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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The GOS-UNDP-GEF project Strengthening Seychelles’ protected area system through NGO management modalities was a five-year biodiversity project implemented from 2009 to 2014.  Its total budget was US$ 5,262,983, including a GEF grant of US$ 2,100,000.  The project was executed by the Ministry of Environment, Energy and Climate Change (MEECC), and implemented on MEECCs behalf by the GOS-UNDP-GEF Programme Coordination Unit. The project was designed to create an enabling environment for optimizing the synergies between current government conservation efforts, and those of non-government partners (private sector, NGOs and resource users). 
The project development goal was to ‘Facilitate working partnerships between diverse government and non-government partners in the planning and management of the protected area system in Seychelles’. The project has the objective to ‘Demonstrate effective models for protected area management by non-governmental organisations in the Seychelles, and enable their inclusion into a strengthened protected area system’. 
The project had two components – along with their associated outcomes, outputs and activities - which contributed towards achieving the project objective. These were: Component 1 Strengthened management framework for protected areas in Seychelles; and Component 2 Expanded and strengthened management of protected areas in Seychelles. 
Section I of this report gives the context of the project, which was: support the development of PA management models at local level; define spatial targets and priorities for the expansion of the protected area system, improve the policy, legislative and governance framework for collaborative management of PAs, and support the establishment of an information management system to improve decision-making in the PA system; and strengthen government and NGO capacity for PA management.

Section II summarises the results of the project under each of its 19 indicators, and targets that were expected to be reached for each of these indicators.  This is based on the recorded results of the project as summarized in the annual PIRs up to 2014, with additional points raised in the Terminal Evaluation held in early 2015, and updated since.
Section III analyses the results in terms of overall project performance.  The performance of the project was generally satisfactory, although facing some constraints that are discussed further in section IV.  
· Targets for 12 indicators were fully achieved, in many cases targets were considerably exceeded
· Targets for 4 indicators were 80% achieved or more. 

· Targets for the remaining 3 indicators were 50% achieved
This section also provides the (quite detailed) ratings table for the project as given in the Terminal Evaluation held in early 2015.  Points raised by the evaluator in terms of project progress, and constraints on that progress, are summarized.  This section goes on to examine specific aspects of the project performance: gender aspects, human rights, contributions to direct and indirect beneficiaries, communications and publicity.

Section IV reviews the project implementation strategy, focusing on the four areas that the project was expected to address:

1) Building on the more than two decades of scientific and technical work to develop national level policies and guidelines, approaches for e.g. coral restoration or reforestation of degraded PAs, and frameworks for the application of science to PA management.

2) Engagement with the owners of private islands in PA management

3) Support of Government agencies that on their own are not able to exercise effective management of the PAs under their jurisdiction, due to various factors including poor financing and limited staff capacity.

4) Promoting national recognition of the need to integrate PAs more effectively within other economic sectors and within PPP management arrangements

It is noted that most were successfully addressed within the project framework, and importantly that the sustainability of project interventions was rated as likely.
Section V documents implementation issues as given in the risks log; there were no critical risks.
Section VI provides a summary of nine lessons learned in the implementation of this project, as identified by the TE consultant. Key lessons relate to the importance of linkages between partners and Government programmes, the importance of planning for mitigation of human resource capacity issues, the need to address perceptions of unequal power relations between NGOs and Government, and overall the high level of effectiveness of the current set-up with the Programme Coordination Unit in managing GEF funding.

Section VII summarizes the projects financial expenditure.  At the date of completing the final report, almost all project funds are spent. It is noted that the expected co-financing was exceeded.
An annex to the report gives the project logframe.
I. CONTEXT 

The Republic of Seychelles lies between c.04°S to 10°S and 46°E to 54°E in the western Indian Ocean, east of Africa and north to north-west of Madagascar. It has a total landmass of 455 km² spread across an Exclusive Economic Zone (EEZ) of around 1,374,000 km². There are 115 islands listed in the Constitution of Seychelles which divide into two groups, the mostly granitic islands (the ‘inner islands’), centred around Mahé and Praslin, and the outer coralline islands (the ‘outer islands’), lying west and south-west of the granitic group. The inner islands comprise a slightly larger landmass than the outer islands, but occupy a much smaller area of ocean. 

The granitic inner islands of Seychelles are characterized by rugged central ranges of hills with many steep, smooth, bare rock inselbergs known as “glacis”. The hills of the granitic islands are surrounded by a narrow, flat, sandy and often marshy coastal strip of land. The main terrestrial habitats of the granitic islands are; a) beach and dune vegetation; b) lowland and coastal forests up to 200-300m; c) intermediate forests from 200 to 500m altitude; d) granite inselbergs and “glacis”; and e) mountain mist forests over 400-500m. The coralline outer islands have developed from the slow accretion of coral living in shallow waters. The coralline islands are small, flat and geologically much younger than the granitic islands. On the coralline islands, the higher parts are characterised by a mixed scrub vegetation. Where sea water commonly penetrates the limestone, the Pemphis thicket type is commonly found. The marine habitats between the islands include 1,690 kmof reef habitats that may be broken down into three types: a) fringing reef; b) atolls; and c) platform reefs. Offshore environments include submarine plateaux. 

Some 7,200 species of animal, plant and fungi have been recorded from the Seychelles islands, including several famous species such as the Aldabra giant tortoise (Dipsochelys dussumieri) and the coco-de-mer palm (Lodoicea maldivica). Due to their age, geography and isolation, the Seychelles supports a variety of endemic taxa.  Endemism is comparatively high at between 50-88% for different animal groups in general and approximately 45% for plants. A large proportion of genera are endemic and there is one endemic family of tree, represented by the critically endangered jellyfish tree (Medusagyne oppositifoli) and an ancient endemic family of frogs (Sooglossidae).  Seychelles is also a globally important storehouse of marine biodiversity, with particularly high levels of faunal diversity and endemism in key ecosystems.  
At the onset of the current project, Seychelles had a system of 21 formal protected areas covering a total area of 54,813 ha, of which 24,978 ha (~5.5% of the total landmass) is terrestrial and 29,836 ha (<0.0001% of the EEZ) marine. The Aldabra Special Reserve currently represents some 80% of the total extent of the Protected Area System (PAS). 
Two of these sites – Aldabra Atoll and Vallée de Mai – have also been designated as natural World Heritage Sites, while all of the Seychelles EEZ forms part of the Indian Ocean Whale Sanctuary (formed in 1979). Three wetland areas – Port Launay coastal wetland, Aldabra Atoll and Mare Aux Cochons high altitude wetland – have been listed as Ramsar sites. 

In addition to Seychelles’ officially recognized PAs and international conservation areas, a number of other sites are managed as de facto ‘wildlife sanctuaries’ and/or nature-based tourism destinations, including several privately owned/managed islands in the Inner and Outer islands (e.g. Bird Island, Denis Island, Cousine Island, North Island, D’Arros Island) and government-owned islets in the Outer islands (e.g. islets of the Farquhar atoll). A number of private islands - frequently in partnership with local NGOs - have carried out extensive conservation programs in the past decade, including: turtle conservation; marine research; eradication of invasive species (particularly rats and cats, as well as goat eradication), and reintroductions of endemic species (5 of the 8 endangered bird species in the country). Conducted on a small scale and carefully controlled, nature-based tourism and natural resource harvesting (e.g. collection of bird eggs) on these islands is proving a valuable asset to conservation as well as acting as a practical deterrent to poachers and uncontrolled visitors. 

This project had the objective of creating an enabling environment for optimizing the synergies between current government conservation efforts, and those of non-government partners (private sector, NGOs and resource users). 
At a local level, it aimed to support the development of models that demonstrate the cost-effectiveness of involving NGOs in the planning and management of protected areas.

At the systemic level (i.e. ‘creation of tenabling’ conditions) the project aimed to define spatial targets and priorities for the expansion of the protected area system (Output 1.1), improve the policy, legislative and governance framework for collaborative management between state and non-state partners in the management of this representative system of protected areas (Output 1.2 and Output 1.3) and support the establishment of an information management system to improve decision-making in the PA system. 

At the institutional and individual level (i.e. strengthening the capacity) the project aimed to improve NGO capacities in (i) assessing the environmental, social and economic feasibility of designating privately owned islands, and adjacent marine habitats, as formal PAs (Output 2.4); (ii) undertaking cost-benefit analyses of options for administering larger protected areas that may incorporate both marine and terrestrial habitats (Outputs 2.3, 2.4 and 2.5); (iii) consulting, cooperating and collaborating with other state and non-state partners (including SNPA, other NGOs, private sector and natural resource user groups) in PA/conservation area establishment and management processes (Outputs 2.2, 2.3, 2.4 and 2.5); (iv) evaluating the efficacy of different approaches to marine and terrestrial ecosystem restoration (Outputs 2.1 and 2.4) and (v) testing a range of co-management models for protected/ conservation areas under different ownership, management and financing arrangements (Outputs 2.2, 2.4 and 2.5). 
The project also aimed to invest resources in improving the capacities of the relevant government institutions (Output 1.4) – inter alia SFA, SNPA and the DOE – to (i) constructively support the establishment processes for newly designated PAs, (ii) implement its oversight role for the entire protected area system, (iii) participate in negotiating and implementing co-management agreements with NGOs, resource users and the private sector, and (iv) maintain consultative forums involving all state and non-state partners.   
The Project Document was signed on 3rd March 2011.  Recruitment commenced in mid-2011. The project duration was four years, ending 2nd March 2015, but was extended without additional cost until 30th June 2015.  Some inputs, notably cabinet endorsement of the new PA Act, were not completed until later in 2015.
The project development goal was to ‘Facilitate working partnerships between diverse government and non-government partners in the planning and management of the protected area system in Seychelles’. The project has the objective to ‘Demonstrate effective models for protected area management by non-governmental organisations in the Seychelles, and enable their inclusion into a strengthened protected area system’. 
The project had two components – along with their associated outcomes, outputs and activities - which contributed towards achieving the project objective. These were: Component 1 Strengthened management framework for protected areas in Seychelles; and Component 2 Expanded and strengthened management of protected areas in Seychelles. 
The implementation modality was National Execution, with the Ministry of Environment, Energy and Climate Change as the Executing Agency and the GOS-UNDP-GEF Programme Coordination Unit as the Implementing Agency, with UNDP Seychelles Country Office exercising quality control.  
The project was implemented by the GOS-UNDP-GEF Programme Coordination Unit on behalf of the MEECC.  
II. PROJECT RESULTS SUMMARY 
	Description
	Description of Indicator
	Baseline Level
	Target Level at end of project
	Achievement at end of project

	Project Objective 

Demonstrate effective models for protected area management by non-governmental organizations in Seychelles, and enable their inclusion into a strengthened national protected area system
	1. Capacity development indicator score for protected area system:

Systemic

Institutional

Individual
	33%

35%

35%
	42%

40%

42%
	Target 100% achieved

60%
67%

48%

The above capacity development scores were recorded in the terminal evaluation (re-run of the scorecard).  Capacity has been increased across the board.


	
	2. METT scores:

Cousin Island Special Reserve

Aldabra Special Reserve

North Island

Denis Island
	78%

62%

51%

74%
	80%

66%

60%

78%
	Target 50% achieved

78% 

73.5%

69.6%

63%

The target was not met for Cousin Island.  It was noted in the TE that there was little attention paid to the METT and in fact there were no changes made to the baseline METT either at MTE or TE, which might not necessarily reflect actual improvements on the ground. It would certainly be expected that the injection of a large amount of project support, technical and financial, would cause some changes in management parameters as measured by METT scores.  

The target was not met for Denis Island, in fact the score was reduced from the baseline.  However. This was due to TE scoring the METT on the basis of the terrestrial and marine areas, taking into account the proposal to create a new MPA around the island, whereas the baseline focussed on the terrestrial area only (i.e. the baseline METT was not directly comparable).  

For Aldabra and North, substantial increase in management effectiveness was recorded, in both cases considerably exceeding the expectation.



	
	3. Coverage (ha) of formal protected area system

Marine

Terrestrial
	Marine: 29,836 ha

(corrected by GIS measurement in 2014 to 33,894 ha)
Terrestrial: 24,978 ha 
(corrected by GIS measurement in 2014 to 21,401 ha)
	Marine: >37,500 ha

Terrestrial ~26,000 ha
	Target 50% achieved

256,266 ha marine area now gazetted or in process of being gazetted: Although there were some hitches in legislation, the proclamation of D’Arros added 5,313 hectares of MPA (formal gazetting in process).  The nomination file for the expansion of Aldabra MPA has been initially approved by Cabinet with an extended MPA of 258,200 ha (option 1), adding 229,552 ha to the existing MPA area. Nomination files for Denis and North are not yet submitted and not included in the above figure.  The PA expansion activity synergises with the MSP process and Debt-for-Adaptation swap which aim eventually to increase the protected (no-take) marine area to 200,000 km2 (this was confirmed in December 2015 with the signature of the Debt-for-Adaptation swap with the Paris Club, to which this increase in area is a requirement).
21,615 ha terrestrial area now gazetted: The terrestrial area of D’Arros group of islands, now declared a Nature Reserve, added 145 ha, while revision of the boundaries of the Morne Seychellois National Park added 69 ha (including 3 identified Key Biodiversity Areas - KBAs).  (Note: While protection of 47.5% of the terrestrial area of the country is commendable, and well in  excess of CBD recommendations, 73% of the protected terrestrial area is made up of Aldabra and many of the terrestrial ecosystem types present on Seychelles are under-represented, or not represented at all, in the country’s PA system. This issue, and priorities for addressing it, was documented under the KBA initiative of the GOs-UNDP-GEF Biodiversity project.


	
	4. Financial sustainability scorecard for national system of protected areas
	16%
	21%
	Target 100% achieved

34%.  The FSC was re-run at the end of the project and reached a rating of 34%, with advances particularly in the legal and policy environment.  While meeting targets of this project, this remains low and will be addressed further – and specifically – under the in-coming GOS-UNDP-GEF PA Finance project, due to commence in January 2016.  The incoming project will focus in particular on management/business planning and on diversification of income streams, which currently score very low in the FSC.



	Outcome 1

Strengthened management framework for protected areas in Seychelles
	5. Number of terrestrial Key Biodiversity Area (see Gerlach, 2008) that are identified as priority areas for PA expansion in the PA expansion plan.
	0 (of 36)
	>30
	Target 100 % achieved

Gerlach (2008)
 lists 48 KBAs.  This included sites within the protected areas then established and an additional 36 unprotected sites (194 km2 protected and 46.7 km2 unprotected).  Of the unprotected sites 12 were in areas already planned for protection (all sites on Silhouette), 3 sites (4 islands) that are private property managed as reserves (North, Fregate, Bird and Denis islands).  Of the remaining sites, 16 were identified as needing urgent legal protection (Bernica, Rivière Grand St. Louis, Grand Bois, La Reserve, Montagne Planeau, Mont Sebert, Police Bay; West coast islands, Praslin north-eastern coast, Mont La Digue, Felicite, Alphonse & St. Francois, Cosmoledo, Astove, Assumption and Farquhar), and the remaining 2 are private property in development areas for which legal protection may be impractical and special conservation agreements may be needed (Mahé: Beau Vallon, Montagne Glacis).
Of the 29 terrestrial (plant) KBAs identified by Gerlach, 8 were already included within protected areas, leaving 21 that were not.  This classification was re-examined during the KBA study financed by the Biodiversity Mainstreaming project, which identified four key priorities for PA expansion: Montagne Planneau range (Mahé), Southern slopes of Fond Azore (Praslin), Montagne Corail-Collines du Sud (Mahé) and Montagne Brûlée-Piton de l'Eboulis (Mahé).  Besides being included within the overall PA expansion analysis prepared by the current project for the MSP process, these areas have been incorporated within the Seychelles Strategic Plan as green areas, the three Mahe sites being included within the proposed ‘green spine’ to be re-established for the main island.  The Praslin site is also included as protected watershed area within the new spatial planning priorities of Government.

The new KBA classification does not accord with the baseline specifically, but the targets are considered 100% achieved since all terrestrial areas currently viewed as priorities for PA expansion are so categorized in planning processes underway.

 

	
	6. Number of IBAs designated as PAs/ number of IBAs identified as priority area for PA expansion (of a total of 20 marine and terrestrial IBAs) in the PA expansion plan
	11 IBAs designated as PAs/ 0 IBAs identified as priority areas for PA expansion
	13 IBAs designated as PAs/ 6 IBAs identified as priority areas for PA expansion
	Target 100% achieved

The 20 IBAs identified by Skerret and Rocamora (2009)
 were reviewed in a new IBA analysis prepared by Nature Seychelles.  This new analysis was unfortunately not finalized, no stakeholder inputs were included and the list was not agreed by e.g. the authors of the original publication, but the new list was nonetheless used as a layer in the analysis of priorities for expansion of the PA system.  
Six new IBAs are proposed in the new analysis: Alphonse, St Joseph atoll, Booby island, L’ilot Fregate, Recife and St Francois (plus six potential new marine (open water) IBAs.
Of the now 26 IBAs, 11 are protected (including one of the new ones, Recife, which has been protected since 2011), and 3 others are partially protected (Mahe highlands, Praslin NP and surrounds, and La Digue).  D’Arros (previously identified as an IBA) and St Joseph (a newly proposed IBA) were gazetted in 2014 although the process is not quite complete.  In all, 15 IBAs are completely or partially protected.  
Priorities for expansion of the PA system defined under the MSP process also include most of the other IBAs, with significant documentation efforts already underway on Cosmoledo and Farquhar in particular, which Includes potentially one of the proposed marine IBAs (waters around Farquhar group).      

  

	
	7. Year of formal adoption of the most recently adopted Conservation Policy
	1971
	2012
	Target 100% achieved but late.

A new PA Policy was endorsed by Government in 2013.  This was the basis for a new PA Act and associated regulations.  The former is in final draft and should be presented to Cabinet in March or April 2016; the latter are under development and also expected to be ready for endorsement by the Minister MEECC once the PA Act is fully approved.



	
	8. Partnership approach to protected area establishment and management adequately provided for in legislation
	No
	Yes
	Target 100 % achieved but late
Partnership approaches are stressed in the PA Policy (2013) and taken forward in the PA Act (due for endorsement in early 2016).  Co-management partnerships are also featured in the new Fisheries Act (2014) and are specifically elaborated in the new PPP Policy (drafted in 2015 – awaiting endorsement).



	
	9. Increase in funding support to the protected area system:

State grant allocation (US$/annum)

Donor funding support (US$/annum)
	US$20,000
US$100,000
	US$50,000
US$200,000
	Target 100% achieved

Funds allocated from the State Treasury are restricted to SNPA and DOE and reached $1,452,033 and $50,000 respectively in 2014 ($1,502,033 in total).
Donor funds recorded as received by the PAs, and recorded in the FSC, total $2,200,000 (2014)



	
	10. Number of public and NGO PA staff completing specialised training and/or skills development in: 

Co-operative management

Data management
	0

0
	>15

>10
	Target 100% achieved.

Training is conducted by all projects under the GOS-UNDP-GEF programme in a synergistic manner.  

Cooperative management: The current project trained over 15 individuals in the early stages of the project, an additional 25 were trained during 2014 by the Biodiversity Mainstreaming project, in synergy with this project).  An additional 15 were trained in 2015 by the Outer Islands project, specifically in aspects related to cooperation and conflict resolution.
Data management: 3 individuals were trained in data management under the current project, a further 20+ individuals have been trained by the Biodiversity Mainstreaming project in Cybertracker, another 12 specifically in statistics by the Outer Islands project and a further 10 are being trained in January 2016 in database management also by the Outer Islands project.  IN parallel, 2 researchers (1 from SNPA & 1 from DOE) were trained in Mapping and Remote Sensing in Mauritius (ISLANDS project) and in-country GIS training has been carried out by DOE (5 SNPA and 1 SIF staff) funded by Neville Shulman Awards).


	
	11. Level of involvement of affected NGOs, resource users, CBOs and private landowners in decision making in planning and management of the protected area system
	<10% (TBD at project inception)
	>80%
	Target 100% achieved.  

Basically all interested stakeholders have been engaged in discussion and The increase in engagement is largely due to a) the Seychelles Strategic Planning process steered primarily by MLUH, and b) the Marine Spatial Planning exercise steered by the project in association with MEECC and TNC.  

The SSP process has organized several large workshops and consultations during 2014 and 2015, with substantial stakeholder participation, aimed at setting priorities for development of the terrestrial area (primarily the main inner islands).  The PA system and also the priorities for including new areas (identified as KBAs) have been included in this discussion and the resulting geospatial plans reflect this.

The MSP process has made every effort to engage all stakeholders with interests in the planning and management of the marine area, including recreational and sports fishermen, dive operators, sea cucumber fishermen, artisanal shark fishermen association, private boat owners, authorities such as Seychelles fishing Authority, Petroseychelles and others.  While the debate has been polarized to some extent, with fishing interests and needs for protected areas not in alignment, the basic agreement has been endorsed that Seychelles will protect 30% of its marine area, 15% as no-tale zones, and the focus of the debate is thus on where these areas will be located.  The priorities for expansion of the PA system as defined under the current project have been taken up directly into the debate on the location of new no-take zones (and associated sustainable use zones) and form the basis for the proposed Marine Spatial Plan.


	Outcome 2

Expanded and strengthened management of protected areas in Seychelles
	12. Number of nursery-reared coral stock produced for transplantation
	0
	>35,000 nubbins
	Target 100% achieved (by 2013)
Although the project target was achieved during 2013, stock production was continued through to June 2014.  Despite some level of mortality the numbers of surviving coral fragments is expected to have remained above target through the grow-out phase.  Increasing water temperatures towards the end of 2015 raised a threat of coral bleaching which might have negated project efforts, but by the end of November temperatures decreased again without a major known bleaching event.  A final report on the activity has not been submitted by Nature Seychelles so final details on the numbers and survival of nubbins are not available.  
The activity is highly innovative at this scale and is producing important lessons for scaling up coral restoration in Seychelles and the region.  These lessons will hopefully be written up by NS and published in the near future.


	
	13. Extent of actively restored coral reef ecosystems (ha)
	0
	>1ha
	Target 80% achieved

The first phase of transplantation of around 14,000 colonies was carried out on 0.35 ha of reef area.  In the second phase a total of 11, 444 coral colonies were transplanted on a reef area of around 0.29 ha.

In addition, 0.16 ha of reef at Petit Anse Kerlin were restored using coral transplants from the Cousin Island nursery in partnership with the Lemuria Resort (an initiative under the GOS-UNDP-GEF Biodiversity Mainstreaming project).

The total area restored under this activity is thus estimated to be 0.8 ha.


	
	14. Number of temporal PAs established and operational:

Whale sharks

Turtles


	0

0
	1

1
	Target 80% achieved (Noting that the indicator was proposed to be changed to ‘contribution (testing)’ (by MTE and MCSS), rather than the number of temporal PAs established and operational, contribution in this case being interpreted as supporting the process to the level of PA nomination files ready for submission to Cabinet.)
Nomination files were completed by MCSS for two critical whale shark feeding sites (northern and southern areas) which have been delineated and demarcation boundaries applied.  Two priority sea turtle nesting beaches were selected and additional nomination files prepared by MCSS for these prepared, with designation and boundary delineation completed. Interim Management Plans for the TPAs were also prepared. 
However, MEECC did not approve the nomination of either the whale shark or the turtle TPA’s. The Ministry has advised that as the new Protected Areas legislation has not yet been approved by Cabinet, they were unable to process the nominations further, which was unfortunate as MCSS had initially proposed to make the nomination under the existing P.A. legislation rather than the not-yet-approved legislation, but were advised otherwise by the Ministry at the time.  

In the case of the nominated turtle TPAs, interim management plans have been implemented anyway, with staff patrolling the nominated areas as though they were declared TPAs. Any infringements of what would have been potential TPA regulations were recorded and staff ensured enforcement of the current regulations regarding the protected species that the TPAs were designed to further protect.  In the case of the whale shark TPAs the interim management plans were implemented to a lesser extent, due primarily to the very low numbers of whale sharks that appeared during 2014 and again in 2015 (reasons for this are unclear, but possibly reflect changes in ocean circulation systems in the western Indian Ocean).
 

	
	15. Number of TPC’s being regularly monitored in Aldabra Special Reserve


	0
	>5
	Target 100% achieved (Noting that the indicator changed to ‘contribution to the number of TPC’s being regularly monitored in Aldabra Special Reserve’, contribution in this case being interpreted as supporting the process to the level of an approved management and monitoring plan.)
SIF conducted research to define the “desired state” of Aldabra’s marine and terrestrial ecosystems (i.e. linked to goals and objectives of the management plan).  A marine monitoring programme was established, and the terrestrial monitoring programme already underway for many years was extended.  Measurable indicators which adequately reflect the health of each ecosystem were defined together with the upper and lower levels of accepted variation of these indicators. Protocols have been put into place to guide management responses to potential breaches of these thresholds.


	
	16. ‘Financing gap’ for Aldabra Special Reserve
	~US$300,000 (2009/10)
	<US$200,000
	Target 100% achieved under conditions of cross-subsidisation
In terms of financing gap, the costs of even basic management of Aldabra are around $1 million per year and this level of revenue cannot be generated from this site alone – occasional tourism, research fees and filming fees, etc., may generate around $250,000 per year.  However, SIF manages Aldabra and Vallee de Mai under a cross-subsidisation scheme and as noted at the MTE ‘If cross-subsidization from WHS Vallé de Mai is considered, SIF is generally breaking even under a basic management scenario for the two PAs it manages within its sub-system. It actually verified a surplus in 2012.
Financial scenarios for Aldabra have been developed by SIF.  Using a market-based approach, a medium-term (5 year) Financial/ Business Plan has been prepared for the reserve including (a) a detailed financial analysis that identifies realistic funding needs and gaps for the reserve, (b) a pre-selection and analysis of viable financial mechanisms for the reserve (and an understanding of the legislative and regulatory framework for their implementation), and (c) a formulation of the Financial Plan to guide the implementation of a sustainable financing strategy for the reserve.)

As a possible means of generating additional revenue specifically for Aldabra, SIF has developed a concept for an Aldabra House (an environmental awareness and fund-raising facility located on Mahe island) and this has been approved by GOS and land allocated for the construction.  The Aldabra House concept has been kick-started with a grant from the Biodiversity Mainstreaming project for design, and initial funds are being raised by SIF for construction.  The in-coming PA finance project will provide some support for the exhibits once construction is completed.


	
	17. Number of formal PAs under private ownership
	3
	>5
	Target 80% achieved (Noting that the indicator changed to “contribution to increased number of formal PAs under private ownership”, contribution in this case being interpreted as supporting the process to the level of PA nomination files.)
D’Arros private island was formally gazetted in 2014 (5,313 ha marine & 294.71 ha terrestrial) but the process was later put on hold by Government.  This nonetheless increased the number of privately owned PAs to 4.  This island was not one of those actually targeted by the project (it is targeted by the Outer Islands project).

Nomination files for the gazetting of North and Denis islands as privately-managed PAs have been prepared by GIF under the current project, based on extensive marine Surveys and benthic mapping.  Management plans have also been develop, including zonation and boundaries.  These have been discussed with stakeholders and presented to MEECC, but are on hold pending the endorsement by Cabinet of the new PA Act.  This is expected to take place in March or April 2016, after which the path will be clear for the gazetting of these two new areas (plus completion of the process for D’Arros).


	
	18. Extent (ha) of Denis and North Islands with restored native habitats

Denis

North
	50 ha (of 143 ha) (corrected)
37 ha (of 201 ha)
	60 ha

60 ha

Targets adjusted in the inception report from 80 ha to 60 ha, with the agreement of the RTA.
	Target 93.5% achieved (98% for Denis and 89% for North) (bearing in mind the agreed reduction in target level from 80 ha to 60 ha)
Denis 59 ha.  The broad leaf forest (natural and rehabilitations areas) has increased by approximately 9 ha over the baseline.  The potential sooty tern nesting area (a clearing) continues to be maintained and is excluded from the restoration area.  Denis has thus reached a total of 59 ha of natural and rehabilitated forest. 

North 53.17 ha.  In Q3 2014 all of the previously rehabilitated areas on North Island were mapped (for the first time) using a GPS and projected onto a Google Earth image.  North Island at that point had 41.88 ha of fully rehabilitated and maintained habitat, meaning that 4.88 hectares were rehabilitated between 2011 and Q3 2014.  North Island management subsequently stepped up implementation of the 5 year Vegetation Management Plan, in consultation with PCA and GIF.  By the end of 2014, a total of 14.50 ha has been cleared, of which 11.97 ha is considered newly rehabilitated area. This brings the total rehabilitated area on North Island to 53.15 ha, which is a great achievement in the limited time available to the GIF and North Island staff to conduct the activity.



	
	19. Proportion of the habitats of key functional fish groups around Cousin Island under a conservation management regime:

Home ranges

Spawning sites
	<1% (estimate)

<5% (estimate)
	>20%

>50%
	Target 50% achieved (estimate)
There is progress towards achieving the target, we assess, at around 50%. However, there is no specific data comparable to baseline for the two sub-indicators.  

The functional species targeted are two species of rabbitfish: Siganus sutor and S. argenteus.  Following pilot studies and validation of site areas, a volume of data has been collected and has been published concerning fish ranging and spawning sites, some of the latter being well outside the current MPA.  Nature Seychelles has been working closely with the fishermen community on Praslin who are returning the tags and understand the purpose of this project (increased local awareness is an indirect positive result from this objective).  NS is also working very closely with SFA (advisory group) on this output.  

The results of the studies are being used in the development of a management plan for Cousin Special Reserve which will identify management regimes to be applied to at least 20% of the recorded habitat of this key functional group.  The management plan was not, however, completed during the lifetime of this project. It is considered, however, that NS should have all the means and tools necessary, including the funding, to be able to produce and demonstrate the desired conservation outcome reflected in this indicator post-project. 




III.   PERFORMANCE REVIEW 

III.1 Performance against indicators

The performance of the project against its 19 indicators was mixed, although it is felt in general that some of the targets were set too high and it was not feasible to reach these during the project lifetime – these were corrected during the project to be more realistic.  Of the 19 indicators:
· Targets for 12 indicators were fully achieved, in many cases targets were considerably exceeded
· Targets for 4 indicators were 80% achieved or more. 

Restored coral reef area (80%) and reforestation areas (93.5%) were largely achieved, in the latter case with an adjustment of target to be more realistic, and the results reflect a great effort on behalf of the responsible partners Nature Seychelles and GIF, respectively.  The establishment of new TPAs (80%) and privately owned PAs (80%) has largely been completed, up to the level of completion of necessary data collection, consultation and presentation to Government of nomination files, but were not able to be fully completed due to a necessity to wait for the endorsement of the delayed PA Act.  Once the legislation is in place, expected to be in March or April 2016, the nomination files may be processed and the responsible partners, MCSS and GIF, will continue to engage with this.

· Targets for the remaining 3 indicators were 50% achieved

As noted in the terminal evaluation scoring cards (last METT revision, accompanying notes) there were some issues in regard to the completion of the METTs that affected the achievement of the target.  The two key points were a) Nature Seychelles did not appear to be completing the METT properly and had not taken into account any of the project-funded interventions and their impacts in improving management of the reserve, and b) the scoring for Denis island at TE was based on both terrestrial and marine areas, whereas the baseline METT considered only the terrestrial area, so the scores were not comparable.  If these factors are corrected the METT scoring would have been higher and likely reached the project targets.  
For PA coverage, the target for increasing the terrestrial PA system to about 26,000 ha was not met, although the terrestrial PA estate did increase marginally.  26,000 ha represents 57% of the land area of Seychelles, and is way above CBD recommendations, but the figure reflects the priorities for including terrestrial KBAs.  Increasing the protected status of the KBAs is being considered under several planning processes currently underway by Government, but has not been achieved during this project.

The target for improving conservation management in the marine area around Cousin Island, reflecting fish ranging patterns, was not met although data have been collected to inform a more functional management regime.  Discussions have been initiated with fishermen concerning protection of key areas outside the current MPA, and this will be taken forward under the overall umbrella of the MSP process.

III.2 Progress review
III.2.1 Overall progress

The project terminal evaluation, undertaken in November 2014, rated the project as follows:
	Criterion
	Evaluator’s Summary Comments
	Rating

	A. Assessment of outcomes 
	

	Overall rating of project objectives and results
	Of 19 targets, the project has exceeded delivery on 10, fully delivered on 7 and delivered over 80% on 2.
 Notables include:

· An approved PA policy in 4 years considered exceptional; 

· The Bill to operationalize the policy is ready for submission to cabinet 

· 3 new Key Biodiversity areas under protection; 

· PA estate was expanded by 5,607.71 hectares (364.03 Terrestrial and 5,313 ha marine); 

· Nomination files for 4 Temporal PAs, and 2 Private Islands (Denis Marine and North) ready; gazetting expected upon approval of new legislation;

· Mapping the reefs of Aldabra now provides scientific basis for PA expansion, and the basis of a monitoring program managed by SIF;

· 3 Options for MPA expansion have been prepared and is ready for submission to the Cabinet of Ministers for MPA expansion. The total current total protected area at Aldabra is 439.41 km2. This would be expanded to 2582 km2 in option 1 (0.19% of EEZ), 6,743.52 km2 in option 2 (0.5% of EEZ), and 32,815 km2 (2.5% of EEZ) in option 3.

· Coral gardening proven to be an effective tool for rehabilitation of corals and over 40,000 nubbins transplanted and expected to survive
	Satisfactory

	A. 1. Effectiveness 
	Despite slow project start up and problematic disbursements in the first two years, the project has delivered on most of its original plans and build a partnership for PA management that includes Government Agencies, ENGOs, and the Private Sector in managing Pas; effectively tackling the two barriers it was established to remove.
	Satisfactory

	A. 2. Relevance
	Relevant to:

· country’s CBD and Aichi targets on PA coverage, sustainability and finance; 

· Policy objectives 3.1 and 3.2 of the NBSAP (1998);

· The Debt for Adaptation/Nature swap program and emerging concept of the Blue Economy; 

· Tourism dependent economy;

· GEF Strategic Programmes 2 and 3
	Relevant

	A. 3. Efficiency
	By rationalizing the PA categories and allowing NGO and private sector management of PAs, the policy paves the way for a cost effective way to achieve representativeness, governance, planning and operations of protected areas in Seychelles. Four strategies that increased the efficiency of the resources:

· Involvement of NGOs in a partnership aimed at expanding the PA estate and improve the management effectiveness, even without the legal provisions being in place yet

· The PCU as the coordinator of all the GEF projects in Seychelles – Although it wasn’t always staffed, the TE finds that the PCU played a key role in identifying synergies and linking this project with, not only the rest of the GEF Portfolio in the country, but also to the wider development and conservation programs;

· Use of the TWG to harness technical capacity of various professionals, for which the project didn’t have to pay;

· The three tier project management modality of UNDP (CO/RCU/Hq) provides quality technical and management support at reasonable cost to individual projects
	Highly Satisfactory

	A.4. Impacts
	The project used threat reduction tools recognized as viable internationally; The TE finds the project used direct protection, New PA Policy and implications on PA Management; Expansion of PA estate by over 5,600 ha: Improved management effectiveness and  capacity (score card) and PA finance; rehabilitated 0.8 ha corals; knowledge on Aldabra policy making and/or advocacy, education and awareness building, and knowledge (in the form of Management plans for 5 additional PAs --effectively and managed to reduce current threat to BD in Seychelles

Aldabra Marie Monitoring programme now implemented to assess the status of key values of the PA. Aldabra Management Plan (near complete); VHF radio system on Aldabra deployed and now able to communicate atoll wide has improved regulation enforcement.
	Significant 

	B. Sustainability of Project outcomes; (overall rating); Sub criteria (below)
	Likely

	B. 1. Financial
	Improved PA finance scores: Private Sector and NGOs provide large baseline for PA management; Project outputs are being taken up in other projects (Mainstreaming BD, PA Finance, Outer Islands) and national development processes (Debt for Nature/Adaptation Swap); Aldabra house concept approved;
	Likely

	B. 2. Socio Political
	Majority of Seychellois have high levels of awareness of the importance of the perception of “Seychelles being an environmentally friendly economy” to international tourism;
	Likely

	B3. Institutional framework & governance
	New PA policy; Legislation likely to be approved before the end of the year; improved capacity scores (institutional, individual, systemic), although the SNPA did not benefit much from the project, its capacity for national level coordination being supported through the Pa finance project
	Likely

	B. 4. Environmental
	Proposals for the expansion of PAs has used scientific data to inform decisions; The Marine Spatial Planning is under way, which will provide further scientific justification for the expansion of the MPA. The greatest environmental risk to PAs and biodiversity is climate change: GOS is running adaptation programs, notably the Ecosystems Based Adaptation and the Debt for adaptation Swap. Improved capacity scores and METTs likely to maintain on-going risk monitoring and mitigation measures 
	Likely

	C. Achievement of outputs and activities (see section on overall results and impacts)
	Satisfactory

	D. Monitoring and Evaluation (overall rating); Sub criteria (below)
	Satisfactory

	D. 1. M&E Design
	Design based on clear logic (threats, barrier analysis); outcomes and indicators SMART; although ambitious targets were revised at MTE, it is noted that the original logframe was adequate to guide implementation and was not revised.
	Satisfactory

	D 2. M&E plan Implementation - use for adaptive management
	M&E plan was used effectively to monitor and mitigate risks – evidence of adaptive management indicated by revision of baselines and targets for Terrestrial PA, restoration/rehabilitation on Denis and North Islands,  and to modify several indicators at MTE to more accurately reflect the targets that the project could deliver even if the policy and legislation approval was delayed;
	Satisfactory

	D 3. Budgeting & Funding for M&E activities
	The TE found no issues with the budgeting for M&E activities; MTE Tools used were Inception workshop, APR/PIR, quarterly and annual work plans and reports, including financial reports
	Satisfactory

	E. Catalytic Role
	The project produced public goods (PA policy, knowledge on Aldabra and methodology for coral rehabilitation); quasi-public goods (additional 5,607.71hectares (364.03 Terrestrial and 5,313 ha marine); project outputs being financed from other sources of funds (training staff with Biodiversity Mainstreaming, gazettement of D’Arros and St Joseph from Outer Islands project, planned use of coral rehabilitation methodology by the Ecosystems Based Adaptation project; planned use of Marine Spatial Planning report as input in the Debt for adaptation swap. 
	Significantly catalytic

	F. Preparation and readiness
	The project was planned over a period of one year with a budget to identify and negotiate partnerships for implementation; implementation was shared amongst four NGOs and DOE via MOUs. Despite capacity assessment and explanations about the implementation modality, several ENGOs did not fully comprehend or appreciate the implications of the disbursement arrangements. Consequently, much time and energy was spent by all trying to overcome this hurdle, with little success.
	Marginally Unsatisfactory 

	G. Country ownership 
	In addition to the points outlined under relevance, the project concept originated from government’s stated objective of expanding PA management to the NGO and Private sector, to overcome the dual problem of land scarcity and a dearth of HR and financial resources for PA management typical of SIDS;

PA and legislation formulation was led by DOE, with close collaboration of all relevant national institutions, including the Attorney General’s office. 

High CSO involvement; 80% of the project was led by the ENGOs; all partners provided expected co-finance identified;

High level of engagement of the PSC (financial) and Technical Working Group (TWG), on the technical issues, particularly the formulation of the policy
	Satisfactory 

	H. Stakeholders involvement
	Catered for during project design; evidenced by 80% project delivery through ENGOs. Nevertheless TE found there was perceptions of unequal power relations within the partnerships and un-even capacity for implementation across the partners, with subsequent impacts on timely disbursement of funds for all the partners
	Satisfactory

	I. Financial planning
	GEF Finance and co-finance were adequate, however several challenges of financial planning reduces the rating to MU; i) despite four implementers, project had one AWARD in ATLAS. Inadequate appreciation of the implications of this arrangement caused many delays in disbursement in first 2 years: ii) complex institutional arrangement for disbursement (from UNDP to Central Bank of Seychelles; application by PCU to Min of Finance, via Min of Environment which approves and instructs Central Bank to transfer money to partner accounts): While this provides confidence in the management of finances, the many institutions provide ample opportunities for delays; iii) All project expenditures in forex (and all local currency payments above SR 50,000, currently $3600) have to go through this complex approval system. The TE finds that (once contracts have been signed by the Implementing Partner) PCU could be allowed to authorize all expenditures below US$ 25,000 against these contracts, which would improve the efficiency of the system significantly, given that over 90% of the expenditures fall within this range.
	Marginally unsatisfactory

	J. Implementation approach
	Testing the multi-partner PA management even as the legal environment to empower this mode of PA management created partnerships that yielded cost savings.
	Satisfactory

	K. UNDP/GEF Supervision and backstopping 
	The TE found no issues with the UNDP supervision and backstopping. TE finds that the CO and RCU provided adequate support to the PCU and other partners; the 3 tier arrangement of UNDP (CO-RCU-Hq) identified as a cost effective tool of providing projects quality support at minimal cost (due to sharing of RTAs by many countries).
	Satisfactory


The terminal evaluation commented as follows:
· Despite a problematic start-up and implementation hiccups in the first two years, the project has delivered exceedingly well..  Using threat reduction as a measure of impacts, the project significantly reduced threats to biodiversity in Seychelles by; 

i. Direct protection – the project made significant steps towards increasing the PA estate, including the terrestrial PA estate.  Any additional area to the terrestrial PAs matter a great deal.  

ii. Once the new legislation is in place, the PA is likely to increase by a further 3,000 hectares upon gazettement of North and Dennis Islands, as well as the four Temporal PAs (2 for whale sharks and 2 for turtles). There is also a proposal to designate 11 new sites in inner and outer islands under the Outer Island Project, once the legislation is in place. This will bring the total PA estate to 150,000 in the next few years. 

iii. Policy and legislation for PA expansion under multi-stakeholder (private sector) management: The approval of the new PA policy has far reaching impacts on strengthening the PA management into the future. The new policy forms the framework for more effective planning and management of PAs, and guides the expansion of the current PA system with the introduction of new categories of protected area in accordance with international criteria and international obligations.  The real impact of the PA Policy is that it reinforces the commitment of Seychelles to manage 50% of its land area and up to 30% of its marine area as protected areas (including sustainable use zones).  The PA Policy, additionally addresses co-management of PAs, a concept which is novel in the Seychelles, and strengthens the potential for private partnerships in PA management.  Allowing private sector investments in PA is cost effective for a SIDS, which suffers HR and financial difficulties;
· Overall, the results obtained by the project for US$ 2.1 million represent a very good return on capital, and that delivering a new PA policy in less than 4 years is exceptional.  Four strategies adopted yielded efficiency gains, namely: i) involvement of NGOs in a partnership aimed at expanding the PA estate and improve the management effectiveness, even without the legal provisions being in place yet, ii) the use of, and composition of the Technical Working Group that led PA policy process, iii) the PCU as the coordinator of all the GEF projects in Seychelles, iv) the three tier project management modality adopted by UNDP is an efficient distribution of “labour” and increased efficient use of resources in this project. 
· Moreover, the impacts described above are likely to be sustained in future due to improved Management Effectiveness on all PAs and Islands, improved financial sustainability and improved systemic and individual and institutional capacities for PA management (targets 1 and 2 in table 3).
· The PCU played a significant role in connecting the project to other GEF projects and development processes in the country, with significant gains in relevance, mainstreaming, replication and catalytic role; these generated further gains in cost effectiveness (both efficiency and effectiveness).  However, absence of the PCU coordinator at the crucial start-up period weakened the project support to other entities at a time when many critical decisions were required, which the Project Manager alone could not take.  Staff changes in the financial department of the MEECC and Ministry of Finance often exacerbated the difficult financial flows of project funds.  In addition, changes in staff in the PCU and the PM in 3 of the 4 ENGOs during the course of the caused delays in the submission of quarterly reports, causing additional delay in disbursement of funds for all partners.  However, staff turn-over problems are not unusual for Small Island Developing States (SIDS), and there is no evidence that the turn-over problems experienced during the implementation of this project were greater than would be expected of SIDS.
· Active management of knowledge sharing improves chances of replication and catalytic character of a project. Knowledge management was however not included as an activity with a budget in this project. Although the MTE Management response reported knowledge sharing as organic in the project, a more systematic knowledge management would have improve cross-learning amongst the project partners.
· There were several problems with financial planning, primarily caused by delays in disbursements during the first two years. The delays seems to have been due to the following reasons: i) misunderstanding of the 80% rule, ii) the complex institutional arrangements around financial transfers, iii) frequency of requests for financial clearance. However, the project clearly overcame these difficulties in the later part of implementation to deliver very impressive achievements.
· There is very high country ownership of the project demonstrated primarily by the high level of NGO participation and commitment to the technical issues tackled by the project, with 80% of the budget delivered by ENGOs; but also by the fact that most partners pre-financed implementation when disbursement was slow. Although there was a high degree of annoyance for having to do so, this does not change the fact that keeping implementation going despite delayed disbursements contributed very much to the project delivering on most of its targets within the planned time. 
· The project has significantly strengthened the partnerships for PA management in Seychelles: although the partnership still needs to be consolidated, interviews with the partners confirmed that some of them felt that by being part of the process, they, in turn, increased their capacity for PA management.
· The TE finds no financial, socio-economics, institutional, governance or environmental risks to the sustainability of impacts from the project
III.2.2 Gender
There is active involvement in all stakeholder fora in Seychelles by both women and men.  PA management agencies have good representation of women at all levels.  Training opportunities provided under the project were equally taken up by men and women, with the balance veering towards women who are more active in many technical and administrative functions than are men. 
III.2.3 Human rights

N/A

(The project did, however, contribute to general human rights goals of UN interventions regarding universal access to the environment and resources.)

III.2.4 Contributions to direct and indirect beneficiaries

The project provided direct support – material and capacity development - to the Government agencies responsible for protected area management and who have an overall supervisory or consultative role in regard to PAs managed by other entities.  The latter role has not been well exercised, in part because of weak legislation in this regard which is addressed in the legislative outputs of the project.  The capacity to undertake their various roles has been better defined during an analysis undertaken late I the project, and training has commenced, although the training is being funded mostly under other projects within the GOS-UNDP-GEF programme. Certainly the role of the Government agencies as partners in cooperative governance structures for PAs has been placed on a better footing, with Government participating actively in developing nomination files, implementing TPAs (even ahead of proper gazetting), and (in the case of SFA) collaborating on fisheries information gathering that is key to define MPAs.
The four project NGO partners benefitted directly from financing of the areas under their management and programmes under their implementation, including management fees to support their day-to-day administration, etc.  There was still a certain tendency to operate within their own areas, however, and as noted by the TE consultant, there was relatively little sharing of experience and lessons learned between partners – with some exceptions such as MCSS engaging directly with GIF in undertaking survey work. Lessons were discussed and shared in various for a, notably the symposium held at the end of the project where partners presented their results, but this did not happen during actual project implementation, and this aspect needs to be improved in future projects.
Local stakeholders, such as fishing communities, were consulted at various stages in the project work on PA expansion (leading to marine spatial planning) and in planning for new marine PAs.  They do not benefit directly, indeed they may face a temporary disadvantage from closing of a certain percentage of fishing grounds, although they benefit indirectly, and in the 0nger term, by protection and regeneration of critically declining fish stocks to whom the new MPAs provide a safe refuge, including protection of spawning grounds, etc.

For civil society as a whole, there have been indirect benefits from the project initiation of the work leading to the marine spatial planning initiative, which has expanded into a Debt-for-Adaptation swap with debt relief that benefits all Seychellois, as well as the reinvestment of the debt relief into conservation of Seychelles’ natural heritage.  Seychelles has also benefitted from the publicity surrounding the MSP initiative and the putting forward of Seychelles as a role model, innovator and early implementer of this type of ocean governance system.

III.2.5 Communications and publicity
The project document expected the development and implementation of a communications strategy to ensure that all stakeholders are informed concerning the implementation of the project.  While an explicit strategy was not developed specifically for the project (it was absorbed within the wider communications strategy of the PCU and MEECC), the project implemented an extensive range of awareness measures such as newspaper and magazine articles, radio and television shows, etc.  The project also participated in national communications fora such as national days (World Environment Day, etc.), fairs and expos.
The PCU website (www.pcusey.sc) includes comprehensive information on the project and the other projects of the GOS-GEF project portfolio. The information is accessible to the public and includes a general description of the project, all the products and consultancy reports funded by the project (including reports prepared by partners where available), as well as project implementation reviews, including the midterm and terminal review, and other reports. The information is well organized according to outcomes and type of document. The website is not particularly user friendly, but is currently being revised to make it more so.
The project was instrumental in setting up the national database for biodiversity information at MEECC, largely as a repository of data for the marine spatial planning process, but expanding to include other datasets such as plant data collected for the KBA studies, GIS images, etc.  This database is not accessible online as use of some of the data is restricted, but may be accessed through MEECC on signature of a data sharing agreement.

IV. IMPLEMENTATION STRATEGY REVIEW

As is noted in the ProDoc, the implementation strategy of the project focused on bringing together the diverse government and non-government partners in Seychelles to work more closely in partnerships that augment their individual capacities, knowledge and skills.  The four areas that the project was expected to address in particular were:

5) Building on the more than two decades of scientific and technical work to develop national level policies and guidelines, approaches for e.g. coral restoration or reforestation of degraded PAs, and frameworks for the application of science to PA management.

6) Engagement with the owners of private islands in PA management

7) Support of Government agencies that on their own are not able to exercise effective management of the PAs under their jurisdiction, due to various factors including poor financing and limited staff capacity.

8) Promoting national recognition of the need to integrate PAs more effectively within other economic sectors and within PPP management arrangements
The first of these was successfully addressed, with important work undertaken by the project on the priorities for expanding the PA system (underpinning the MSP process), establishing a central data repository to make available the scientific information needed for the MSP process, and in updating the legislative framework for PA management.  Some issues were faced with delays in producing important products, such as the management plan for Aldabra and particularly final reports, toolkits and associated information regarding the coral restoration work, which at the time of writing has still not been made available although it is a key information source for follow up activities.
Engagement with private owners, specifically owners of North and Denis Islands, was successfully undertaken with these institutions contributing extensively to the project in terms of co-financing as well as supporting and engaging with all project activities.  As a result the expected nomination files for the declaration of new PAs for these two islands are ready and waiting only for the new legislation to be passed that allows thee areas to be gazetted as privately managed PAs.
The project had less focus on Government agencies: this is more the focus of the in-coming PA Finance project.  Support was provided in terms of engaging with the various planning and legislative work, database development, capacity assessment and training opportunities, etc.  There was some engagement between Government agencies and NGO partners in terms of implementation of specific activities in component 2, but less than would have been desirable as in most cases this was at the level of consultation and seeking approval for actions rather than direct engagement of e.g. Government technical staff as counterparts in activities.

The final element was addressed particularly through the MSP process that emerged from the PA expansion study, whereby all economic sectors were engaged in discussion of the priorities for zoning of the marine territory of Seychelles.
IV.1 Sustainability
Project sustainability was analysed by the Terminal Evaluation consultant, who found no financial, socio-economics, institutional, governance or environmental risks to the sustainability of impacts from the project for the reasons explained in the table below.
Mechanisms for sustaining project results

	Result/impact 
	Sustainability mechanism in place

	Expansion of PA estate
	· The new PA policy rationalizes PA categorization and allows for CSO and private sector management of PAs making it cost effective for the country to expand its terrestrial PA estate without having to purchase the extra land or the government having to pay the entire bill for management of the new PAs (both scarce commodities in Seychelles).

	Management effectiveness and PA finance
	· The new PA allows for non-Government (CSO and Private Sector) management of PAs, this brings in considerable baselines in capacity (technical, human and financial resources) to PA management. The new scientific information for Aldabra for example will increase effectiveness of management (better, informed decision making; as will the new management plans contained in the nomination files for the Temporal PAs and the North Island and Denis Island PAs). 

· The project improved management effectiveness and sustainability of PA finance across all relevant sectors (targets 1, 2, 3 and 4 in table 3), which will further secure management effectiveness and security of PA finance. The TE however notes that it might not be possible to get Aldabra to meet the cost of conservation program for this important World Heritage Site, but cross-subsidization with Vallee-de-Mai still remains the most economic viable means of financing it.

	Increasing the number of Areas of High Biodiversity areas in PAs

	· The project supported assessments, thereby increasing the knowledge which informs the decision making on the subject. The project led the process of identifying key biodiversity areas outside of PAs in terrestrial areas. This is already being taken up by Government in the recently expanded PA estate, and needs to be further addressed in terms of the KBAs in current Forest Reserves.  Also, support for terrestrial areas can be included from the Trust Fund to be set up to handle Debt-for-Adaptation swap funds), although its emphasis might be on marine areas. The IBA report, although incomplete, gives ideas for prioritization of new PAs for seabirds and is absorbed into the many other information layers in the PA expansion analysis and thus the MSP.  The importance of the MSP in the Blue Economy approach lends a level of sustainability here, this result is very likely to be sustained.

	Partnership approach to protected area establishment & management adequately provided for in legislation
	· The new PA Act makes legal provision for CSO and private sector management of PAs. The legislation necessary to operationalize the policy is highly likely to be in place by early 2016. The Minister of MEECC has personal dedication to the Bill since he was the National Project Director for the project until end of January 2015, and was actively involved in the policy and legislation formulation process.

	Coral rehabilitation 
	· Nature Seychelles have successfully managed to demonstrate the potential of the coral gardening technique in rehabilitation of corals. Although the cost effectiveness of this technique is still to be determined, and technical documentation such as guidelines and toolkits have not been made available, the methodology is already being replicated by other projects in the country.


	Local awareness
	· Interviews with the project partners confirm the high level of awareness and appreciation for the role environment plays in the country’s economy, exhibited by a wide range of stakeholders.  Because of limited opportunities for agriculture, an absence of minerals (except possibly hydrocarbons) and geographical isolation, Seychelles economy relies heavily on tourism, and the country sells the image of a pristine natural environment to the potential tourists.  This project is seen by many, and varied stakeholders, as an important step towards strengthening and protecting the natural environment and thus promoting tourism.


IV.2 Participatory/consultative processes

The engagement of partners and beneficiaries was generally in accordance with the stakeholder involvement plan (annex II of the Prodoc).  All identified agencies and institutions were involved at various stages, and project engagement and consultation actually spread much wider, particular in the discussions concerning priorities for PA expansion and updating of the PA legislation.  As envisaged, the project was guided by a Project Steering Committee comprised of most key stakeholders, although it is to be noted that the PSC did not function effectively as a means of communication and engagement between partners – in the first years the PSC was mostly a forum for NGOs to complain about funding issues, although latterly it developed into a more useful body that did at least coordinate project inputs to some level.

IV.3 Quality of partnerships

Throughout the project there were some issues in regard to relationships between the NGO partners and the MEECC as executing agency.  There was a level of distrust at first, fuelled by a lack of comprehension of the Government and UNDP financial reporting processes that caused significant delays in funds reaching the partners.  While the delay in receipt of funds was never fully addressed, due to inflexibility of procedures, the NGO partners did at least begin to understand the correct procedures and the issue became less critical. At least one NGO still felt, at the end of the project, that Government management of the project had not been effective or value for money, although this opinion was not shared by others, including the Terminal Evaluation consultant.

Ultimately, the evidence of successful partnerships would be the free and open exchange of information and technical exchanges between partners.  This happened to some extent, with some partners providing extensive information and reports to Government, and engaging with each other in joint activities, etc.  In the case of one partner, Government is still awaiting the key technical outputs of the project.  That having been said, however, all partners participated in the end of project symposium and disseminated the main results of the project (summaries of results) in a coordinated manner.

IV.4 Timely delivery of outputs

The delivery of many outputs was delayed.  In the early stages of the project there were delays in field activities due to delays in receipt of funds (which was itself due to complex procedures involved in dealing with four responsible partners who took a while to understand the procedures, and a situation whereby one partner not spending advance funds could prevent all other partners from receiving their next tranche).  Later on there were delays at Government end in approving the necessary legislation to allow for example the approval of nomination files for new PAs.  The critical study on PA expansion, which underpins the MSP process, also took much longer than originally proposed due to the sheer complexity of the analysis and the need for very extensive consultation.  A number of outputs were thus delayed beyond the end of the project lifetime, although at the time of writing (end of 2015) all are on schedule to be achieved in early 2016.

V. IMPLEMENTATION ISSUES (Risks Log)
	Type
	Date Identified
	Description
	Date
	Comment or Management Response
	Critical Flag

	STRATEGIC
	17/09/2012
	Ongoing conflicts and misunderstandings between public institutions, private sector partners, NGOs and resource users undermine partnership approaches and implementation of cooperative governance arrangements.
	17/09/2012
	The project will facilitate the consultative development of a legislative and policy framework that emphasizes the critical role of partnerships between all government institutions and between governments and civil society, in ensuring the success of the system of protected areas in Seychelles. At a national level, the project will then establish a cooperative governance structure, with representation of all partners, to coordinate and guide the development and implementation of PA programmes and initiatives in the Seychelles. At the output level, it will also support the establishment of local working groups to ensure cooperative governance between partners in the implementation of project activities. The project will seek to strengthen the staffing capacity of DOE/SNPA to develop and maintain partnerships with civil society and the private sector in protected area administration. It will develop the skills of, and introduce different approaches to, DOE/SNPA staff to mediate divergent stakeholder interests and to constructively resolve conflicts. Finally the project will help to document and formalise partnership agreements that more explicitly define the roles and responsibilities of partners in the planning and management of specific PAs.
	N

	 
	 
	 
	25/05/2013
	Due to the various constraints in the project implementation, notably in terms of late submission of relevant paperwork and feedback, this risk is still ongoing but the impact has lessen as the project progresses. There has been increased collaboration and participation of both NGOs and government in cooperative governance and PA management.
	

	 
	 
	 
	13/01/2014
	This risk has lessened with the project's continued progress. There has been an increased collaboration between project partners, other government sections and stakeholders, many of which have been brought together with the ongoing project activities such as the Mid Term evaluation and consultancies which involve round-the-table discussions on the project's limitations and successes. A communications officer has also been recruited at PCU which will help in increasing the visibility of the Project. 
	

	 
	 
	 
	08/02/2015
	Collaboration between stakeholders in regard to cooperative governance is generally good, except for some cases where NGOs may distrust or question Government capacity.  Government has proven very slow to respond to governance initiatives from the project - in regard to temporal spatial areas, for example.  Changes in the MEECC in February 2015 may assist in fast-tracking some of the new initiatives, particularly in regard to marine spatial planning.
	

	REGULATORY
	17/09/2012
	A protracted legislative reform, regulatory amendments and PA proclamation processes
delay the expansion of existing, and establishment of new, protected areas.
	17/09/2012
	The project will facilitate the establishment and functioning of a legal reform steering committee and a legal technical working group for protected areas - under the ambit of the Legal Reform Project – to guide and direct the PA legal reform processes. Legislative amendments that would enable, and provide incentives for, the formal designation of privately owned or managed land as PAs will be prioritised. Key stakeholder institutions, including the AGs office, will be co-opted onto the working group to ensure cooperative problem-solving in the iterative drafting of the necessary legislative and regulatory amendments. The project will specifically contract an international, and counterpart national, specialist in environmental law to provide technical and specialist legal advisory support to the working group. The project will also support capacity development in the DOE to lead the legislative reform proposals through the formal approval process requirements. The proclamation of targeted PAs for expansion will be programmed for years 2-4 of the project to provide sufficient time for the enabling legal reform processes to be completed.  The Project Technical Officer contracted to support the implementation of Component 1 will provide technical support to the DOE and SNPA in facilitating the formal proclamation processes of privately owned islands, extensions to marine protected areas, marine buffer areas and temporal protected areas.
	N

	 
	 
	 
	25/05/2013
	A preliminary gap analysis has begun to review and revise current legislation governing PA management. A legal Technical Working Group (TWG) was set up to steer this process in order to overcome the risk. Delays in finalizing the PA policy has also contributed to maintaining such risk; however, plans are underway to get the policy approved before mid-2013 so that the new PA legislation can be ready and approved by the end of 2013.
	

	 
	 
	 
	14/01/2014
	The PA Policy has been formally endorsed by Cabinet in December 2013. Work is now underway to revise the ToR for the Technical Working group and provide a first set of recommendations to the Attorney General's office for drafting by 2014. There are no specific project targets/indicators related to the approval of the legislation: the role of the project is to provide the support to Government for the drafting process. However, in component 2 there are targets for gazetting of PAs, including endorsement by Government, which might be considered reliant on approval of the policy and indeed of the subsequent legislation. To avoid waiting for this protracted approval process (and to avoid a critical risk) the NGOs are working with the existing legislation in proposing new PAs (e.g. temporal protected areas TPAs may be gazetted by the Minister under existing legislation). Nonetheless, on the advice of the project’s Mid Term Evaluation (MTE), the NGO targets for gazetting of PAs (including specific endorsement by Government) are being softened to targets that can be met by project interventions as opposed to relying on Government. The indicators will be changed from designation of PAs to proposals submitted (contributions) for the proclamation of target areas as PAs or TPAs. This avoids a potential risk of Minister's concerned deciding to wait for the new legislation rather than acting on existing legislation.
	

	 
	 
	 
	08/02/2015
	The establishment of new PAs, such as temporal protected areas, has not advanced.  This is primarily because Government has determined that this should wait for the enactment of the new Protected Areas Act: the Bill has been drafted based on the PA Policy and will be submitted for endorsement in early 2015.  Nomination files have in the meantime been prepared (e.g. for temporal protected areas) or will be prepared in 2015.  The process of establishing new PAs will likely be accelerated with the completion of the study for PA expansion priorities in February 2015 and the associated marine spatial planning process.
	

	ENVIRONMENTAL
	17/09/2012
	Marine and terrestrial ecosystems are not sufficiently resilient, and their biological and physical integrity is incrementally compromised by the effects of global and regional climate change.
	17/09/2012
	The design of a more representative, comprehensive and adequate system of protected areas under the project will seek to integrate the protected area system into the country’s evolving climate change adaptation strategy, particularly in terms of its important role as a buffer to the economically important fisheries and tourism industries. The spatial priorities for expansion of the protected area system will be directed, in part, at increasing the resilience of the PA system to the impacts of climate change. It will do this by: (i) protecting ecosystems with high biodiversity and those that maintain critical structural components (i.e. functional groups, keystone species, climatic refugia, and multiple microhabitats within a biome); (ii) reducing the number of simultaneous non-climate stressors in protected area (e.g. establishing more “no-take zones” in order to reduce fishing pressure and associated habitat destruction in MPAs); and (iii) introducing a more responsive and flexible adaptive approach to the design and management of the protected area system . The project will test the efficacy of establishing mobile, temporal protected areas - that can be moved in response to seasonal, environmental and physical cues of the targeted species being conserved as an adaptation strategy. 
	N

	 
	 
	 
	25/05/2013
	The project activities have been factoring in the ineventualities of natural and anthropogenic impacts that may hinder project progress. The ecosystem based approach and adaptive management strategies are key means of enhancing project's progress and these have been used as benchmarks in the policy as well as biodiversity monitoring initiatives
	

	 
	 
	 
	14/01/2014
	A consultancy to identify priority areas for expansion and/or the creation of new PAs is currently being carried out. This will help ensure representativeness of the PA system and ensuring that resilience is factored into the system.
	

	 
	 
	 
	08/02/2015
	The above study is due for completion in February 2015.
	

	POLITICAL
	17/09/2012
	Increasing incidents of piracy limits implementation of at-sea project activities (affects mostly the Inner Islands).
	17/09/2012
	During project design, the selection of demonstration sites and the spatial focus of project activities, have specifically avoided areas most affected by piracy, notably the shipping zones in the outer islands. It is estimated that Seychelles currently spends about €2.3m/annum on anti-piracy patrols and surveillance by the Seychellois coast guard to secure its 1.3 million km2 ocean territory. This is supplemented by considerable technical and financial support from the international community, including the UK, US, India, UAE and the EU amongst others.
	N

	 
	 
	 
	25/05/2013
	Since most project activities are focussing within the inner islands group, the piracy threat has been limited as a result of active surveillance by the coastguards, all project partners, stakeholders and key beneficiaries.
	

	 
	 
	 
	14/01/2014
	Active surveillance by coastguards and support from International defence vessels in the Seychelles' EEZ is ongoing and has reduced this risk. Less pirate sightings have been observed and in any case most project activities are concentrated around the inner islands where the risk is minimal.
	

	 
	 
	 
	08/02/2015
	The downward trend in incidents of piracy continues.
	


Risks log last updated February 2015.
VI. LESSONS LEARNED

The project provides lessons learned and experience that input into the implementation of the current portfolio of GOS-UNDP-GEF projects, and potentially the new round of projects anticipated under GEF-6 funding.  Besides the more global lessons learned noted below (as identified in the TE report) there are many operational lessons that will be applied in the new round of GEF projects related to protected areas and biodiversity.
Lesson 1: Projects targeting policy change should either be implemented over longer periods (e.g. six years) or limit the indicators to the actual contribution that use of project resources can be held accountable for (see addition to this lesson after the section on “use of M&E and adaptive management”)

Lessons 2: Replication is necessary for sustaining project impacts: however, for it to happen, projects need to actively link with other on-going processes, something that is often difficult when project teams are isolated and are too focused on tight deadlines. The presence of the PCU made a big difference in this project. They were able to link the project to other important GEF and national programs; 

Lesson 3: Active management of knowledge sharing improves chances of replication. Although knowledge sharing was, to some extent organic
, providing knowledge sharing systems would have improved knowledge sharing and learning: however, when this is not factored in as an activity with a budget (as was the case for this project), it is likely to be downplayed. In the absence of such effort, the four sub-components were implemented as a disparate set of activities with limited cross-fertilization. 

Lesson 4: Seychelles is a Small Island Developing State – and will always have Human Resources issues manifested in high staff turnover in many organizations. The planning stage should be used to formulate mitigation strategies to handle the inevitable human resources issues during implementation.

Lesson 5: Mainstreaming lessons from other projects is a cost effective measure because it avoids duplication and waste. The choice of Implementing Partner with the necessary linkages other conservation programs, and the unique position of the PCU for UNDP-GEF projects in Seychelles played a key role in the excellent level of mainstreaming lessons demonstrated by this project.

Lesson 6: The TE echoes the lesson highlighted by the MTE regarding operational matters in partnerships: setting up multi-stakeholder PA management regimes requires attention to trust, respect and equality for implementing partners. While putting in place neutral platforms for participatory decision making is important, the adage “perception is the only reality” matters where capacities vary amongst the members of the partnership; there is need to find a more effective means of overcoming perceptions of un-equal power relations; 

Lesson 7: As a SIDS, all project partners need to develop more effective incentives for recruiting and retaining staff. Solving this issue is beyond this project, but it is definitely necessary for the country.

Lesson 8: For projects being implemented through more than one institution, the possibility of several AWARDS in ATLAS should be considered, supported by a cost benefit analysis of the additional work occasioned by several AWARD numbers.

Lesson 9: similar to the replication issue, the diligence of the partners and the PCU in ensuring that the project is informed by, and informs other relevant process played a key role in ensuring that the project catalyses other processes. A more systematic knowledge management process, that would have ensured that the various sub-components are implemented as parts of a whole (rather than a disparate set of activities) would have increased the catalytic character of this project significantly. 

VII. FINANCIAL STATUS AND UTILIZATION
VII.1 Financial summary

The project had a total GEF grant of $2,100,000, which was expected to be supported with $3,462,783 of co-financing from Government and others, giving a project total of $5,562,783. At the time of this report, December 2015, the grant funds were entirely spent.
VII.2 Financial overview

Financial overview for the whole duration of the project
	DONOR
	COMMITTED (US $)
	EXPENDITURES (US $)

	
	
	2011
	2012
	2013
	2014
	2015
	TOTAL*

	UNDP-GEF
	2,100,000
	164,312.03
	408,243.57
	689,137.21
	588,723,88
	249,489.69
	2,099,906

	Government
	
	1,500,00
	 
	
	 
	 
	 
	1,500,000

	NGOs
	
	1,222,370
	
	
	
	
	
	2,337,000

	Private
	
	540,413
	
	
	
	
	
	540,000

	UNDP
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	15,000

	TOTAL
	5,562,783
	
	
	
	
	
	6,491,906


* Figures from Terminal Evaluation report

It is noted that the expected co-financing is exceeded, primarily due to increased financial contributions from the NGOs.
VII.3 Financial utilization report
Financial utilization by outcomes
	Item
	Account
	Overall Budget     
	2011
	2012
	2013
	2014
	2015
	Total Amount
	Balance US$

	Outcome 1:  Sustainability of the protected area system institutionalized
	 

	International Consultants
	71200
	 $     63,000.00 
	 $         968.19 
	 $   33,409.02 
	 $     7,691.52 
	 $    49,064.45 
	 $   12,772.86 
	 $       103,906.04 
	 $        -40,906.04 

	Local Consultants
	71300
	 $     64,000.00 
	 
	 $        113.38 
	 $     2,277.34 
	 $      6,349.37 
	 $     9,884.58 
	 $         18,624.67 
	 $         45,375.33 

	Contractual Services Individuals
	71400
	 $     72,000.00 
	 $      1,151.49 
	 $     6,913.92 
	 $     2,282.35 
	 
	 
	 $         10,347.76 
	 $         61,652.24 

	Travel
	71600
	 $       3,000.00 
	 
	 $     2,833.03 
	 
	 $      3,340.36 
	 $     5,005.04 
	 $         11,178.43 
	 $          -8,178.43 

	Contractual Services - Companies (NS & PCU)
	72100
	 $   255,000.00 
	 
	 $     6,144.51 
	 
	 $      4,072.79 
	 $     6,207.89 
	 $         16,425.19 
	 $       238,574.81 

	Equipment and Furniture
	72200
	 $                  -   
	 $      1,902.13 
	 
	 
	 $      2,797.80 
	 
	 $           4,699.93 
	 $          -4,699.93 

	Agric & Forestry Products
	72300
	 $                  -   
	 $           50.02 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 $                50.02 
	 $               -50.02 

	Stationary & Other Office Supplies
	72500
	 $                  -   
	 
	 
	 
	 $         172.68 
	 
	 $              172.68 
	 $             -172.68 

	Information Technology Equipment
	72800
	 $     15,000.00 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 $     3,704.29 
	 $           3,704.29 
	 $         11,295.71 

	Professional Services
	74100
	 $       5,000.00 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 $                      -   
	 $           5,000.00 

	Audio Visual, Printing and Prod Costs
	74200
	 $       4,000.00 
	 $                 -   
	 
	 
	 $      3,362.92 
	 $        662.06 
	 $           4,024.98 
	 $               -24.98 

	Misc Expenses
	74500
	 $       4,000.00 
	 
	 $        171.19 
	 $          59.95 
	 $         150.14 
	 
	 $              381.28 
	 $           3,618.72 

	Bank Charges : Interest
	74510
	 $                  -   
	 
	 
	 $ -11,885.23 
	 
	 
	 $        -11,885.23 
	 $         11,885.23 

	Conference Workshop
	75700
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 $        124.13 
	 $              124.13 
	 $             -124.13 

	Unrealised Loss
	76100
	 $                  -   
	 
	 
	 $     2,422.97 
	 
	 
	 $           2,422.97 
	 $          -2,422.97 

	OUTCOME 2: Management of protected areas in Seychelles has expanded and strengthened.
	 
	 $                      -   
	 $                      -   

	International Consultants
	71200
	 $                  -   
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 $   13,487.15 
	 $         13,487.15 
	 $        -13,487.15 

	Contractual Services - NGOs
	72100
	 $1,405,000.00 
	 $  145,921.59 
	 $ 330,705.46 
	 $ 601,047.84 
	 $  448,454.51 
	 $ 135,231.60 
	 $    1,661,361.00 
	 $      -256,361.00 

	Audio Visual, Printing and Prod Costs
	74200
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 $     2,406.80 
	 $           2,406.80 
	 $          -2,406.80 

	Misc Expenses
	74500
	 $                  -   
	 $         788.59 
	 $     2,154.75 
	 $     1,570.37 
	 $                 -   
	 $            0.73 
	 $           4,514.44 
	 $          -4,514.44 

	OUTCOME 3 :  Project Management
	 
	 
	 
	 $                      -   
	 $                      -   

	International Consultants
	71200
	 $                  -   
	 
	 
	 $   31,498.00 
	 
	 $   27,445.00 
	 $         58,943.00 
	 $        -58,943.00 

	Local Consultants
	71300
	 $                  -   
	 
	 
	 
	 $      3,142.28 
	 
	 $           3,142.28 
	 $          -3,142.28 

	Contractual Services Individuals
	71400
	 $   178,000.00 
	 $    11,840.46 
	 $   12,590.40 
	 $   37,943.72 
	 $    45,872.56 
	 $   23,224.91 
	 $       131,472.05 
	 $         46,527.95 

	Travel
	71600
	 $       9,000.00 
	 
	 $     3,846.15 
	 $     1,129.53 
	 $      6,788.99 
	 $        218.35 
	 $         11,983.02 
	 $          -2,983.02 

	Contractual Services - Companies 
	72100
	 $                  -   
	 
	 $        253.08 
	 $     4,100.26 
	 $      1,273.24 
	 $     1,097.54 
	 $           6,724.12 
	 $          -6,724.12 

	Equipment and Furniture
	72200
	 $       8,000.00 
	 $         535.34 
	 
	 $     4,155.11 
	 $      1,996.74 
	 
	 $           6,687.19 
	 $           1,312.81 

	Stationary & Other Office Supplies
	72500
	 $                  -   
	 
	 
	 
	 $      3,877.05 
	 $        101.46 
	 $           3,978.51 
	 $          -3,978.51 

	Acquisition and Communication Equipment
	72400
	 $                  -   
	 
	 
	 
	 $         989.61 
	 
	 $              989.61 
	 $             -989.61 

	Information Technology Equipment
	72800
	 $       6,500.00 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 $                      -   
	 $           6,500.00 

	Utilities
	73100
	 $                  -   
	 
	 
	 $     1,380.00 
	 $      1,380.00 
	 
	 $           2,760.00 
	 $          -2,760.00 

	Reinforcement of Premises
	73200
	 $                  -   
	 
	 
	 $        620.00 
	 
	 
	 $              620.00 
	 $             -620.00 

	Rental and Maint of other Equipment
	73400
	 $       8,500.00 
	 
	 $        521.41 
	 
	 
	 
	 $              521.41 
	 $           7,978.59 

	Audit Fees
	74100
	 $                  -   
	 
	 
	 
	 $      3,905.83 
	 $        248.87 
	 $           4,154.70 
	 $          -4,154.70 

	Misc Expenses
	74500
	 $                  -   
	 $      1,154.22 
	 $     8,587.27 
	 $     2,843.48 
	 $      1,388.47 
	 $            0.33 
	 $         13,973.77 
	 $        -13,973.77 

	 
	 
	 $                  -   
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 $                      -   
	 $                      -   

	Unrealized Gains 
	76130
	 $                  -   
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 $                      -   
	 $                      -   

	Unrealized Losses (See note below)
	76120
	 $                  -   
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 $                      -   
	 $                      -   

	Learning Costs
	75700
	 $                  -   
	 
	 
	 
	 $         344.09 
	 $     7,666.10 
	 $           8,010.19 
	 $          -8,010.19 

	 Total Expenditure
	 $2,100,000.00 
	 $  164,312.03 
	 $ 408,243.57 
	 $ 689,137.21 
	 $  588,723.88 
	 $ 249,489.69 
	 $    2,099,906.38 
	 $                93.62 


There were considerable variances in costs as noted and discussed in the project Terminal Evaluation.  A key point was the shifting of costs originally proposed for contractual services (NGOs) under component 1 to component 2.  This is primarily due to the increased emphasis on the component 2 activities and reducing the technical inputs for the IBA study from the originally proposed major study to a short desk study (refer to project documentation recording this change).  Under project management, the mid-term and terminal evaluations were coded under 71200 rather than71400.
ANNEXES

A1. LOGICAL FRAMEWORK
	
	Indicator
	Baseline
	Target/s 

(End of Project)
	Source of verification
	Risks and Assumptions

	Project Objective 

Demonstrate effective models for protected area management by non-governmental organizations in Seychelles, and enable their inclusion into a strengthened national protected area system
	Capacity development indicator score for protected area system:

Systemic

Institutional

Individual
	33%

35%

35%
	42%

40%

42%
	Review of Capacity Development Indicator Scorecard 
	Assumptions:

· The government, private sector and NGOs commit to constructive engagement in the development of protected area partnerships

· The government allocates adequate resources (staff and budget) to fulfil its oversight function for the protected area system

Risks:

· Ongoing conflicts and misunderstandings between public institutions, private sector partners, NGOs and resource users
· Protracted legislative reform, regulatory amendments and PA proclamation processes
· Poor resilience of marine and terrestrial ecosystems to the effects of climate change
· Increasing incidents of piracy 

	
	METT scores:

Cousin Island Special Reserve

Aldabra Special Reserve

North Island

Denis Island
	78%

62%

51%

74%
	80%

66%

60%

78%
	METT applied at Mid-Term and Final Evaluation
	

	
	Coverage (ha) of formal protected area system

Marine

Terrestrial
	29,836 ha

24,978 ha 
	>37,500ha

~26,000ha
	Protected Area Information Management System
	

	
	Financial sustainability scorecard for national system of protected areas
	16%
	21%
	Review of Financial Sustainability Scorecard 
	

	Outcome 1

Strengthened management framework for protected areas in Seychelles
	Outputs:

1.1 National priorities for the expansion of marine and terrestrial protected areas are defined 

1.2 National policy directions are updated and modernised to direct a partnership approach to the expansion, planning and management of the PA system

1.3 New protected area legislation is drafted and adopted to effect the national policy directions

1.4 The capacity of PA institutions to establish and administer partnerships is strengthened

1.5 An electronic information management system is developed for protected areas

	
	Number of terrestrial Key Biodiversity Area (see Gerlach, 2008) that are identified as priority areas for PA expansion in the PA expansion plan
	0 (of 36)
	>30
	National Policy Directions for Protected Areas

Protected Area Information Management System
	Assumptions:

· The government, private sector and NGOs commit to constructive engagement in the development of protected area partnerships

· There is an adequate data baseline to determine priority areas for PA expansion

·  Policy, legislative and regulatory reforms are supported and adopted by Government, and adequately provide for the establishment of protected areas under private ownership and cooperative management

· The government allocates adequate resources (staff and budget) to fulfil its oversight function for the protected area system

· Prospective data suppliers make critical data available for incorporation into the PAIMS

Risks:

· Ongoing conflicts and misunderstandings between public institutions, private sector partners, NGOs and resource users
· Protracted legislative reform, regulatory amendments and PA proclamation processes

	
	Number of IBAs designated as PAs/ number of IBAs identified as priority area for PA expansion (of a total of 20 marine and terrestrial IBAs) in the PA expansion plan
	11 IBAs designated as PAs/ 0 IBAs identified as priority areas for PA expansion
	13 IBAs designated as PAs/ 6 IBAs identified as priority areas for PA expansion
	National Policy Directions for Protected Areas

Protected Area Information Management System
	

	
	Year of formal adoption of the most recently adopted Conservation Policy
	1971
	2012
	Annual Report of DOE
	

	
	Partnership approach to protected area establishment and management adequately provided for in legislation
	No
	Yes
	Independent legal review report 
	

	
	Increase in funding support to the protected area system:

State grant allocation (US$/annum)

Donor funding support (US$/annum)
	US$20,000

US$100,000


	US$50,000

US$200,000


	Review of Financial Sustainability Scorecard

Annual financial reports of DOE and SNPA
	

	
	Number of public and NGO PA staff completing specialised training and/or skills development in: 

Co-operative management

Data management
	0

0
	>15

>10
	Project training reports

Annual reports of DOE, SNPA and SFA

Annual reports of implementing partners (SIF/ NS/ MCSS & GIF)
	

	
	Level of involvement of affected NGOs, resource users, CBOs and private landowners in decision making in planning and management of the protected area system
	<10% (TBD at project inception)
	>80%
	Independent cooperative governance reviews undertaken as part of preparation of the inception report, as well as the mid-term and the final evaluation reports 
	

	Outcome 2

Expanded and strengthened management of protected areas in Seychelles
	Outputs:

2.1 The efficacy of active coral reef restoration techniques are tested in Cousin Island Special Reserve

2.2 An approach to the formal protection of critical habitats of whale sharks and turtles is tested 

2.3 The offshore boundary of the Aldabra Special Reserve is expanded, and its management strengthened

2.4 The privately owned islands of North and Denis are established and managed as formal protected areas, under different governance regimes

2.5 The design and functioning of Cousin Island Special Reserve is improved to meet both conservation and fisheries management objectives

	
	Number of nursery-reared coral stock produced for transplantation
	0
	>35,000 nubbins
	Project reports
	Assumptions:

· NGOs and private landowners actively involve affected stakeholders in PA establishment and expansion processes

·  Coral nursery sites remain unaffected by bleaching-induced coral mortality events

· The government supports the testing of the feasibility of establishing temporal protected areas

· Private island landowners ‘ring-fence’ a % of income from nature-based tourism enterprises for protected area management

· Artisanal fisherman, tour operators and recreational users engage constructively in PA establishment and expansion processes

Risks:

· Ongoing conflicts and misunderstandings between public institutions, private sector partners, NGOs and resource users
· Protracted legislative reform, regulatory amendments and PA proclamation processes
· Poor resilience of marine and terrestrial ecosystems to the effects of climate change
· Increasing incidents of piracy 

	
	Extent of actively restored coral reef ecosystems (ha)
	0
	>1ha
	Project reports
	

	
	Number of temporal PAs established and operational:

Whale sharks

Turtles
	0

0
	1

1
	Protected Area Information Management System
	

	
	Number of TPC’s being regularly monitored in Aldabra Special Reserve
	0
	>5
	Annual Review - Aldabra SR Management Plan 
	

	
	‘Financing gap’ for Aldabra Special Reserve
	~US$300,000 (2009/10)
	<US$200,000
	SIF Annual Financial Report
	

	
	Number of formal PAs under private ownership
	3
	>5
	Protected Area Information Management System (register of protected areas)
	

	
	Extent (ha) of Denis and North Islands with restored native habitats

Denis

North
	64ha (of 143ha)

37ha (of 201ha)
	80ha

80ha
	Project reports

Annual reports of Denis Island Development Pty Ltd and the Wilderness Safari Trust
	

	
	Proportion of the habitats of key functional fish groups around Cousin Island under a conservation management regime:

Home ranges

Spawning sites
	<1% (estimate
)

<5% (estimate)
	>20%

>50%
	Project reports

Annual report of NS

Annual report of SFA
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Project Summary





Seychelles has a system of 21 formal protected areas covering a total area of 54,813ha, of which 24,978ha (~5.5% of the total landmass) is terrestrial and 29,836ha (<0.001% of the EEZ) is marine. The marine and terrestrial protected areas (and other conservation areas) are under the administration of a number of different government institutions, parastatals and NGOs, including the: Environmental Department (ED), Ministry of Land Use and Housing (MLUH); Seychelles National Parks Authority (SNPA); Seychelles Fishing Authority (SFA); Seychelles Islands Foundation (SIF); Marine Conservation Society Seychelles (MCCS), Green Islands Foundation (GIF) and Nature Seychelles (NS). With limited resources, and geographical isolation from global centres of excellence, it is imperative that these diverse government and non-government partners in Seychelles work more closely together in partnerships to augment their individual capacities, knowledge and skills in the planning and management of a more representative system of protected areas.  





This project has the objective of creating an enabling environment for optimizing the synergies between current government conservation efforts, and those of non-government partners (private sector, NGOs and resource users). At a local level, it will support the development of models that demonstrate the cost-effectiveness of involving NGOs in the planning and management of protected areas.





Total project funds for the  		USD 5,362,783


whole period:			





Allocated GEF resources:		USD 2,100,000





Co-finance resources:		


Government			USD 1,500,000


Others: NGOs		USD 1,222,370


Others: private sector		USD 540,413


				  


Total Co-Finance      		USD 3,262,783








Programme Period:	2011-2015


Programme Component:	 Energy and Environment for Sustainable Development


Intervention Title:	Strengthening Seychelles’ protected area system through NGO management modalities


Project ID:		76774


Duration:	4 Years (+3 month no-cost extension)
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Programme Component:	 Energy and Environment for Sustainable Development


Intervention Title:	Mainstreaming Prevention and Control Measures for Invasive alien Species into Trade, Transport and Travel across the Production Landscape (Biosecurity Project)


Project  ID:		53109


Duration:	5 Years (No cost extension for further 16 months)


Total budget:		$2,000,000


______________
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� Gerlach, J.  (2008).  Setting conservation priorities – a key biodiversity areas analysis for the Seychelles islands


� Skerret, A. and Rocamora, G. (2009). � HYPERLINK "http://www.birdlife.org/datazone/userfiles/file/IBAs/AfricaCntryPDFs/Seychelles.pdf" �http://www.birdlife.org/datazone/userfiles/file/IBAs/AfricaCntryPDFs/Seychelles.pdf� 


� This analysis by the TE consultant has been updated in the preceding text.


� � HYPERLINK "http://www.natureseychelles.org/component/content/article?%20id=449:seychelles-science-shines-at-scientific-symposium&catid=1" \l "sthash.2kEQAVY4.dpuf" �http://www.natureseychelles.org/component/content/article? id=449:seychelles-science-shines-at-scientific-symposium&catid=1#sthash.2kEQAVY4.dpuf�;





� The actual proportion of habitats to be determined at project inception.
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