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1. Rationale and methodology

1 As mentioned in the Forest and Protected Area Management Project (FPAM) evaluation 
report, an electronic survey undertaken by the Office of Evaluation (OED) of the Food and 
Agriculture Organization of the United Nations (FAO) was originally intended to collect 
data before the in-country missions from a few key stakeholders and, in doing so, inform 
evaluation design. To compensate for the short time available for the in-country mission, 
the duration of the survey was extended and it was administered to a larger number of 
stakeholders, theoretically, who the evaluation team could not meet. Even though some 
respondents were both contacted to complete the SurveyMonkey and interviewed by 
the evaluation team, the SurveyMonkey enabled the Office of Evaluation (OED) to collect 
feedback from stakeholders who could not be interviewed in person or by skype, further 
triangulating the information collected during the field mission. 

2 The FPAM questionnaire survey was administered using SurveyMonkey to 76 key 
informants identified with the advice of the project Chief Technical Adviser across the main 
project partners in the four countries. The 46 respondents (61 percent of interviewees) to 
the online survey have been asked to identify the country/ies and the organization type 
they were working in/at. Data are presented in Table 1 and 2 below.

Table 1: In what country do you work?

Project countries Respondents %

Fiji 34.78%

Niue 23.91%

Samoa 28.26%

Vanuatu 26.09%

Others1 6.52%

1

Table 2. What is the type of organization you work in?

Organization type Respondents %

National Government 30.43%

Local Government 6.52%

FAO 13.04%

Other international donor organization/financial institution 2.17%

Research institution/academic 19.57%

International non-governmental organization 4.35%

National non-governmental organization 6.52%

Private sector/consulting company 10.87%

Other2 (please specify) 6.52%

2

1  Respondents from FAO HQ.

2  Mostly independent consultants.
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3 Out of the 20 main survey questions (see Appendix 1 of this Annex), ten questions were 
associated with national concerns (for example, Survey Question 4: Compared to early 2012, 
the protection and management of biodiversity, forests and lands in your country have: 
Improved, No Major Change, Worsened, I Do Not Know). When relevant and applicable, 
the respondents’ perceptions on these questions have been disaggregated by country to 
present national perception and determine if there are similarities or differences with the 
aggregate results. The national respondents are those who indicated that they belong 
to: (a) National Government; (b) Local Government; or (c) National non-governmental 
organization (NGO).
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2. Survey results

Protection and Management of Biodiversity, Forests and Lands (Question 4)

4 The majority of total respondents (62  percent) perceive that the protection and 
management of biodiversity, forests and lands in the project countries had improved since 
2012. Thirteen percent believe that there has been no major change and 4 percent think 
that it has worsened. 20 percent replied that they did not know.

5 Among national respondents, there was a higher percentage (85  percent) who 
believed that the situation had improved. Still, two respondents (both from the national 
government) or 10 percent thought that there had been no major change and one (from 
an NGO) or 5  percent replied that it has worsened. None indicated no knowledge on 
the subject. The national government respondent who believed that there had been no 
change explained that “The concept of conservation and its importance is a relatively 
new idea and although some change is visible, the communities are only now starting 
to act”. The NGO respondent who reported that it has worsened commented that “This is 
an individual’s perception, based on experience with what are considered inadequate 
responses to negative trends - the control of the invasive green iguana and the damaging 
consequences of fire and land degradation in general, are examples.”

Coverage of Protected Areas in the Project Countries (Question 5)

6 Overall, most respondents (57  percent) reported that protected area coverage in the 
project countries had increased compared to 2012. 26  percent thought that there had 
been no change, 2 percent replied that it actually decreased and 15 percent that they did 
not know.

7 A higher proportion of national respondents (70  percent) believed that protected area 
coverage in their countries increased compared to 2012. 30 percent answered that there 
had been no change. Among those who reported no change, the following relevant 
remark was given: “Because it was the time that the ICCRFIS project started and declared 
a community forest conservation area (district level), project time frame 2011-2015 
and Ministry of New and Renewable Energy was already pushing for community 
conservation areas in Samoa through the Division of Environment and Conservation 
also targeting 17 percent protected areas under the convention on biological diversity.”

National Policies, Regulations, Laws and Financial Plans (Question 6)

8 In general, the respondents had a positive outlook on national policies, regulations, laws 
and financial plans. The combined total of those who agreed and strongly agreed with the 
statements was larger (see Table 3 below) than those who disagreed/strongly disagreed 
or did not know. Among national respondents, there was a higher proportion of positive 
perceptions on the policies, regulations, laws and financial plans. From 75  percent to 
89 percent respondents agreed or strongly agreed with the statements (see Table 3).

Table 3

Statements All Strongly 
agree + Agree 

%

National 
respondents 

Strongly agree 
+ Agree %

Thanks to project interventions, policies, regulations and laws related to 
biodiversity (BD) conservation, sustainable land management (SLM) and 
sustainable forestry management, (SFM) now address the main threats, 
follow current best legal practices and are adequately enforced

67% 89%

Protected area management plans have been produced for all (or 
almost all) project sites

67% 85%

Sources for funding protected areas have been catalysed and diversified 61% 80%

Policies, regulations, laws and financial plans have benefited from the 
project’s bottom-up approach, and local communities have participated 
in and have influenced the process

73% 75%
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9 The following remarks were provided: 

  - Involving communities in the process has given a sense of ownership to communities to 
develop policies that are suitable to their lives and environment.

  - Despite all the policies and plans in place, much awareness needs to be done at the 
grassroots community level to ensure they fully understand that these are in place and 
how they will impact them and their livelihoods. Though some key members of villages 
are aware, there still needs to be ongoing awareness as a reminder to the rest of the 
community who might not be aware.

  - The project has really put in the basic mechanism and most of the issues covered above 
are progressing.

  - Some of the Laws and Regulations have been implemented by government with 
assistance of the private sector. Projects mainly review and help in areas where gaps have 
been identified.

  - I would only agree that Vanuatu has benefited a lot from the project but there are still for 
financial support to continue with some of the unfinished component of the project.

Knowledge and Awareness-Raising (Question 7)

10 Overall, there are positive perceptions on knowledge and awareness-raising created by 
the project. Most respondents (see Table 4 below) agreed and strongly agreed with the 
statements on the survey (see also suggestions provided by respondents under questions 
22 and 23). However, 25 percent did not know if the project had (any) impact on institutions.

11 Among national respondents, there was a similar perception but the proportion was 
higher. Most of them agreed and strongly agreed with the statements. 10 percent also did 
not know if the project had (any) impact on institutions.

Table 4

Statements All Strongly 
agree + Agree

National respondents 
Strongly agree + Agree

Thanks to the project, knowledge of BD conservation 
and awareness of relevant activities has increased 
amongst the groups targeted by the project

91% 95%

Landowners and government staff have been trained 
in community-based conservation, SLM and SFM

81% 95%

Local communities are aware of protected area 
management plans, participate in activities and 
follow the rules and guidelines described in the 
management plans

73% 90%

Thanks to project interventions, institutions with a 
major impact on BD conservation, SLM and SFM are 
aware of the most important issues and take these 
into account in their policies

72% 85%

Attitudes and Practices of Stakeholders (Question 8)

12 As a whole, most respondents (75  percent) believe that there was a positive change in 
the attitudes and practices of stakeholders. At the same time, it was also mostly perceived 
(45 percent) that these changes were only on the stakeholders who were involved in the 
project activities, compared to those who believe (31 percent) that this change was true for 
“almost all stakeholders”. 24 percent answered that they did not know.

Livelihoods of Local Communities (Questions 9 and 10)

13 The data are not conclusive in suggesting a major positive or negative respondent’s 
perception on the improvement of local communities’ livelihoods. 23 percent answered 
that they did not know, compared to 44  percent who reported that it improved and 
33 percent who believed that there had been no change. 
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14 However, among national respondents, it was more definite that there was an 
improvement because 60 percent reported that there was. 35 percent answered there 
was no change and only 5  percent said they did not know. Furthermore, interesting 
suggestions on the topic were provided by respondents under questions 22 and 23.

15 Most of the respondents also agreed/strongly agreed with the positive statements 
associated with livelihoods and disagreed/strongly disagreed with the negative 
statements. This is similar to the views of the national respondents.

Project Preparation Phase (Question 11)

16 Overall, most respondents (56 percent) perceived that the project preparation phase was 
appropriate for a quality project design, but only to a certain extent (see respondents 
comments under the category “Design” of questions 22 and 23). However, 33 percent 
answered that they did not know.

Project Management Set-Up (Question 12)

17 Compared to the previous question, most respondents (67 percent) were more definite 
in believing that the project management set-up was appropriate to meet the project 
objectives.

Project Co-Financing (Question 13)

18 Concerning co-financing, the survey data are inconclusive, suggesting though a positive 
perception on the contribution of achieving project objectives. This is because 41 percent 
answered that they did not know, while 28  percent reported “Yes, it materialized as 
planned and in a timely manner in the project cycle” and another 28 percent “Yes, but 
to a limited extent. Co-financing did not fully materialize as planned or in a timely 
manner”.

Partnership Arrangements (Question 14)

19 Most respondents (70 percent) from the total believed that the partnership arrangements 
were effective (in terms of supporting the achievement of the project results).

Adaptation to National Needs and Priorities (Question 15)

20 In general, most respondents (41 percent) rated the project highly in terms of adapting to 
national needs and priorities (adapted efficiently and in a timely manner).

21 Among national respondents, this was confirmed as a larger proportion and clear 
majority (56 percent) made the same rating.

Programmatic Approach (Questions 16 and 17)

22 On the programmatic approach, most total respondents (61.5  percent) had a positive 
perception that the approach fostered cooperation between the project countries. 
Examples cited were: 

  - A successful activity in Niue was replicated with local adaptation for Fiji.

  - Information sharing between countries during the Regional meetings.

  - The Forest Training Centre Fiji will offer the new Biodiversity Conservation and Protected 
Area Management training course to other island countries in the Pacific Region.

  - Sharing of qualified personnel e.g. Fiji Forest Department seconded forester to assist 
Vanuatu Forest Department with survey of protected areas at project sites.

  - Fiji was able to offer expertise to do the survey and mapping of the Vanuatu project 
sites under the programme and is also considering offering spaces for the Management 
of the Biodiversity and Conservation Areas.
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23 Most total respondents (73.7 percent) also believed that the programmatic approach led 
to a more efficient use of human and financial resources. Examples cited were: 

  - Allowed for cultural surveys to take place which the Vanuatu Cultural Centre had no 
funding for.

  - Education resources developed for Niue led to similar education resources being 
developed for Fiji.

  - In both Vanuatu and Fiji the rolling out of similar programmes has led to efficiencies and a 
comparative assessment of what strategies work to support conservation and protection 
of key biodiversity areas across the region, not just locally. 

  - Sharing of suitable consultants and service providers.

  - New ideas and inspirations like education toolkit biodiversity for primary school first 
implemented in Niue and then required by Fiji. The development cost have been reduced 
as the kit had to be contextualized to Fiji.

  - Lean management structure with only one Chief Technical Adviser and one operations 
assistant reduced implementation cost and lead almost to burn out due to overwork.

Monitoring and Evaluation Plan (Question 18)

24 Interestingly, most of the total respondents (57  percent) stated that they did not know 
if the Monitoring wand Evaluation Plan included baseline surveys and SMART indicators. 
Only 39 percent replied in the affirmative.

Gender Equality, Empowerment and Rights (Question 19)

25 Most of the total respondents (82  percent) perceived that the project fully recognized 
the role of women in biodiversity conservation/sustainable use of natural resources and 
promoted greater women’s access to information, resources and training.

Indigenous People’s Needs and Rights (Question 20)

26 The majority of the respondents (67%) acknowledged that the project fully recognized 
the roles of indigenous men and women in biodiversity conservation / sustainable use of 
natural resources and promoted their specific rights (in line with the UN Declaration on the 
Rights of Indigenous Peoples and the FAO Policy on Indigenous and Tribal Peoples).

27 This was confirmed by national respondents as 83  percent of them indicated the same 
response. Their remarks included the following: 

  - Project management made a concerted effort to dialogue closely with indigenous 
communities throughout the lifecycle of the project.

  - The indigenous peoples came up with their own rules and regulations concerning the 
area. They also elected their committee.

  - Communities have been informed from the beginning of the project to get their consents 
for project implementation and every other visits their village mayors are well informed 
of prior project activity is executed.

  - This is one of the strongest output with a strong integration of the local indigenous 
community.

  - The views and approval of the landowners are always taken into consideration.

Exit Strategy (Question 21)

28 Most of the total respondents (54  percent) perceived that the project implemented an 
appropriate exit strategy to ensure ex-post sustainability of project outcomes. On the other 
hand, 28 percent of them indicated that they did not know.

29 Among national respondents, 67  percent shared the same perception that the project 
implemented an appropriate exit strategy to ensure ex-post sustainability of project 
outcomes. Yet there were still three (17 percent) who indicated that they did not know (two 
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from NGOs and one from National Government). On this respect, interesting suggestions 
were provided by the interviewees under questions 22 and 23 - “Cross-level coordination 
and involvement” category (see Table below).  

Recommendations to the project and Fiji extension (Question 22 and 23)

30 The 46 respondents provided a total of 108 recommendations and suggestions (R&S) 
under question 22 and 23. Out of them 98 R&S have been grouped by category while the 
remaining couldn’t be assigned as it was not clear in the message what they were meant 
to convey. The table below presents, under each category, an analysis of the R&S provided 
through summaries and quotes.

3

Category Key point stressed from R&S
Design 
(including 
timeframe 
related issues)

Respondents stressed the importance of:
• realistic objectives and outcomes and their feasibility in the given context and 

timeframe;
• the alignment of the project timeframe to objectives and outcomes;
• considering in the project timeframe a six-months/one-year buffer period to 

compensate the delays and negative impact frequent natural disasters have in the area 
on the project and project sites. This should also be well reflected in the risk matrix 
with appropriate mitigation strategies;

• ensuring enough time for the preparation phase for projects closely working with 
local communities to secure acceptance (this will avoid delays during project 
implementation and support sustainability); and

• “the development of educational material should always be scheduled at the beginning of 
the project”.

Executing 
arrangements 
and project 
management

Respondents stressed the importance of:
• government staff having more ownership of project activities through well-defined 

accountability procedures. This appears to go toward the FAO Operational Partners 
Implementation modality “OPIM”3 (“Project Team to be managed by the executing 
agency”; “National Project Staff should be hired and supervised by the Executing 
Partner”; “Follow executing partner policies and procedures, utilize local resources and 
infrastructure wherever possible”; “Government agencies [should] ensure follow up once 
the project officially finishes”, etc.);

• planning for efficient reporting of co-funding sources;
• ensuring no overlap in roles and responsibilities of project management team 

members;
• including in the project team a Communications and Knowledge Management Officer;
• identifying and involving local counterparts/organizations that are in the position to 

continue/upscale the project activities after project implementation; and
• considering the cost and time needed to travel across the islands of the sub-region, as 

this has the potential to disrupt project implementation if not well planned.
Capacity 
Development

Respondents stressed the importance of:
• including a capacity needs assessment of beneficiaries and main local stakeholders 

during project preparation;
• a capacity development component for local staff as needed (especially for those who 

will continue implementation after project ends), during inception phase;
• strengthening knowledge and capacities of local communities on biodiversity and 

natural resources conservation to increase their acceptance of project activities and 
secure sustainability;

• within the project countries, main stakeholders (Government, NGOs, Universities staff, 
etc.) should participate in other countries’ capacity building workshops; and

• training project staff at the beginning of the project on FAO procedures and tools (CD).

3  Information can be found at the following link http://www.fao.org/3/a-i7522e.pdf
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Cross-level 
coordination 
and 
involvement 
(national/local 
government, 
NGOs, 
Universities, 
community 
level)

• Respondents stressed the importance of:
• encouraging interdepartmental coordination at government level (national and local), 

involving local communities in the process. Such changes at enabling environment level 
should continue after the project “local communities should be able to trust that projects 
are not “one off” events but that they will continue to be supported” and involved;

• ensuring local partners and local communities (at least their heads) are involved since 
project planning phase to set the basis for country ownership, making sure their needs 
are addressed. At the same time, local communities should be engaged in a structured 
manner: “Local communities while keen to be included in decision-making processes, 
can react adversely if they consider their time is wasted by partially-formed requests for 
engagement. […] Local communities should be granted with meaningful information and 
viable choices in order to obtain meaningful and satisfactory results for all sides”;

• sharing and drafting the project exit strategy with local partners (including Farmer 
Based Organizations) to secure sustainability (“True project success is measured by 
whether projects are sustained in the long term and this will require local partners to 
continue to engage with project communities”); and

• enhancing the flow of information (regular and easy to access to) across levels 
(ministry, universities, NGOs, local communities). This should include scientific 
knowledge and material translated in local language.

Fiji extension • Respondents at different levels expressed a strong need for an extension in Fiji. 
Suggestions for the Fiji extension are consolidated in the key points below:

• keep working to fully involve local communities (which could lead some activities) 
during the extension;

• the enhanced role of Fiji in the COP Climate Change efforts should be recognized and 
supported during project extension;

• in order to ensure all activities are successfully implemented, FAO sub-regional office 
should provide a closer monitoring (considering the delays in implementation due to 
natural disasters and the fact that the project CTA won’t be in place for the 1 year Fiji 
extension);

• it is key to find a mechanism to be able to finally transfer agreed funds to the Sovii Trust 
Funds;

• throughout the extension period in Fiji, it will be very useful to keep sharing lessons 
learnt with the other FPAM countries; and

• the Biodiversity Conservation and Protected Area Curriculum being developed at FTC 
should be  finalized during the project extension.

Technical 
suggestions to 
future projects 
for results 
upscaling

• Respondents suggestions/ideas for future projects to be implemented in the sub-
region are consolidated in the key points below:

• in a cross-agencies effort (FAO/UNDP in particular), it is important to identify how other 
existing or upcoming projects in the islands (which have similar and or complementing 
objectives and expected outcomes) could upscale some of the FPAM project activities 
and learn from it (e.g. Ridge to Reef GEF programme in Niue, Strengthening Multi 
Sectoral Management of Critical Landscape (SMSMCL) – UNDP implemented projects);

• in this respect, a key driver of sustainability of project activities and results would 
be expanding and consolidating Protected Areas networks as well as consolidate 
Protected Areas management plans and their monitoring, keep supporting the 
improvement of land use related legislation;

• also, the Synthesis of Lessons Learned FPAM Project-wide report should be widely 
distributed across countries and agencies. […] It contains 124 lessons learned that could 
inform future similar projects”;

• the baseline studies of the FPAM project could be used to develop a project focusing 
on payments for ecosystems services in the four counties. It would upscale some of the 
FPAM project activities;

• future project should develop an exit strategy as soon as possible during project life 
and at least one year before project ends to identify a financial plan, accountability 
workflow, and other upscaling initiatives (respondents express the need to identify 
potential upscaling initiatives in Vanuatu);

• future projects should consider that the establishment of Protected Areas (changes 
in legislations in agreement with local communities) and the necessary changes at 
enabling environment level take a very long-time. “To keep feasible project’s outcomes 
and objectives, a project focusing on Protected Areas should be designed in a way that 
other outcomes support this achievement instead of depending on it”;

• future projects should consider the importance of including a clear strategy to 
develop alternative sources of livelihoods (agro-forestry, tourism) that can enhance 
commitment and acceptance at community level;

• future projects might consider to promote the inclusion of biodiversity and forestry 
conservation in School Curricula; 

• the use of Geo-spatial tools for planning, decision making and analysis of Protected 
Areas should be promoted by future initiatives; and

• the project products (baselines/knowledge material, training courses) should clearly 
demonstrate the benefits from natural resources protection and the tragedy (cultural 
and environmental) of loss.
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Appendix 1. Survey questions

Country
Multiple choice is allowed

1.  � Fiji
2.  � Niue
3.  � Samoa
4.  � Vanuatu
5.  � Other

Please specify if other: …………………….

Organization type (of responding officer):
Only one choice is allowed

 1.  �   National Government
 2.  �   Local Government
 3.  �   FAO
 4.  �  Other international donor organization/financial institution
 5.  �   International non-governmental organization (iNGO)
 6.  �   National non-governmental organization (nNGO)
 7.  �   Research institution/academic
 8.  �   Local community
 9.  �   Private sector/consulting company

Role in the GEF FPAM project (of responding officer):
Only one choice is allowed

 1.  �   Project Task Force (PTF) member
 2.  �   Executing partner representative
 3.  �   Other Government stakeholders
 4.  �   International donor organization representative
 5.  �   NGO representative
 6.  �   Local consultant/contractor
 7.  �   Other FAO staff
 8.  �   Research institutions/academic representative
 9.  �   Local community representative
 10.�   Private sector representative

Q4) Compared to early 2012, the protection and management of biodiversity, forests 
and lands in your country have:
Only one choice is allowed

1. � Improved
2. � No major change
3. � Worsened
4. � I do not know

Please provide explanation to your answer………………………

Q5) Compared to early 2012, the Protected Areas coverage in your country, has:
Only one choice is allowed

1. � Increased
2. � No major change
3. � Decreased
4. � I do not know
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Q6) Please rate the following sentences:

National policies, regulations, laws 
and financial plans

Strongly 
agree

Agree Disagree Strongly 
disagree

Do not 
know

Remarks

Thanks to project interventions, 
policies, regulations and laws related 
to biodiversity (BD) conservation, 
sustainable land management 
(SLM) and sustainable forestry 
management, (SFM) now address the 
main threats, follow current best legal 
practices and are adequately enforced

Protected area management plans 
have been produced for all (or almost 
all) project sites

Sources for funding protected areas 
have been catalysed and diversified

Policies, regulations, laws and 
financial plans have benefited from 
the project’s bottom-up approach, 
which local communities have 
participated in and have influenced 
the process

Q7) Please rate the following sentences:

Knowledge and awareness raising Strongly 
agree

Agree Disagree Strongly 
disagree

Do not 
know

Remarks

Thanks to the project, knowledge 
of BD conservation and awareness 
of relevant activities has increased 
amongst the groups targeted by the 
project

Landowners and government staff 
have been trained in community-
based conservation, SLM and SFM

Local communities are aware of 
protected area management plans, 
participate in activities and follow the 
rules and guidelines described in the 
management plans

Thanks to project interventions, 
institutions with a major impact on BD 
conservation, SLM and SFM are aware 
of the most important issues and take 
these into account in their policies

Q8) Compared to early 2012, have there been any changes in attitudes and practices from concerned 
stakeholders (national and local government, international and national non-governmental 
organization (iNGO), research institutions/academia, local communities, private sector) that lead 
to a more sustainable use of natural resources?
Only one choice is allowed.

1.   �  Yes, almost all stakeholders involved in project activities implemented new practices that 
led to more sustainable use of natural resources
2.   �  Yes, but only a few stakeholders involved in project activities implemented new practices 
that led to in a more sustainable use of natural resources
3.   �   o major changes took place in attitudes and practices among stakeholders involved in 
project activities
4.   �  Not at all
5.   �  I do not know

Please provide one to three examples ………………….……………………….
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Q9) Compared to early 2012, due to project activities the livelihoods (in particular natural, social and 
financial capital) of local communities have:
Only one choice is allowed.

1.   �  Improved   go to Q10
2.   �  No major changes    go to Q11
3.   �  Worsened   go to Q10
5.   �  I do not know   go to Q11

Q10) Please rate the following sentences:

Local communities’ livelihoods Strongly 
agree

Agree Disagree Strongly 
disagree

Do not 
know

Remarks

Products and ecosystem services 
available to local communities have 
improved

Local communities have access to 
a wider and more efficient social 
network for sharing best practises and/
or entrepreneurial and supply chain 
cooperation

There are more diversified sources 
of income among beneficiary 
communities

There has been an increase in incomes 
in the households of beneficiary 
communities

Local communities have no longer 
access to natural resources as they did 
before project start

Local communities have been displaced 
without explicit consent

Local communities have experienced a 
loss in terms of land right/access

Q11) In the Pacific Islands context, was the project preparation phase (PPG) appropriate for a quality 
project design, considering the available resources and time frame (four years) foreseen for the 
project implementation?
Only one choice is allowed.

1.   �  Yes, the PPG phase allowed the design team to identify all the strengths and constraints 
in the Pacific Islands context and to efficiently include them in the project design
2.   �  Yes, but to a certain extent. The available resources and time frame for the PPG were 
not sufficient, yet the project was been designed to address the main identified strengths and 
constraints in the Pacific Islands context
3.   �  No. The project planning and design did not take into consideration all the main strengths 
and constraints in the Pacific Islands context
5.   �  I do not know

Q12) Did the project’s management set-up facilitate achievement of the project objectives?

1.   �  Yes
2.   �  Yes, but only to a limited extent
3.   �  Not at all
5.   �  I do not know

Please provide an explanation to your answer ……………………….
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Q13) Did project catalysed co-financing make a significant contribution to achieving the project 
objectives?
Only one choice is allowed.

1.   �  Yes, co-financing materialized as planned and in a timely manner in the project cycle
2.   �  Yes, but to a limited extent. Co-financing did not fully materialize as planned or in a 
timely manner
3.   �  No. The actual co-financing (in cash and in-kind) was much less than planned or 
materialized too late in the project cycle.
5.   �  I do not know

Q14) Which of the sentences listed below would better fit to the FPAM project partnership 
arrangements?
Only one choice is allowed.

1.   �  Established partnerships with international and local agencies supported the 
achievement of the project’s outputs/outcomes, avoiding duplication and fostering catalytic 
effects
2.   �  Partnership arrangements with international and local agencies were vague and no clear 
strategy was designed to exactly identify partners’ contributions to the project
3.   �  A clear strategy to exactly identify partners’ contributions to the project was designed, 
but it did not effectively contribute to the achievement of the project’s outputs/outcomes
4.   �  Established partnerships with international and local agencies supported the 
achievement of the project’s outputs/outcomes but there was some duplication, or poor effects
5.   �  I do not know

Please provide one to three examples ……………………….

Q15) Has the project adapted to changes in national needs and priorities over the 
implementation period to ensure the achievement of its objectives?
Only one choice is allowed.

1.   �  Yes, efficiently and in a timely manner
2.   �  Yes, but to a limited extent. The adaptation measures were not fully effective/efficient or 
implemented in a timely manner
3.   �  No. The project realized changes had occurred in the national needs and priorities but 
due to other factors could not properly adapt to them
4.   �  No. The project has not made any efforts to adapt to changes in needs and priorities
5.   �  I do not know

Please provide one to three examples ……………………….

Q16) Did the project’s regional programmatic approach foster cooperation between targeted 
countries on shared priorities?
Only one choice is allowed.

1.   �  Yes, thanks to the project, cooperation opportunities between two or more project 
countries materialized and are likely to continue after the project completion
2.   �  Yes, but only with respect to project activities or to some of them
3.   �  No
4.   �  I do not know

Please provide one to three examples ……………………….

Q17) Did the project’s regional programmatic approach lead to more efficient use of available 
financial and or human resources?
Only one choice is allowed.

1.   �  Yes, thanks to the project’s regional programmatic approach, available resources have 
been used to achieve catalytic benefits in more than one target countries
2.   �  Yes, but with some limitations (e.g. only in connection with certain outcomes or 
depending on the country) 
3.   �  No
4.   �  I do not know

Please provide one to three examples ……………………….
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Q18) Did the designed M&E plan include baselines survey and SMART indicators, for relevant 
project components, to allow an efficient tracking of the project’s progress?
Only one choice is allowed.

1.   �  Yes, the M&E plan included appropriate baseline surveys and SMART indicators 
appropriate to monitor project progresses and the project effectively implemented the M&E plan
2.   �  Yes, but with some limitations (e.g. M&E plan not well implemented or only implemented 
for certain components)
3.   �  Yes, but the baselines and indicators were not appropriate to monitor the project’s 
progress
4.   �  Not at all
5.   �  I do not know

Please provide an explanation to your answer ……………………….

Q19) Do you believe the FPAM project fully integrates gender equality, empowerment and rights?

1.   �  Yes, the project fully recognized the role of women in biodiversity conservation/
sustainable use of natural resources and promoted greater women’s access to information, 
resources and training
3.   �  Yes but only superficially (e.g. because no clear strategies were developed)
4.   �  Not at all
5.   �  I do not know

Please give reason for your answer ……………………

Q20) Do you believe the FPAM project fully integrated indigenous peoples´ needs, knowledge and 
rights?

1.   �  Yes, the project fully recognized the roles of indigenous men and women in BD 
conservation/sustainable use of natural resources and promoted their specific rights (in line 
with the United Nations Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples and the FAO Policy on 
Indigenous and Tribal Peoples) 
2.   �  Yes but only superficially, because although the needs of indigenous peoples are 
mentioned, they were not actively involved in the formulation of the FPAM project (they have 
not been properly informed prior to project interventions or they have not had the possibility to 
express their consent to project activities)
3.   �  Not at all
1.   �  I do not know

Please provide an explanation to your answer ……………………

Q21) Did the project implement an exit strategy to ensure project benefits to continue and be 
sustained, scaled-up and adopted by local stakeholders?

1.   �  Yes, the project implemented an appropriate exit strategy to ensure ex-post sustainability 
of project outcomes
3.   �  Yes but only superficially, it is not appropriate to ensure sustainability of project outcomes 
after project closure
4.   �  Not at all
5.   �  I do not know
Please provide an explanation to your answer ……………………

Q22) Do you have any specific recommendations that this final evaluation should take into account 
with respect to the FPAM project design and implementation that could inform future similar 
projects (please be as clear and concise as possible)?

A ………………………………………
B. ……………………………………..
C. ……………………………………..

Q23) A project extension for Fiji is under discussion. Do you have any specific recommendations that 
this final evaluation should take into account in planning for the project extension in Fiji (please 
be as clear and concise as possible)?

A ………………………………………
B. ……………………………………..
C. ……………………………………..
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