity conservation outcomes, in line with the SSDS and intended Project results. 
The MTR recommends that the Project should consider:

a) revising the draft Biosecurity Bill so that it covers only quarantine and international border control aspects of biosecurity. It would then be appropriate for SAA / PAHS to be mandated as the ‘Biosecurity Border Control Agency’. The MTR recommends amending the draft Biosecurity legislation so that:

· The ‘Biosecurity Agency’ is renamed the ‘Biosecurity Border Control Agency’. This would more appropriately reflect the quarantine and border control functions of PAHS.

· The legal responsibilities of the ‘Biosecurity Border Control Agency’ are limited to preventing the entry of IAS in to the Seychelles. The mandate of this agency should not cover all aspects of IAS management in the Seychelles. 

· Provision is made in the legislation that requires EIA and analysis of risks to Seychelles biodiversity as part of border control / quarantine risk analyses. 

· Reference is made to include ‘IAS that may cause significant harm to Seychelles biodiversity’. 

· Provision is made in the legislation that requires the ‘Biosecurity Border Control Agency’ and Departments or Agencies responsible for the Environment and for protecting Seychelles biodiversity, and the Departments and Agencies responsible for Public Health to work together in a co-ordinated, integrated approach. 

· Provisions are made to support and encourage consultation with any agencies that may be affected by Biosecurity legislation such as Tourism, Agriculture and Trade. 

· The Biosecurity Committee advises on biosecurity as it relates to Border Control/ quarantine. Membership of the Committee is amended to include Seychelles National Parks Authority and Seychelles Islands Foundation.

b) establishing additional IAS Management legislation as the overall umbrella legislation that covers all aspects of IAS management / Biosecurity in the Seychelles, and which provides the legal framework to support co-ordination between the key agencies involved in IAS management. The overall legislative framework for Biosecurity / IAS Management should establish an integrated IAS management system that supports the full range of sectors and organisations (public, private and NGO) in their respective roles in IAS management (prevention, control and eradication, including monitoring and surveillance). Agency mandates, roles and responsibilities should reflect the fact that 50% of the land area in the Seychelles is under environmental protection and should support the strategic objectives of the SSDS. The legislative framework for IAS management should provide the regulatory base to support the revised integrated and coordinated strategic approach outlined under recommendation 6a above. 

The revised draft Biosecurity Bill would then fall under the overall IAS Management legislation and relate specifically to border control aspects of IAS Management / Biosecurity.

c) The IAS Management Committee once re-established would then serve as the inter-sectoral Committee responsible for IAS Management in the Seychelles. It should have an equitable balance in membership of key stakeholder groups, and reflect the strategic relevance of IAS to biodiversity as outlined in the SSDS. 

The above amendments would help to ensure that the considerable work done to date under the project to strengthen the legislative framework for biosecurity at international borders, and the considerable work done to ensure that the legislative framework supports Seychelles WTO accession process, also contributes to achieving positive development results in line with intended project impact, and in line with the SSDS and UNDP/GEF strategic objectives.

Outcome 2

Recommendation 11: Continue to strengthen the capacity of border control staff within PAHS. 
Quarantine staff expressed the need for more support in IAS identification (such as ID sheets / booklet/ access to pestnet at the airport and port) and a ‘quarantine kit’ to enable them to safely remove and transport samples to the research station at PAHS. Further project support to PAHS for the identification and safe removal of IAS species from imports / passengers would help to increase the agency’s effectiveness in core international border control/ quarantine work. 
Recommendation 12: Support / encourage PAHS to populate the IAS database with data from the IAS baseline report and from their own records and provide access to the database for all IAS management agencies through an online password access system.
Recommendation 13: Ensure border control mechanisms incorporate effective assessment of IAS risks to Seychelles environment / biodiversity.
Establish an inter-agency decision making framework in which biosecurity risk assessment and prioritisation systems, the development of black and white lists, and other key border control mechanisms involve analysis of environmental risks, as well as agricultural and public health risks. Risk assessments and prioritisation systems should involve input from competent environmental agencies such as the IAS Unit of the Wildlife, Enforcement and Permits division of the Department of Environment, as well as PAHS. 

The intention at project design was for the project to establish a ‘Biosecurity Service’ for the Seychelles which consolidated the IAS control and quarantine functions that, at the time of design, were shared between the Plant Protection and Veterinary Services of DONR, and the IAS control functions that at the time of deign were the responsibility of the Nature Conservation Division in DOE. The project has not incorporated all of these core functions within one Biosecurity Service / Agency. It is therefore essential that the project establishes inter-agency decision making and biosecurity control mechanisms in order to ensure that Seychelles Border Control Biosecurity Service covers all key areas of IAS impact, and in order to effectively prevent the entry of IAS that are a threat to Seychelles environment, agriculture and public health. The current framework does not effectively incorporate assessment of IAS risks to Seychelles environment / biodiversity.
Recommendation 14 Assess the risk of entry of IAS from the Seychelles garbage disposal system and provide recommendations on ways to reduce this risk

Currently all IAS that are seized at points of entry are disposed of in general waste that is sent to the open dump site in Mahe. There is a significant risk of entry of IAS from the dump and currently no regular monitoring of incursions from the dump. The MTR recommends that the project should support the Seychelles to assess this risk and to identify possible mechanisms to reduce the risk of entry of IAS to the Seychelles from the garbage disposal system (including inclusion within monitoring and rapid response systems) 
Outcome 3

Recommendation 15: Establish a multi-stakeholder IAS monitoring network to implement the monitoring and evaluation framework established under 6b. 
Develop standardized methodology for monitoring and data management, as specified under Output 3.1. The Field Guide currently being developed will hopefully include monitoring methodologies, tools and techniques.
Recommendation 16: Establish a National IAS Knowledge and Learning Network as specified under Output 3.2. 
During the MTR stakeholders stressed the need for Seychelles to strengthen coordination and networking mechanisms between agencies and organisations. Establishment of a national IAS Knowledge and Learning Network should support implementation of the integrated management strategy for Biosecurity / IAS Management as outlined under Recommendation 6. 

The project may like to investigate the option of establishing an on-line IAS portal. Establishment of a national IAS management network /portal would also help to facilitate links to regional networks such as the one being developed by IUCN, and existing international sites such as PESTNET and GISP. It would help to increase the awareness of national stakeholders about the existence of these international sites and on-line tools, and facilitate their access to them. 

The EOP indicator is currently for establishment of a regional Indian Ocean Network. The concept at design was for the project to establish a network similar to PILN by EOP. The MTR suggests that this is not viable prior to EOP and would replicate work planned under the IUCN regional programme. It is recommended that the project focuses work on establishing a national network, and that where ever possible this national network is supported to link in to relevant regional and international networks. The EOP target should be amended to reflect this.
Recommendation 17: Support further sensitisation and awareness raising. This was identified in project design as a key area to be supported under both Outcome 3 and output 1.4. 
The normative situation to be achieved by EOP is one where ‘There will have been an attitudinal shift amongst the citizenry concerning the importance of IAS controls….and control and eradication schemes for IAS will be undertaken with full access to knowledge on the efficacy and costs of different treatment options, and with access to a community of practice constituted by local experts, but with ready access to international expertise’

In discussions with key stakeholders, the MTR has identified a number of opportunities for sensitisation and awareness raising support including:  

· Development of a concise and clear briefing note for the Ministry of Finance, drawing on the ‘Economic Valuation of the Influence of IAS on the National Economy’ completed under Outcome 1. The briefing note should highlight the economic, social and environmental impact of invasive species on Seychelles economy.  It should aim to increase the awareness and understanding of key decision makers in the Ministry of Finance on the importance of effective IAS management to Seychelles economy and sustainable development. The briefing note could also be adapted and circulated to high level decision makers in relevant Ministries including those responsible for Trade, Tourism, Natural Resources and Industry, and Environment. 

· Development of public awareness raising material for the general public in the Seychelles. Awareness raising efforts to date under the project have focussed largely on border control staff, and the design of Biosecurity posters placed at the airport and adverts in the Air Seychelles magazine and Tourist Board website. Project stakeholders identified the need for more comprehensive public awareness raising material / tools such as leaflets and short radio and television programmes that could be used by a range of relevant agencies following EOP.

· The project should also support awareness raising and communication mechanisms that are already established in the Seychelles. 

· One example is the environmental Green Line. This has functioned effectively for several years as a means for the public to report the presence of IAS. Rewards have also been offered for the capture of priority IAS and these have been popular and have helped to raise the awareness of the negative impact of IAS. However this awareness raising and IAS management system is not supported in the strategy and legislation developed under the project. Under the proposed Biosecurity Bill it is an ‘offence’ if a person does not report ‘a notifiable pest or disease’ to the Director of the Biosecurity Agency which is SAA / PAHS; there is no provision for reporting IAS through the environmental green line to the DOE IAS Unit.  

· Another example is the extension support service offered to farmers by PAHS / SAA. This is an important mechanism for raising the awareness of farmers on IAS impacts and on IAS management measures. PAHS also provide a facility for the public to call and report new pests and disease outbreaks. PAHS estimated that over 80% of calls that it receives are from farmers reporting crop and livestock pests and diseases already well established in the Seychelles. It is rare that these calls alert PAHS/SAA to new IAS outbreaks. 
Annexes

Annex 1: Stakeholders consulted during the MTE
	Organisation 
	Representative

	Ministry of Environment and Energy

Department of Environment (DOE)

National Programme Director

Special Advisor to the Minister


	Mr Didier Dogley

	Department of Environment (DOE)

Director of the Division of Wildlife, Permits & Enforcement 


	Mr Flavien Joubert

	Department of Environment (DOE)

Division of Wildlife, Permits and Enforcement, 

Head of Invasive Species Unit
	Mr Rodney Fanchette



	CEO Seychelles National Parks Authority (SNPA)
	Mr Denis Matatiken



	Ministry of Environment and Energy

Principle Secretary for Environment and Energy


	Mr Wills Agricole 



	Seychelles Islands Foundation (SIF)


	Dr Frauke Fleischer-Dogley

Dr Nancy Bunbury



	Ministry of Natural Resources and Industry

Principle Secretary Department of Natural Resources, 


	Mr. Michael Nalletamby

	Ministry of Natural Resources and Industry 

Policy Analyst, Department of Natural Resources, 
	Mrs Mermedah Moustache



	Ministry of Natural Resources and Industry

Special Advisor to the Minister

(also Former CEO of SAA)


	Mr Antoine Moustache

	CEO Seychelles Agricultural Agency 


	Mr Marc Naiken



	Seychelles Agricultural Agency 

Manager Plant and Animal Health Services (PAHS)


	Mr Will Dogley



	Seychelles Agricultural Agency 

Head of Plant Protection Organisation


	Mr Randy Stravens



	Seychelles Agricultural Agency 

Head of Animal Health and Vetinary Services 


	Mr Jimmy Melanie 

	Six Quarantine and PAHS Officers 
	

	Seychelles Agricultural Agency 

Database and website designer

Delweb Solution Consultancy

Managing Director
	Mr Evans Delcy

	Customs
	Mrs Genilla Valentine



	Seychelles International Business Authority (SIBA) 
	Ms Verna Leon



	Seychelles Department of Immigration 
	Mrs Telemarue’s office 



	Seychelles Civil Aviation Authority

General Manager Engineering 


	Mr Claude Mondon

	Seychelles Civil Aviation Authority

Head of Security 
	Mr Dobin Samson

	Ministry of Foreign Affairs

Director General Protocol, Treaties and Consular Affairs Division


	Mr Joseph Francois

	Ministry of Health
	Mr Simon Julienne



	Ministry of Finance, Trade and Investment

Chief Negotiator W.T.O Accession


	Mr Charles A Morin

	Ministry of Finance, Trade and Investment

Trade Division

Senior Trade Officer


	Mr Ashik Hassan

	Ports Authority 


	Four Officers who received training under the project in Captain Ciseaux’s team

	Seychelles Farmers Association
	Mr Daniel Rosette

Ms Jennifer lesparence

	Plant Conservation Action Group
	Ms Katy Beaver

Mr Lindsay ChongSeng.

	Project Manager 
	Ms Danielle Dugasse



	Project Technical Advisor 
	Mr Sidney Suma



	UNDP Seychelles Office

Country Manager for UNDP Seychelles
	Mr Roland Alcindor

	Ex head of PCU 
	Mrs. Veronique Herminie



	PCU Staff

Mainstreaming Biodiversity Project Manager

Protected Areas Manager

NBSAP Project Manager
	Betty Seraphine

Michelle Etienne

Shama Blaga




Annex 2: Co-Financing and Leveraged Resources
A. Co-financing 

	Co financing
(Type/ Source)
	IA own
 Financing
(mill US$)
	Multi-lateral Agencies (Non-GEF)

(mill US$)
	Bi-laterals

Donors (mill US$)
	Central Government
(mill US$)
	Private Sector
(mill US$)
	NGOs
(mill US$)
	Other Sources*

(mill US$)
	Total
Co-Financing
(mill US$)
	Total

Disbursement
(mill US$)

	
	Proposed
	Actual
	Proposed
	Actual
	Proposed
	Actual
	Proposed
	Actual
	Proposed
	Actual
	Proposed
	Actual
	Proposed
	Actual
	Proposed
	Actual
	Proposed
	Actual

	Grant
	2000000
	1480762
	
	
	872000
	920000
	2475000
	4917000
	1216624
	270000
	
	
	
	
	4,955,624
	6,107,000
	6955624
	7587762

	Credits
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Loans
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Equity 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	In-kind 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	258000
	
	1200
	392000
	110300
	
	
	
	369500
	
	

	Non-grant Instruments*
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Other Types*
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	TOTAL
	2000000
	1480762
	
	
	872000
	919190
	2475000
	5174342
	1216624
	271200
	392000
	110240
	
	
	4,955,624
	*6,476,500
	6,955,624
	7,587,762


* please note that actual co-financing figures represent data available at MTR, however the project and partners have not consistently recorded co-financing contributions over the life of the project and there are significant gaps in the data available from year to year. Please refer to the MTR report for assessment of reasons contributing to the lack of co-financing available at MTR. Co-financing that has been recorded by partner agencies and the project, does not differentiate between ‘baseline’ and ‘incremental’ co-financing. This differs from the intention at design which was based on a comprehensive incremental cost analysis. The figures ‘proposed’ at design represent only the ‘incremental’ costs, and do not include baseline costs. There is therefore a discrepancy between what has been recorded by the project and partners under the ‘actual’ figure and what was intended at design. No records have been kept of ‘incremental’ co-financing contributions to the project and this data is not available at MTR. If total ‘actual’ expenditure is compared to total (baseline + increment) expenditure estimated at design we can see that at MTR US$6,476,500 of the EOP estimated total of US$13,540,000 co-financing expenditure has been recorded. However it is important to stress that the ‘actual’ expenditure figure at MTR gives an incomplete picture of co-financing due to the lack of data available.

· “Proposed” co-financing refers to co-financing proposed at CEO endorsement.

· Please describe “Non-grant Instruments” (such as guarantees, contingent grants, etc): 

· Please explain “Other Types of Co-financing”:

· Please explain “Other Sources of Co-financing”:

Projects that have not realized expected co-financing levels must provide explanations.  Please describe in 50 words the resources the project has leveraged since inception and indicate how these resources are contributing to the project’s global environmental objective.
‘Co-financing leveraged by the project includes from the private sector, NGOs, the EU/IOC regional coastal management project and the Ministry of Health and Bureau of Standards. Customs increased their operational budget to include biosafety. All border agencies also contribute to the cost of arrivals cards, extended under the project to include IAS risk/biosafety’.
Annex 3: Details of co-financing data available at MTR
The data and information in the following table are those made available to the MTR by the project and partner agencies. A number of partner agencies have not consistently recorded co-financing contributions over the life of the project. The data in this table and in Annex 2 therefore presents the somewhat ad-hoc mix of figures that are available at MTR. The figures mostly reflect total expenditure by relevant agencies on biosecurity / IAS management related activities, whether these relate directly to the project or not; they represent combined baseline and incremental costs (incremental costs have not been recorded by the majority of partner agencies, nor by the project and this data is therefore not available at MTR). There has been no consistent recording of ‘in-kind’ contributions under the project. It is important that a system is put in place to record co-financing prior to EOP and that adequate time is allocated in the Terminal Evaluation to enable evaluators to assess the data. 

	Co-Financer
	2009 

USD 
	2010 

USD
	2011 

USD
	2012

USD
	Remarks

	Seychelles Agricultural Agency 
	SAA created 
	170571.92
	2981117
	No data
	Represents all IAS expenditure under SAA (baseline and increment)

In kind: Cost of TAs office / utilities; All of PAHS work; SC and NBC meetings

	SNPA 
	No data
	162000
	No data
	No data
	Represents all IAS expenditure under SNPA (baseline and increment)

	Department of Environment 
	810
	85,615
	No data
	No data
	Attended workshops and committees



	Dept of Natural Resources 
	330,959 
	501571
	No data
	No data
	2009 figure represents all operational costs related to biosecurity (baseline and increment)

In Kind contributions include: 

NRI design of the Biosecurity Policy

Cabinet submissions on Policy / legislation undertaken by NRI, includes drafting of briefings for Minister and cabinet. 

WTO related work and regional trade agreements SADEC, related to the project.

SC and NBC meetings

	Customs 
	25000
	213,400
	No data
	No data
	Attended training workshops

Operational inputs have increased significantly to include bio-security

Participate in cost of administrating biosecurity related activities.

Contributed to developing arrivals cards (a contribution from all border agencies).

SC and NBC meetings

	Immigration 
	No data
	No data
	No data
	No data
	Contributed to developing arrivals cards. 

	Port Authority and Civil Aviation Authority Security
	No data
	No data
	No data
	No data
	Attended training workshop. 

CAA are now undertaking Biosecurity related work ref x-ray machines.

	Maritime Security 
	
	
	
	
	Not involved in project since inception. 



	Seychelles Fishing Authority 
	
	
	
	
	Seychelles was not a member of OIE. The project paid for attending of meetings (2ce). Seychelles Fishery Authority paid for subscription of their own membership for OIE.

	Island Development Company  
	1200
	
	
	
	Come to meetings. Partners in SIF Ascension island  eradication work. IDC do IAS work there)



	Ministry of Health 
	No data
	532000
	No data
	No data
	Attended workshops

Contributed to card and project undertaking rat surveys (project paid for traps. They provided their own transport, fuel, staff etc)



	Seychelles Bureau of standards 
	No data
	171,299
	(13941479)

(mostly donation  from EU to implement new requirements for fish exports.)
	No data
	Committee. 

Sat on review and drafting committee for the biosecurity legislation. 

CODEX contact point. 

The substantial 13941479 EU donor funded support for export regulations is not within the scope of this project and this is not therefore being considered as funding ‘leveraged’ by the project. 

	FFEM (Bilateral donor)
	142000


	
	
	
	

	EU/IOC Regional Coastal Management Project
	152000
	358190
	
	
	

	EU Regional Plant Protection Project
	0
	267000
	
	
	

	Green Islands Foundation 
	23000
	
	
	
	Involved in meetings, were active in NBC

(A consultant from GIF was commissioned as part of the consultancy team developing the Biodiversity strategy)

 

	PCA

Plant Conservation Action Group 


	
	
	SC&NBC member 

Overall estimated contribution to 2012 

US$2200, mostly in kind contributions
	
	Mostly in kind contributions including:

Reviewing draft docs

Work with North island

Training of young Seychellois scientists – based on the work that the project paid them to do ref IAS.

Awareness of Seychelles people on IAS

PCA botanist does work on identifying IAS. 

Undertook project related work on SLM project: IAS creepers survey.

PCA also works with terrestrial restoration society Seychelles (TRAS)

	Island Conservation Society 
	31500
	
	
	
	Comments on project documents. 

	Nature Protection Trust 
	13540
	
	
	
	Not involved in project since inception

	Total Oil Foundation
	
	
	
	
	Not involved in project since inception

	Cousine Island (private)
	75000
	
	
	
	Not involved in project since inception

	Fregate Island (private)
	195000
	
	
	
	Not involved in project since inception

	North Island 
	
	
	
	
	Not directly involved in project 

	Bird Island 
	
	
	
	
	Not directly involved in project 

	Farmers Association 
	40000
	
	
	
	Attend meetings

NBC meetings

	Total
	1,030,009
	2,461,647
	2983317

(excluding 13941479 for fish export- not directly related to the project)
	N/A
	Overall total: 6,476,500


Organisations that have not been active in the project. This does not necessary mean that they have not been active in undertaking Biosecurity related activities. 
Annex 4: Documents consulted by the MTR
Animal and Plant Biosecurity Bill 2012
Beaver K and Mougal J (2009) Review and evaluation of Invasive Alien Species (IAS) Control and Eradication Activities in Seychelles and Development of a Field Guide on IAS Management

Biosecurity Policy Statement for the Seychelles
Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD) report on IAS in the Seychelles 2000
Department of Environment, Invasive Alien Species (IAS) Unit Mid-Term Review 2005
Dogey W (2009) Evaluation of the Threats of Introduction and Spread of Invasive Alien Species (IAS) through Production Sector Activities in the Seychelles
Environment Management Plan of Seychelles 2000 - 2010 
Global Environment Facility (GEF) 5 Focal Area Strategies
International Monetary Fund (IMF) mission report in October 2012
Mainstreaming Prevention and Control Measures for Invasive Alien Species into Trade, Transport and Travel across the Production Landscape: Annual Project Implementation Reviews (PIR). 2009 to 2012
Mainstreaming Prevention and Control Measures for Invasive Alien Species into Trade, Transport and Travel across the Production Landscape: Inception Report 2008
Mainstreaming Prevention and Control Measures for Invasive Alien Species into Trade, Transport and Travel across the Production Landscape: Annual Project Review (APR) 2009 to 2012
Mainstreaming Prevention and Control Measures for Invasive Alien Species into trade, transport and travel across the Production Landscape: Project manager hand-over notes (2009).
Mwebaze P, MacLeod A, Barois H (2009) Economic Valuation of the Influence of Invasive Alien Species on the national economy

Neville J National IAS Baseline Report 
Republic of Seychelles / UNDP / GEF Mainstreaming Prevention and Control Measures for Invasive Alien Species into Trade, Transport and Travel across the Production Landscape: Project Document
Republic of Seychelles/UNDP/GEF Mainstreaming Biodiversity Management Into Production Sector Activities project Document: Project Document
Seychelles Sustainable Development Strategy 2012 – 2020
The National Invasive Alien Species (Biosecurity) Strategy for Seychelles 2011 – 2015
UNDP Country Programme document for Seychelles 2012 - 2016 
Annex 5: Analysis of IAS Management / Biodiversity across Seychelles Sustainable Development Strategy (SSDS)

‘In the EMPS 2000-2010 Review national experts were of the view that a sustainable approach was required to tackle many of the issues, in particular: population growth; agriculture; land use; coastal management; fisheries; and addressing climate change adaptation and mitigation. It was highlighted that efforts were necessary to further link biodiversity conservation and development which would entail a close implementation of the sectoral development plan within a coherent sustainable strategy framework. The role of education and its links to sustainable development was also emphasized. Therefore, there was wide consensus that the next generation of the EMPS should be reviewed and emphasized to develop into the Seychelles Sustainable Development Strategy. This entails an improved national institutional framework, with enhanced inter-ministerial influence, effectiveness and wider stakeholder buy-in and participation. Those recommendations have been incorporated in the SSDS.

The drafting of the SSDS 2012-2020 has been supported with the financial assistance of the Regional Programme for the Sustainable Management of Coastal Zones in the Indian Ocean Countries (ReCoMaP) and the UNDP-GEF Capacity Development for Improved National and International Environmental Management in Seychelles (CB2) Project. The entire project is being supported administratively by the Department of Environment and the Joint Seychelles-UNDP–GEF Project Coordination Unit.

Vision of the SSDS: To contribute to the realisation of the nation’s economic, social and cultural potential through an innovative, knowledge-led approach, being mindful of the need to conserve the integrity of the Seychelles natural environment and heritage for present and future generations.

The Seychelles Sustainable Development Strategy is composed of an institutional document (volume 1) and a detailed action plan (Volume 2). The detailed action plan brings together the 13 thematic areas identified to implement the strategy. The following table examines the extent to which biosecurity / invasive species management is addressed in the 13 action strategies:

	Thematic Area Action Plan
	Biosecurity / Invasive Species reference or inclusion


	Comment

	Social and Human Development


	None
	

	Land Use, Coastal Zones and Urbanisation


	None
	Biosecurity / IAS management should be reflected under this thematic area given the potential impact of land use planning and coastal zone management on IAS management / biosecurity.



	Biodiversity and Forestry
	All references are made to Invasive alien species as an issue and the need for effective management of IAS. No mention of Biosecurity 

Listed as one of six guiding principles. ‘Principles for the prevention and mitigation of impacts of alien species on threatened ecosystems and their functions: the adoption of appropriate measures to prevent introduction, spread, and impact of invasive alien species’’

Listed as one of five key challenges faced by Seychelles in managing biodiversity: ‘Lack of institutional capacity to enforce biodiversity laws and to control the spread of alien invasive species’ is the second on the list. IAS management is also mentioned relative to the ‘Lack of effective tools and measures to address emerging threats to biodiversity such as the increase in alien invasive species and climate change.’

Under the Biodiversity and Forestry Action Plan: 

Goal 1: Conserve and manage terrestrial and aquatic biodiversity to ensure sustainable use and equitable benefits to the people

Strategic Objective: To develop strategies to conserve, restore and sustainably manage important biodiversity areas which are outside the protected area network, 

Activity 5: Control and manage Alien Invasive Species in areas/ islands rich in biodiversity or potentially sites for development of natural sanctuaries. The agencies listed as responsible are: SNPA and NGOs and the result desired is ‘eradication of IAS’. 

Activity 6: Develop a Biosecurity Act and enforcement of biosecurity regulations. The agencies listed as responsible are: DOE, DNR and SAA

Activity 7: Develop and enact a Biodiversity Act. Revision of existing legislation; Updated legislation; Better enforcement. The agencies listed as responsible are: AGs, DOE (All partners) 

Goal 3: Achieve sustainable forest management using an ecosystem approach which further strengthens ecosystem services
Strategic Objective: Review and integrate existing forestry management practices within an overall sustainable forest management framework 
Activity 7 is: Control of invasive species within plantation forests. The agencies responsible are listed as SNPA and District Communities, the result desired is ‘Better management of plantations’ and ‘Forest plantations with invasive species under control’ and ‘Reduced alien invasive species in forest plantations’ 

Goal 3: Achieve sustainable forest management using an ecosystem approach which further strengthens ecosystem services
Strategic Objective: Develop and implement forest rehabilitation and restoration programme 

Activity 3 is: To remove Alien Invasive Species. The agencies responsible are SNPA, TRASS and PCA and the desired results ‘Habitats dominated by native species’ and ‘Reduced number of alien invasive species in forest plantations’

Activity 6 is: ‘To protect and manage watersheds’ with one of the desired results being ‘Removal of Alien Invasive Species along catchment areas’ 
	Strong and relevant reference made to IAS management.

Inclusion within relevant action plans and indicators.  

	Agriculture and Food Security


	Biosecurity per se is not cited as one of the main challenges, instead pests and diseases
 are mentioned as one of the challenges facing Seychelles agricultural sector: 

Challenge: ‘Infertile nature of soils, extreme, climatic factors, pests, diseases and natural disasters hamper productivity’

Reference is made to Biosecurity relative to the need for the Government to invest in testing laboratories and other related infrastructure for the benefit of facilitating the sector and safeguarding the interest of the general public, particularly in the areas of Biosecurity and food safety.

The list of important international frameworks for the agricultural sector includes reference to: 

World Organisation for Animal Health (OiE) that addresses issues of biosecurity and biosafety as

concerns the production and trade of meat and meat products.

The Seychelles Biosecurity policy (draft) is being developed through an international project on Biosecurity with the UNDP/GEF. The project aims to establish a biosecurity service for Seychelles as one of the outcomes of the complete project.

Although biosecurity is not referred to per se, the section on ‘measurement of progress’ does make reference to the objective:

‘The policy environment is conducive to sustained and optimal local food production with due regards to protection of human health, plant and animal health and the environment.


	Although the project is establishing SAA is the legally mandated ‘biosecurity agency’ with a lead role in implementing all aspects of biosecurity and invasive species management:

Biosecurity is not cited as one of the guiding principles in the Agriculture and Food Security Chapter of the SSDS.

Biosecurity, management of pests or invasive species is not cited within any of the Action Plan Goals, Strategic Objectives, results or indicators. 

Biosecurity is not cited as a cross sectoral issue and no mention is made of the need for effective co-ordination with the Department of Environment and related Seychelles National Parks Authority for effective IAS management.



	Fisheries and Marine resources


	Invasive species are listed as one of a number of issues relevant to the need for improved co-ordination between the fisheries and tourism sectors where improved co-operation is seen as ‘necessary for improving waste management practices, energy and water conservation, controlling invasive species and reducing water pollution.’
	Biosecurity / IAS management should be reflected more strongly under this thematic area, particularly relative to potential impacts of IAS on marine resources. 

	Water, Sanitation and Waste


	None
	

	Tourism and Aesthetics


	None
	Biosecurity / IAS management should be reflected more strongly under this thematic area, both relative to:

The threat posed by ‘Tourism and Aesthetics’ in introducing invasive species and the need for effective management and awareness raising activities. This threat is both relative to the increased numbers of tourists visiting the Syechelles and to the likelihood of hotels and gardeners introducing invasive plants / species.

And. 

The IAS control and eradication work currently being undertaken by a number of hotels and / or relevant to tourist destinations. The role of hotels and other tourism operators in undertaking IAS control / awareness raising should be reflected in the Action Plans, as should the need for effective co-ordination with relevant NGOs, Government departments, national agencies / authorities and Community groups.



	Economics of Sustainability


	None
	Biosecurity / IAS management should be reflected more strongly under this thematic area. Invasive Species can have a significant negative impacts on the ‘economics of sustainability’. It is essential for this to be reflected if the true value of Biosecurity and effective IAS management is to be recognised by the Seychelles leadership. 

	Sustainable Consumption and Production


	None
	

	Energy and Transport


	None
	

	Climate Change


	None
	Biosecurity / IAS management should be reflected more strongly under this thematic area particularly given the potential impact of climate change in creating conditions favourable for both terrestrial and marine invasive species. Climate change impacts are likely to increase the risk of IAS.

	Education for Sustainability


	Mentioned under ‘cross sectoral issues: ‘Publicity and awareness campaigns are needed for environmental projects arising from the various sectors of the SSDS, i.e. legislation, new procedures for waste management, energy and water conservation, invasive species, organic agriculture, etc’ Not included in the Action Plan


	Biosecurity / IAS management should be included as a key part of the Action Plan. Awareness raising and sensitisation are central to achieving effective biosecurity / IAS management.

	Policy Institutional and Regulatory


	Biosecurity / IAS management is not specifically mentioned, however this section does not refer to any specific issues or sectors and most of the policy, institutional and regulatory areas identified are critical to the establishment of an effective Biosecurity / IAS management system for the Seychelles. 


	


Annex 6: Analysis of IAS Prevention and Control Capacity Gaps Identified at Project Design 

	Baseline 
	Gaps

	Regulatory services for inspections and quarantine to minimise the entry/re-entry of IAS at the borders exist but are weakly capacitated; Plant Protection Section acts on behalf of the Veterinary Section for control of animals and animal products pathways.

Phytosanitary Control Manual produced in 1998, but very basic.

Actions at points of entry sometimes dependent on referrals from other border control agencies such as Customs.

Protection of animals and plants under the legislation. 


	No island-by-island inventory of existing IAS; Black lists of species prohibited import outdated and incomplete;

Limited capacity to undertake IAS risk assessments; Little capacity for diagnostics and identification; No contingency plans for the eradication of IAS;

No use of operational manuals for inspection and quarantine; No overall review of lessons learned and best practices for eradication and rehabilitation;

Limited inspection facilities at the airport and the port;

Lack of inter island control of IAS that are established;

Protection of some species under legislation (Breadfruit and Other Trees (Protection) Act) that are now considered as IAS (coconut, cinnamon). 

	Screening of baggage for security reasons in accordance with IATA safety requirements.
	Screening by X-Ray for commodities hidden in baggage that could be pathway for IAS not undertaken.

	Control of ships’ ballast water and hull cleaning.
	Not all of the IMO Guidelines on Ballast water management yet implemented. 

	Surveys of pests, diseases and weeds.
	Limited local expertise for diagnostics.

	National Invasive Alien Species Committee in place, including most stakeholders.
	Committee does not meet regularly;

No overall framework or action plan in place.

	Continued awareness programmes and support for measures to prevent the introduction and spread of IAS;

Recent invasions poster produced for public information to assist with reporting of sightings of IAS.
	There is little public awareness and political support for prevention and quarantine measures at ports of entry;

Awareness of risks of IAS introduction and spread through trade is quite low;

Native plants are not prized for landscaping.

	Eradication programmes by ENGOs (Nature Seychelles, ICS, Wildlife Clubs, NPTS and PCA), some supported by donor funding and private land owners.
	No agreed models and procedures, no monitoring and dissemination of results, “lessons learned” or “best practices” for involving stakeholders in IAS control;

Lack of transparency in collection and dissemination of primary data at all levels within Government and NGOs inhibits the capacity to make technically valid decisions on the management and prevention of IAS introduction and spread.

Results of some of the findings that have been made by foreign institutions have not been published and so cannot be adopted in Seychelles.

	Eradication program of the melon fly;

Two incinerators for waste disposal acquired; 

“Amnesty bin” for passenger arrival hall. 
	Even if successful, the melon fly could be reintroduced at any time after its eradication because there are no effective prevention/ quarantine systems in place at points of entry;

Incinerators still to be installed at airport and port;

Amnesty bin for the airport still to be installed (depends on the willingness of Airport Authority to allow it to be installed).

	Surveys on Marine IAS;

Awareness programme on marine IAS undertaken.
	Small marine surveys in port done, needs to be extended and periodically repeated; Marine IAS strategy is being developed, this might remain an isolated strategy if not integrated in overall IAS strategy.

	Survey of endemic species of smaller islands.
	Surveys required for all the islands, undertaken to same agreed standard.

	Guidelines for transport to and from rat free/restored islands.
	Guidelines not yet recognised by other agencies or adopted on a national scale.

	Replanting of areas affected by Takamaka disease with resistant native trees.
	Information on survival and vigour of the replants needs to be assessed as guideline for application elsewhere.

	Relocation of rare and endangered birds to protected locations and their return after eradication/restoration.
	Needs to be adopted as a methodology at national level in light of experiences.

	Surveys and eradication of fresh water invasives being undertaken in wetlands and rivers of Mahé.
	Four invasive aquatic fish species and two turtle species found possibly as pet discards.

	Long term survey and control of invasive creepers on Mahé and a public awareness campaign to encourage removal of creepers.
	Evaluation of results suggest that the strategies are questionable.

	Production of a number of educational and general awareness publications for the schools curriculum and the general public, eg Field guides, textbooks and workbooks.
	Need to extend this coverage to include non-formal education and other voluntary audiences, and including the tourist industry.

	Television and radio programmes developed and broadcast on IAS and environmental biodiversity themes.
	Programmes are generally only developed for specific themes or times of interest such as National parks Day and Wetlands Day, and requires to be regular and ongoing with a sustainable theme, eg IAS control etc.


Annex 7: Integrated Ecosystem Management Programme Steering Committee Composition

The original TOR for the Steering Committee listed the following representatives:

· Department of Environment, Ministry of Environment, MENR (Chair)

· Department of Land Use, Ministry of Land Use and Habitat

· Department of Natural Resources

· Fishers’ organization

· Seychelles Hospitality and Tourism Association (SHTA)

· Seychelles Fishing Authority

· Seychelles Tourism Board

· Two Environmental NGOs

· UNDP-GEF Programme Coordinator (Secretary)

The Ministry of Environment, MENR no longer exists relevant departments are now divided between the Ministry of Environment and Energy and the Ministry of natural Resources and Industry. The Department of Environment of the Ministry of Environment and Energy remains on the committee and two additional members were added in 2011 to better reflect the membership of the Biosecurity Committee, these are the Seychelles Agriculture Agency and the Department of Public Health. 

The following members are Observers:

· Seychelles Chamber of Commerce and Industries (SCCI)

· UNDP Country Office

· LUNGOS

· Ministry of Foreign Affairs and International Cooperation

Seychelles Customs agency was added as an additional Observer member in 2011

Annex 8: Incremental Cost Matrix from Project Design Document

	Outcome


	Cost
	Cost (US$)
	National Benefits
	Global Benefits

	Outcome 1: Policy and regulatory framework for effective control of the introduction and spread of IAS in place.


	Baseline
	National Assembly
	80,000
	-Improved policy and legal foundations, especially concerning IAS introduction and spread and its threat to Biodiversity.

-Increased protection of prioritized larger habitats and ecosystems through improved knowledge.
	-Control of IAS safeguards biodiversity of global importance

	
	
	GOS
	4,200,000
	
	

	
	
	Env. NGOs
	250,000
	
	

	
	
	Private Sector
	150,000
	
	

	
	
	Total
	4,680,000
	
	

	
	Increment
	GEF
	432,100
	

	
	
	Others:
	 
	

	
	
	GOS
	500,000
	

	
	
	EU 
	200,000
	

	
	
	Env. NGOs
	100,000
	

	
	
	TOTAL Oil
	40,000
	

	
	
	Nat. Private Sector
	40,000
	

	
	
	Total
	1,312,100
	

	
	Alternative
	Total
	5,992,100
	-New encompassing policy on IAS/Biosecurity, in tandem with local policies and in line with international requirements, is more effective to face increasing threats.

-Sustainable development is better ensured with enhanced protection towards introduction and spread of IAS.

- Public sensitized on general IAS issues through ad hoc awareness programmes. 
	-Biodiversity hot spots secured for the long term through mitigation of IAS threats.

-Improved conservation of Ecologically sensitive areas of global importance.

-Globally endangered species secured by reducing extinction threat levels.

-Public support and active participation in mitigating and controlling the threat of IAS in biodiversity important and sensitive areas.

	Outcome 2:

Strengthened Institutional capacity to prevent and control the introduction and spread of IAS 
	Baseline
	National Assembly
	60,000
	- Basic protection of agricultural crops, livestock and native fauna and flora from the entry of new pests and diseases
	- Status of some ecological sensitive areas with globally important biodiversity maintained through continued prevention and control programmes.

	
	
	GOS
	7,100,000
	
	

	
	
	Env NGOs
	200,000
	
	

	
	
	Private land owners
	500,000
	
	

	
	
	Total
	7,860,000
	
	

	
	Increment
	GEF
	1,082,000
	
	

	
	
	Others:
	 
	
	

	
	
	GOS
	1,700,000
	
	

	
	
	EU 
	330,000
	
	

	
	
	FFEM
	42,000
	
	

	
	
	Env NGOs
	75,000
	
	

	
	
	TOTAL Oil
	50,000
	
	

	
	
	Nat. Private Sector
	450,624
	
	

	
	
	Total
	3,729,624
	
	

	
	Alternative
	Total
	11,589,624
	- Greatly improved protection of agricultural crops, livestock, forest production areas and natural ecosystems in general from the entry of new IAS 


	- Risk of loss of globally important biodiversity/ ecosystems from new IAS greatly reduced

- Improved control of regional and global spread of IAS 

	Outcome 3: Improved knowledge and learning capacities for the management of IAS


	Baseline
	GOS
	2,100,000
	- Collection of some general biodiversity baseline data;

- Further ad hoc restoration and eradication programmes by GO, NGOs and private entities, 
	- IAS in small areas, e.g. on private islands, further eradicated and habitats for some globally important biodiversity improved.

	
	
	Env NGOs
	300,000
	
	

	
	
	Private land owners
	300,000
	
	

	
	
	FAO (GIS)
	235,000
	
	

	
	
	Total
	2,935,000
	
	

	
	Increment
	GEF
	485,900
	
	

	
	
	Others:
	 
	
	

	
	
	GOS
	275,000
	
	

	
	
	FFEM
	100,000
	
	

	
	
	EU 
	200,000
	
	

	
	
	Env NGOs
	217,000
	
	

	
	
	TOTAL Oil
	50,000
	
	

	
	
	Private Sector
	586,000
	
	

	
	
	Total
	1,913,900
	
	

	
	Alternative
	Total
	4,848,900
	- Improved baselines and knowledge management systems that facilitate increased protection of prioritized larger habitats and ecosystems.

- Implementation of uniform, effective and sustainable control, eradication and restoration programmes.


	- Global body of knowledge on IAS, in particular on small islands, greatly improved;

- Threat of main IAS in priority habitats and ecosystems effectively minimized and habitats including globally important BD restored




Annex 9: Terms of Reference

TERMS OF REFERENCE

FOR

INDEPENDENT MID-TERM REVIEW OF PROJECT

“MAINSTREAMING PREVENTION AND CONTROL MEASURES FOR INVASIVE ALIEN SPECIES INTO TRADE, TRANSPORT AND TRAVEL ACROSS THE PRODUCTION LANDSCAPE” IN THE SEYCHELLES

	Project Title: 
	Mainstreaming Prevention and Control Measures for Invasive Alien Species into Trade, Transport and Travel across the Production Landscape



	GEF Project ID:
	1620
	 
	at endorsement (Million US$)
	at completion (Million US$)

	UNDP Project ID:
	0053109
	GEF financing: 
	2,000,000
	     

	Country:
	Seychelles 
	IA/EA own:
	(same as Government )
	     

	Region:
	Africa 
	Government:
	2,475,000
	     

	Focal Area:
	Biodiversity
	Other:
	2,480,624
	     

	FA Objectives, (OP/SP):
	SO2 - SP4, SP5 + SO4, SP7
	Total co-financing:
	4,955,624
	     

	Executing Agency:
	Ministry of Environment and Energy 
	Total Project Cost:
	6,955,624

	     

	Other Partners involved:
	UNDP, Customs Section, Immigration Department, Maritime Safety Administration, Marine Parks Authority, Ports Authority, Airport Authority, Indian Ocean Commission, Fond Francais de l’Environnement Mondial, NGOs, Farmers Association, private tourism operators.
	ProDoc Signature (date project began): 
	18-Dec--2007

	
	
	(Operational) Closing Date:
	Proposed:

31-Jan-2013
	Actual:



INTRODUCTION

The Government of Seychelles (GOS), in partnership with the Global Environment Facility (GEF) and the United Nations Development Programme (UNDP) is currently implementing a programme of mainstreaming biodiversity management, in particular the prevention and control measures for Invasive Alien Species, across the Production Landscape of Seychelles. 

Isolated from the continents for 65 million years, the fauna and flora of the Seychelles have evolved into unique forms with ancient Gondwanan lineage. The archipelago is a repository of globally important terrestrial diversity. It is also a storehouse of marine biodiversity. The Seychelles is part of one of the major biodiversity hotspots in the world: Madagascar and the Indian Ocean Islands. Its biodiversity is at risk of extirpation, and in some instances outright extinction, from a variety of human induced pressures. Seychelles faces the typical constraints of a SIDS, with its small land area and population, remoteness from major markets, limited natural resources and environmental vulnerability. Its most important assets are the truly rare beauty of the environment, and a significant fishery resource including pelagic and various coastal stocks. 

Seychelles is typical of remote islands in the ecological susceptibility of its terrestrial biodiversity to IAS. IAS out-compete and replace indigenous fauna and flora through predation, elimination of natural regeneration, introduction of diseases and smothering by creepers. Animal IAS, like rats, feral cats and other predators, can be devastating to the avifauna and small fauna, reducing levels of recruitment. IAS also pose a threat of unquantified magnitude to Seychelles’ marine biodiversity. Most of the terrestrial ecosystems of Seychelles have been heavily affected by certain invasive alien species. The introduction of IAS into Seychelles has long been associated with trade, agriculture, and movement of people. The nature of the IAS threat has changed dramatically as a result of the increased trade and movement of people associated with the development of tourism and industrial off-shore fisheries. This has increased the number of pathways for IAS introductions. Three sets of barriers are impeding efforts to remediate the threats posed by invasive alien species. These are 1) capacity deficits at the systemic level; 2) limited capacities at the institutional level; and 3) technical capability. 

The “Mainstreaming Prevention and Control Measures for Invasive Alien Species into Trade, Transport and Travel across the Production Landscape” project will contribute to the achievement of the following goal: “The functional integrity of the terrestrial and coastal ecosystems is secured now and into the future, thus providing a base for sustainable development”. The project will be responsible for achieving the following project objective: “Increased capacities to prevent and control the introduction and spread of Invasive Alien Species through Trade, Travel and Transport across the Production Landscape”. The project is divided into three outcomes, namely:

1) Outcome 1: Policy and regulatory framework for effective control of the introduction and spread of IAS in place.

2) Outcome 2: Strengthened Institutional capacity to prevent and control the introduction and spread of IAS. 

3) Outcome 3: Improved knowledge and learning capacities to control the introduction, establishment and spread of IAS.

The Project Document can be downloaded from the following weblink:

http://gefonline.org/projectDetailsSQL.cfm?projID=3254
UNDP/GEF MONITORING AND EVALUATION (M & E) POLICY
The Monitoring and Evaluation (M & E) policy at the project level in UNDP/GEF has four objectives: i) to monitor and evaluate results and impacts; ii) to provide a basis for decision making on necessary amendments and improvements; iii) to promote accountability for resource use; and iv) to document, provide feedback on, and disseminate lessons learned. A mix of tools is used to ensure effective project M & E. These might be applied continuously throughout the lifetime of the project – e.g. periodic monitoring of indicators, or as specific time-bound exercises such as mid-term reviews, audit reports and independent evaluations. 

In accordance with UNDP/GEF M & E policies and procedures, all projects are expected to conduct at least one mid-term evaluation and one final. In addition to providing an independent in-depth review of implementation progress, this type of evaluation is responsive to GEF Council decisions on transparency   and better access of information during implementation. 

Mid-term evaluations (MTE) are intended to identify potential project design problems, assess progress towards achievement of objectives, identify and document lessons learned (including lessons that might improve design and implementation of other UNDP/GEF projects), and to make recommendations regarding specific actions that might be taken to improve the project. It is expected to serve as a means of validating of filling the gaps in the initial assessment of relevance, effectiveness and efficiency obtained from monitoring. The mid-term evaluation provides the opportunity to assess early signs of project success or failure and prompt necessary adjustments. 

The Mainstreaming Prevention and Control Measures for Invasive Alien Species into Trade, Transport and Travel across the Production Landscape (Mainstreaming Biosecurity) Project shall be undergoing its MTE around September/October 2011.

OBJECTIVES OF THE EVALUATION
This evaluation will be conducted for the Mainstreaming Biosecurity Project. The project has a lifespan of 5 years and now, at the start of the third year of project implementation, as per project document requirement, a mid-term review should be conducted. This evaluation is being initiated by the Programme Coordination Unit (PCU) through the executing agency, the Department of Environment (DOE), Ministry of Home Affairs, Environment and Transport of the Government of the Seychelles. 

The overall objective of the evaluation is to identify strengths and weaknesses of the project implementation process, progress towards targeted outcomes and to reinforce what works well and make corrections to weaknesses. 

The evaluation will therefore focus, among other areas, on the following: 

· Project progress made towards meeting set targets and indicators;

· Review institutional and management arrangements of the project;

· Undertake a stakeholder analysis, with a view to recommend appropriate strategies for engagement;

· Assess/review the application of the BD2 tracking tool;

· Assess the monitoring capacity of DOE, PCU and UNDP Country Office (CO).

· Recommendations for improving project implementation and towards achieving project objectives.

· Outlining any lessons already learnt.

The following stakeholders will be considered in the mid-term evaluation:

· Environment Management Plan of Seychelles Steering Committee

· Seychelles Agriculture Agency

· Ministry of Investment, Natural Resources and Industry

· Ministry of Home Affairs, Environment, Transport and Energy

· Ministry of Health (Public Health Division)

· Ministry of Finance – Trade Division

· Seychelles Civil Aviation Authority

· Seychelles Port Authority

· Seychelles Tourism Board

· Seychelles Farmers Association

· Seychelles Bureau of Standards

· Island Development Corporation

· Island Conservation Society

· Marine Conservation Society, Seychelles

· Nature Protection Trust of Seychelles

· Nature Seychelles

· Plant Conservation Action Group

· Seychelles Islands Foundation

· Seychelles National Parks Authority

· National Biosecurity Committee

· UNDP Country Office in Mauritius

· UNDP Environment and Energy (EEG) Group Regional Coordination Unit.

SCOPE OF THE EVALUATION

The components of the evaluation follow:

Executive Summary

Brief description of project

Context and purpose of the evaluation

Matrix of evaluation ratings (using the UNDP/GEF six-point rating scales for progress towards project objectives AND for project implementation) – overall and per project outcome – with brief justification

Main conclusions, recommendations and lessons learned (preferably numbered and with cross reference to recommendations and lessons included in the main text).

Introduction

Purpose of the evaluation

Key issues addressed

Methodology of the evaluation

Structure of the evaluation

The Project(s) and its Development Context

Project start and its duration

Problems that the project seeks to address

Immediate and development objectives of the project and the context of these within the country.

Main stakeholders

Results expected 

Findings and Conclusions

Project Formulation: 

Conceptualisation/Design: This should assess the approach used in design and an appreciation of the appropriateness of problem conceptualization and whether the selected intervention strategy addresses the root causes and principal threats in the project area. It should also include an assessment of the logical framework and whether the different project components and activities proposed to achieve the objective were appropriate, viable and responded to contextual institutional, legal and regulatory settings of the project. It should also assess the indicators defined for guiding implementation and measurement of achievement and whether lessons from other relevant projects (e.g. same focal area) were incorporated into project design. 
Country Ownership/Driveness: Assess the extent to which the project idea/conceptualization had its origin within national, sectoral and development plans and focuses on national environmental and development interests.

Stakeholder Participation: Assess information dissemination, consultation and stakeholder participation in design stages.

Replication Approach: Determine the ways in which lessons and experiences coming out of the project were/are to be replicated or scaled up in the design and implementation of other projects (this is also related to actual practices undertaken during implementation).

Linkages between the project and other interventions within the sector and the definition of clear and appropriate management arrangements at the design stage.

Project Implementation:

Implementation Approach: This should include assessments of the following aspects:

· The use of the logical framework as a management tool during implementation and any changes made to this as a response to changing conditions and/or feedback from M and E activities if required. The project adjusted certain activities and indicators within the logical framework and this should be reviewed against the original logical framework and assessed. Other elements of adaptive management such as comprehensive work plans routinely developed that reflect adaptive management and /or changes in management arrangements to enhance implementation. 

· An assessment of the adequacy of the project institutional and management arrangements within the context of the project being managed as part of a portfolio of projects by a Programme Coordination Unit.

· An assessment and analysis of the outputs: Whether these are being achieved as per schedule and/or whether there is a need to modify or change some of these; reasons for any shortfalls and whether there are any unexpected results.

· An assessment and analysis of the outcome: Whether these are being achieved; reasons for any shortfalls and whether there are any unexpected results.

· An analysis of factors within and beyond DOE and PCU’s control that are influencing performance and success of the project (including the strengths, weaknesses, opportunities and threats) in contributing to the realization of the outputs and outcomes;

· An analysis of whether the project’s interventions can be credibly linked to achievement of the outcome, including the key outputs and assistance provided, both soft and hard; 

· Whether the project’s partnership/co-management strategy has been appropriate and effective including the range and quality of partnerships and collaboration developed with government, civil society, donors, the private sector and whether these have contributed to improved project delivery. The degree of stakeholder and partner involvement in the various processes related to the outputs and outcome. How can synergies be built with other projects within the sector?

· Technical capacities associated with the project and their role in project development, management and achievements. 

Specifically, the evaluation report should assess the relevance of the project within the local, national, regional and global context. The potential sustainability of results should be addressed and strategies to improve this element suggested. The evaluation report should also indicate how well the project has performed. 

Monitoring and Evaluation: Including an assessment as to whether there has been adequate periodic oversight of activities during implementation to establish the extent to which inputs, work schedules, other required actions and outputs are proceeding according to plan; whether formal evaluations have been held and whether action has been taken on the results of the monitoring oversight and evaluation reports. 

Stakeholder Participation: This should include assessments of the mechanisms for information dissemination in project implementation and the extent of stakeholder participation in management, emphasizing the following:

The production and dissemination of information generated by the project including the importance of mainstreaming biodiversity into the different production sectors in Seychelles.

Local resource users and NGOs participation in project implementation and decision making and an analysis of the strengths and weaknesses of the approach adopted by the project in this arena. 

The establishment of partnerships and collaborative relationships developed by the project with local, national and international entities and the effects they have on project implementation. 

Involvement of governmental institutions in project implementation, the extent of governmental support of the project.

Financial Planning: Including an assessment of:

The actual project cost by objectives, outputs, activities

The cost-effectiveness of achievements

Financial management (including disbursement issues)

Co-financing, are the commitments being met? 

Results

Attainment of Outcomes / Achievements of Objectives: Include a description and rating of the extent to which the project’s objectives were achieved using Highly Satisfactory, Satisfactory, Marginally Satisfactory, Unsatisfactory and Highly Unsatisfactory ratings. 


Rating of Progress Towards Meeting Development Objective will be based on the following criteria:

	Highly Satisfactory (HS) 


	Project is expected to achieve or exceed all its major global environmental objectives, and yield substantial global environmental benefits, without major shortcomings. The project can be presented as “good practice”.

	Satisfactory (S)
	Project is expected to achieve most of its major global environmental objectives, and yield satisfactory global environmental benefits, with only minor shortcomings.

	Marginally Satisfactory (MS)
	Project is expected to achieve most of its major relevant objectives but with either significant shortcomings or modest overall relevance. Project is expected not to achieve some of its major global environmental objectives or yield some of the expected global environment benefits.

	Marginally Unsatisfactory (MU)
	Project is expected to achieve of its major global environmental objectives with major shortcomings or is expected to achieve only some of its major global environmental objectives. 

	Unsatisfactory (U)
	Project is expected not to achieve most of its major global environment objectives or to yield any satisfactory global environmental benefits.

	Highly Unsatisfactory (HU)
	The project has failed to achieve, and is not expected to achieve, any of its major global environment objectives with no worthwhile benefits.



Rating of progress in implementation will be based on the following criteria:

	Highly Satisfactory (HS) 


	The project was managed in very effective and efficient manner in accordance with the workplan, schedule and budget.  The project can be presented as “good practice”.

	Satisfactory (S)
	The project was managed in a reasonably effective and efficient manner, largely in accordance with the workplan, schedule and budget.

	Marginally Satisfactory (MS)
	The project was managed in an acceptable manner but not fully in accordance with the workplan, schedule and budget.

	Marginally Unsatisfactory (MU)
	The project was managed in a marginally effective and responsive manner but not fully in accordance with the workplan, schedule and budget.

	Unsatisfactory (U)
	The project was managed in a less than effective manner due to internal or external factors and not in accordance with the workplan, schedule and budget.

	Highly Unsatisfactory (HU)
	The project was managed in an ineffective manner particularly due to internal factors and clearly not in accordance with the workplan, schedule and budget.


Sustainability: Including an appreciation of the extent to which benefits will continue, within or outside the project domain after GEF assistance/external assistance has come to an end. 

1. Recommendations:

· Corrective actions for the design, implementation, monitoring and evaluation of the project

· Actions to follow up or reinforce benefits from the project

· Proposals for future directions underlining main objectives.

2. Lessons Learned

This should highlight the best and worst practices in addressing issues relating to relevance, performance and success.

3. Evaluation Report Annexes

· Evaluation TORs

· Itinerary

· List of persons interviewed

· Summary of field visits

· List of documents reviewed

· Questionnaire used and summary of results

· Ethics Statement.

PRODUCTS EXPECTED FROM THE EVALUATION

The MTE evaluators will be expected to produce:-

An evaluation report, of approximately 40 – 50 pages, structured along the lines indicated in the Annex 1. 

If there are any significant discrepancies between the impressions and findings of the evaluation team and stakeholders these should be explained in an Annex attached to the final report.

A Power Point Presentation (circa 20 – 30 slides) covering the main findings of the evaluation. Depending upon the complexity of the evaluation findings, the UNDP Office in Mauritius could consider organizing a stakeholders’ meeting (e.g. an extraordinary project steering committee meeting) at which to make a presentation of preliminary findings to the partners and stakeholders. 
EVALUATION METHODOLOGY 

The evaluation methodology guidelines are provided below. Any changes to the methodology should be in conformity with international criteria and professional norms and standards (as adopted by the UN Evaluation Group 7). They must also be cleared by UNDP before being applied by the evaluation team.

The evaluation must provide evidence-based information that is credible, reliable and useful. It must be easily understood by project partners and applicable to the remaining period of project duration. The evaluation should provide as much gender disaggregated data as possible. The evaluation will be carried out by the team through:

Documentation review (desk study); the list of documentation to be reviewed is included in Section IV of these TORs. These documents will be availed by CEGENS/Project Office and/or UNDP, including the Country Office and the Regional Coordination Unit.

Interviews with:

The consultants will consult and gather information locally through meetings with the various stakeholders (MHET, PCU, UNDP, donor agencies, NGOs and private sector representatives) 

Field visits should be made to the various demonstration sites or proposed demonstration sites in the vicinity of the main granitic islands of Mahe and Praslin.

IMPLEMENTATION ARRANGEMENTS

The Mid-Term Review will be carried out by an International Consultant who will be responsible for the production of the MTR report, its content and also for the overall fulfilment of the MTR TOR. She/he will work closely with the Project Manager and the Programme Coordinator of the PCU who will assist in understanding the national context, sourcing data, information, checking facts and for ensuring the overall national usefulness of the MTE process and report. The Consultant is expected to combine international calibre evaluation expertise with knowledge of the environment issues, preferably also with specific knowledge of biosecurity issues.  

Consultant’s Required Qualifications:

· Recent knowledge of result-based management evaluation methodologies

· Recent knowledge of participatory monitoring approaches

· Experience applying SMART indicators and reconstructing or validating baseline scenarios

· Experience with the GEF Monitoring and Evaluation Policy

· Experience applying UNDP’s results-based evaluation policies and procedures

· Competence in Adaptive Management, as applied to natural resource management projects

· Demonstrated  analytical skills 

· Experience with multilateral or bilateral conservation projects, including in SIDS and preferably in the Indian Ocean region 
· Fluency in English is essential

Overall Profile of the Consultant:

A Consultant - an internationally respected development specialist with experience in biodiversity conservation, mainstreaming, project cycle management, in particular monitoring and evaluation,. Previous experience in evaluation, preferably of UNDP/GEF projects, will be sought after in the selection process. Specific knowledge of the management of IAS in SIDS’ context is an added plus. 

Individual consultants are invited to submit applications together with their CV for the position. 

The consultant should become fully familiar with the project through a review of relevant documents prior to beginning travel to the country / initiation of the assignment. These documents include:

· Project document

· Work plans and project budgets

· Inception Report

· Project Implementation Reports (PIRs)

· NEX project audit reports

· Minutes of steering committees

· The GEF Monitoring and Evaluation Policy 2011

· The Evaluation Policy of UNDP, 2011

· Recent project reports and publications.

The above-referenced documents shall be available to the evaluator in advance of the mission and, to the extent possible, in electronic format. Any other reports produced in the realm of the project (including those of the PDF Phase), website, publications, correspondence etc. which are considered relevant to the evaluation may availed by the consultant after arrival in Seychelles. 

The evaluation will be undertaken in-line with GEF principles:

· Independence

· Impartiality

· Transparency

· Disclosure

· Ethical

· Partnership

· Competencies and Capacities

· Credibility

· Utility

IMPORTANT: The evaluator must be independent from both the policy-making process and the delivery and management of development assistance that is relevant to the project’s context. Therefore, applications will not be considered from evaluators who have had any direct involvement with the design or implementation of the project. Any previous association with the project, the government executing agency in Seychelles, UNDP Office in Mauritius, the Programme Coordination Unit in Seychelles or the satellite office in Seychelles or other partners/stakeholders must be disclosed in the application. If selected, failure to make the above disclosures will be considered just grounds for immediate contract termination, without recompense. In such circumstances, all notes, reports and other documentation produced by the evaluator will be retained by UNDP. 

IMPLEMENTATION MANAGEMENT 

The principal responsibility for managing this evaluation lies with the UNDP Office in Mauritius. The Programme Coordinating Unit through the Project Manager will be responsible for liaising with the project consultant to set up the stakeholder interviews, arrange the field visits and co-ordinate with Government counterparts. The UNDP Office in Mauritius will contract the evaluator and ensure, in collaboration with the project coordination, the timely provision of per diems and travel arrangements within the country. These Terms of Reference follow the UNDP/GEF policies and procedures, and together with the final agenda will be agreed upon by the UNDP/GEF Regional Coordinating Unit, UNDP Country Office Mauritius/seychelles and the Government. These three parties will receive a draft of the final evaluation report and provide comments on it priori to its completion. 

MISSION TIMETABLE 

The timetable presented in this section is indicative and, to a certain extent, negotiable. Candidates are welcome to propose an alternative timetable, which will be considered when assessing their candidatures.

The proposed time of the evaluation will be from 30 July 2012 to 05 October 2012, with the draft report being available for comment no later than 2 weeks after the completion of the mission. A schedule of activities which comprises a maximum of five (5) effective working weeks (25 working days) divided between time in the field and home-based work.

Resources, logistical support and deadlines: 

Five (5) working days preparation before field work: to review documents, obtain necessary non-project background or supporting documents, finalize evaluation methodology, prepare learning sessions, surveys etc, develop hypotheses about the project strategies and management and consider methods for testing hypotheses. Telephone interview with the UNDP EEG Regional Technical Advisor should be arranged during this period – (5 working days)
Two and a half working weeks field work in Seychelles: With the evaluation’s emphasis on the project’s adaptive management framework, the evaluators’ team is expected to work closely with the project team. The in-country period will include learning sessions with the project team and other adaptive management strengthening measures. The Power Point Presentation should be produced while still in country – (12 working days).

TWO Weeks after the mission to prepare the first draft of the evaluation report – (5 working days). 

Three weeks for comments on the draft report: The first draft Mid-term Evaluation report (in English) should be submitted to the UNDP Resident Representative in Mauritius. The UNDP Office in close collaboration with the project team, the government executing agency and the UNDP-GEF Region-based Technical Advisor should analyze, provide comments and share it with different stakeholders. 
ONE week to integrate the comments and finalize the evaluation report: The evaluation team will incorporate the comments into the final version within one week of receiving the comments. The evaluation team is responsible for ensuring matters of fact are revised in the report, but matters of opinion may be reflected at their discretion. The final report must be cleared and accepted by the UNDP Office in Mauritius. In the case of any unresolved difference of opinions between any of the parties, the UNDP Office in Mauritius may instruct the evaluation team to set out the differences in an annex to the final report. – (3 working days). 

In addition, it is expected that the project manager would accompany the evaluation team during visits in order to facilitate and provide clarifications where necessary. 

During the evaluation period, the team will require office accommodation. This will be provided at the Programme Coordination Unit or the UNDP office in Seychelles.
	[TOR] ANNEX 1: EVALUATION REPORT: SAMPLE OUTLINE

Executive summary

Brief description of project

Context and purpose of the evaluation

Main conclusions, recommendations and lessons learned

Introduction

Purpose of the evaluation

Key issues addressed

Methodology of the evaluation

Structure of the evaluation

The project(s) and its development context

Project start and its duration

Problems that the project seek to address

Immediate and development objectives of the project

Main stakeholders

Results expected 

Findings and Conclusions

Project formulation

Implementation approach 

Country ownership/Driveness 

Stakeholder participation 

Replication approach 

Cost-effectiveness 

UNDP comparative advantage

Linkages between project and other interventions within the sector

Indicators

Management arrangements

Implementation

Financial Planning

Monitoring and evaluation 

Execution and implementation modalities

Management by the UNDP country office

Coordination and operational issues

Overall rating of Project Implementation (using the UNDP/GEF 6-point rating scale for “progress on project implementation”).

Results

Attainment of objectives (including the rating of objectives and of the project outcomes, using the UNDP/GEF 6-point rating scale for “progress towards project objectives”).

Sustainability

Contribution to upgrading skills of the national staff
Recommendations

Corrective actions for the design, implementation, monitoring and evaluation of the project

Actions to follow up or reinforce initial benefits from the project

Proposals for future directions underlining main objectives

Lessons learned

Best (good) and worst (bad) practices in addressing issues relating to relevance, performance and success.

Annexes

TOR

Itinerary

List of persons interviewed

Summary of field visits

List of documents reviewed

Questionnaire used and summary of results

Co-financing and Leveraged Resources (see Annex 2 attached)

Ethics statement (signed).




[TOR] Annex 2: Co-financing and Leveraged Resources 

A. Co-financing 
	Co financing
(Type/

Source)
	IA own
 Financing
(mill US$)
	Multi-lateral Agencies (Non-GEF)

(mill US$)
	Bi-laterals

Donors (mill US$)
	Central Government
(mill US$)
	Local Government
(mill US$)
	Private Sector
(mill US$)
	NGOs
(mill US$)
	Other Sources*

(mill US$)
	Total
Financing
(mill US$)
	Total

Disbursement
(mill US$)

	
	Proposed
	Actual
	Proposed
	Actual
	Proposed
	Actual
	Proposed
	Actual
	Proposed
	Actual
	Proposed
	Actual
	Proposed
	Actual
	Proposed
	Actual
	Proposed
	Actual
	Proposed
	Actual

	Grant
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Credits
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Loans
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Equity 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	In-kind 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Non-grant Instruments*
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Other Types*
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	TOTAL
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


· “Proposed” co-financing refers to co-financing proposed at CEO endorsement.

· Please describe “Non-grant Instruments” (such as guarantees, contingent grants, etc): _______________________________________________________________________________________________________________

· Please explain “Other Types of Co-financing”: _________________________________________________________________________

· Please explain “Other Sources of Co-financing”: ________________________________________________________________________

Projects that have not realized expected co-financing levels must provide explanations.  Please describe in 50 words the resources the project has leveraged since inception and indicate how these resources are contributing to the project’s global environmental objective.
Annex 10: Evaluation Consultant Code of Conduct Agreement Form

[image: image2.png]Evaluation Consultant code of conduct agreement form

Evaluators:

1. Must present information that is complete and fair in its assessment of strengths and weaknesses so that
decisions or actions taken are well founded.

2. Must disclose the full set of evaluation findings along with information on their limitations and have
this accessible to all affected by the evaluation with expressed legal rights to receive results.

3. Should protect the anonymity and confidentiality of individual informants. They should provide
maximum notice, minimize demands on time, and: respect people’s right not to engage. Evaluators must
respect people’s right to provide information in confidence, and must ensure that sensitive information
cannot be traced to its source. Evaluators are not expected to evaluate individuals, and must balance an
evaluation of management functions with this general principle.

4. Sometimes uncover evidence of wrongdoing while conducting evaluations. Such cases must be
reported discreetly to the appropriate investigative body. Evaluators should consult with other relevant
oversight entities when there is any doubt about if and how issues should be reported.

5. Should be sensitive to beliefs, manners and customs and act with integrity and honesty in their relations
with all stakeholders. In line with the UN Universal Declaration of Human Rights, evaluators must be
sensitive to and address issues of discrimination and gender equality. They should avoid offending the
dignity and self-respect of those persons with whom they come in contact in the course of the evaluation.
Knowing that evaluation might negatively affect the interests of some stakeholders, evaluators should
conduct the evaluation and communicate its purpose and results in a way that clearly respects the
stakeholders’ dignity and self-worth.

6. Are responsible for their performance and their product(s). They are responsible for the clear, accurate
and fair written and/or oral presentation of study limitations, findings and recommendations.

7. Should reflect sound accounting procedures and be prudent in using the resources of the evaluation.

Evaluation Consultant Agreement Form

v, junegsodeofcond

Agreement to abide by the Code of Conduct for Evaluation in the UN System

Name of Consultant: mﬂﬂb

Name of Consultancy Organization (where relevant):

1 confirm that T have received and understood and will abide by the United Nations Code of Conduct
for Evaluation.

Signed at (place)on Brockenborst, Hompshire, vk o 237 /'laj 20i3

Signature: 4A¢ v oo /Zweb





Annex 11: GEF BD Tracking Tool
Please see accompanying excel spread sheet. Below please find a summary of main comments & next steps within ‘Part VI. Tracking Tool for Invasive Alien Species Projects in GEF 4 and GEF 5’
National Coordinating Mechanism

Question: 1) Is there a National Coordination Mechanism to assist with the design and implementation of a national IAS strategy? (This could be a single “biosecurity” agency or an interagency committee).

MTR comment: A national Biosecurity Committee has been established under the project to help coordinate IAS management and includes a range of stakeholders, although it has proportionally weak environmental representation. The role of this Committee, as currently outlined in the draft legislation, is purely advisory.
MTR Next Steps: Ensure adequate representation of key environmental agencies including DOE, SNPA & SIF within an overall IAS Management Committee.
Bonus Point: Contingency plans for IAS  emergencies exist and are well coordinated. Yes / No?

MTR comment: There are currently few contingency plans for IAS emergencies and no source of funding to support rapid response. National Agencies described having to put together project proposals in order to seek external funding to deal with an IAS emergency. Project design for these initiatives can take over a year and is not effective 'rapid' response for IAS emergencies. There is currently no official system for co-ordinating multi-agency response in an IAS emergency.
MTR Next Steps: Improve co-ordination between agencies and develop contingency plans for IAS emergencies.  Increase the awareness of key national decision makers, including within the Ministry of Finance, on the economic importance of effective IAS management, using the information in the study supported under the project on the ‘Economic Valuation of the influence of IAS on the national economy’.
Question 2) Is there a National IAS strategy and is it being implemented?

MTR comment: The Project has supported the development of a Biosecurity Policy Statement with eight comprehensive policy objectives. The policy has been approved by cabinet but supporting legislation has not yet been developed and existing laws are not well harmonised / many laws are outdated. The policy document is concise but comprehensive, although policy orientation for the biodiversity conservation objective could be strenghtened. The MTR has significant concerns as to whether the draft legislation developed under the Project will support effective prevention and control of IAS impacts on Biodiversity. The MTR’s concerns centre on the core role allocated within proposed new legislation to a single agricultural agency for all areas of prevention and control, this agency does not have the remit, knowledge or resources to effectively address IAS impacts on biodiversity, or to co-ordinate all IAS management agencies to achieve this result
MTR Next Steps: Co-ordination mechanisms between organisations should be captured and clarified within the strategy. The institutional framework should be adapted to reflect an integrated approach. There is also a need to support effective 'implementation' and use of the strategy (once revised). The project should therefore focus on a) revising the strategy as a guide for effective inter-agency co-ordination  b) identifying and leveraging support for sustainable funding to implement the revised strategy/framework, c) supporting key IAS management agencies to incorporate relevant strategic actions from the Strategy in to their agency work plans and budgets so that IAS management actions become part of annual agency work plans, budgets and monitoring frameworks.
Policy Framework to Support IAS Management

Question 3: Has the national IAS strategy lead to the development and adoption of comprehensive framework of policies, legislation, and regulations across sectors?

MTR comment: The Project has supported the development of a Biosecurity Policy Statement with eight comprehensive policy objectives. The policy has been approved by cabinet but supporting legislation has not yet been developed and existing laws are not well harmonised / many laws are outdated. The policy document is concise but comprehensive, although policy orientation for the biodiversity conservation objective could be strenghtened. The MTR has significant concerns as to whether the draft legislation developed under the Project will support effective prevention and control of IAS impacts on Biodiversity. The MTR’s concerns centre on the core role allocated within proposed new legislation to a single agricultural agency for all areas of prevention and control, this agency does not have the remit, knowledge or resources to effectively address IAS impacts on biodiversity, or to co-ordinate all IAS management agencies to achieve this result.
MTR Next Steps: Revise the draft biosecurity legislation / develop associated umbrella IAS management legislation to ensure that a )the regulatory framework for IAS management in the Seychelles supports achievement of the eight policy objectives, including reduced IAS impact on biodiversity and b) that regulation developed under the project aligns with the SSDS and supports all key IAS management agencies including environmental agencies listed in the SSDS as responsible for key IAS management objectives
Prevention

Question 4: Have priority pathways for invasions been identified and actively managed and monitored?

MTR comment: Management of pathways for introduction terrestrial invasives via airports and ports has been significantly strengthened through the Project. There is currently very little management or monitoring of marine invasives. One potential pathway for invasion, the dump on Mahe, does not appear to be effectively managed or monitored at present. All waste, including IAS seized at airports are taken to the dump which is open to feral cats, dogs, rats, birds etc. Monitoring is not currently focussed around priority pathways for invasions. biodiversity or agricultural production.
MTR Next Steps: The project should build on its capacity building support to date, to increase the capacity of PAHS for effective monitoring of IAS at airports and ports. A system for monitoring and control of entry of IAS from the rubbish dump needs to be established. It is probably not feasible in the remaining life of the project to establish effective management and monitoring systems for marine invasives, however pathways for marine IAS invasion remain a  risk that needs to be addressed in the Seychelles.
Early Detection

Question 5: Are detection, delimiting and monitoring surveys conducted on a regular basis?

MTR comment: Detection & monitoring surveys are conducted by PAHS in agricultural areas and by DOE, SNPA & Seychelles Islands Foundation on IAS within national parks & environmentally sensitive areas. NGOs and private enterprises also support monitoring work within specific projects & on privately managed islands. However, there is limited funding available to support regular detection, delimitation and monitoring surveys at the national level and both PAHS and DOE rely heavily on external funding to support monitoring and delimitation work, and on the public to report suspected IAS. The project has significantly helped to improve regular detection of IAS at the international airport and port. The rubbish dump remains as an unmonitored high risk entry site and the project has to date not focused on high biodiversity value sites, although DOE, SNPA and SIF are focussing on these areas under other initiatives.
MTR Next Steps: Support in this area falls under Project Outcome 3 ‘Improved Knowledge and learning capacities for the management of IAS’ and Outcome 2 ‘Strengthened Institutional capacity to prevent and control the introduction and spread of IAS’.  Regular and effective detection, delimiting and monitoring surveys are currently restricted by: the limited finances available to key organisations for monitoring (including PAHS, DOE and SNPA), limited capacity and the absence of a system for effective co-ordination between all key agencies in monitoring. The project should continue to support key partners in establishing effective and strategic co-ordination of IAS monitoring and should ensure that all key agencies have access to existing technical information on monitoring techniques. As DOE have established the ‘green line’ and PAHS are in regular contact with farmers, the project could further support public involvement in IAS detection through an IAS online forum, linked to the website already established under the project as part of the network to be established under Outcome 3.
Bonus point:  Data from surveys is collected in accordance with international standards and stored in a national database. Yes No?

MTR comment: Currently data from surveys is collected sporadically, often linked to funding and support under specific donor funded projects and data is not stored in a national database. The project has supported the design of a database for use by quarantine officials and PAHS staff, however this is currently empty and all data needs to be added and the database used by PAHS before EOP.
Next Steps: Add data to database. In order to support originally intended project results the project should also discuss with DOE / SNPA whether the database could be adapted to support their data collection & monitoring of IAS within the 50% of Seychelles which is national parks / protected area. National parks & PAs are key areas that are not covered by PAHS. It will also be important to ensure that key environmental agencies such as DOE / SNPA can get access to the database
Bonus point: Detection surveys rank IAS in terms of their potential damage and detection systems target the IAS that are potentially the most damaging to globally significant biodiversity  

MTR Comment: Detection surveys do not currently rank IAS in terms of their potential damage and are not specifically targeted at IAS that are the most damaging to globally significant biodiversity. The majority of detection surveys are currently performed either in response to a call from a member of the public or are linked to specific donor funded projects. Exceptions exist on individual 'private' islands where IAS elimination initiatives have been undertaken. On these islands the MTR was informed that detection surveys are undertaken and target the IAS that are potentially most damaging to the island, however no time was allocated to visit these islands under the MTR and IAS management activities on private islands have not been specifically supported under this project.
Next Steps: Encourage private islands to share lessons learnt from their IAS management initiatives. Support Seychelles to develop a system for ranking IAS.

Assessment and Management: Best Practice Applied 

MTR Comment: The project has a strong focus on improving the detection & prevention of entry of IAS at international airports and ports. Support in detection & prevention has followed best practice. However it is not possible to say that there are 'acceptable thresholds of population levels of IAS' within the Seychelles. Further work is needed to determine distribution and population levels of many species. Agencies involved in IAS management in the Seychelles have yet to discuss and agree on acceptable threshold population levels and management goals for priority species.
Next Steps: Support all key IAS agencies to work together in a coordinated approach to establish an integrated management framework for IAS management with commonly agreed goals and targets, including acceptable threshold population levels and management goals for priority species.
Bonus point: Monitoring system (ongoing surveys) established to determine characteristics of the IAS population, and the condition of the target area Yes / No?
MTR Comment: Continuous monitoring of IAS populations is limited by lack of available funding for national agencies. Monitoring of speicifc species over periods of time is often linked to donor funded projects.  Some private islands were reported to effectively monitor IAS populations on their islands.
Bonus Point: Funding for sustained and ongoing management and monitoring of the target area is secured. Yes / No?
MTR Comment: The need to secure adequate and sustainable funding remains a key challenge for IAS management in the Seychelles.

Bonus point: Objective measures indicate that the restoration of habitat is likely to occur in the target area? 
MTR Comment: It is not possible for the MTR to comment on this issue as the project is not dealing with a specific 'target area' but the entire country. There are no measures of habitat restoration relevant to the project.






















� Project document ‘Mainstreaming Prevention and Control Measures for Invasive Alien Species into Trade, Transport and Travel across the Production Landscape’ page 9, paragraph 11


� Project document ‘Mainstreaming Prevention and Control Measures for Invasive Alien Species into Trade, Transport and Travel across the Production Landscape’


� Project document ‘Mainstreaming Prevention and Control Measures for Invasive Alien Species into Trade, Transport and Travel across the Production Landscape’


� The Evaluation Rating applied is based on the following 6-point scale: Highly Satisfactory (HS), Satisfactory (S), Moderately Satisfactory (MS), Moderately Unsatisfactory (MU), Unsatisfactory (U), and Highly Unsatisfactory (HU).


� The Evaluation Rating applied to sustainability used the GEF scale of  likely (L), Moderately Likely (ML), Moderately Unlikely (MU), Unlikely (U), Highly Unlikely (HU), Not Applicable (N/A), Unable to Assess (U/A)


� CBD 1998


� Infectious diseases are often IAS imported by travellers or vectored by exotic species of birds, rodents and insects.


� Ikin & Dogley 2005


� Seychelles ‘Mainstreaming Biosecurity’ Project Document


� OVIs and targets are given in the project document for each of the Outputs. Overall the OVI developed at the output level are more precise and measurable and reflect the completion of key activities to achieve specific products under each of the outputs. The MTR will not assess each individual OVI at the output level but will focus analysis on the extent to which OVIs provide a useful means for measuring the project’s development impact under each of the three Outcomes and at the overall Objective level.


� Refer Annex 8


� Refer Annex 6. Although biosecurity is not mentioned as a strategic priority, ‘pests and diseases’ are referred to within a list of ‘challenges for agricultural productivity’. Pests and diseases can included IAS, although are not necessarily IAS.


� For example over the 2 1/2 years following finalization of Project Document the Rupee devalued by approx 200%.


� comprising: US$13,540,000 National Government expenditure, US$750,000 NGO expenditure, US$950,000 private sector expenditure and US$235,000 expenditure by a multi-lateral donor


� it is important to stress here that the word recorded is used due to the fact that the ‘actual’ expenditure figure at MTR gives an incomplete picture of co-financing due to the lack of data available.


� Prior to GEF 5 the tool was used to track and monitor progress in the achievement of the primary outcome of Strategic Program Seven of the GEF-4 Biodiversity Strategy: “Operational IAS management frameworks that mitigate impact of IAS on biodiversity and ecosystem services.”


� The ‘normative solution’ provides a description of the types and level of increase in capacities and the ‘alternative strategy’ describes how the project is to achieve this.


� Under GEF 4 and 5 this is ‘required’.


� % figures given in PIR reports are estimates and do not indicate increased financial sustainability.


� The requirement for risk-based analysis as part of Biosecurity decision making is also highly relevant to the Seychelles WTO accession negotiation process. Sanitary and phytosanitary measures at the international level place significant responsibilities and accountabilities on national competent authorities to undertake scientific based risk assessments as part of Biosecurity management systems.


� From Biosecurity Strategy Executive Summary


� The need to develop a Biosecurity Emergency Response Plan is cited in the Biosecurity Bill, under section 12, as the responsibility of SAA / PAHS in consultation with other relevant agencies.


� responsible for agriculture, food security and industry


� in the long list of definition of terms


� Also reflected in use of terms under international conventions: the Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD) refers largely to Invasive Alien Species, where ‘An alien species is one whose introduction and/or spread threatens biological diversity’. 


� The Animal Health Section of PAHS retains some fees but these are for its veterinary support work, not for biosecurity activities.


� following the MTR Seychelles Government announced that all public sector budgets were to be centrally managed through the Ministry of Finance


� between the Plant Protection and Veterinary Services of DONR, and the IAS control functions that at the time of deign were the responsibility of the Nature Conservation Division in DOE. The ProDoc specifies that the national Biosecurity Service should consolidate ‘the IAS control and quarantine functions of the Plant Protection and Veterinary Sections of DONR, and the Nature Conservation Section in DOE, in conjunction with Trades Tax (Customs), Immigration and Port and Airport Authorities etc.’,





� The Biosecurity Committee established under Outcome 1 provides the only sphere for inter-sectoral co-ordination, although as seen under Outcome 1, its role under the draft legislation is purely advisory and it has only one environmental representative, out of ten overall members. 





� Under Outcome 1 detailed analysis of each individual Output was necessary due to the potential influence of individual Output documents, such as the Biosecurity Policy, Bill and Strategy, on overall Objective level project results. Under Outcome 2 the analysis will examine the extent to which Outputs and implementation processes have together achieved the overall intended results.


� Both IAS and non IAS


� The low rate of detection of IAS at international borders was one of the concerns raised by the design team and this appears to remain at MTR, although no ‘hard data’ was available to verify this.


� Amended at Project Inception


� both IAS and non IAS


� ‘specific, measurable, achievable, relevant and time bound’


� Both IAS and non IAS


� Which can be both IAS and non IAS


� http://www.thegef.org/gef/node/4184


� http://web.undp.org/evaluation/policy.htm
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