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Executive summary 

 

ES1. This report presents the findings of the Mid-Term Evaluation of the GEF-FAO 

Project Forest Protected Area Management (FPAM) in Fiji, Samoa, Vanuatu and Niue which 

was conducted between November 2014 and May 2015. The purpose of this MTE was to 

review progress made towards achievement of outcomes in accordance with the project 

document, and to identify corrective actions where necessary. 

ES2. FPAM is designed to strengthen the capacity of Fiji, Samoa, Vanuatu and Niue to 

arrest the continuing loss and degradation of their native forests and at the same time, 

improve in sustainable ways the livelihoods of rural populations whose dependence on 

biodiversity is a contributing factor. The targeted countries are located in two of the World’s 

34 ‘Biodiversity Hotspots’ where the richest and most threatened reservoirs of plant and 

animal life are found. Vanuatu is at the south-eastern end of the East Melanesian Islands 

Hotspot and accounts for 12 percent of the land area and contains 35 percent of the threatened 

plant and animal species occurring in this hotspot. Fiji, Samoa and Niue are at the south 

western edge of the Polynesia-Micronesia Hotspot that covers most of the South Pacific 

Ocean. They account for about 25 percent of the land area of this hotspot and 28 percent of 

its threatened plant and animal species. This biodiversity is seriously under threat as a result 

of several factors including the lack of effective conservation management, unsustainable 

resource use and weak legal and policy frameworks. The overall environmental and 

development goals respectively are thus to strengthen biodiversity conservation and reduce 

forest and land degradation, and to enhance the sustainable livelihoods of local communities 

living in and around protected areas. 

ES3. The evaluation was conducted in accordance with the guidance, rules and procedures 

established by FAO and GEF. It was undertaken in line with the principles of independence, 

impartiality, transparency, disclosure, ethicality, partnership, competencies/capacities, 

credibility and utility. It considered the two GEF evaluation objectives at the project level: (i) 

to promote accountability for the achievement of GEF objectives; and (ii) to promote 

learning, feedback and knowledge sharing. Findings were structured around the five 

internationally accepted evaluation criteria, namely relevance, efficiency, effectiveness, 

impact and sustainability.  

ES4. The Forest Protected Area Management (FPAM) Project in Fiji, Samoa, Vanuatu 

and Niue (FPAM) is financed by the Global Environment Facility (GEF) and executed by the 

Food and Agriculture Organization (FAO) of the United Nations. The Project uses a multi 

country approach with activities tailored to the priorities and needs of each participating 

countries with project funded personnel in each of the three countries coordinating 

implementation, with oversight provided by local executing partners. The local executing 

partners are the Ministry of Local Government, Urban Development, Housing and 

Environment (Fiji), Ministry of Natural resources and Environment (Samoa), Ministry of 

Lands and Natural resources (Vanuatu) and the Department of Environment (Niue). The 

Project has duration of four (4) years, and implementation effectively started in January 2012.   

ES5. The Mid-term Evaluation (MTE) was conducted by an independent consultant 

assisted by the National Project Coordinators (NPCs) in the respective countries. Assistance 

was mainly in terms of facilitating and organizing consultation and field visits, gathering and 

collating project reports and information, and exchanging views on issues faced by the 

different projects. The evaluation utilizes a number of methods to gather and analyze 
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information including a literature review, stakeholder consultations1 and field visits to sites 

and project communities in Fiji and Samoa. Niue was not visited due to uncertainties in travel 

but consultation via teleconference was held. The Evaluation took 35 days spread over the 

period of 10 December 2014 to the 14 April 2015.  Presentations of preliminary findings 

were made to stakeholders in Fiji and Samoa at the end of field missions. A draft report was 

circulated amongst selected stakeholders and the evaluator took into consideration a range of 

comments received in finalizing this report. The MTE’s findings are summarized below in 

the conclusions, with derived recommendations following.  

Key Findings  

ES6. The MTE found that the project is highly consistent with the current development 

priorities declared by the Governments of Fiji, Samoa, Vanuatu and Niue. The project 

countries prioritize food security, environmental sustainability, climate change adaptation and 

disaster risk reduction, and Millennium Development Goals (MDGs) in their national 

development strategies or equivalent documents.  FAO’s Strategic Objectives are well 

aligned with most of these prioritizes. 

ES7. The level of efficiency is, overall, marginally satisfactory. The cause of slow 

implementation is the combined effect of delays due to severely limited capacities at national 

level organizations including government agencies and service providers who are NGOs and 

or private consultants, and at the regional level of FAO SAPA. There are also factors (natural 

and political) external to the Project that contributed.  The pace of implementation has 

however showed improvement in most recent reports, and is expected to accelerate further.  

ES8. Project effectiveness is moderately satisfactory at best, with a mix of completed 

outputs, others in progress and others yet to commence implementation. Those completed are 

in a number of key areas directly contributing to the Project’s environmental objective. These 

include capacity building and awareness raising, baseline studies for conservation planning 

and monitoring and in securing new biodiversity priority areas for protection.   

ES9. Overall, the project design is sound and appropriate. The Project’s theory of change 

is logical but it needs greater clarity and more detailed articulation in some areas to provide a 

better guide for annual work planning and the sequencing of components and some key 

activities.  Some situations have arisen that are challenging the robustness of the theory but it 

is too early yet to draw any firm conclusions.  

ES10. Changes that took place in the project environment between project preparation on 

one hand and approval/mobilization on the other, had rendered some outputs redundant and 

the continuing relevance of others questioned.  

ES11. The multi-country approach in FPAM implementation is working satisfactorily, and 

to date, there are no compelling reasons to suggest that it is ineffective or inappropriate.   

ES12. Fiji’s approach to capacity building is strategic and forward looking with a focus on 

degree level training and the strengthening of FTC’s curriculum in protected area 

management and biodiversity conservation.  

                                                 
1 
 This included face-to-face semi structured interviews with 53 community members of men, women and 

youth in communities in Samoa, Fiji and one landowner in Vanuatu. 
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ES13. The implementation of some key outputs are seriously delayed it would be near 

impossible to have them completed within the remaining duration of the Project, not to 

mention up-scaling and replication. Of particular importance are eco-tourism activities 

proposed for Niue and Fiji and demonstration farms in all four countries. 

ES14. The implicit assumption that there is adequate capacity within the four participating 

countries to successfully implement the full range of project activities within duration of four 

years is unrealistic and not supported by similar experiences in previous GEF funded 

projects.  

ES15. Institutional oversight at the regional level is functioning as designed and in this 

regard, is satisfactory. The Regional Steering Committee met annually as prescribed and 

records of meetings show constructive, strategic and proactive decision-making, on critical 

issues including how best to address the slow pace of project implementation.  

ES16. At the national level, project management effectiveness varies between countries. It 

is satisfactory in Fiji and Vanuatu and less so (moderately satisfactory) in Samoa and Niue.  

The M&E system is operating as designed with prescribed reports generated as per M&E 

plan, especially between the NCs, CTO and FAO/GEF.  But there are weaknesses at the 

national level, particular in the case of Samoa and Niue where NSCs are inactive and 

uninformed of project progress.  

ES17. Management of project staff at the national level have been effective in Fiji and 

Vanuatu, but less so in Samoa. There is not enough information to make a similar assessment 

of the Niue project.  

ES18. There is no exit strategy for the Project proposed in the Project Document and none 

has been developed during implementation to date.   

ES19. Overall financial management is moderately satisfactory. The disbursement of 

project funds for approved procurement and LoAs is efficient and without delay.  The overall 

rate of spending from January 2012 – December 2014 is considerably slower than projected. 

Projected total expenditure for Year 1, Year 2 and Year 3 is USD 5 003 572.  The amount of 

under-spending is USD 2 893 540 or 57.8 percent. The slow spending rate is consistent with 

the assessed slow progress in implementation by outputs. Co-financing contributions are not 

monitored, except by the Fiji Project for local co-financing contributors.  

ES20. The overall institutional arrangements for supporting the Project at regional, 

subregional and country levels are clear and logical but making them work effectively is 

hampered by inadequate capacity. Governments of all four project countries are fully 

committed to and supporting the Project.  

ES21. There is limited evidence of uptake of project outputs to date except for improved 

awareness at the community level. This is manifested in the successful negotiations for the 

protection of new forest areas in villages hitherto not interested in biodiversity conservation, 

and in overall community support for project activities.  

ES22. Achievement of outputs is satisfactory under five of eighteen subcomponents; 

moderately satisfactory under nine, moderately unsatisfactory under two and unsatisfactory 

under two.   
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ES23. Overall achievements at the output level show moderately satisfactory progress in 

many areas due to the slow pace of implementation. The pace of implementation has 

accelerated in the last 12 months but the risk of incompletion is high for a number of outputs 

given the limited time remaining.  

ES24. Overall, progress made towards the achievement of outcomes is moderately 

satisfactory.  Some outcomes are on track for satisfactory delivery albeit to varying degrees, 

such as the strengthening of legal, policy and institutional arrangements, capacity and the in-

situ conservation of biodiversity. Others, despite signs of accelerated progress in latest 

reports, are at risk of not being achieved within the limited time remaining. These include 

sustainable financing, improvement in livelihoods from biodiversity services and goods, and 

reduction or reversal of poor land use practices and land degradation. 

ES25. There are no specific gender related outcomes in the FPAM project design but there 

is a high level of gender sensitivity in project management, and in the level of participation of 

women in project activities.  

ES26. The Project is contributing satisfactorily to capacity development at the regional, 

national and local community levels through awareness raising activities, availability of 

baseline information for planning, new partnerships and expanded networks, participation in 

formal and semi formal training and conferences, scholarships opportunities and improved 

curricula at the Fiji Forestry Training Center.    

ES27. There has been no emphasis on sustainability possibly because of the Project’s 

preoccupation with getting implementation moving. Consequently, with time running out, the 

prospects of sustainability for several key outputs are limited for many that are not yet 

completed and increasingly dim for others yet to be implemented. Of particular concern are 

outputs under Component 6 where livelihood alternatives need time for trials, before up-

scaling and replication.  

ES28. Satisfactory progress has been made in progressing outputs aimed at strengthening 

the Project’s impact on biodiversity conservation and reducing forest and land degradation 

(Environmental Objective) but the  potential impact  on enhancing the sustainable livelihoods 

of local communities (Development Objective) is likely to be limited based on the level of 

progress achieved to date.    

Conclusions 

ES29. Based on the evidence collected throughout the evaluation process, the FE drew a 

number of conclusions, which can be organized around the six key evaluation questions as 

follows. 

To what extent did the project support sustainable financing of protected areas? 

ES30. The Project has not yet commenced implementation of most activities aimed at 

promoting and supporting sustainable financing of protected areas in all four countries. Most 

of these – which include the development of financing strategies, PES and securing at least 

one new funding source in each country by M 48 – are scheduled for the second half of the 

Project, but have since been pushed further back by overall delays experienced in 

implementation.  FPAM is designed to make cash contribution of USD 250 000. The transfer 
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of funds is being processed and will contribute to leveraging further funding from other 

donors.  

To what extent is the project establishing and or strengthening sustainable in situ 

biodiversity conservation areas?  

ES31. The project is making satisfactory progress in establishing and or strengthening 

sustainable in situ biodiversity conservation management, although progress is lagging 

behind schedule. Additional new areas amounting to 7,900, 13,122 and 3,000 hectares in Fiji, 

Samoa and Vanuatu respectively have been set aside by local communities and now under 

various degrees of protection and management. Interest expressed by other communities in 

the Greater Tomaniivi Area in Fiji is being explored.  

ES32. Limited but solid progress has also been made in PA management planning. The 

Sovi Basin management plan is approved and being implemented in Fiji, while for other 

PA’s, several biodiversity assessments and baseline studies to support management planning 

have been completed and or in progress in all four countries.  The use of PES is an important 

strategy in Fiji but implementation is scheduled for later in the project. Samoa, Vanuatu and 

Niue have also draft legislation to legalize protected areas and are awaiting final enactment 

by their respective Parliaments.  

ES33. The loss of protected area land due to encroachment in Taveuni is a setback and 

efforts are in progress to address this through a consultative and integrated management 

planning approach.  

To what extent is the project contributing to the improvement of the livelihoods of local 

communities through marketing of biodiversity goods and services and sustainable land 

management practices?  

ES34. FPAM is designed to contribute to improving livelihoods of local communities by a 

range of strategies in the different project countries. For Samoa, this is through building local 

capacity in organic farming and through demonstration farms showcasing sustainable farming 

practices.   In Fiji, Vanuatu and Niue, ecotourism and the wider marketing of non-wood 

forest products is targeted. To date, little progress is reported in all countries. In Samoa, delay 

in the approval of the LoA for this component is holding back the implementation of 

demonstration farms. But satisfactory progress in building community interest and capacity in 

organic farming is reported with strong links to existing avenues for the marketing of organic 

produce secured with the active support of the Women in Business Inc as a partner. In Fiji, 

Vanuatu and Niue, activities under this component were scheduled for the second half of the 

Project, and these are now being pushed back by overall delays in implementation faced. 

Except progress in organic farming in Samoa, the Project has yet to contribute to any 

significant extent to this objective.  

To what extent are policy, legal and institutional arrangements effectively supporting 

biodiversity, conservation and sustainable land management in the different countries? 

ES35. Project contribution and progress in this area varies with each participating country. 

Fiji is currently reviewing its legal and policy framework for protected areas to identify gaps 

that would then guide subsequent interventions. In Samoa, several legislation and policies 

have and are being developed and strengthened under other donor funded initiatives but 

FPAM is funding the development of a forest regulation and this is near completion. Vanuatu 
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is in the preparatory phase of a review of its environmental legislation and forest policy with 

FPAM support while Niue is drafting two regulations with FPAM support, and awaiting the 

enactment of its Environment Act to enable the legalization of two community based 

conservation areas. The mainstreaming of biodiversity conservation under FPAM is largely 

made redundant in Samoa and Vanuatu due to progress made through other GEF funded 

CBD driven initiatives including NBSAP, SOE’s and NAPs and MDG goal of environmental 

sustainability.  Overall the Project is addressing identified gaps in legislation and policy in 

Samoa, Vanuatu and Niue, and supporting Fiji in its gap analysis. The extent to which these 

are effectively supporting biodiversity, conservation and sustainable management is not yet 

evident but giving protected areas legal status is an important step forward, and the project is 

directly assisting countries in this area.  

How did policy, legal and institutional arrangement change towards more effective 

sustainable land management, biodiversity and conservation? 

ES36. Changes in policy, legal and institutional arrangements toward more effective 

sustainable land management, biodiversity and conservation are driven by the combined 

effect of several factors. The Rio Conventions including CBD, UNCCD and UNFCCC, and 

the MDG goals which participating countries have adopted are important contributors. The 

momentum of synergies generated by with other donor funded projects and other sector 

strategies. There is also a strong influence of the climate change adaptation agenda and 

countries’ emphasis on disaster risk reduction and climate change resilience, that is providing 

strong support for terrestrial ecosystems restoration as part of sustainable land management, 

and protected area expansion as part of carbon mitigation and adaptation strategies. An 

important facilitating factor is the increase in the level of public awareness and appreciation 

of biodiversity conservation and sustainable land management as a result of previous and on-

going initiatives including FPAM, and reinforced by recent experiences of the impact of 

extreme climate change related events.  

To what extent did the project contribute to reduce poor land-use and forest and land 

degradation practices in target areas in the recipient countries? 

ES37. FPAM is designed to contribute to reduce poor land-use and forest and land 

degradation practices in Fiji, Samoa and Niue through two avenues (i) strengthening local 

capacity for sustainable land management and (ii) through promoting sustainable income 

from the use of sustainable land management practices. These interventions are schedule to 

be completed by the end of Year 3 and 4 but progress to date is limited with only training of 

farmers and extension workers and baseline studies partly completed in Fiji and Samoa. 

Demonstration farms meant to showcase sustainable farming and land management methods 

in Samoa have been delayed for over a year. Overall, while project outputs targeting the 

reduction of poor land use and forest and land degradation practises are not expected until the 

end of Year 3 and 4, progress to date is limited. The extent of the Project’s contribution to 

date is negligible.  
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Recommendations  

ES38. The following recommendations emerge from the FE’s findings and conclusions. 

Recommendation 1: To FAO  

It is recommended that a request of an additional 24 months no-cost extension is submitted to the GEF 

secretariat. The request for a no-cost extension should include:  a budget revision, a modified work 

plan and a clear exit strategy to cover the remaining months of implementation. 

 

Recommendation 2: To Project team and Regional Steering Committee  

Project management should work on improving the project logical framework and impact 

monitoring. This review should be done in close consultation with the Governments in the 

four participant countries and partners. 

ES39. To implement Recommendation 2, the ET suggests taking out Output 1.2 on 

mainstreaming, and 1.3 for a Protected Area Strategy Network for Samoa. Output 1.2.2 

Sustainable Land Development Policy for Vanuatu is likely to be unnecessary but this should 

be reviewed further, taking into account the existence of the National Action Plan to address 

land degradation and mitigate the effects of droughts (2009) produced under the UNDP 

Sustainable Land Management Project, out the project work plan. 

Recommendation 3: To Project team and Regional Steering Committee 

FAO SAPA and Project SCs need to provide guidance and advice to the project 

management. It should support the project and ensure availability of sufficient technical 

support, adequate capacity development and successful completion of project activities and 

document lessons learnt. 
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1 Introduction 

 

1.1 Background and purpose of the evaluation 

 The Mid-term evaluation (MTE) of the Forestry and Protected Area Management in 1.

Fiji, Samoa, Vanuatu and Niue (GEFPAS-FPAM) was launched by OED in December 2014. 

 The purpose of the MTE is to determine progress being made towards achievement of 2.

project outcomes and outputs and identify the corrective actions if necessary. The MTE is 

expected to contribute to determining if there is a possible rationale for an extension of the 

project beyond the current project expiry date. In addition the MTE is a reporting requirement 

in the project document  

 The GEFPAS-FPAM is a four year project. Implementation was estimated to start in 3.

April 2011 with completion in March 2015. The initial project budget is USD18 070 970. 

GEF’s contribution is USD 6 283750, with co-financing making up the balance of USD11 

787 220. This budget was approved unchanged, and there were no further revisions following 

GEF Council and FAO approvals. This Mid-term Evaluation (MTE) was implemented from 

10 December 2014 to 14 April 2015.  

1.2 Methodology of the evaluation
2
 

 The evaluation adheres to the UNEG Norms and Standards.  4.

 Throughout the evaluation process the ET has adopted a consultative and transparent 5.

approach with internal and external stakeholders (representatives of Government, Non-

Governmental Organizations (NGOs), private sector and individual beneficiaries). As 

recommended by OED, an evaluation matrix was designed to formulate the core questions by 

theme of evaluation (design, effectiveness and efficiency of outputs and outcomes, 

management, impacts and sustainability) and how to find the information on the field. 

 The TE used several qualitative and quantitative methods including (i) review of 6.

literature (ii) quantitative analysis examining efficiency using standard metrics (e.g. time and 

cost of preparing and implementing projects); (iii) interviews with 40 people from 20 

institutions; (iv) interviews with 53
3
 representatives (men, women and youth) of Project 

communities in Fiji (Nabalasere village, Ra Province; Nawai, Naitasiri Province); Samoa 

(Taga, Gautavai, and all 6 Matautu Savaii villages), and one customary land owner from 

Erromango Vanuatu; as well as visit to project sites in Samoa. To the extent possible, the 

Consultant triangulated across qualitative and quantitative data sources to confirm findings 

and strengthen confidence in the derived results. The FE tools used were: 

 Literature review: The full list of reports and project related documents read and 

reviewed are given in Annex X1.  

 Consultations with stakeholders
4
: The list of stakeholders consulted is provided in 

Annex 3.  

                                                 
2
  See Annex 1 

3 
 38 males and 15 females 

4
  1. A list of relevant stakeholders for consultations was proposed and appointments were organized by the 

Project Chief Technical Advisor (CTA) and National Project Coordinators (NPCs). Face-to-face 

consultations with those available were conducted during the following periods: 13 – 17 January – Fiji visit 

and consultations; 2 – 6 February – Vanuatu visit and consultations; 26 Jan – 3 March – Samoa visit.  
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 Semi structured interviews with community representatives: Interviews with 

community representatives aimed to (i) validate activities reported to have taken place 

with village participation; (ii) gauge the level of awareness and understanding of 

participating communities of the Project, its objectives and activities and of their 

respective roles as a means of gauging the effectiveness of the awareness raising 

activities delivered; and (iii) to gain some insights into community members 

expectations of what the project can provide for them.  The qualitative nature of the 

targeted information lends itself to a semi structured interviewing approach guided by 

a number of pre-formulated questions. Interviews were conducted on a one-to-one 

basis, out of hearing of other members of the community. To the extent possible, an 

equitable representation of different genders was interviewed in local communities in 

Fiji and Samoa. The complete list of community representatives consulted is annexed.  

 Site visits: In Samoa, visits were made to the Vaipouli forest tree nursery that will 

supply tree seedlings for project replanting activities, the village of Taga to site a 3-D 

model of the project site produced by a Project training workshop.  The consultant 

also visited and observed the second 3-D modelling workshop in Avao village for the 

6 villages from the Matautu district. 

 

1.3 Limitations and constraints of the evaluation process 

 

 National Project Coordinators’ (NPCs) monthly progress reports were largely narrative 7.

accounts of activities planned and their status of implementation. A common template was 

used by all NPCs. The ProDoc does not offer any quantitative approach and Fiji uses the 

percentage of pay-out for Letter of Agreement (LoA) contracts to measure progress in 

outputs delivery. This is inaccurate and misleading where the initial pay-out is a sizeable 

percentage of contract fees, as there is no deliverable yet received. In the absence of a 

common metric, the assessment of effectiveness and efficiency in outputs in this evaluation is 

highly qualitative and subjective, with the professional judgement of the Consultant mostly 

used.   

 Training reports also do not include results of any end-of-training evaluations carried 8.

out and completed by participants. In their absence, the Consultant framed questions during 

consultations to allow an evaluation of activities that took place.  

 

 

2 Context of the project 

 

2.1 Background 

 The four Pacific Islands of Fiji, Samoa, Vanuatu and Niue account for about 70 9.

percent of the land area of the Polynesia-Micronesia biodiversity hotspot, where species 

endemism is particularly high and one-third to one-half of species are currently threatened 

with extinction. However, despite this globally significant biodiversity, conservation - 

whether in formally protected areas or the wider production landscape - is extremely weak. 

These weaknesses are due to a number of reasons that this project seeks to overcome, 

including: resistance to change in local communities; poor coordination between 

stakeholders; lack of capacity (including resources); lack of experience with community-

based approaches to conservation; and inadequate and out-dated policy and legal 

frameworks. 
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 The project’s development objective is to enhance the sustainable livelihoods of local 10.

communities living in and around protected areas. Its global environmental objective is to 

strengthen biodiversity conservation and reduce forest and land degradation. Global 

benefits from the project will include: increased representation of important ecosystems in 

the protected area networks in these countries; enhanced biodiversity conservation in 

production landscapes (through mainstreaming and marketing of biodiversity goods and 

services); increased financial sustainability for protected area management; and reductions 

in the barriers to sustainable forest and land management. 

 The project is structured into six technical components: (i) policy and legal reform; 11.

(ii) extension and consolidation of the protected area network; (iii) strengthening capacity 

for community-based conservation management; (iv) developing mechanisms for 

sustainable protected area financing; (v) sustainable use of biodiversity; and (vi) sustainable 

land management in forest margins. Project outcomes will include: improved policy, legal 

and institutional arrangements; more effective and sustainable in situ biodiversity 

conservation; improved capacity of stakeholders for biodiversity conservation and 

sustainable land and forest management; sustainable financing of protected areas; improved 

livelihoods of local communities from marketing of biodiversity goods and services; and 

reductions in poor land-use practices and forest degradation.  

 The GEFPAS-FPAM project is a four year project with a total estimated budget of 12.

USD 18.0 million. Total project costs distributed by funding source are: (i) GEF - USD 6.3 

million; (ii) national governments - USD 2.2 million, (iii) other co-financiers - USD 8.0 

million; and (iv) FAO - USD 1.5 million. 

 At a meeting in Rome 2005, Heads of Small Islands Developing States (SIDS) 13.

stressed the need for the promotion of sustainable forest management (Rome Declaration, 

21 November 2005). However, while the governments of all four countries express their 

commitment to sustainable, multiple-use forestry, their forests continue to be degraded and 

suffer from a number of management problems.  

 These include forest degradation as a result of land clearing for agricultural purposes 14.

and poor forest management practises. Another aspect of forest degradation is the gradually 

declining quality of forest health and increase in invasive species. Many other factors 

contribute to this including cyclones, forest fires that are linked to increasing population 

pressure in some places and, possibly, climate change.  

 The underlying problems of lack of technical and administrative capacity of local 15.

forestry authorities and the non-existence or deficient participation of local communities in 

the planning, management and use of forest resources – is common to all four countries. 

Most of the forests are owned by customary land owners and access to them for 

conservation or forest management purposes is not straightforward. There are therefore 

challenges and barriers requiring the sensitive and appropriate framing of forest policy, 

legal and planning frameworks. Forest authorities need to support and encourage 

participatory approaches to forest planning and management and increase the capacity and 

capability of local communities to participate in forest management and conservation 

activities.  

 The initial proposals for this project were prepared by the four countries in 2007, as 16.

part of the development of the Pacific Alliance for Sustainability (PAS). For this exercise, 

countries were asked to prioritize project ideas across all GEF focal areas and within the 
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GEF resource allocations available to them in GEF-4.  Five countries (PNG, Fiji, Samoa, 

Vanuatu and Niue) prioritized expanding their protected areas and strengthening protected 

area management with a strong emphasis on protected areas in forests. These project ideas 

were discussed and agreed at the GEF Regional Consultation on the PAS in Apia, Samoa 

on the 10 September 2007 and were included in the final PAS programme approved by the 

GEF Council on 24 April 2008. FAO was selected as the GEF agency to take a lead on the 

development of this project. The following steps were taken to finalize project preparations:  

 Preparation of project notes (GEF Project Identification forms or PIFS) in 

consultation with the countries in 2008, with FAO taking the lead; 

 Review of the PIFs by countries at the GEF Sub-regional workshop for Focal Points 

in the Pacific SIDS in Auckland New Zealand, 18-19 September 2008; 

 The four PIFs from Fiji, Samoa, Vanuatu and Niue were combined and consolidated 

by FAO, reviewed and endorsed by countries then finally submitted for approval on 4 

December 2008. 

 PIF was approved by GEF Council as part of the January 2009 Inter-sessional Work 

Programme. 

 Project preparatory activities commenced in January 2009 with inception workshops 17.

in all four countries. The workshops developed work plans mapping out the next steps in 

project preparation. Following this, national consultants and institutions were engaged to 

review current situation in the four countries vis-à-vis PA status, existing legal, policy and 

institutional arrangements for biodiversity conservation, local capacity relevant to project 

implementation, PA financing needs and capacities, possible scope and potential activities 

and past and current activities that are relevant.  

 Technical reports on project preparation were finalized and submitted to FAO by 18.

October 2009 and the full ProDoc was prepared by December 2009. The final project 

design was reviewed by FAO and in the countries during December 2009 and January 

2010.  

 

 

3 Analysis of Programme concept and design 

 
Box 1. Key findings 

The overall project concept and design is logical and relevant to the problem identified 

but the results of this evaluation raise serious questions about the scale and complexity 

of the project relative to the capacity available for implementation. 

 

3.1   Project logic and concept 

 The basic project concept and design seeks to achieve the following two goals - in the 19.

socio-economic dimension, to change people’s behaviour so that the socio-economic drivers 

of biodiversity loss and forest degradation are reduced; in the environment-development 

dimension, to increase the capacity of countries to address environmental problems. It’s a 

two-pronged approach that is proposed to cover the full range of threats to biodiversity and 

sustainable forest and land management in the project countries.  

 The project’s theory of change proposed that people’s behaviour will change to support 20.

project objectives when three necessary and sufficient conditions are satisfied. These are (i) 
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project communities have options for sustainable livelihoods (ii) project communities are 

well aware and understand the importance and relevance of SLM and biodiversity 

conservation to their well-being, and (iii) there are incentives from conservation of 

biodiversity that when made available, people will respond to and will consolidate their 

support for SLM and biodiversity conservation.  

 This MTR found the above project logic to be fundamentally sound. The causal 21.

relationships between objectives, outcomes, outputs and indicators are logically consistent 

and direct.  

 But the relevance of some key outputs had been eroded due to changes in the project 22.

environment between project preparation and actual implementation. GEF PMIS data show 

proposal was received and entered into FPMIS on 10 October 2008, approved on 27 June 

2009, approved by FAO on 24 Feb 2011, and effectively operational on July 2011. The 2012-

2013 PIR shows that actual starting date was January 2012. Between 2008 and 2012, a 

number of activities FPAM is designed to deliver were taken up by other donor funded 

activities. Numerous examples of this can be seen in the range of new and updated legislation 

and policies on environment and forest resources addressing gaps that FPAM would have 

addressed.  

 The result is FPAM being relatively lighter in its deliverables on some components than 23.

intended. The key component targeting policy, legal and institutional arrangements for 

instance is relatively light, relative to the initial design. It is supporting the development of 

Samoa’s forest regulation, while awaiting the enactment of other legislations already 

developed through other initiatives. In Vanuatu, the review of two existing documents – 

environment policy and forest legislation – is proposed. In the case of Fiji, a review of 

existing legislation is supported to identify gaps that would then be the focus of further 

assistance. It’s a logical first step but will not immediately result in specific legislation and 

frameworks being improved. In Niue, new legislations were developed prior to FPAM and 

still awaiting enactment – and FPAM is supporting the review of the wildlife ordinance.  

 FPAM Outputs 1.2 and 1.3 are also affected. Mainstreaming biodiversity conservation 24.

and SLM in other sectors have been a major thrust of other donor funded activities over the 

last ten years and significant progress are reported in some countries through national 

development plans, sector plans in environment and agriculture and in planning frameworks 

such as NBSAPs and NAPs.  Output 1.3 calls for the development of a framework for future 

expansion of the Protected Area network in Samoa. One already exists in the form of the Key 

Biodiversity Areas Report (2009; CI, SPREP and Ministry of Natural Resources and 

Environment (MNRE)). In Vanuatu, the National Action Program (NAP) to address land 

degradation and mitigate the effects of drought (United Nation Development Fund 

2009(UNDP),) is a de facto Sustainable Land Development Policy (SLDP) and only need 

minor reworking to develop a policy statement based on it. In brief, those referred to above 

are either redundant or can be modified as project outputs.  

 The variances observed between the ProDoc and the situation at project commencement 25.

suggests that the project document should have been reviewed and reworked following GEF 

Council and GEF Agency approval, to have it updated vis-à-vis any changes in national 

priorities.  Such re-workings of project documents are not uncommon for GEF projects. This 

would have improved project relevance, particularly at the lower level of outputs and 

activities.      
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Need for clarity  

 The theory of change underpinning the Project’s design, wherein three necessary and 26.

sufficient conditions are required to bring about pro-conservation changes in behaviour – (i) 

improved understanding based on awareness raising and information sharing activities, (ii) 

reinforcement through incentives such as benefits from project income generating activities 

etc., and (iii) an enabling environment of supportive legislation and policies – is yet to be 

thoroughly put to the test in this project.   

 There are areas that would do with some greater clarity. One is the question of when 27.

these three prongs are to be applied for maximum effect. Do they apply simultaneously? Or is 

one or more condition needed to be in place first before others are introduced? The project 

document is vague in this regard. The proposed (and subsequently approved) annual work 

plans and budgets sequenced legal and policy outputs and awareness raising activities in Year 

1, well ahead of activities promoting incentives and alternative livelihoods, which could be 

taken to suggest what comes first and second.  One can see the logic in this sequence but the 

point remains that this is not explicitly spelt out in the design.  

Varying complexities in project communities 

 Project communities also vary in complexity with some with long histories of 28.

involvement with donor funding activities and biodiversity conservation activities (e.g. Sovi 

Basin communities and Kauri Reserve communities, Erromango) and others with no such 

previous experience. As a result some need awareness raising more than others, including 

some who have already committed their forests for protection.  In some situations there’s a 

case for skipping these altogether and commence with information gathering for conservation 

planning, or feasibility studies for eco-cultural tourism initiatives. The project’s theory of 

change appears a perfect fit for communities not previously engaged in donor – funded 

activities and with limited or no conservation appreciation. In more complex communities 

with established conservation ethics, while the theory is still sound, one would expect the 

project entry point to be different with an early start on planning and sustainable livelihoods 

outputs and less emphasis on awareness raising.   

Responding to negative changes in behaviour 

 This evaluation also found interesting situations that are likely to challenge the 29.

robustness of the theory of change implied in the project design. For example, in the Matautu 

communities in Samoa, following initial awareness raising and consultations, six new 

communities signed Memorandum of Understandings (MOUs) with MNRE committing their 

support for the project and its objectives. It’s a significant change in attitudes from either an 

anti-conservation or neutral position to one that is fully pro-conservation and pro-project. 

Two years later, during consultations for this evaluation, the majority of elders expressed 

frustrations and waning interest in a project that promised a lot but so far has not delivered 

any. A not too dissimilar situation is quietly unfolding in some Sovi Basin communities 

wherein mining interests are reportedly providing training and employment for some 

community members.   How does the project respond to these? Is the project design flexible 

enough to respond immediately with counter-measures to consolidate positive behavioural 

changes in these contexts? The proposed theory of change is unclear but seems to assume a 

lineal (one-directional) non-regressive progression in changes of behaviour which is clearly 

not consistent with human nature.  
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 In this evaluation, whilst still early yet to speculate, the theory appears to work well in 30.

simple contexts where there are no rival influences on behaviour and where a lineal 

progression towards pro-conservation behaviour is allowed to evolve undisrupted. Or, where 

incentives are introduce early to consolidate any pro-conservation changes. In situations 

where incentives are delayed over long periods and expectant communities lose interest, or 

where the lure of a rival alternative end-use offering immediate benefits threatens 

commitment already pledged to biodiversity conservation, the logical Project response 

appears to be the use of some ‘confidence building’ measures or incentives to counter the 

opposing influences. It’s a response that would still be consistent with the ‘incentive’ part of 

the theory, but does the project design allow these?  As it is, the theory appears to be 

straitjacketing project management within a limited set of responses with little flexibility for 

innovation and to think outside the box.  

 Consultations with NPCs and some project consultants found that such measures are 31.

not necessarily costly but can make a significant difference. For instance, in several Sovi 

Basin communities, the issue of lack of transportation for community produce to Lautoka is 

important. Having the project provide a hired truck one  day each week for example, would 

provide project ‘presence’ and would make a major difference both in community support 

and in livelihoods. In several Matautu villages, requests were made for forest tree seedlings to 

replant catchment areas. Providing these need not wait until the commencement of activities 

under Output 6.2 which is still delayed due to LoA issues. The village of Nawai Naitasiri also 

have modest expectations of the project with vegetable seeds for their gardens amongst the 

priority needs identified. All of these are low cost interventions but the goodwill and trust 

they bring to the Project is immeasurable. 

 How and whether these ‘confidence building measures’ fit into the existing theory or is 32.

a possible fourth necessary condition is too early to say. More importantly, the project design 

should have the flexibility to give project management the leeway and the resources to 

respond decisively and timely to these situations.  

Multi-country versus regional approach   

 The rationale for adopting a multi-country approach is articulated in section 1.2 of the 33.

Project document. To a large extent, it is based on the “… relatively small number of regional 

activities proposed in the project…’ (Prodoc, p.6). The case for a combined regional 

approach appeared to have been thoroughly considered in the preparatory and design phase, 

although briefly discussed with consideration given to potential benefits such as, to allow 

participating countries to “… test and compare different approaches, share experiences and 

learn from each other, as well as to take advantage of efficiencies to be gained in 

implementation of common activities, the replication of others and in the economies of scale 

in activities such as project management.  

 At this mid-point stage in project implementation, there are no obvious and apparent 34.

disadvantages associated with the multi-country approach. Conversely, in part due to the 

limited progress yet achieved in most components, there are no issues in project 

implementation that stand out as demanding a regional approach. The number of ‘regional’ 

activities implemented to date is limited to the two annual regional steering committee 

meetings and NC and country representatives’ participation in two regional meetings, the 

Pacific Islands Roundtable on Nature Conservation, and the Law Enforcement Technical 

workshop, both of which were held in Suva Fiji. The last two regional meetings were also 

used by FAO (SAPA) to make training presentations on its financial and procurement 
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procedures for project staff and steering committee members. Other potential activities 

wherein a regional approach may be appropriate, such as the documentation and sharing of 

lessons learnt and best practises in ecotourism and sustainable land management (SLM) 

practices, will not be due until Year 4.   

 The widely varying levels of complexity and diversity in local communities situations 35.

and needs among the four countries validates the multi-country approach. Likewise, the 

widely varying capacities of national partner organizations - especially in Vanuatu and 

Samoa - whose personnel are heavily dependent on for baseline studies and other technical 

surveys, is further justification. To ignore these diversities in favour of a regional approach 

would mean starting off at the level of the lowest common denominator, i.e. the slowest and 

weakest link, which is likely to be suboptimal if not outright inefficient.   

Project focus, components and priorities  

A more strategic approach to capacity building 

 The issue of the appropriateness of country strategies for addressing the capacity 36.

building issue is difficult to avoid when faced with the reality of its severity to project 

implementation. With the exception of Fiji, there is a lack of a strategic approach to building 

capacity in the activities proposed by Samoa, Vanuatu and Niue.   

 The acute lack of capacity in the FPAM countries at the local and national level, 37.

including the lack of technically qualified staff, is the single biggest constraint hindering 

project implementation and protected area management.  The situation has been around and 

worsening for over the last ten or so years as attested to by several earlier national and 

regional studies. FPAM offers an opportunity for partly addressing this situation yet only Fiji 

is seizing this opportunity fully in a manner that is strategic and forward-looking. For 

instance, Fiji has revised its long term training activity from three one-year post graduate 

scholarships to bachelor degrees, in response to an identified lack of qualified new 

professional personnel within the Department of Forests. Fiji is the only FPAM country 

targeting training at this level. The Fiji Forestry Training Center (FTC) is also supported by 

the Project to review its current curriculum with a view to strengthening its focus on 

protected area management, and with improved links to bachelor degree level qualifications 

at both the University of the South Pacific (Laucala campus) and the Fiji National University 

(FNU). When this is implemented, both the FTC program and degree level programmes of 

the USP and FNU will ensure the long term flow of trained technicians and professionals in 

protected area management in the future.  

 The proposed capacity building activities for Samoa and Vanuatu focus on short-term 38.

skills based training and study tours the beneficiaries of which are likely to be the small pool 

of existing staff, without investing in the training of new recruits at any level. Niue is 

similarly limited in its requirements for capacity building with interest only in short term 

training in M&E, and awareness raising for communities. In these three countries, while 

existing staff will be better trained, the problem of shortage of qualified staff remains 

unaddressed.  In this regard, the opportunity offered by the Project to recruit and train new 

and additional personnel – is underutilized if not missed completely.   

Assumptions and risks assessments 
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Capacity in-country and in FAO (SAPA)  

 The issue of limited capacity at the local and national level is well recognized in the 39.

project design and is discussed specifically under section 3.7.6 and in the results framework 

(Annex 2) of the Project document. The analysis is limited, however, to governments’ 

capacity to effect the legal, policy and institutional changes proposed under the project, and 

did not consider and discuss the available human resources needed for the technical needs of 

the project. There is no or limited discussion of capacities in partner NGOs, private sector 

and institutions as potential service providers for the Project, and FAO (SAPA).   

 The slow pace in project implementation is predominantly capacity driven. The 40.

seriousness of this problem in all participation countries and in most sectors of interest to this 

project raises questions regarding the assessment of this risk during the project design phase.  

The Project document assessed the risk of ‘limited support and implementation capacity in 

government’ as ‘low to medium overall’. This MTR considers this a serious underestimation.   

 For instance, Vanuatu has one qualified biodiversity fauna specialist in DEPC around 41.

whose availability the planning of biodiversity baseline studies for Lake Lestes, Bay Homo, 

Latenwa, Malekula and Erromango is made, not to mention other biodiversity projects of the 

Department. In Samoa, the Division of Forestry (DoF) and Division of Environment and 

Conservation (DEC) have limited expertise, mainly in marine biodiversity, to do specialised 

biodiversity studies. Private sector consultants are few and are often not readily available. 

Niue depends on specialists from outside for specialised work. Only in Fiji is the pool of 

experts larger with professionals in USP, World Conservation Union (IUCN), Conservation 

International (CI), Birdlife International (BLI), SPC, World Wildlife Fund (WWF) and 

Nature Fiji and independent consultants in the private sector to draw on. But even then, as 

shown in this Project, many of them are still contracted for FPAM Project work when they 

are not readily available because of other work commitments. The reported delays in the 

delivery of LoA outputs are not unexpected.  

 Limited capacity is also reported in Crown Law or Attorney General’s offices, in all 42.

participating countries and is a stumbling block to the timely enactment of legislation. In 

some cases, even where qualified specialists are found, stringent local procurement 

requirements and questionable availability are issues regularly faced.   

 

4 Analysis of the implementation process 

 
Box 2. Key findings 

The effectiveness of project management varies between countries, reflecting varying 

capacities. There are also ineptitudes at all levels, including the sub-regional level, that are 

directly contributing to the slow pace of project implementation. Overall financial 

management is moderately satisfactory.  The overall institutional arrangements for 

supporting the Project at regional, subregional and country levels are well thought out and 

logical but making them work effectively is hampered by inadequate capacity. Governments 

of all four project countries are fully committed to and supporting the Project.  
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4.1 Programme management 

 Decision-making for project management is a responsibility exercised at all project 43.

levels. At the regional level, the Project Regional Steering Committee (PRSC) reviews and 

endorses the annual work plans and budgets prepared by the CTA and project staff within the 

broad framework of the WP and budget approved in the ProDoc. It provides oversight and 

guidance on issues hindering implementation progress. At the national level, strategic 

decisions are evident in modifications in institutional arrangements in some countries, while 

the same can be seen in changes to work plans and in approaches to implementation initiated 

by project staff.  

 FPAM was mobilized several years after project design and the reality that considerable 44.

changes in the project context has taken place is not lost on project management at the 

regional steering committee level. For instance, the PSC made two significant decisions in its 

first meeting (2003) that has strategic importance to the project. First, it endorses having 

regionally implemented activities ‘if the objectives of such activities are of common interest 

for all four member countries. Project management responded well to this directive with a 

number of regionally implemented activities involving project staff and collaboration with 

other regional initiatives sharing common interests. Secondly, the PSC also requested that 

sustainability of project activities beyond the project period be considered for the current 

project components and activities.  

 The slow pace of project implementation was picked up by the PRSC in its first 45.

meeting and was the main preoccupation and issue of concern in its two meetings to date. In 

the first meeting, the PRSC noted the slow delivery of outputs and urged project management 

“… to take all necessary measures.’ In the second PRSC, the report noted the PRSC was 

stunned at the slow pace of progress. In seeking to address the problem, the PSC urged that 

NPC’s take a more proactive approach to ‘…push forward consultancies, be proactive and 

focus on the achievement of results from project activities’ (p.9 para 16). It also urged the 

LTO to be more involved in project monitoring with regular skype conferences with 

countries NPCs when the need arises.  

 At the national level, important decisions were made to recruit new communities in 46.

Samoa following the untimely withdrawal of three villages who originally agreed to 

participate in the project. Negotiations took time and the involvement of the Minister for the 

Environment was crucial. Signed MOUs between the Government of Samoa and six new 

villages took time to finalize but now allow the protection of forests in Samoa’s highest 

priority site for conservation. A similar decision was made in Vanuatu to withdraw from 

Penarou Santos and focus on a new site (Lasanwe Malekula). In both situations the project 

came out stronger with new communities keen and interested and securing high valued 

biodiversity sites for protection.  

 A strategic decision still to be made involves the Taveuni Reserve wherein the issue of 47.

encroachment and sub-leasing by TLTB without de-gazetting part of the reserve area, is 

directly affecting the PA. Following consultations with Marenqeti Viti  Nature Fiji, it appears 

the Project may have to rethink the feasibility of achieving the planned output of an 

integrated land use  management plan within the remaining duration of the Project for a more 

achievable target. The involvement of the Provincial Government is also necessary to 

coordinate and bring together the full diversity of stakeholders to first agree to a way forward 

and a process before the technical planning work can proceed. 
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 The Fiji Protected Area Committee (PAC) decision to withdraw FPAM from the 48.

oversight of PAC and to have it oversee by a dedicated Steering Committee is yet another 

decision with direct positive benefits for the Project. Under PAC, FPAM was not given the 

focus that it now has under its own dedicated committee. During consultations, the Chairman 

of the FPAM SC, the Conservator of Forests, indicated having monthly meetings instead of 

quarterly meetings to keep a closer scrutiny of project implementation until the pace of 

implementation picks up satisfactorily. It’s a clear indication of a SC that is keen to take 

ownership and leadership in ensuring project success.  

 But there have also been cases where in hindsight, strategic interventions were lacking. 49.

The absence of any functioning national steering committees in Samoa and Niue points to a 

defective process for national level project planning that should have been picked up by 

project management early in Year 2 but was not. This Evaluation found that Samoa’s AWPs 

and budgets for 2013, and 2014 did not follow the prescribed process requiring national SC 

review and endorsement before it is reviewed by the CTA and the Regional Steering 

Committee. In both cases, both the prescribed annual work planning process and approved 

arrangements for project oversight have been compromised. The opportunity to re-sequence 

workplans (WP) in some countries to respond to delays in planned activities that were held 

back by factors beyond project management’s control was missed. The opportunity to bring 

forward the early recruitment and placement of scholarship students under Fiji’s country 

program is an example.   

 The project management structure consists of a CTA based in Suva Fiji, who provides 50.

overall management for all four countries, and NPCs in each of the four countries managing 

country work plans and reporting to the CTA. The CTA is supported by FAO SAPA which 

has one technical forestry expert (Lead Technical Officer (LTO)), a Project Operations 

Assistant who provides administrative, financial monitoring and procurement support and the 

Budget Holder (BH) who approves requests for funds after vetting by the LTO and CTA, and 

in the case of amounts exceeding USD150 000, an in-house Procurement Committee.  

 Within countries Project Managers (PMs) also serves as Chairman of National Steering 51.

Committees (NSCs).  The PM and NSC are responsible for project monitoring and oversight 

at the national level. In terms of reporting, NPCs reports directly to the CTA monthly and six 

monthly. The CTA prepares six monthly and annual Project Implementation Reports (PIRs) 

for FAO and GEF in consultations with and using NPC reports. NPCs also provide progress 

reports to the PM and NSC who meet quarterly to review local project progress. A regional 

PSC meets annually to review and endorses the annual workplan and budget prepared by the 

CTA, before it is reviewed and approval by FAO.   

 This Evaluation found that the management of NCs and NAs by the CTA is effective. 52.

There is regular and unhindered communication between the CTA and NPCs, technical 

support is readily available and provided in particular in the preparation of LoAs, review of 

consultants reports and in work planning, and required reporting requirements are produced 

timely. The relationships between NPCs and their national executing organizations and 

steering committees are working well for Fiji and Vanuatu, but not in Samoa and Niue. In the 

latter two countries, the Steering Committees (NSCs) have been inactive since the first 

meetings in 2012. This means project oversight at the national level - a responsibility of the 

PM and NSC – is considerably weakened.    

 The project management situation in Samoa is complicated by three factors (i) the 53.

assigned office premises by the MNRE do not have internet access and air conditioning (ii) 
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the close physical proximity of the FAO SAPA premises and (iii) MNRE is both the local 

executing agency and a service provider for the Project. Whilst the Project staff (NPC and 

NTA) can access internet when needed at the MNRE Head Office as is being done by staff of 

other GEF funded projects co-located with FPAM, the close proximity of the FAO Office has 

provided a convenient substitute office space where FPAM staff are able to work and have 

readily available internet access. This has also by default allowed ready access to the LTO 

who is willing to assist and provide technical support directly as needed. The unintended 

consequence is the reduced frequency in daily engagement and contact with the MNRE 

Project Manager.  To compound matters, the Project Manager in MNRE does not receive 

regular progress reports from either the NPC or CTA or FAO as a standard procedure unless 

reports are requested. These factors combined have led to quarterly steering committee 

meetings which the NPC is responsible for initiating and organizing, being neglected and, 

consequently, the overall weakening of project oversight.   

 In the case of Niue, not enough information was received to allow an objective 54.

evaluation of staff management. The NPC is hosted by  the Ministry for the Environment and 

supported by the other technical staff of the Ministry as well as a Technical Advisory Group 

(TAG) consisting of representatives of various line agencies and Treasury. This group, 

according to the Director of MoE, by default acts in the role of the national SC, but without 

the broad based representation of the SC. It may be working well in technical terms but from 

a planning and monitoring, there is a lack of civil society and community involvement that is 

important to this Project.  

 There is no exit strategy in place or provided in the ProDoc. According to the report of 55.

the second RSC (2014), the issue of slow implementation had prompted the PSC in its 2014 

meeting to discuss the need to apply for a no-cost extension of another year for the Project, 

but with further discussion deferred until the time of the Midterm Evaluation. As mentioned 

earlier, the issue of sustainability was also raised by the PSC but subsequent work plans do 

not reflect any initiatives to promote sustainability and or to enhance the sustainability 

prospects for key project activities.   

4.2 Efficiency and effectiveness of the institutional arrangements 

  

 The overall role of FAO in project implementation is largely provided by FAO SAPA, 56.

in terms of technical, administrative and financial support. Technical support is provided to 

National Project Coordinators (NPCs) by the Lead Technical Officer (LTO) and Chief 

Technical Advisor (CTA) and in this role, performance is satisfactory.  

 FAO HQ technical support is largely in response to PIRs and to any requests from FAO 57.

SAPA, which as far as this evaluation could ascertain, has been limited.  

 The Project’s institutional set-up consists of the following entities with assigned and 58.

differentiated roles – 

 Project Executing Agency (FAO) – provides budget management including financial 

disbursement and monitoring, administration; as well as a Lead Technical Unit that 

provides technical backstopping on all aspects of the project including clearance of 

technical reports; 
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 Project Steering Committee (PSC) – provides project oversight and contributes to 

knowledge management – ensuring all project findings are internalized in countries 

and shared between them; 

  NSC – provides project oversight at national level, review detailed annual work 

plans, and knowledge management responsibilities for local stakeholders; 

 CTA – responsible for project management and provides technical assistance to 

project staff. Management involves also the preparation of project monitoring reports 

(assisted by NPCs) and the management of consultants in countries. 

 NPCs – manages projects in their respective countries, and provide technical 

assistance to local stakeholders and project communities.  

 National Technical Advisor (NTA) – this position is available to Fiji and Samoa only, 

to provide technical advice and capacity building on sustainable use of biodiversity 

and sustainable land and forest management techniques.  

 Regional Scientific Advisory Panel (RSAP) – this panel provides independent peer 

review of the technical and scientific content of any major proposed activities, 

evaluations, assessments and technical reports produced by the project.  

 The Project is set up as a multi-country project rather than a regional project. It’s a 59.

design that emphasizes and recognizes the diversity of country needs and the importance of 

dealing with them specifically, while at the same time, allowing regional implementation for 

activities that are common to all four countries. To date, this arrangement is working 

satisfactorily.  

 The Project Regional Steering Committee meets annually and is responsible for 60.

providing general oversight and to ensure that all inputs and activities agreed upon in the 

ProDoc are adequately prepared and implemented. In particular, it will –  

 Provide overall guidance to the CTA in the execution of the project; 

 Ensure that all project activities and outputs are in accordance with the GEFPAS-

FPAM ProDoc; 

 Review, amend (if appropriate) and endorse all AWPs of the project for submission to 

GEF and FAO; 

 Identify, agree and facilitate any multi-country activities that would assist with the 

execution of activities or meeting project objectives; and 

 Facilitate the dissemination of relevant project findings and recommendations across 

the four countries and integrate these into national policies and programmes as 

appropriate. 

 

 The PRSC met in 2013 and 2014 in Apia and Vanuatu respectively, with the main 61.

agenda items the review and endorsement of the project annual work program and budget, 

and to review implementation progress. Meeting reports show a strong PRSC interest in 

project progress, and in providing leadership and strategic direction. As discussed earlier in 

this report, PSC is concerned with the slow pace of implementation and had urged project 

management to take all measures possible to improve performance. This includes specific 
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advice to the LTO to monitor and communicate more effectively through skype with NPCs to 

push implementation
5.

  

 The CTA is located in Suva Fiji and hosted by the Ministry of the Environment (MOE). 62.

It is accountable to the FAO through the PSC, although operationally, coordination with FAO 

(SAPA) is direct and unhindered by this arrangement. The CTA also works directly with the 

NPCs.  

 The location of the CTA in Fiji as opposed to Apia with FAO (SAPA) was raised by 63.

some in this review. All things considered, including centrality of Suva for travel to the four 

participating countries and ready access to other regional agencies and international 

organizations of importance to the Project, the current location is adequate. There are pros 

and cons in terms of coordination with FAO (SAPA) but to date, there are no problems raised 

with respect to project coordination and communications at this level.  

 The dispensing of technical, planning and management advice and coordination support 64.

to country project staff is mainly by email with teleconferences and skyping sometimes used. 

The CTA also visited project sites on 13 separate occasions
6 

and interviews with project staff 

show the CTA to be accessible, approachable, and working well with project staff at national 

and regional levels. His interventions, support and responses to requests for assistance, 

technical review of staff and consultants’ reports, and advice are timely and constructive. 

BORs produced from CTA travel and distributed to FAO and project staff show clear and 

informative discussions of issues and needed actions; they inform project staff of issues not 

only in their project sites but in other participating countries as well.   CTA’s 

communications, coordination and working relations with FAO (SAPA) have also been 

problem-free. 

 In terms of strategic decision-making, there were missed opportunities, but there were 65.

also strategic alliances and collaborations forged, as well as adjustments to work plans and 

the procurement of services that point to an alert, proactive and adaptive management. In 

hindsight, an example of missed opportunity may be seen in the absence of any initiative to 

review and modify the sequence of approved activities in Year 1 and 2, to compensate for 

obvious delays in scheduled activities. There were activities that were not held back by the 

delay that could have been brought forward. The area of concern is with regards the 

efficiency of the LoA approval process wherein delays are reported with requests to both 

FAO SAPA, and FAO HQ, the latter in the specific case of Trust Fund funding for the Sovi 

Basin project. In the CTA’s defense, there was a lot of uncertainty surrounding when LoA’s 

would be approved for alternative courses of actions to be seriously considered with 

confidence. 

 There are also ample examples of effective strategic decision-making including 66.

collaborations and alliances formed with a range of CROP agencies and regional and 

international NGOs, for which the CTA made an important contribution. The role of FAO in 

project implementation is described in section 5.4 of the ProDoc as follows: 

                                                 
5
  Second Report of the Second FPAM Regional Project Steering Committee Meeting, 10 – 11 March 2014, 

Port Vila, Vanuatu. 
6 
 Based on the number of BoR reports submitted - 3 times to Samoa, twice to Nadi, Fiji, twice to Niue, 5 times 

to Vanuatu, and once each to Sovi Basin and Tomaniivi area. 
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 As the executing agency for the project, FAO will draw on its wide range of in-house 

expertise in forests and land management, forest conservation and community based 

approaches to resource management, to support the proposed project; 

 An interdivisional Project Task Force (PTF) will be established to oversee and advise 

the project, comprising experts in the areas of: forest conservation, forest financing, 

community forestry, sustainable land management and environmental law. This 

expertise would be used mostly to provide technical backstopping, with national and 

regional consultants providing the majority of technical assistance on the ground in 

the countries; and 

 In addition to the technical support from FAO Headquarters, FAO will provide local 

technical support to the project from its network of forestry and natural resource 

management experts in the Pacific region and its technical staff in the FAO 

Subregional Office for the Pacific. (ProDoc, p. 50).  

 PTF involvement is mainly in response to issues raised in PIRs and to specific requests 67.

for assistance by FAO SAPA. Review of project progress reports finds little involvement of 

PTF to date. Comments by PTF in the 2012-2013 PIR however show PTF concern about the 

slow pace of implementation and keenness to assist. Their comments hint at a   lack of 

communications from the project to PTF
7
 of the status and issues faced that could have 

triggered PTF involvement.   

 Project support from the FAO sub-regional office in Apia is more significant, and has 68.

been on-going since project commencement. Technical support is provided by the LTO while 

administrative, procurement and financial management support is provided by the Project 

Operations Assistant, the Budget Holder and for the vetting and approval of some 

procurement, the FAO (SAPA) Procurement Committee. The LTO works closely with the 

CTA and - because of its proximity and accessibility to the Samoa project – the Samoa 

project staff8. Regarding the latter, this includes assistance in local procurement, technical 

advice in the preparation of Letter of Agreements (LoAs), review of local project staff and 

consultants’ reports, and liaison with the Forestry Division of the Ministry of Natural 

Resources and Environment.  

 FAO (SAPA)’s role in the review and approval of Letters of Agreements (LoA) and 69.

PSAs constitutes a critical cog in the vetting and approval process.  The duration for 

processing LoAs by FAO (SAPA) is considered, on average, long and protracted. Analysis of 

the duration of processing time – from when a draft LoA is received by FAO (SAPA) to date-

of-approval – show that of the twelve (12) LoAs approved by FAO (SAPA), two took 

between six to seven months, and the shortest was 27 days. Nine 
(9)

 showed durations of more 

than two months with the average processing duration for all 12 LoAs being 76 calendar 

days. One critically important LoA for   the Samoa project
9
 has been in the FAO (SAPA) 

pipeline for over 8 months (received on 20 June 2014) and remains unapproved to date.  And 

because the scope of most LoAs is often broader than a single activity, comprising several 

activities and outputs, delays have far reaching ramifications for work plan implementation. It 

                                                 
7
  The comments expressed concern over the lack of communication from the project for assistance and advice, 

given the slow rate of implementation reported. In the same report, the Budget Holder commented that 

greater use will be made of the Project Task Force (PTF) in the future to improve communications and 

monitor progress (GEF PIR 2012-2013; p.12).  
8
  The Samoa Project has two staff – the National Project Coordinator (NPC) and the National Technical 

Adviser (NTA) 
9 
 LoA Reference Number SFA (Samoa Farmers Association) 
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is understood LoAs processing often require further renegotiations and revisions once 

received by FAO (SAPA), and some LoAs are known to have required considerable 

renegotiations with identified service providers. 

 The LTO reviews and vets all LoAs before approval by the BH. Consultations with the 70.

LTO revealed a heavy workload including providing technical support for four other projects 

in addition to FPAM. It is the view of this Evaluation that this capacity is inadequate to 

service FPAM on top of other existing FAO projects and is a major contributor, among 

others, to the slow pace of implementation.  

 

 There are varying levels of effectiveness closely reflecting the different skills sets and 71.

experience of the project staff across all four participating countries.  There are comments
10 

on the varying levels of writing skills among NCs that in some cases, requires LTO 

assistance. There are also persistent problems
11 

complying with FAO procedures for 

procurement and financial reporting despite these being explained in the two regional steering 

committee meetings.   

 Country projects vary in complexity with Fiji the most complex given the broad range 72.

of co-financing and collaborating organizations involved, and varying complexities of the 

protected area communities
12,

 followed by Vanuatu with Samoa and Niue at about the same 

level. It demands of project officers a high level of communication and coordination skills. 

All NPCs excel in these functions, in large part because they bring to FPAM extensive 

networks of contacts in government, NGOs, private sector and communities that are serving 

them well in their assignments.  

 Overall all project staffs in Fiji, Samoa, Vanuatu and Niue are performing satisfactorily 73.

in implementing approved activities and in the timely production of required project reports. 

NPCs are actively pushing service providers to deliver on their scheduled outputs although 

often with limited effect. In Fiji, Samoa and Vanuatu, more frequent visits to project 

communities would be beneficial but remoteness of project locations often prohibits this, 

especially for Fiji and Vanuatu.  

 As the most complicated project in terms of the diversity of outputs and the number of 74.

service providers to coordinate and manage, the Fiji NPC would benefit from having an 

NTA. The plans proposed by the Chairman of the NC for monthly meetings also point to a 

high level of reporting required. Having an NTA would also to allow the NPC to visit project 

communities more regularly.  There is provision for this position in Fiji’s allocation.  

Fiji 

 Fiji’s SC is actively engaged in project oversight, meeting on a regular basis and 75.

providing support to the NPC. The repositioning of the SC to be independent of the PAC is 

allowing it to focus entirely on FPAM and its needs, and to more closely monitor project 

progress. Consultations with the Chairman (Conservator of Forests), revealed a strong 

                                                 
10

  Personal communications, LTO, FAO (SAPA) 
11

  FAO Operations Assistant who deals directly with project procurement and financial disbursements 
12

  Some communities are new to the concept of setting aside land for protection, while others have long 

histories of engagement with donors, government agencies and NGOs in biodiversity conservation.  



17 

interest in the NC assuming leadership and ownership of the project, including actively 

pushing project implementation faster.  

 The delays in delivery of LoA outputs by several service providers in Fiji is an issue 76.

that the NPC needs to tackle head on. Many of the service providers in question are 

representatives on the NPC, including NTF, CI, USP and Marenqeti Viti-Nature Fiji.  

 The Fiji project also engages provincial offices as the entry point to local communities. 77.

The Ra Provincial Office works well with NPC and service providers (e.g. Conservation 

International) in recent biodiversity assessments and awareness raising activities in the 

Nadalasere community. A similar role for Provincial Offices is considered vital to 

coordinating stakeholders’ participation in the integrated land use planning process for the 

Taveuni Reserve
.13   

Vanuatu 

 The Vanuatu SC is working and providing good support to the NPC. Members of the 78.

SC are also directly involved in project implementation such as the Department of Forests, 

DEPC, VCC and Department of Tourism.  The SC and NSC are also well supported within 

the Department of Forests in terms of space, utilities and other services, with unimpeded 

access to the Director of Forests, and DoF expertise and personnel for project activities.  

Niue 

 Niue’s Steering Committee is not active. Consultations with the Project Manager 79.

(Chairman) found that a multi-agency Technical Advisory Group providing technical support 

to the project is also providing oversight, meeting on a need-to basis to plan activities and 

address relevant implementation issues. The Project Manager considers this adequate and 

prefers this to continue given the ease of convening meetings, compared to difficulties in 

getting SC meetings organized. The lack of community and civil society representatives in 

the TAG is a concern and for this reason, the existing oversight arrangement using the TAG 

is weak and inconsistent with that prescribed in the ProDoc. It is important regardless of 

logistical difficulties associated with getting the SC to meet as schedule, that this mechanism 

is activated. It is noteworthy that the project is struggling to win over targeted communities 

(e.g. Makefu and Tuapa communities) who have concerns about tying up community lands 

long term for protection purposes
14.

  

Samoa 

 The Samoa SC has not met since its initial meeting in 2012. And unlike Niue, there is 80.

no other mechanism performing a national oversight role for the project. This situation is 

likely rooted in the dual role of MNRE as the host agency and as a service provider for the 

project and issues related to where project officers should be based. MNRE’s role as a service 

provider is actively pursued but the former is neglected. The situation is compounded by the 

absence of any project reports being provided by FAO to MNRE unless they are asked for. 

Much of the onus for reviving the NSC and ensuring timely receipt of project reports lies 

with the NC. This issue is being addressed.  

                                                 
13

  Personal communications, Nunai Thomas, Marenqeti Viti Nature Fiji 
14

  Personal communications, Sauni Tongatule, Project Manager and Chairman of the NSC, and Logo Seumanu, 

NPC, 10 Mar 2013. 
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4.2.1  Government’s commitment and support to the project  

 All four countries have been highly dependent on the use of government personnel 81.

including experts to assist with baseline studies for biodiversity, tourism assessments, socio-

economic analysis, as well as in negotiating with local communities for land and or access to 

proposed areas for studies and surveys.  

Fiji  

 The NPC is housed in the Department of Forests while the CTA is located in the 82.

Ministry of the Environment. Administrative support is provided by the two agencies 

respectively. The Project draws on a larger pool of technical expertise from local and 

international conservation organizations as well as regional CROP agencies such as SPC and 

USP. At the same time, there is ready access to technical expertise of the Department of 

Forests as required, the latest involvement being the survey and assessment of the trail to the 

waterfall for the Nabalasere Ecotourism Venture. The Conservator of Forests, who is also the 

Chairman of the NSC is readily accessible and works closely with the NPC in driving project 

implementation through the oversight role of the NSC. The Project also collaborates with 

Provincial Offices when dealing with local communities, both in facilitating meetings and 

activities but also in promoting the project and its objectives. The Ra Provincial Officer and 

District representative in Nawai Naitasiri were active in these roles during the time of this 

evaluation.    

Samoa  

 The Samoa Government through the MNRE is actively involved both as the host 83.

agency and as a service provider for the Project. It is also contributing in-kind to the 

implementation of a number of key activities. The manumea and ecological assessment for 

the Matautu and Gataivai-Taga site were carried out by the staff of the Division of 

Environment and Conservation (DEC) of MNRE. Similarly the Minister of Environment and 

Natural Resources and Forestry Division officers were actively engaged in the negotiations 

with the six new villages who later joined the project following the withdrawal of the original 

three villages of Sili, Gautavai and Salailua. Project officers belonging to the ICCRIFFS 

project – another GEF funded project of the Forestry Division - were also engaged to conduct 

training of communities on the construction and use of 3D models for land use planning. The 

ACEO Legal Division of MNRE assists with the legal requirements of contracting the local 

consultant for the forest regulation and in the drafting of MOUs for the 6 new project 

communities. The Principal Forest Officer (Savaii) is the appointed liaison person for the 

project staff especially in all activities in Savaii. MNRE also provides office premises for the 

project both in its research facility in Vailima (Upolu) and in Maota Savaii.   

Vanuatu 

 The NPC is hosted by the Department of Forests who provide office space, utilities, 84.

internet access and meeting room for the use of the National Steering Committee. The 

Director of Forests chairs the Steering Committee and is a keen supporter. 

 The Project depends heavily on government agencies for technical support in project 85.

implementation. The fauna and flora surveys in protected areas would not have been possible 

without the technical expertise provided by the Department of Environmental Protection and 
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Conservation (DEPC)
15

 and foresters from the Department of Forests respectively. The 

Deputy Director (DoF) contributed to the review of the forest policy and department’s 

website carries Project information. Similarly the DEPC’s economist conducted the socio-

economic study for the Kauri Reserve community in Erromango while the Torba Province 

Tourism Product Development Officer conducted the Tourism Assessment study for Lake 

Letes with support from the Department of Tourism Port Vila. The Department of Geology 

Mines and Water Resources, Vanuatu Cultural Center (VCC) and the Department of Tourism 

also collaborated with the DEPC and DoF in the assessment study for the Kauri Forest 

Reserve in Erromango Island. VCC is currently working with the FPAM NPC to promoting 

the nomination of the Kauri Forest Reserve onto Vanuatu’s National Heritage List.  

Niue  

 The Niue Government contributes in-kind and projects co-financing to FPAM. The 86.

project office is located in the Ministry of the Environment and the NPC depends heavily on 

the Ministry staff for community planning as well as in baseline studies and PA monitoring. 

The Technical Advisory Team supports the NPC. This group has representatives of other 

agencies including forestry, agriculture, water (PWD) and meets as needed to plan project 

activities and review progress in project implementation. The Niue Tourism was earmarked 

for the implementation of ecotourism activities under Component 5 but for capacity reasons 

recently withdrawn. The Steering Committee comprises of representatives of GEF-OFP, 

Ministry of Environment, Biosecurity Officer, DAFF representative, PWM (Water  

Uptake of outputs and outcomes through policy or investment for up-scaling 

 Uptake of project outputs is most evident in relations to awareness raising activities at 87.

the community level. In project communities in Fiji, Samoa and Vanuatu, improved 

understanding of biodiversity, their conservation values and their links to community 

livelihoods are influencing community decision making in support of the Project. In Fiji, 

awareness raising activities in the Greater Tomaniivi Area (Nabalasere and Nawai villages) 

have consolidated community interest and support for the protection of areas and in 

sustainable land management activities. In Samoa, these activities paved the way for the 

agreement by six villages to commit forested lands for protection and for demonstration 

farms under FPAM. MOUs with six communities were signed in 2012. Similar results are 

reported in Vanuatu with the agreement by the community of Lasenwe Malekula to 

participate in the project. 

 An important contributor to the success shown by awareness raising activities is outputs 88.

of baseline studies in biodiversity, tourism, and socio-economic assessments. The use of this 

information in community awareness activities to explain their biodiversity, the threats facing 

them and the opportunities for their development from their conservation and sustainable use, 

is empowering local communities and informing their decision making.   

 Uptakes of outputs related to policies and legislation are not yet expected with many 89.

still under implementation. This also applies to other components. 

 In terms of policies, new protected areas secured under FPAM are contributing to 90.

national targets set in the NBSAP that are part of national obligations under CBD.  

                                                 
15

  Donna Kalsikau, Senior Biodiversity Officer 
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 There are outputs in sustainable livelihoods alternatives that are designed to be 91.

replicable but delays in implementation are affecting prospects for replication and private 

sector investment.    

4.3 Financial resources management 

 

69. Whilst over two years had passed between project formulation and project approval, the 

original FPAM budget as proposed was approved without revisions. There were additional 

activities introduced in some components, notably some training activities in Samoa but this 

had no impact neither on the total budget nor between components and between countries 

allocations.  

70. The rate of spending by country project is given in the table below for the first 18 

months of the project. 

 

Table 1: Expenditure per Country for the Period Jan 2012 – June 2014 (USD) 

 Fiji Samoa Vanuatu Niue Total Spent 

Allocation 3,705,200 1,259,350 669,800 649,400 6,283,750 

Total Spent 874,368  641,275  341,406 252,983 2,110,032 

Total Unspent 2,830,832 618,075   328,394   396,417 4,173,718 

Percent of budget 

spent 

23.6percent 50.9percent 51.0percent 39.0percent 33.6percent 

Percent of balance 

remaining 

76.4percent 49.1percent 49.0percent 61.0percent 66.4percent 

GEFPAS-FPAM Project (Fiji, Samoa, Vanuatu and Niue)- 

 Fiji records the highest amount spent but also the lowest percentage relative to total 92.

budget. Samoa and Vanuatu are spending at the same rate, and Niue is under-spending with 

66.4percent of total allocation remaining. Country project spending reflects overall spending 

with all countries contributing to the under-spending with Fiji and Niue much slower than 

Samoa and Vanuatu.  

 Analysis by component is limited by an inconsistency in the FAO SAPA budget to that 93.

approved. The FAO budget by components has a Component 0 that is not reflected in the 

approved budget.   

Table 2: Expenditure by Country by Component for Period Jan 2012 – June 

GEF-PAS FPAM Project (Fiji, Samoa, Vanuatu and Niue) 

2014 

 FIJI SAMOA VANUATU NIUE TOTAL SPENT 

ALLOCATION 

(USD) 

3,705,200 1,259,350 669,800 649,400 6,283,750 

Component 0 76,128 26,619 14,194 12,903 129,844 

Component 1 34,471 52,143 5,596 26,332 118,542 

Component 2 223,728 92,592 93,544 35,327 445,191 

Component 3 149,455 281,998 85,642 113,741 630,836 

Component 4 2,857 2,549 23,704 0 29,104 

Component 5 27,284 55,211 33,956 0 116,451 

Component 6 101,284 22,755 12,366 24,397 160,802 

Component 7 259,167 107,408 72,404 40,283 479,262 

Total Expenditure 874,368 641,275 341,406 252,983 2,110,032 

Available budget 2,830,832 618,075 328,394 396,417 4,1,73,718 
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Source: FAO SAPA 

 The components showing the highest level of spending – Components 2 and 3 – are 94.

those wherein the highest level of activities are or have been implemented in all four 

countries. Component 4 for Samoa and Vanuatu however shows a level of spending not 

consistent with actual implementation. No activities are reported in either country for the 

planned output of financial strategic plans.  Attempts to obtain an explanation were not 

successful. No financial audit is reported to have been undertaken.  

 Monitoring of co-financing contributions is not done by FAO-SAPA. Consequently, 95.

there are no updates on co-financing commitments made to FPAM provided to the June 2009 

GAFPAS-FPAM Regional Consultation meeting. Only the Fiji project keeps track of co-

financing, which is expected given the significant amount of co-financing involved from Fiji-

based organizations and on which the Project depends.  This is given in the table below.   

Table 3: CO-FINANCING UPDATE 31 Dec 2014 

Organization 2007 Est. Achieved Balance Additional percent 

Government of Fiji 1,557,640 1,134,500 423,140   73percent 

SPC  500,000 300,000 200,000   60percent 

Conservation International (Fiji) 3,130,000 2,840,000 290,000   91percent 

University of the Sth. Pacific (Fiji)  870,000 795,000 75,000   91percent 

Nature Fiji Mareqeti Viti (NFMV) 1,040,000 810,000 230,000   78percent 

National Trust of Fiji 840,000 830,000 10,000   99percent 

Birdlife International (Fiji) 340,000 340,000 0  100percent 

Wildlife Conservation Society (Fiji) 94,000 94,000 0 51,550 100percent 

SCC Fiji 100,000 0 100,000  0percent 

LTC Fiji 100,000 0 100,000  0percent 

TOTALS 8,571,640 7,143,500 1,428,140  83percent 

 

 The updated co-financing shows no shifts or movements, with most co-financing 96.

obligations either completely delivered or to a high percentage. Two co-financing 

contributions i.e. SCC Fiji and LTC Fiji, are yet to be made. The SCC Fiji is contributing in-

kind to the Thurston Botanical Garden Development which development is in the pipeline.   

4.3.1 Backstopping and institutional arrangements 

 The management of GEF financial resources is FAO’s responsibility based on FAO 97.

standard procedures and systems where budget requests are approved by the Budget Holder 

based in FAO SAPA or FAO Headquarters depending on the amounts requested.  

 Except for one (the Sovi Basin Trust Fund transfer), all LoAs requesting funds are 98.

below the USD150 000 ceiling. Consultations with NPCs show that this is purposefully done 

to avoid FAO HQ approval, on the assumption that the turnaround for LoAs approved at 

FAO SAPA is quicker and efficient. In some cases, to sidestep local procurement hurdles for 
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specialists’ consultants, LoAs are amended to allow some activities to be funded using FAO’s 

PSA modality. It shows an eagerness to address issues delaying project implementation albeit 

it might be using incorrect procedure.     

2. FAO HQ involvement is, as may be expected, limited. It has financial responsibility for 

reviewing and approval of all LoAs in excess of USD150 000. It receives reviews and 

comments on PIRs. 

 The overall role of FAO in project implementation is largely provided by FAO SAPA, 99.

in terms of technical, administrative and financial support. Technical support is provided to 

NPCs by the LTO and CTA and in this role, performance is satisfactory. The area of concern 

is with regards the efficiency of the LoA approval process wherein delays are reported with 

requests to both FAO SAPA, and FAO HQ, the latter in the specific case of Trust Fund 

funding for the Sovi Basin project.  

 

 

 

5 Analysis of results and contribution to stated objectives 

 
Box 3. Key findings 

Overall achievement at the output level is moderately satisfactory reflecting the slow 

pace of implementation.  Overall, progress made towards the achievement of outcomes 

is moderately satisfactory.  There are no specific gender related outcomes in the FPAM 

project design, but there is a high level of gender sensitivity in project management, and in 

the level of participation of women in project activities. The Project is contributing 

satisfactorily to capacity development at the regional, national and local community 

levels through a number of notable activities. 

 

5.1 Achievements by Outputs level 

 

 The detailed description, analysis and assessment of results to date for all outputs for 100.

the seven project components are appended (Annex 7).  The following summarized 

assessments and table uses the GEF evaluation criteria and ratings as required in the TOR.  

5.1.1 Component 1: Legal, institutional and policy reforms 

5.1.1.1 Output 1.1 – New policies and legislation to support strengthened policy, legal and 
institutional arrangements for biodiversity conservation (all four countries).  

Indicators: 

 Policies and legislation reviewed in consultation with stakeholders by M6 

 Draft legislation and policies produced by M 18 

 Training workshops held by M 24 

 Assessment of Output 1.1 – Completion is scheduled for end of year 2 for all three 101.

indicators but none is completed. Varying progress in Indicators 1 and 2 reported in all four 

countries with Samoa’s forest regulation 75 percent completed Fiji’s legislation review in 

progress, Vanuatu’s forest policy completed and Niue’s wildlife ordinance review in 

progress. The assessed GEF rating is Moderately Satisfactory.  
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5.1.1.2 Output 1.2 – Biodiversity conservation and sustainable land management mainstreamed in 
other sectors. (Samoa and Vanuatu) 

Indicators: 

 Extra-sectoral legislation, policies and plans reviewed by M15 and discussed with 

other agencies by M 18. (Samoa) 

 Sustainable Land Development Policy produced by M24 

 Assessment of Output 1.2 –This assessment considers Output 1.2 redundant for Samoa 102.

given significant progress in mainstreaming protected areas through other recent initiatives 

such as related to NBSAP Updating in Samoa (2015)  and Forest policy development (2015), 

2013 State of Environment Report, National Environment Sector Strategy 2013-2016 and 5
th

 

National Report to the CBD 2014. Protected area target is also integrated into environmental 

sustainability indicators in the Samoa Development Strategy 2012-2016. Vanuatu also has 

completed its National Action Plan for the UNCCD which addresses the issue of land 

degradation in detailed identifying priority actions for implementation. Overall assessment is 

Unsatisfactory.  

5.1.1.3 Output 1.3 – Framework established for future expansion of protected area network in 
Samoa  

Indicator:  

 Protected Area Strategy produced by M48 

 Assessment of Output 1.3 – This assessment considers this Output redundant in light of 103.

the completion of Samoa’s Key Biodiversity Areas (KBA) report (CI, SPREP, and MNRE, 

2009), which identifies priority areas for future expansion of the protected area network. 

Overall assessment is Moderately Satisfactory.  

5.1.2 Component 2: Effective and sustainable in situ biodiversity conservation areas 

established and or strengthened  

5.1.2.1 Output 2.1 Protected Area Network increased to include additional areas of high 
biodiversity conservation value (Fiji, Vanuatu and Niue).  

Indicator:  

 Area under formal/legal protection at project sites increased from 30,000 ha to 

100,000 (by M 48). 

 Assessment of Output 2.1 – Satisfactory progress to date in a difficult and challenging 104.

output area.  The Taveuni reserve lost 160 ha due to encroachment and leasing but 7,900 ha 

have been brought under protection management in the Greater Tomaniivi Area. In Samoa, 

eight villages signed MOUs with the Government for the protection of 13,172 ha of upland 

forests in Samoa’s highest priority Key Biodiversity Area. In Vanuatu, landowners of the 

Erromango Forest Reserve signed an agreement for the protection of 3,000 ha.   

5.1.2.2 Output 2.2 Protected area management formalized and strengthened at the field level (all 
four countries) 

Indicators: 

 Protected area management plans produced for all project sites (by M36) 

 High priority management activities implemented (by M48) 
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 Assessment of Output 2.2 – Fiji is reporting good progress with the Sovi Basin 105.

Management Plan now approved and under implementation, with preparatory work for land 

use planning including consultations and baselines progressing well in the Greater Tomaniivi 

Area. Similar baseline studies have been completed three sites in Vanuatu (Erromango, Lake 

Letes and Bay Homo). Overall progress is Satisfactory. Delivery is delayed but there’s time 

remaining to complete outputs most of which are in progress. 

5.1.2.3 Output 2.3 – Development and implementation of Protected Area management plans (all 
four countries) 

Indicators – 

 Area under formal/legal protection at project sites increased from 30,000 ha to 

110,000 ha.  

 Protected Area management plans produced for all project sites and high priority 

management activities implemented.  

 Assessment of Output 2.3 – Progress is moderately satisfactory.  Only Sovi Basin has a 106.

completed management plan which is currently under implementation.  Other areas in 

Vanuatu, Niue and Samoa are under protection informally with legal statuses awaiting the 

enactment of relevant legislation. Management planning is progress with consultations with 

communities and baselines studies the main activities completed in Vanuatu, Samoa, and 

other sites in Fiji. Niue’s main focus has been on mapping PA boundaries. Progress is 

assessed to be Moderately Satisfactory.  

5.1.3 Component 3 – Capacity building in biodiversity conservation and sustainable 

land management 

5.1.3.1 Output 3.1 – Monitoring and evaluation system operational and used to report on 
biodiversity conservation (all four countries) 

Indicators: 

 Data and information provided regularly to relevant conventions, international 

organizations and other international databases (by M36) 

 National maps, databases and websites on biodiversity and Protected Areas updated 

and operational (by M36).  

 Assessment of Output 3.1 – Progress of prescribed work is limited in Fiji LoAs still 107.

pending for National Trust of Fiji and USP but PA maps have been updated and endorsed and 

work on 3D elevation models in progress. In Vanuatu, the project collaborated with DoF in 

the development of its website and database but limited progress is reported in Samoa and 

Niue. Overall progress is Moderately Satisfactory given the mixed results in the two key 

indicators.  

5.1.3.2 Output 3.2 Information about biodiversity conservation provided and used at the national  
level and at the local level at project sites (all four countries) 

Indicator: 

 Awareness raising materials and facilities produced/installed (by M48) 

 Assessment of Output 3.2 - Overall progress is Satisfactory across all four countries. 108.

Materials produced include videos, banners, TV documentaries, Awareness Creation 

Strategies, stamps, T-shirts, posters and leaflets. National and project community level 

audiences including schools were well covered.  
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5.1.3.3 Output 3.3 – Strengthen local capacity for community based conservation and sustainable 
land and forest management (Fiji, Samoa and Vanuatu)  

Indicator: 

 Landowners, government staff and other relevant stakeholders trained (by M48). 

 Assessment of Output 3.3 – A wide range of training workshops for community 109.

members, selected agencies and key staff of local executing agencies were carried out. 

Participation of NCs in the 9
th

 Pacific Islands Conference on Nature Conservation and 

Protected Areas in Sua was facilitated. In Fiji, a review of the curriculum of the Forestry 

Training Center (FTC) is in progress and is expected to incorporate courses in biodiversity 

conservation and protected area management. Assessment is Highly Satisfactory.   

5.1.4 Component 4 – Sustainable financing of PA’s in place through a mix of local 

income-generation, government financing and innovative measures  

5.1.4.1 Output 4.1 – Protected area financing strategy produced and implemented (all four 
countries) 

Indicators: 

 Financing strategy produced for each country by M 42 

 Protected area funding obtained from at least  one new source in each country by M48 

Assessment of Output 4.1 – This output is not yet due for implementation and is being pushed 

back as a result of overall delays in implementation. Assessment is moderately 

Unsatisfactory.  

5.1.4.2 Output 4.2 – Strengthened local capacity and policy framework for PES (Fiji) 

Indicators : 

 Protected Area management activity in Sovi Basin fully funded from Trust Fund by 

M12 

 National policy for PES produced by M 36 

 Local experts trained in PES by M36 

 Evaluation of Sovi Basin Trust Fund and PES pilot schemes produced by M48 

 Assessment of Output 4.2 – Progress is Moderately Satisfactory. The Sovi Basin Trust 110.

Fund was activated in mid 2014 and is paying out grants. Protracted processing of FPAM’s 

financial contribution to the Sovi Basin TF is a concern. Other outputs related to PES are 

delayed.  

5.1.5 Component 5: Marketing of biodiversity goods and services and SLM practices 

result in improved livelihoods of local communities. 

5.1.5.1 Output 5.1 – Strengthen local capacity to scale-up and sustain organically certified food 
production (Samoa) 

Indicators: 

 Farmers trained and adopting organic production techniques in the PA’s by M24 

 Markets for organic produce identified and market information distributed to local 

farmers by M 24 

 All goals of the Pacific Regional Organic Strategic Plan met by Samoa by M48 
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 Assessment of Output 5.1 – Satisfactory progress. Good progress is reported in training 111.

in organic farming for over 60 farmers in 6 project villages. On the marketing side, WIBDInc 

is well known to be advanced in terms of having already established local and overseas 

markets for its organic produce. Overall assessment is Satisfactory.  

5.1.5.2 Output 5.2 – Income generated from eco-cultural tourism services (Niue and Fiji) 

Indicators: 

 Assessment of eco-cultural tourism development produced by M 24 

 Eco-cultural tourism enterprises established and operating successfully by M48. 

 Revenue-sharing mechanism established and operating successfully by M 48 

 Indicators (ii) and (iii) are not applicable yet.  112.

 Assessment of Output 5.2 – This output is scheduled for completion in M48. Fiji is 113.

progressing well with the planning phase of consultations and tourism assessments but no 

progress is reported in Niue. The rate of progress is slower than desired and time is running 

out for ecotourism enterprises to be established and operating successfully. Assessment is  

moderately Satisfactory.   

5.1.5.3 Output 5.3 – Income generated from non-wood forest products (Fiji, Vanuatu and Niue) 

Indicators: 

 Assessment of non-wood forest products development produced (by M 24) 

 Non-wood forest product income generating activities operating successfully by M 48 

 Institutional framework for non-wood forest products activities established by M 48. 

 Assessment of Output 5.3 – Progress is Unsatisfactory. Assessment of non-wood forest 114.

products not yet implemented. This is another output for which time is rapidly running out.  

5.1.6 Component 6 – Poor land use practises and forest and land degradation reduced 

or reversed in target areas 

5.1.6.1 Output 6.1 – Strengthened local capacity for sustainable land management in and around 
the targeted Protected Areas (Fiji, Samoa and Niue) 

Indicators: 

 SLM techniques tested, monitored and evaluated by M 42 

 Farmers and agricultural extension workers trained in SLM techniques by M48 

 Best practices guidelines published and disseminated by M 48 

 Assessment of Output 6.1 – Other than training of agricultural extension workers, no 115.

real progress is made on defined indicators although considerable preparatory work has been 

carried out particularly in Fiji and to a lesser extent Samoa. A significant delay while the LoA 

is processed for SFA (Samoa) is a concern. Progress is Moderately Satisfactory.   

5.1.6.2 Output 6.2 – Income generated from sustainable land management (Samoa)  

Indicators: 

 Village development plans produced by M36; 

 Production/productivity of at least three products increased in each of the CCAs by M 

48; and 

 Annual income of villagers increased by M 48. 
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 Assessment of Output 6.2 – This output is linked to Output 6.1 and the delays in 116.

progress with the demonstration farms in that output is hindering progress in this output. The 

limited time remaining to complete the prescribed outputs is a concern here as well. 

Assessment is Moderately Unsatisfactory. 

5.1.7 Component 7 – Project Management  

5.1.7.1 Output 7.1 – Effective project management supported 

Indicators: 

 NPCs and NTA employed with valid contracts 

 Procurement of services, vehicles and equipment according to regulations.  

 Assessment of Output 7.1 – Some delays were experienced with contracting staff but all 117.

countries now have project staff with valid contracts. Procurement of services, vehicle and 

equipment is completed and in compliance with ADB requirements.  Assessment is 

Satisfactory.   

5.1.7.2 Output 7.2 – M & E system installed. 

Indicators – no indicators defined 

 Project inception workshop and national inception workshops completed; 

 Regional Project Steering Committee met annually (one in 2013, second in 2014)  

 National Steering Committee established and functioning well in Fiji and Vanuatu; 

not in Samoa and Niue; and 

 Reporting of project progress from NPC to CTA regularized (monthly, semi annual 

and annual+ 

  Assessment of Output 7.2 – The monitoring and reporting system prescribed in the 118.

Project Document is complied with, with regional and national oversight bodies established 

and reporting of work progress and finances regularized. Functionality of national steering 

committees in Samoa and Niue is an issue. Assessment is Moderately Satisfactory.  

Table 4:  Summary of Assessment Ratings by Project Outputs   

Output No. Assessment Rating 

1.1 Review and revision of policies and legislation (all four countries) Moderately Satisfactory (MS) 

1.2 Mainstreaming biodiversity conservation and SLM in other sectors 

(Samoa and Vanuatu) 

Unsatisfactory (U) 

1.3 Development of Protected Area Strategy (Samoa) Moderately Satisfactory (MS) 

2.1 Formalization/strengthening of existing Protected Areas (Fiji, 

Vanuatu and Niue) 

Satisfactory (S) 

2.2 Creation of new protected areas (all four countries) Satisfactory (S) 

2.3 Development and implementation of Protected Area Management 

Plans (all four countries) 

Moderately Satisfactory (MS) 

3.1 Development and implementation of protected area monitoring and 

evaluation systems (all four countries) 

Moderately Satisfactory (MS) 

3.2  Awareness raising (all four countries) Satisfactory (S) 

3.3  Technical training (Fiji, Samoa, Vanuatu) Satisfactory (S) 

4.1  Strategic planning for long term funding of protected area systems 

(all four countries) 

Moderately Unsatisfactory (MU) 

4.2 Capacity building for PES and implementation of PES payments 

(Fiji) 

Moderately Satisfactory (MS) 

5.1 Development of organic agriculture (Samoa) Satisfactory (S) 

5.2  Development of eco-cultural tourism (Fiji and Niue) Moderately Satisfactory (MS) 
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5.3  Strengthening alternative livelihoods (Fiji, Vanuatu, Niue) Unsatisfactory (U) 

6.1 Sustainable land management in forest margins (Fiji, Samoa, Niue) Moderately Unsatisfactory (MS) 

6.2  Strengthening livelihoods from sustainable land management 

(Samoa) 

Moderately Unsatisfactory (MU) 

7.1  Project management (all four countries) Satisfactory (S) 

7.2  Project monitoring (all four countries) Moderately Satisfactory (MS) 

 

5.2 Achievements at the Outcomes level 

 Detailed discussion and assessment of each of the seven project outcomes are provided 119.

in Annex 7. Summaries by components including summary table of ratings is given below.  

5.2.1 Outcome 1: Policy, legal and institutional arrangements effectively support 

biodiversity conservation and SLM 

Indicators –  

 Policies, regulations and laws related to conservation and SLM address the main 

threats, follow current best practices and are adequately enforced 

 Institutions with a major impact on conservation and SLM are aware of the most 

important issues and take these into account in their policies, projects and 

programmes 

 Assessment of Outcome 1: FPAM is contributing directly to strengthening legal 120.

frameworks for biodiversity conservation and SLM in all project countries through the 

identification of gaps and priority needs, and in the development of new legislation and 

regulations. Progress to date is moderately satisfactory but it is well focused and heading 

towards intended outcomes. 

5.2.2 Outcome 2 – Effective and sustainable in situ biodiversity conservation areas 

established and/or strengthened.  

Indicators – 

 Status and condition of habitat and biodiversity in the project’s Protected Areas equal 

to or better than the baseline measured at the start of the Project. 

 Local people are aware of the Protected Area management plans, participate in 

activities and follow the rules and guidelines contained within them.  

 Assessment of Outcome 2: The addition of new high value conservation areas in Samoa 121.

and the loss to encroachment of part of the Taveuni PA show the volatile and challenging 

context for biodiversity conservation in the project countries. FPAM has made satisfactory 

progress in establishing new protected areas and in strengthening the management of existing 

ones but there is still some way to go in sustaining them.  

5.2.3 Outcome 3 – Stakeholders have the capacity to plan, implement and monitor 

biodiversity conservation and sustainable land and forest management. 

Indicators –  

 Stakeholders rate the training provided by the project as high quality, comprehensive 

and relevant. 

 Website visitors rate the data and information provided as useful 

 Knowledge of biodiversity conservation is high amongst groups targeted for 

awareness raising activities.  
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 Assessment of Outcome 3: Improvement in capacity in conservation management is 122.

most evident in the increase in awareness and support at the local community level, 

especially in Samoa, and in new conservation communities in Fiji and Vanuatu.  Fiji’s 

strategic approach to capacity building is laying a firm foundation for a sustained flow of 

trained personnel in biodiversity conservation and protected area management in the long 

term. No data were available for website usage.  Outcome 3 is assessed as Moderately 

Satisfactory. 

5.2.4 Outcome 4 – Sustainable financing of PA’s in place through a mixture of local 

income generation government financing and innovative measures. 

Indicators: 

 Protected area managers have a clear idea of future funding needs and are actively 

pursuing funding opportunities 

 Funding for protected areas is coming from diverse sources.  

 Assessment of Outcome 4: All four countries have not yet developed PA financing 123.

strategies consequently; PA managers have no clear idea of future funding needs and 

potential funding sources. For Fiji’s Sovi Basin PA a Trust Fund has been set up and making 

grants (as from 2014), with additional funding from the Project in the pipeline. Other 

participating countries have not made any progress towards securing PA funding from 

alternative sources. The only potential movement towards the Outcome 4 is linked to the 

release of funds from the Project to the Sovi Basin Trust Fund. At this point however, there is 

no movement towards the intended outcome. Assessment is progress is Unsatisfactory.   

5.2.5 Outcome 5 – Marketing of biodiversity goods and services and SLM practises 

result in improved livelihoods of local communities.  

Indicators: 

 Project beneficiaries achieve or exceed specified income targets.  

 Assessment of Outcome 5: Good progress in the implementation of organic farming 124.

training,   promotion and marketing of organic products is reported in Samoa. The planned 

activities on eco-cultural tourism and non-wood forest products are still in the planning stage 

with limited progress reported on information gathering for planning purposes. This outcome 

is at risk of not being achieved due to the lateness in the implementation of corresponding 

activities and the short project time remaining. Assessment of progress is Moderately 

Satisfactory.   

5.2.6 Outcome 6 – Poor land use practises and forest and land degradation reduced or 

reversed in target areas.  

Indicators – 

 Forest cover equal to or better than the baseline measured at start of the project; 

 Soil fertility maintained through SLM techniques; and 

 Water quality improved over the duration of the Project.  

 Assessment of Output 6: There is progress reported in Fiji and Samoa towards the 125.

achievement of Indicators (1) and (2) above. Fiji has mobilized an LoA with SPC for 

implementation of activities in all three project sites, completed training of 17 agricultural 

extension officers and collected baseline information on soils, land use capabilities, land 

tenure and forest boundaries. Progress is also reported on activities in baseline information 

gathering and community consultations in Taveuni. Similar baseline studies have been 
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undertaken in Samoa for the two villages of Taga and Gataivai while an LoA for Samoa 

Farmers Association (SFA) to implement demonstration farms is under negotiations. Niue 

has relevant baseline data from a previous intervention and has signed an LoA with DoE for 

implementing other activities. Overall there is progress in prescribed outputs but the outcome 

is still distant. The Project is heading in the right direction but time is fast running out. 

Assessment of progress is Moderately Satisfactory.  

 

Table 5: Summary of Assessment Ratings by Project Outcomes  

Outcome No. Assessment Rating 

1. Policy, legal and institutional arrangements effectively 

support biodiversity conservation and SLM 

Moderately Satisfactory (MS) 

2. Effective and sustainable in situ biodiversity conservation 

areas established and or strengthened. 

Satisfactory (S) 

3. Stakeholders have the capacity to plan, implement and 

monitor biodiversity conservation and sustainable land and 

forest management. 

Moderately Satisfactory (MS) 

4. Sustainable financing of PA’s in place through a mixture of 

local income-generation, government finance and innovative 

measures. 

Unsatisfactory (U) 

5. Marketing of biodiversity goods and services and SLM 

practices result in improved livelihoods of local communities. 

Moderately Satisfactory (MS) 

6. Poor land use practices and forest and land degradation 

reduced or reversed in targeted areas. 

Moderately Satisfactory (MS) 

7. Project Management Moderately Satisfactory (MS) 

 

5.3 Gender equality 

 The project design is largely gender neutral in that there are no direct or indirect links 126.

made to gender or to specifically promote a gender agenda in the proposed outcomes, 

objectives and outputs. Likewise there are no specific requirements or actions to enhance or 

promote gender equality or to avoid gender inequality. The identified project stakeholders 

and targeted beneficiaries at all levels also do not specifically target any gender group or 

groups. The composition of committees for regional and national oversight does not require 

the specific inclusion of women, and or youth. Similarly the recruitment of project 

coordinators and technical advisers at the national level was purely merit-based with no 

preferences or advantages offered on the basis of gender.  

 Regardless, a certain level of gender sensitivity is evident in project management in all 127.

participating countries. For instance, awareness raising and training activities involved an 

appreciable level of women and youth representatives.  In Samoa, women and youth 

participation is encouraged as Government policy in Government funded development 

activities, and in FPAM project activities, a good representation of males and female youth is 

reported. This was also observed in the 3-D modelling workshops attended by the Evaluator 

as part of this review.  

 By design or by chance, the focus in Component 5 on organic agriculture and eco-128.

cultural tourism is expected to improve the level of women participation in the Project. These 

are areas of work and enterprises traditionally associated with women in most Pacific Island 

Countries. The involvement of the Women in Business Development Inc (WIBDI) 

organization as a service provider for the Project in Samoa stems from their leading role in 

organic agriculture. Its prominence and success in engaging women is largely due to the 
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nature of products promoted such as weaved handicrafts, household based enterprises such as 

virgin oil production, organic vegetable farming and the like – which are normally associated 

with women. Eco-cultural tourism also has this potential especially for small scale ventures 

involving households or local communities. This potential may need closer monitoring and 

perhaps encouragement, once studies assessing feasible eco-cultural tourism products 

currently in the pipeline for Fiji and Niue sites are completed.  

 Women specialists are also engaged in project activities by service providers such as 129.

NTF, CI, Nature Fiji, Vanuatu Cultural Center, DEPC and USP.  Fiji’s National Steering 

Committee also has a strong women representation.  

 In summary, despite not explicitly promoting greater gender equality in its design, 130.

project management appears appropriately sensitized to the importance of ensuring women 

and youth involvement in project activities as appropriate. To date, these areas include 

awareness raising activities, community level training, consultative planning and organic 

agriculture. There is potential in eco-cultural tourism that should be encouraged. Other than 

these, there are no apparent pro-gender impacts generated from other activities.  

5.4 Capacity development 

 The project contributed to building capacities at the regional, national and local 131.

community levels. At the regional level, the regional steering committee mechanism with 

representatives from all four participating countries provided a forum for building leadership 

skills, and enhancing knowledge through sharing with peers and technical experts in 

protected area management and SLM, as well as knowledge of the project and of FAO 

systems.  

 Capacity development at the national level is benefitting a range of national NGOs and 132.

government agencies who contribute to the project as host organizations for project officers 

or as service providers. As service providers, organizations received funding support for their 

assigned activities and have gained professional experience and in some cases, improved 

professional networks and enhanced professional reputations as a result. The main NGOs 

include Conservation International, National Trust of Fiji, Nature Fiji, WIBDInc in Samoa, 

Live and Learn in Vanuatu. Several others are expected to be involved in future activities. 

Together with government agencies such as Departments of Forests in Fiji, Vanuatu and 

Samoa, and environmental agencies in all four countries, specific training in technical areas 

such as biodiversity and socio-economic assessments and surveys and community based 

planning have broadened the skills sets of local staff and in turn the overall capacities of their 

organizations. The experience of dealing with the requirements of GEF funded projects – in 

financial and procurement and progress reporting - is also invaluable to future involvement 

with new GEF funded initiatives.  

 The range of biodiversity, social and ecotourism baseline and feasibilities studies and 133.

assessments produced from Project funded consultants and project staff, or through co-

financing arrangements - generates a wealth of information and data that are invaluable for 

planning and decision-making for many different purposes. It is vital that FPAM in its 

remaining duration on the proper management of this knowledge and information resource 

including making it easily and widely accessible to all stakeholders and interested users.  

 Technical training in protected area management is further enhanced with collaboration 134.

with the Fiji Forestry Training Centre (FTC) in Colo-i-Suva in curriculum development that 
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will ensure a continuing flow of trained technicians in the future. Whilst the intended 

beneficiary is Fiji, FTC traditionally offered placement for trainees from other Pacific Island 

countries including Samoa. This should be encouraged in the future. 

 Capacity building at the community level is through awareness raising activities and 135.

workshops, participatory and consultative planning activities, training of community 

members to assist technical teams in biodiversity assessments, and training workshops in 

specific skills area including organic farming, land use planning using 3-D models, eco-

cultural tourism and conservation management generally have benefitted large numbers of 

men, women and youth in project communities. 

 Project staffs, currently numbered at five, are also direct beneficiaries of capacity 136.

building by the project through training, technical advice and mentoring received from CTA 

and LTO and the wide ranging experience gained from involvement with project 

management at the regional, national and community levels.  

5.5 Human-Rights Based Approach 

 The Project’s development objective is to enhance the sustainable livelihoods of local 137.

communities living in and around protected areas. This objective is consistent with FAO’s 

mission to raise the levels of nutrition, increase agricultural productivity and improve the 

lives of rural populations. It also contributes to countries’ efforts to meet Millennium 

Development Goal 1: to eradicate extreme poverty and hunger.  

 The Project addresses this objective indirectly through the protection of biodiversity 138.

rich areas, which also contributes to ecosystem services essential to sustainable livelihoods 

including water, and directly by promoting sustainable land management practises in areas 

surrounding protected areas including sustainable agricultural production systems and 

practises. The project uses a mix of actions that promotes the long term institutionalization of 

protected areas and SLM in national and sector level planning, and actions that will reap 

immediate benefits in sustainable livelihoods in PA communities. Long term institutional 

arrangements include the strengthening of legal frameworks and the mainstreaming of both in 

national, sector and subsector level planning. Immediate measures directly promoting 

targeted communities capacity to be self-sustaining in food production are addressed through 

Component 5: Sustainable use of biodiversity and Component 6: Sustainable land 

management in forest margins. Under Component 5, subcomponent 5.1 focuses on promoting 

organic agriculture as an SLM approach in Samoa. Activities involve training in organic 

farming for interested participants, and assistance in produce marketing both in local markets 

and for exports. Under Component 6, subcomponent 6.1 promotes sustainable land 

management in forest margins (Fiji, Samoa and Niue) and 6.2 strengthen livelihoods from 

sustainable land management (Samoa). Targeted outputs for both are strengthened local 

capacity for sustainable land management and increased income generated from sustainable 

land management activities in Samoa. Specific activities pursing these in Samoa centres 

around the establishment of village demonstration farms supported by the Project as the 

vehicle for training in different sustainable cultivation practises for different crops, which 

farming households can replicate in their own lands. Demonstration farms also serve as 

propagation centres for planting materials for different crops to supply individual household 

needs.  

 The extent to which these project components have been implemented to date varies.  139.

For Component 5, organic farming training is progressing well while local and export 
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markets for organically certified produce are well established from WIBDInc’s earlier (and 

unrelated) activities.  For Component 6, implementation is behind schedule. Preparatory work 

has been laid in Samoa with all 8 participating villages setting aside a minimum of 2 acres for 

demonstration farms. Negotiations with Samoa Farmers Association (SFA) as the service 

provider is on-going with implementation expected to commence in mid 2015.  

5.6 Partnerships and alliances 

 The evaluation team was able to identify different types and levels of partnerships and 140.

alliances developed by FAO within the Project to support the delivery of activities. 

Partnerships and alliances include co-financing partners, organizations and national agencies 

engaged as host organizations and service providers and other organizations who had 

formally entered into collaborative arrangements with the Project. This finding is a clear 

testimony to the fact the Project with FAO’s support did actively establish alliances and 

synergies with other organisations. The following are collaborating national agencies which 

host project staff and provide technical, logistical and administrative support as part of 

participating countries in-kind contributions: i) Fiji – Department of Forests (DoF) and the 

Ministry of the Environment (MoE), Government of Fiji; ii) Samoa – Forestry Division, 

Ministry of Natural Resources and Environment (MNRE), Government of Samoa; iii) 

Vanuatu – Department of Forests (DoF), Government of Vanuatu; and iv) Niue – 

Environment Department, Government of Niue. 

 Co-financing partners are:  141.

 NFP Facility in Vanuatu (FAO); 

 Secretariat for the Pacific Community (SPC); 

 Conservation International (Fiji); 

 Conservation International (Samoa); 

 University of the South Pacific (Fiji); 

 Nature Fiji Mareqeti Viti (NFMV) ; 

 National Trust of Fiji (NTF); 

 Birdlife International (Fiji); 

 Wildlife Conservation Society (Fiji); and  

 Suva City Council (SCC); 

 LTC Fiji. 

 Other collaborating organizations are: i) SOPAC-SPC – agreement to develop 3D 142.

digital elevation models; ii) BIOPAMA – capacity building in protected area management 

and conservation; iii) IUCN – capacity building in protected area management and 

conservation; iv) SPREP GEF funded project on Invasive Species; and v) Australia Center 

for International Research and Southern Cross University for the development of SLM in 

buffer zones of PA in Fiji and Vanuatu. A very important project constituency are the local 

land owning communities who have committed land for protected area management in the 

four participating countries. These communities are: 

Fiji: Greater Tomaniivi Area, Viti Levu; Greater Delaikoro Area, Vanua Levu; and Greater 

Taveuni Area (3 communities). 

Samoa – (8 villages): Gataivai, Taga, Vaipouli, Avao, Salei’a, Sato’alepai, Fagamalo, and 

Lelepa. 
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Vanuatu – 4 communities: Bay Homo Community, South Pentecost; Lasenwe village, 

Malekula and Gaua Island communities; Happy Land community, Kauri Reserve Erromango, 

 Niue –  Huvalu and Liku villages. 

5.7 Assessment by GEF Objectives 

 

 FPAM is designed to contribute to the following GEF focal areas and objectives (i) 143.

biodiversity (BD) (ii) BD – SP3 - Strengthening Terrestrial PA networks; (iii) BD – SP4 - 

Strengthening the policy and regulatory framework for mainstreaming biodiversity and BD – 

SP5 – Fostering markets for biodiversity goods and services.  

 FPAM’s Component 2 targets mainstreaming of biodiversity in Samoa and Vanuatu. 144.

This MTR finds activities and outputs promoting mainstreaming to be largely redundant in 

the two target countries as a result of other recent and on-going – mainly GEF funded - 

initiatives.    

 The strengthening of terrestrial PA networks (SP3) is both being addressed by bringing 145.

new forests under conservation management through agreements signed with landowning 

communities in Samoa, Vanuatu and Fiji, and by strengthening conservation management 

through improved monitoring and management planning. Requisite baseline studies for 

management planning have been completed and or in progress in all four countries. In 

Samoa, the new areas now under FPAM support are part of the country’s highest priority Key 

Biodiversity Areas (KBAs) identified by a 2009 Conservation International report.  

 The GEF SP4 – strengthening the policy and regulatory framework is progressing 146.

satisfactorily in all four countries with Samoa, Vanuatu and Niue addressing identified gaps 

in legislation and policies, while Fiji is undertaking its gap analysis. Significant progress in 

mainstreaming biodiversity conservation that has been carried out, and or is on-going under 

other projects, some of which GEF funded. In Samoa, this includes the review and update of 

National Biodiversity Strategy and Action Plans (NBSAPs), 2013 State of Environment 

(SOE), National Environment and Development Sector Plan 2013-2016 and related projects 

such as ICCRIFFS
16

. Protected area management and biodiversity conservation in 

mainstreamed in Strategy for the Development of Samoa (SDS) as one of several indicators 

for gauging the country’s progress towards the goal of environmental sustainability. In 

Vanuatu, policies in place that are mainstreaming biodiversity conservation including the 

Forest Policy 2013 and the UNDP funded National Action Plan (NAP) for combating land 

degradation and desertification 

 The fostering of markets for biodiversity goods and services (BD-SP5) has yet to 147.

commence implementation. This is scheduled for Year 3 but has been pushed back further 

due to initial delays and the slow pace of implementation. Ecotourism activities and other 

livelihoods alternatives are now at risk of incompletion with limited project time remaining.    
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6 Analysis by evaluation criteria 

 
Box 4. Key findings 

The project is most relevant for the current development priorities declared by the 

Governments of Fiji, Samoa, Vanuatu and Niue. The level of efficiency is marginally 

satisfactory. Project effectiveness to date is moderately satisfactory at best, with a mix 

of completed outputs. Consequently, with time running out, the prospects of sustainability 

for several key outputs are limited for many that are not yet completed and increasingly dim 

for others yet to be implemented. Of particular concern are outputs under Component 6 

where livelihood alternatives need time for trials, before up-scaling and replication. 

Satisfactory progress has been made in progressing outputs aimed at strengthening the 

Project’s impact on biodiversity conservation and reducing forest and land degradation 

(Environmental Objective) but the potential impact on enhancing the sustainable 

livelihoods of local communities (Development Objective) is likely to be limited given the 

level of achievement to date and the limited project time remaining.     

 

6.1 Relevance 

 The linkages between biodiversity conservation, sustainable land management and 148.

forest management, national development and local livelihoods are well recognized by all 

four of the countries in this project and the international community. All four countries are 

parties to the Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD), the United Nations Framework 

Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC) and the UN Convention to Combat 

Desertification - the sole legally binding international agreement linking environment and 

development to sustainable land management. FPAM will help the participating countries to 

meet their commitments and obligations.  

 The project’s intended outcomes and development objectives are also closely aligned 149.

and consistent with Strategic Objectives 1, 2, 3, and 4 of FAO’s Strategic Framework 2010-

2019.  These are (i) contribute to the eradication of hunger, food insecurity and malnutrition; 

(ii) increase and improve provision of goods and services from agriculture, forestry and 

fisheries in a sustainable manner (iii) reduce rural poverty and (iv) enable more inclusive and 

efficient agricultural and food systems at local, national and international levels.  Component 

5 - Sustainable use of biodiversity and Component 6 – Sustainable Land Management in 

Forest Margins, directly targets and contributes to the achievement of these strategic 

objectives of FAO.  

 In addition, the project will help participating countries to progress towards a number 150.

of environmental and development goals as set out in various national strategies and plans. 

The consistency of the project with these goals is described for each country below, both at 

the time of project approval and as of this mid term evaluation – 

Fiji 

 The relevance of FPAM to Fiji’s national objectives and priorities for protected areas 151.

and biodiversity conservation is seen in statements of vision and objectives articulated in its 

Strategic Development Plan for 2003-2005 (A Peaceful and Prosperous Fiji) and, in 

particular, the guiding principles of environmental sustainability set out in Fiji’s National 

Assessment Report (2006).  
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 Continuing relevance to Fiji’s needs and priorities is seen in the consistency between 152.

proposed objectives and strategies in FPAM and Fiji’s Implementation Framework 2011-

2014 for the NBSAP. The Framework defined as its Outcome 1 the ‘expanded national 

protected area network, accounting for community engagement, sustainably managed under 

good governance systems.’ It proposed as Objective 1.1 the completion of gap analyses and a 

complete list of priority terrestrial (and marine) sites for protection. Both of these objectives 

are directly addressed under FPAM for Fiji. The list of recommended actions for pursuing 

both objectives under its Implementation Framework are the same as those in the FPAM 

approved work plan for Fiji.  

Samoa 

 FPAM is consistent with Samoa’s priorities for forest management outlined in its 153.

Strategy for the Development of Samoa (SDS) 2005-2007; 2008-2012, and 2012-2016.  It is 

also consistent with a number of national plans developed with previous support from GEF 

including the 2001 National Biodiversity Strategy and Action Plan (NBSAP), the National 

Action Plan (NAP) and the National Adaptation Programme of Action (NAPA). 

 More current plans consolidate and reaffirm FPAM’s continuing relevance to Samoa’s 154.

priority needs. In the current SDS 2012-2016, environmental sustainability is one of 14 key 

outcomes and of the eleven (11) key indicators proposed for monitoring progress, indicator 3 

is “…to increase the number of terrestrial and marine areas and critical ecosystems and 

species protected.” .  

 The Updated 2015 NBSAP for Samoa has also adopts an increased target for terrestrial 155.

protected areas, seeking to “By 2020, at least 17 per cent of terrestrial and inland water, and 

10 per cent of coastal and marine areas, especially areas of particular importance for 

biodiversity and ecosystem services, are conserved through effectively and equitably 

managed, ecologically representative and well connected systems of protected areas and other 

effective area-based conservation measures, and integrated into the wider landscape and 

seascapes. 

 Samoa’s Agriculture Sector Plan 2011-2015 promotes under its Sector Policy Objective 156.

(SPO) 1 national food and nutritional security and under SPO 3 – sustainable use and 

management of agricultural resources.  Among its prescribed strategies are the development 

and promotion of sustainable and appropriate management practises with indicators for 

success including the development of farm demonstration sites of integrated farming systems, 

wider use of sustainable and environmentally acceptable practises.  These strategies are 

directly served by FPAM activities in organic agriculture and demonstration farms promoting 

sustainable land use and agricultural practises.  

Vanuatu  

 Vanuatu’s 1999 National Biodiversity Strategy and Action Plan (NBSAP) priorities are 157.

consistent with those pursued in FPAM.  The NBSAP identified as a priority the protection of 

forest areas of Homo Bay and Ranwas in South Pentecost and Lake Letes and its surrounding 

forest ecosystems on the island of Gaua.  

 The country’s Priorities and Action Agenda 2006-2015 identified tourism, agriculture 158.

and environment and disaster management amongst its highest priorities. Under the 
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Environment priority, encouraging the development of protected areas and eco-tourism are 

among the key priorities and strategies advocated.   

Niue  

 Niue’s Integrated Strategic Plan identifies specific objectives that are directly pursued 159.

through strategies and activities pursued in FPAM. The specific outcomes of the project have 

also been highlighted as a priority in a number of Niue’s policies and plans including the 

following: Niue’s National Report to the World Summit on Sustainable Development 

(WSSD); Niue’s Country Report to the CBD; and to a large extent Niue’s Country report to 

the UNCCD. The proposed project is also consistent with priorities and approaches to 

biodiversity recommended in Niue’s NBSAP. 

 More recent affirmation of the continuing relevance of the project to Niue’s 160.

development priorities can be seen in Niue’s National Strategic Plan 2009-2013 wherein 

national priorities are reflected in areas targeted for project funding - land degradation, the 

development of legislation to support the implementation of obligations under the Rio 

Conventions, and forest protected area management.   

 

6.2 Efficiency 

 The slow pace of project implementation is widely reported and discussed in PIRs and 161.

R S C’s reports. This is confirmed by this evaluation. Evidences confirming these are both 

anecdotal and quantitative. The situation is not limited to any one or two but common to all 

the four participating countries. The cause of slow implementation is not the fault of any one 

factor but is the combined effect of delays due to severely limited capacities at the 

community and national level organizations including government agencies and service 

providers who are NGOs and or private consultants, and at the regional level of FAO SAPA.  

 There are also factors beyond the control of project management and other 162.

implementers that directly contributed to delays. These include the setbacks when the first 

CTA candidate selected declined the post after advance negotiations and arrangements, the 

changes of project sites in Samoa and Vanuatu, the democratic general election in Fiji in 

September 2014 and the impact of tropical cyclone Evan in late 2012 in Samoa and Fiji.  

6.2.1 Local and national levels 

 204. Inefficiencies within participating countries first emerged with the delay in 163.

project start-up. Niue took almost 13 months to recruit its national coordinator, and while 

other countries recruited theirs within the first half of Year 1, delays in procurement of 

project vehicles, computers, office furniture etc. further set back mobilization. The delays 

were attributed to the lack of familiarity with FAO procurement and financial requirements 

and procedures. Delays in project procurement using National Government procedures are 

also reported, e.g. in the case of Samoa where three expressions of interest are required for 

consultancies where only one is qualified and available. Further delays in Samoa resulted 

when the three communities originally planned to participate in the project withdrew in Year 

1. Securing the agreement of the six new replacement villages took time.       

 It is not easy to gauge efficiency in the performance of National Coordinators and 164.

National Technical Advisers, except in activities where they are directly responsible. The key 

outputs for NPCs are the reporting requirements consisting of monthly and bimonthly reports 
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to the CTA. These are now produced timely and satisfactorily. The high level of activities 

implemented and completed under Component 3.2 (Awareness Raising) which NPCs are 

largely and directly responsible for, show that NPC performance have been efficient and 

effective.  The amount of work demanded of NPC in coordinating project activities, 

monitoring, report writing, servicing steering committee needs and others leaves little time 

for field visits. This is particularly true for Fiji and to a lesser extent Vanuatu, where 

numerous service providers have been mobilized and needing coordination and monitoring, 

and where project sites are in outer islands and or remote locations.  

 Samoa is the only country project with two staff, the NPC and a National Technical 165.

Adviser (NTA). In hindsight the timing of the NTA recruitment, which was employed 

starting in May 2012, is premature. Its major role in the Project is to support the 

implementation of Component 6 which, now almost three years after recruitment, is on hold 

until the LoA with SFA is approved.  The NSA has since been assisting the NPC but the 

arrangement remain suboptimal and at the expense of overall project efficiency.   

 2Overall, the level of efficiency at the national level is satisfactory, taking into account 166.

limited capacity and institutional related barriers.  

6.2.2 Service Providers 

 There is considerable dependence of project implementation on outside service 167.

providers procured through Letters of Agreements (LoAs). It makes sense in the context of 

limited capacity in host agencies on one hand and, on the other, the diversified nature of 

outputs within each country.   

 Mid-way through the life of the Project, the stuttering performances of service 168.

providers of consulting individuals, NGOs, academic institutions and government agencies 

now show that the issue of limited capacity is more pervasive and widespread. The pool of 

qualified experts in all countries is small, and while there is no question of competence, their 

inability to deliver outputs in time point to over-commitment and over-extension.  

 2Of the 13 LoAs signed with service providers since the start of FPAM, eight (8) have 169.

exceeded their expired delivery/completion dates. Of this eight (8), five (5) are delayed by 

between 5 and 12 months. Seven (7) of this eight have not even completed their first 

deliverables. Annex 8 summarizes the LoAs and their status of implementation. The reasons 

for the delays vary, with some being consultants not immediately available due to other 

consulting commitments.  

6.2.3 FAO (SAPA) 

 Financial monitoring information received from the FAO (SAPA) show the process of 170.

technical and financial review and approval of LoAs process within FAO (SAPA) to take up 

considerable time. Of the 12 LoAs received by FAO (SAPA) and approved by the Budget 

Holder, processing time spanned from the quickest of nine days to the longest of 221 days. A 

LoA for one Samoa project activity (Samoa Farmers Association is the provider) has been 

processed and gone through review and negotiations since first received in June 2014, and is 

still unapproved 8 months later. The average derived processing duration for all LoAs 

approved thus far by FAO (SAPA) works out to 76 calendar days.  

 The matrix in Annex 9 shows derived durations of processing time with SAPA for 171.

LOAs.  
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 213. The fact that most LoAs involve funding of not one but several key activities 172.

comprising  an entire subcomponent, means that delays in LoA approvals sometime sets back 

progress in the implementation of a project subcategory.  

6.2.4 FAO Headquarters 

 214. The LoA requesting the transfer of USD225 000 of project funds to the Sovi 173.

Basin Trust Fund has been with FAO (HQ) since February 2014, with negotiations with CI 

reportedly spanning a period of over 18 months. It was not possible to ascertain the causes for 

this long drawn out issue and there is no basis for making any conclusions on where the delay 

lies. Be that as it may, the end result is delayed completion of this important activity.   

215. Altogether, overall assessment of efficiency is Marginally Satisfactory. It must be said 

however that implementation has quickened considerably in the period leading up to this 

MTE, and this momentum is expected to continue going forward.  

6.3 Effectiveness 

 The problems faced are predominantly capacity driven not only at the level of local and 174.

national agencies, and local service providers, but also at the sub-regional level of FAO 

SAPA. Having said this, considering the wide range of outputs targeted by the Project, there 

are some wherein the Project has performed effectively under difficult and challenging 

circumstances. Of note is Component 2.2 Creation of new PA’s, where new areas have been 

secured in Fiji, Samoa and Vanuatu. This is worthy of note given the existence of 

considerable social and cultural barriers associated with land tenure that were overcome, 

including sometimes general distrust of national government by local villages.  

 Also of note is the level of baseline information for monitoring and conservation 175.

planning thus far collected (Component 3.1 and 2.3) and in progress, and the extent to which 

the Project has engaged local communities in training to support surveys and data gathering 

activities. Likewise is the considerable amount of deliverables completed and in progress 

under Subcomponent 3.2 - Awareness raising.  

 Despite the delays, the multi-country approach is viewed by this evaluation as the more 176.

effective given the different priorities of each country and the diversity of activities flowing 

from them.   

6.4 Sustainability 

 The project design takes a relatively optimistic view of sustainability with the premise 177.

that at the end of the project, all stakeholders will have in place the legal, financial and 

technical capacity to protect biodiversity in the protected areas established under the project, 

and all the major barriers to sustainable land and forest management in and around these 

areas will have been removed.  

 Given the delays in implementation reported, the prospects for sustaining and up-178.

scaling the project’s results are limited and growing increasingly dimmer for some 

components including Component 6 where implementation of livelihood alternatives are yet 

to start. One example of such outputs is eco-cultural tourism development under 

subcomponent 5.2, wherein the project is prescribing the development and piloting of 

“…three or more promising opportunities and test the market…”. This is at risk of 

incompletion.    
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 The ProDoc’s discussion of sustainability rightly emphasizes the importance of 179.

building partnerships as a major part of a sustainability strategy. However, in the case of 

many outputs, partnerships are formed in the context of relationships as service providers 

under specific LoAs. Under these arrangements, there are no guarantees of continued interest 

beyond the duration of contracts. Continuation of any such relationships would depend on 

self interest of the parties concerned.    

 The following discussion considers the few outputs which sustainability are considered 180.

important to the high level development objectives and outcomes of the Project, and where 

some progress in implementation is reported.  

Output 5.1  – organic agriculture (Samoa): 

 Organic agriculture serves both SLM and biodiversity conservation objectives. It’s a 181.

livelihood option and a potential income source on forest margins that can incentivize pro 

biodiversity conservation and pro-SLM behaviour. In the context of Samoa, the prospects for 

sustaining this output beyond FPAM are already enhanced by the strategic selection and 

involvement of WIBDInc in implementation. WIBDInc is an established organization with a 

nation-wide focus on organic agriculture and a strong in-house capacity to provide technical, 

business and marketing support for organic farmers and others interested in obtaining organic 

certification. WIBDInc has an on-going organic certification program and is continually 

expanding to include new farmers. It also facilitates marketing with their established network 

of local and export markets for a wide range of organically certified products. For interested 

farmers within the project villages, developing close ties with WIBDInc offers a secure path 

to sustaining their activities after FPAM.   

 FPAM’s relationship with WIBDInc is limited to the duration of the LoA. There is no 182.

obligation on WIBDInc to maintain interest in those they trained and assisted under the LoA. 

Unless the participating farmers are properly registered and enter into WIBDInc’s 

certification programme. As a sustainability strategy, FPAM should continue to support 

interested farmers to register under WIBDInc certification program and provide support to 

WIBDInc in other areas including training and monitoring.     

Output 2.2 New Protected Areas (all four countries) 

 In Samoa, the MNRE signed MOUs with 8 villages committing their forests for 183.

protection under the project, following FPAM awareness raising activities early in Year 1. It 

is a significant achievement and one that subsequent project activities in training and 

awareness raising have further consolidated. For example, consultations for this evaluation 

found that while many were frustrated with the slow implementation of the project, all 

community representatives interviewed were unmoved in their conviction that managing their 

designated forests as protected areas is in their best interest. There are also other reasons that 

combined, improve the prospects for sustainability of these areas. These are –  

 The designated areas are remotely located from communities and there is no pressure of 184.

cultivation or logging facing them;  

 The use of the 3D models showing the remoteness and the physical difficulties of 185.

accessing protected areas, and of a holistic view of all available community lands,  have 

convinced community leaders that setting aside the areas for protection would not deprive 

communities of land for other needs, such as for expanding cultivation and or for settlement.   
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 Protecting water resources is a strong motivation underpinning villages interest and 186.

participation in the project. The project’s awareness activities, in addition to similar activities 

by other aid funded projects including GEF, has raised community understanding of the 

interconnected nature of PA’s for biodiversity conservation and protecting drinking water 

supply.  

 Preserving the sites in their existing pristine wilderness state is already facilitated by 187.

their remoteness and the absence of any vehicle access into the area. 

 The two sites were previously independently assessed as being of high priority for 188.

biodiversity conservation in Samoa’s KBA and the 2015-2020 NBSAP. Integrating its 

maintenance and management into MNRE’s annual work plan and budget is all but assured.  

 The strong shared interest between the local land owning communities, FPAM and 189.

MNRE in the protection of the sites, point to good prospects for sustainability. FPAM’s 

contribution through the generation of baseline information, awareness raising activities  and 

subsequent management planning are important in order for MNRE and future partners 

including communities to sustain and strengthen protection.   

Output 2.1 Formalization/strengthening of existing Protected Areas (Fiji, Vanuatu and 

Niue)   

 Fiji is taking a measured and systematic approach to PA development concentrating on 190.

existing areas while also cultivating community interests in others. It’s approach to PA 

financing in the form of the Sovi Basin Trust Fund, and interest in PES is of relevance to the 

other project countries and to the Pacific Islands region as a whole.  

 The sustainability of the Sovi Basin Reserve now rests in large part with the effective 191.

management of the Trust Fund. Fiji is progressing well in terms of securing financing for this  

Trust Fund, with a range of conservation partners that are providing strategic leverage for 

wider support. At the same time, it is also investigating the feasibility of other alternative 

income sources for PA communities to advance socio-economic objectives and livelihood 

standards that are integral to effective PA management and future success. FPAM is 

contributing to TF funding and to other income generating activities. It should continue down 

this path not only with feasibility studies but also in the start-up of any recommended eco-

cultural tourism ventures and show faith in the ability of local communities to take over when 

it departs. Investing in this area would be an important contribution to the overall 

sustainability of the Sovi Basin Reserve.  

 This discussion shows that prospects for sustainability of Samoa’s organic agriculture 192.

subcomponent are good, with the strategic engagement of WIBDInc as the service provider. 

The caveat is that the Project should continue to nurture this relationship after the expiration 

of the LoA. Prospects for the sustainability of protected areas vary given different PA’s are at 

different stages of development, and with different socio-economic and political variables at 

play. Sovi Basin Reserve is the most advanced with a Trust Fund mechanism now operating 

and future development in alternatives for income generation for local communities being 

investigated. In other areas in Fiji, Vanuatu and Niue, on-going funding is unclear and while 

there is interest in alternative income generating activities, these are yet to be implemented. It 

is too early yet to tell if the Trust Fund mechanism now operating in the Sovi Basin is 

something to be replicated elsewhere. On the other hand, funding availability would be a 

critical component of PA sustainability in several of these contexts.  
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6.5 Impacts  

 

 It is early still to deduce that the Project has contributed to its two intended impacts of 193.

(i) strengthening biodiversity conservation and reduce forest and land degradation and (ii) 

enhancing the sustainable livelihoods of local communities living in and around protected 

areas.  

 There are, however, clear signs that it is progressing well towards contribution to 194.

strengthening biodiversity conservation and reducing forest and land degradation. Firstly, the 

project has had an immediate impact in influencing and fostering pro-conservation attitudes 

in the communities it is working in, especially communities consulted as part of this review 

in Matautu Samoa and in Nabalasere and Nawai in the Greater Tomaniivi Area, Fiji. These 

communities had no prior experience with donor funded projects but with the help of the 

project through information on their biodiversity and face-to-face dialogue, their 

understanding of the links between their biodiversity and natural resources conservation and 

their own livelihoods has increased, and as a result, has acted positively on it. Their 

expectations of tangible benefits from the project are quite modest but their comments during 

consultations show that they are convinced that their well being in terms of sustaining their 

water supplies, soil productivity and food sources will be better served through the Project.  

 In Samoa, six new villages signed MOUs with the Government for the protection of 195.

their forests and for their participation in SLM and other protected area management 

activities. It is an important achievement given the global significance of the sites17. It is 

equally important given the prevailing environment of general distrust of government 

intentions among local communities where the long term use of and access to customary 

lands is involved18. Thus if anything, an important impact thus far is the removal of a barrier 

that traditionally hinders government initiatives in protected area management involving 

customary lands.  

 The Nabalasere and Nawai communities in Ra and Naitasiri (Greater Tomaniivi Area) 196.

similarly found the new knowledge of their biodiversity and the role it plays in sustaining 

their livelihoods empowering. Elderly members both men and women interviewed referred to 

their biodiversity and resources as gifts from God and were appalled at how much they have 

been abusing these in the past. The challenge for the project henceforth is to consolidate these 

positive changes in attitude with timely interventions to support livelihoods. 

 The contribution of strengthened legal, policy and institutional arrangements in 197.

advancing biodiversity conservation and reducing forest and land degradation is an important 

outcome of the Project. So far, FPAM’s involvement in this area is less than was intended for 

reasons discussed previously. The following outputs are presently being implemented, - a 

                                                 
17

 The sites constitute part of the Central Savaii Rainforest KBA, the highest single priority for terrestrial 

conservation investment in Samoa. According to the KBA report, it is “…the largest contiguous area of 

rainforest in tropical Polynesia and a site identified by the Alliance for Zero Extinction (AZE), a consortium 

of over 60 conservation organizations worldwide, as one of the last remaining strongholds for one or more 

Critically Endangered or Endangered species. The loss of the Central Savaii KBA would result in the 

extinction of many species, making it an extremely urgent priority for conservation. (CI-Pacific Is 

Programme, MNRE and SPREP. 2010 Priority Sites for Conservation in Samoa: Key Biodiversity Areas. 

Apia, Samoa. 32pp 
18

  The original three villages who withdrew from the project had expressed scepticism of government 

intentions regarding their lands.  
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review of Fiji’s legislation, and Samoa’s forest regulation reviews of policies in Vanuatu and 

of two regulations in Niue – and likely impacts are not yet evident.  

 The lack of movement so far on the implementation of sustainable livelihoods 198.

alternatives has been discussed elsewhere in this report. Its prospects for generating positive 

impact in this area is limited.  

 

 Ratings 
Evaluation Criteria Rating Comments Ref. 

Section 

Achievement of Objectives MS Project heading in right direction albeit at 

slower pace than planned. Satisfactory 

progress towards global environmental 

objective, but development objective has not 

progressed.  

5.0 

Attainments of Outputs and 

activities  

MS Mixed results so far due to slow pace of 

implementation with some good outputs 

completed and or in progress and others 

delayed.  

5.1 

Progress towards meeting GEF 4 

focal area priorities/objectives 

MS Project heading in right direction with 

satisfactory progress towards global 

environmental objective, (BD-SP3 and BD-

SP4) but the development objective (BD- 

SP5) has not progressed.  

 

 

5.6 

Cost effectiveness MS Costs are well controlled and closely 

monitored; overall budget is underspent  by 

58% reflecting the slow pace of 

implementation.  

4.2 

Impact MS Good signs of positive impact on 

strengthening biodiversity conservation and 

reducing forest and land degradation; possible 

impact on enhancing sustainable livelihoods is 

limited.  

6.5 

Risk and risk management MS Risks are monitored and reported on as part of 

on-going project reporting.   

3.5 

Sustainability MS Have not been seriously factored into 

planning. Some key outputs are built on 

strong partnerships with other stakeholders 

that have improved sustainability prospects. 

Others need more time.  

6.4 

Stakeholder participation S Good participation and high level of interest 

of stakeholders at local  community level; 

national level participation varies between 

countries with Fiji and Vanuatu well 

supported by international and national NGOs 

and local agencies.  

4.4 

Country Ownership MS National Steering Committees are strong and 

active in Fiji and Vanuatu, but less organized 

and involved in Samoa and Niue. 

4.5 

Implementation Approach S There are no issues with regards FAO 

procedures for implementation. The multi-

country approach is appropriate given the 

varying diversity of country conditions.    

3.3 

Financial planning MS Financial system is providing up-to-date 

expenditures report by country and by 

component.  Co-financing contributions are 

4.2 
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not monitored.  

Replicability MS No progress yet with demonstration farms yet 

to begin implementation.   

4.6 

Monitoring and evaluation MS In country monitoring of project progress  is 

satisfactory in Fiji and Vanuatu but weak in 

Samoa and to a lesser extent, Niue.  

4.4 

 

 

 

 

7 Conclusions and Recommendations 

 

Key Findings 

 The MTE found that the project is highly consistent with the current development 199.

priorities declared by the Governments of Fiji, Samoa, Vanuatu and Niue. The project 

countries prioritize food security, environmental sustainability, climate change adaptation and 

disaster risk reduction, and Millennium Development Goals (MDGs) in their national 

development strategies or equivalent documents.  FAO’s Strategic Objectives are well 

aligned with most of these prioritizes. 

 The level of efficiency is, overall, marginally satisfactory. The cause of slow 200.

implementation is the combined effect of delays due to severely limited capacities at national 

level organizations including government agencies and service providers who are NGOs and 

or private consultants, and at the regional level of FAO SAPA. There are also factors (natural 

and political) external to the Project that contributed.  The pace of implementation has 

however showed improvement in most recent reports, and is expected to accelerate further.  

 Project effectiveness is moderately satisfactory at best, with a mix of completed 201.

outputs, others in progress and others yet to commence implementation. Those completed are 

in a number of key areas directly contributing to the Project’s environmental objective. These 

include capacity building and awareness raising, baseline studies for conservation planning 

and monitoring and in securing new biodiversity priority areas for protection.   

 Overall, the project design is sound and appropriate. The Project’s theory of change is 202.

logical but it needs greater clarity and more detailed articulation in some areas to provide a 

better guide for annual work planning and the sequencing of components and some key 

activities.  Some situations have arisen that are challenging the robustness of the theory but it 

is too early yet to draw any firm conclusions.  

 Changes that took place in the project environment between project preparation on one 203.

hand and approval/mobilization on the other, had rendered some outputs redundant and the 

continuing relevance of others questioned.  

 The multi-country approach in FPAM implementation is working satisfactorily, and to 204.

date, there are no compelling reasons to suggest that it is ineffective or inappropriate.   

 Fiji’s approach to capacity building is strategic and forward looking with a focus on 205.

degree level training and the strengthening of FTC’s curriculum in protected area 

management and biodiversity conservation.  
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 The implementation of some key outputs are seriously delayed it would be near 206.

impossible to have them completed within the remaining duration of the Project, not to 

mention up-scaling and replication. Of particular importance are eco-tourism activities 

proposed for Niue and Fiji and demonstration farms in all four countries. 

 The implicit assumption that there is adequate capacity within the four participating 207.

countries to successfully implement the full range of project activities within a duration of 

four years is unrealistic and not supported by similar experiences in previous GEF funded 

projects.  

 Institutional oversight at the regional level is functioning as designed and in this regard, 208.

is satisfactory. The Regional Steering Committee met annually as prescribed and records of 

meetings show constructive, strategic and proactive decision-making, on critical issues 

including how best to address the slow pace of project implementation.  

 At the national level, project management effectiveness varies between countries. It is 209.

satisfactory in Fiji and Vanuatu and less so (moderately satisfactory) in Samoa and Niue.  

The M&E system is operating as designed with prescribed reports generated as per M&E 

plan, especially between the NCs, CTO and FAO/GEF.  But there are weaknesses at the 

national level, particular in the case of Samoa and Niue where NSCs are inactive and 

uninformed of project progress.  

 Management of project staff at the national level have been effective in Fiji and 210.

Vanuatu, but less so in Samoa. There is not enough information to make a similar assessment 

of the Niue project.  

 There is no exit strategy for the Project proposed in the Project Document and none has 211.

been developed during implementation to date.   

 Overall financial management is moderately satisfactory. The disbursement of project 212.

funds for approved procurement and LoAs is efficient and without delay.  The overall rate of 

spending from January 2012 – December 2014 is considerably slower than projected. 

Projected total expenditure for Year 1, Year 2 and Year 3 is USD 5 003 572.  The amount of 

under-spending is USD 2 893 540 or 57.8 percent. The slow spending rate is consistent with 

the assessed slow progress in implementation by outputs. Co-financing contributions are not 

monitored, except by the Fiji Project for local co-financing contributors.  

 The overall institutional arrangements for supporting the Project at regional, 213.

subregional and country levels are clear and logical but making them work effectively is 

hampered by inadequate capacity. Governments of all four project countries are fully 

committed to and supporting the Project.  

 There is limited evidence of uptake of project outputs to date except for improved 214.

awareness at the community level. This is manifested in the successful negotiations for the 

protection of new forest areas in villages hitherto not interested in biodiversity conservation, 

and in overall community support for project activities.  

 Achievement of outputs is satisfactory under five of eighteen subcomponents; 215.

moderately satisfactory under nine, moderately unsatisfactory under two and unsatisfactory 

under two.   
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 Overall achievements at the output level show moderately satisfactory progress in many 216.

areas due to the slow pace of implementation. The pace of implementation has accelerated in 

the last 12 months but the risk of incompletion is high for a number of outputs given the 

limited time remaining.  

 Overall, progress made towards the achievement of outcomes is moderately 217.

satisfactory.  Some outcomes are on track for satisfactory delivery albeit to varying degrees, 

such as the strengthening of legal, policy and institutional arrangements, capacity and the in-

situ conservation of biodiversity. Others, despite signs of accelerated progress in latest 

reports, are at risk of not being achieved within the limited time remaining. These include 

sustainable financing, improvement in livelihoods from biodiversity services and goods, and 

reduction or reversal of poor land use practices and land degradation. 

 There are no specific gender related outcomes in the FPAM project design but there is a 218.

high level of gender sensitivity in project management, and in the level of participation of 

women in project activities.  

 The Project is contributing satisfactorily to capacity development at the regional, 219.

national and local community levels through awareness raising activities, availability of 

baseline information for planning, new partnerships and expanded networks, participation in 

formal and semi formal training and conferences, scholarships opportunities and improved 

curricula at the Fiji Forestry Training Center.    

 There has been no emphasis on sustainability possibly because of the Project’s 220.

preoccupation with getting implementation moving. Consequently, with time running out, the 

prospects of sustainability for several key outputs are limited for many that are not yet 

completed and increasingly dim for others yet to be implemented. Of particular concern are 

outputs under Component 6 where livelihood alternatives need time for trials, before up-

scaling and replication.  

 Satisfactory progress has been made in progressing outputs aimed at strengthening the 221.

Project’s impact on biodiversity conservation and reducing forest and land degradation 

(Environmental Objective) but the  potential impact  on enhancing the sustainable livelihoods 

of local communities (Development Objective) is likely to be limited based on the level of 

progress achieved to date.    

7.1 Conclusions 

 Based on the evidence collected throughout the evaluation process, the FE drew a 222.

number of conclusions, which can be organized around the six key evaluation questions as 

follows. 

To what extent did the project support sustainable financing of protected areas? 

 The Project has not yet commenced implementation of most activities aimed at 223.

promoting and supporting sustainable financing of protected areas in all four countries. Most 

of these – which include the development of financing strategies, PES and securing at least 

one new funding source in each country by M 48 – are scheduled for the second half of the 

Project, but have since been pushed further back by overall delays experienced in 

implementation.  FPAM is designed to make cash contribution of USD 250 000. The transfer 

of funds is being processed and will contribute to leveraging further funding from other 

donors.  
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To what extent is the project establishing and or strengthening sustainable in situ 

biodiversity conservation areas?  

 The project is making satisfactory progress in establishing and or strengthening 224.

sustainable in situ biodiversity conservation management, although progress is lagging 

behind schedule. Additional new areas amounting to 7,900, 13,122 and 3,000 hectares in Fiji, 

Samoa and Vanuatu respectively have been set aside by local communities and now under 

various degrees of protection and management. Interest expressed by other communities in 

the Greater Tomaniivi Area in Fiji is being explored.  

 Limited but solid progress has also been made in PA management planning. The Sovi 225.

Basin management plan is approved and being implemented in Fiji, while for other PA’s, 

several biodiversity assessments and baseline studies to support management planning have 

been completed and or in progress in all four countries.  The use of PES is an important 

strategy in Fiji but implementation is scheduled for later in the project. Samoa, Vanuatu and 

Niue have also draft legislation to legalize protected areas and are awaiting final enactment 

by their respective Parliaments.  

 The loss of protected area land due to encroachment in Taveuni is a setback and efforts 226.

are in progress to address this through a consultative and integrated management planning 

approach.  

To what extent is the project contributing to the improvement of the livelihoods of local 

communities through marketing of biodiversity goods and services and sustainable land 

management practices?  

 FPAM is designed to contribute to improving livelihoods of local communities by a 227.

range of strategies in the different project countries. For Samoa, this is through building local 

capacity in organic farming and through demonstration farms showcasing sustainable farming 

practices.   In Fiji, Vanuatu and Niue, ecotourism and the wider marketing of non-wood 

forest products is targeted. To date, little progress is reported in all countries. In Samoa, delay 

in the approval of the LoA for this component is holding back the implementation of 

demonstration farms. But satisfactory progress in building community interest and capacity in 

organic farming is reported with strong links to existing avenues for the marketing of organic 

produce secured with the active support of the Women in Business Inc as a partner. In Fiji, 

Vanuatu and Niue, activities under this component were scheduled for the second half of the 

Project, and these are now being pushed back by overall delays in implementation faced. 

Except progress in organic farming in Samoa, the Project has yet to contribute to any 

significant extent to this objective.  

To what extent are policy, legal and institutional arrangements effectively supporting 

biodiversity, conservation and sustainable land management in the different countries? 

 Project contribution and progress in this area varies with each participating country. Fiji 228.

is currently reviewing its legal and policy framework for protected areas to identify gaps that 

would then guide subsequent interventions. In Samoa, several legislation and policies have 

and are being developed and strengthened under other donor funded initiatives but FPAM is 

funding the development of a forest regulation and this is near completion. Vanuatu is in the 

preparatory phase of a review of its environmental legislation and forest policy with FPAM 

support while Niue is drafting two regulations with FPAM support, and awaiting the 

enactment of its Environment Act to enable the legalization of two community based 
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conservation areas. The mainstreaming of biodiversity conservation under FPAM is largely 

made redundant in Samoa and Vanuatu due to progress made through other GEF funded 

CBD driven initiatives including NBSAP, SOE’s and NAPs and MDG goal of environmental 

sustainability.  Overall the Project  is addressing identified gaps in legislation and policy in 

Samoa, Vanuatu and Niue, and supporting Fiji in its gap analysis. The extent to which these 

are effectively supporting biodiversity, conservation and sustainable management is not yet 

evident but giving protected areas legal status is an important step forward, and the project is 

directly assisting countries in this area.  

How did policy, legal and institutional arrangement change towards more effective 

sustainable land management, biodiversity and conservation? 

 Changes in policy, legal and institutional arrangements toward more effective 229.

sustainable land management, biodiversity and conservation are driven by the combined 

effect of several factors. The Rio Conventions including CBD, UNCCD and UNFCCC, and 

the MDG goals which participating countries have adopted are important contributors. The 

momentum of synergies generated by with other donor funded projects and other sector 

strategies. There is also a strong influence of the climate change adaptation agenda and 

countries’ emphasis on disaster risk reduction and climate change resilience, that is providing 

strong support for terrestrial ecosystems restoration as part of sustainable land management, 

and protected area expansion as part of carbon mitigation and adaptation strategies. An 

important facilitating factor is the increase in the level of public awareness and appreciation 

of biodiversity conservation and sustainable land management as a result of previous and on-

going initiatives including FPAM, and reinforced by recent experiences of the impact of 

extreme climate change related events.  

To what extent did the project contribute to reduce poor land-use and forest and land 

degradation practices in target areas in the recipient countries? 

 FPAM is designed to contribute to reduce poor land-use and forest and land 230.

degradation practices in Fiji, Samoa and Niue through two avenues (i) strengthening local 

capacity for sustainable land management and (ii) through promoting sustainable income 

from the use of sustainable land management practices. These interventions are schedule to 

be completed by the end of Year 3 and 4 but progress to date is limited with only training of 

farmers and extension workers and baseline studies partly completed in Fiji and Samoa. 

Demonstration farms meant to showcase sustainable farming and land management methods 

in Samoa have been delayed for over a year. Overall, while project outputs targeting the 

reduction of poor land use and forest and land degradation practises are not expected until the 

end of Year 3 and 4, progress to date is limited. The extent of the Project’s contribution to 

date is negligible.  
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7.2 Recommendations  

 The following recommendations emerge from the FE’s findings and conclusions 231.

Recommendation1: To FAO  

It is recommended that a request of an additional 24 months no-cost extension is submitted to the GEF 

secretariat. The request for a no-cost extension should include:  a budget revision, a modified work 

plan and a clear exit strategy to cover the remaining months of implementation 

 

Recommendation 2: To Project team and Regional Steering Committee  

 

Project management should work on improving the project logical framework and impact monitoring. 

This review should be done in close consultation with the Governments in the four participant 

countries and partners 

 To implement Recommendation 2, the ET suggests taking out Output 1.2 on 232.

mainstreaming, and 1.3 for a Protected Area Strategy Network for Samoa. Output 1.2.2 

Sustainable Land Development Policy for Vanuatu is likely to be unnecessary but this should 

be reviewed further, taking into account the existence of the National Action Plan to address 

land degradation and mitigate the effects of droughts (2009) produced under the UNDP 

Sustainable Land Management Project, out the project work plan. 

Recommendation 3: To Project team and Regional Steering Committee 

FAO SAPA and Project SCs need to provide guidance and advice to the project management. It 

should support the project and ensure availability of sufficient technical support, adequate capacity 

development and successful completion of project activities and document lessons learnt. 

 

 

 

  



50 

Annex 1. Evaluation terms of reference 

 

 

Background of the Project  

 

1.  The GEF “Forestry and protected area management” project (GEFPAS-FPAM) is 

implemented in the four Pacific Island nations of Fiji, Samoa, Vanuatu and Niue. These four 

countries are located in two of the World’s 34 “Biodiversity Hotspots”, where the richest and 

most threatened reservoirs of plant and animal life can be found. This project has been 

designed to address the following major issues of importance to the global environment: i) 

the very low level of biodiversity conservation on the islands in terms of number, size and 

management effectiveness of terrestrial protected areas and the little attention given to 

biodiversity conservation in forestry, agriculture and natural resource extraction activities, as 

well as to the livelihood and well-being of the people living on these islands; and ii) the 

unsustainable forest and land management practise resulting in the degradation of natural 

resources and soil. 

 

2. The Global Environment Facility Pacific Alliance for Sustainability (GEFPAS-

FPAM) project is a four-year project with a total estimated budget of USD 18 million. Total 

project costs distributed by funding source are: i) GEF - USD 6.3 million; ii) national 

governments - USD 2.2 million, iii) other co-financiers - USD 8.0 million; and iv) FAO - 

USD 1.5 million.  

 

3. FAO is coordinating the implementation of the project through its Sub-regional 

Office in Apia (SAP). The project is guided by a Regional Project Steering Committee (PSC) 

comprising two senior level government officials from each country (each designated by the 

national Department of Forestry and Department for Environment respectively), and 

representatives from FAO. National Project Steering Committees guide the project 

implementation at the national level. A Regional Scientific Advisory Panel would input 

according to tasks identified by the PSC. 

 

4. The project was declared operational in June 2011; however, with delays in the 

recruitment of the project Chief Technical Adviser (CTA), project activities started in July 

2012 with the implementation of the project inception workshop. 

 

5. The project’s development objective is to enhance the sustainable livelihoods of 

local communities living in and around protected areas. 

 

6. The project's global environmental objective (GEO) is: to strengthen biodiversity 

conservation and reduce forest and land degradation. This will contribute to the GEF’s 

objectives in two focal areas (biodiversity and land degradation) and will help these countries 

to meet Millennium Development Goal 7. Global benefits from the project will include: 

increased representation of important ecosystems in the protected area networks in these 

countries; enhanced biodiversity conservation in production landscapes (through 

mainstreaming and marketing of biodiversity goods and services); increased financial 

sustainability for protected area management; and reductions in the barriers to sustainable 

forest and land management. 

 



51 

7. The project has been structured into seven major components, with each component 

covering a different technical area and roughly corresponding to a specific GEF Strategic 

Programme19. A summary of the project components is given below: 

 Component 1: Legal, institutional and policy reform;  

 Component 2: Extending and consolidating the Protected Area; 

 Component 3: Capacity building in biodiversity conservation and sustainable land 

Management; 

 Component 4: Mechanisms for sustainable protected area financing; 

 Component 5: Sustainable use of biodiversity; 

 Component 6: Sustainable land management in forest margins; and 

 Component 7: Project management and monitoring. 

 

 

Purpose of the Evaluation 

 

8. The Mid-Term Evaluation (MTE) is a requirement in the Project Document. Its 

purpose is to determine progress being made towards achievement of project outcomes and 

outputs and identify the corrective actions if necessary. The MTE is expected to contribute to 

determining if there is a possible rationale for an extension of the project beyond the current 

project expiry date. In addition the MTE is a reporting requirement in the project document. 

 

9. The evaluation will respond to the following key questions:  

i. To what extent did the project support sustainable financing of protected areas? 

ii. To what extent is the project establishing and or strengthening sustainable in 

situ biodiversity conservation areas?  

iii. To what extent is the project contributing to the improvement of the livelihoods 

of local communities through marketing of biodiversity goods and services and 

sustainable land management practices?  

iv. To what extent are policy, legal and institutional arrangements effectively 

supporting biodiversity, conservation and sustainable land management in the 

different countries? 

v. How did policy, legal and institutional arrangement change towards more 

effective sustainable land management, biodiversity and conservation? 

vi. To what extent did the project contribute to reduce poor land-use and forest and 

land degradation practices in target areas in the recipient countries? 

 

Evaluation framework 

Scope  

10. The evaluation will cover the project’s conceptual, inception and implementation 

phases, from June 2011 to December 2014, in the islands of Fiji, Vanuatu, Samoa and Niue.  

 

11. The evaluation team will assess the design of the project, progress made in the 

implementation of planned activities, its tangible and potential results, including the extent to 

                                                 
19

  Due to the differing needs, priorities and circumstances in each of the four countries, some of the 

subcomponents will not be implemented in all countries and the proposed activities will vary slightly 

between the countries. 
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which it is contributing to enhance the sustainable livelihoods of local communities living in 

and around protected areas, its contribution to sustainable development, land use and 

livelihoods processes, as well as the effective achievement of its intended objectives and the 

likelihood of impact.    

 

Evaluation criteria 

12. The project will be critically assessed through the internationally accepted 

evaluation criteria, i.e. relevance, efficiency, effectiveness, impact, and sustainability. In line 

with the new FAO project cycle, the evaluation will assess compliance with the following 

UN Common Country Programming Principles: Gender equality, Environmental 

sustainability, Capacity Development and Results Based Management.  

 

Evaluation issues  

I. Relevance of concept and design 

a. For each country, project relevance to: i) national development priorities; ii) FAO 

Global Goals and Strategic Objectives and Country Programming Framework 

(CPF); iv) United Nations Development Assistance Framework (UNDAF); v) 

United Nations Forum on Forests (UNFF); vi) Convention on Biodiversity (CBD); 

vii) United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC); and 

viii) the GEF objectives viii) and United Nations Convention to Combat 

Desertification (UNCCD).  

b. Robustness and realism of the theory of change underpinning the project; 

c. Clarity, coherence and realism of the Logical Framework20
 
of the project and of its 

design, including: 

 The causal relationship between inputs, activities, outputs, expected outcomes 

(immediate objectives) and impact (development objectives); 

 Validity of indicators, assumptions and risks; 

 Approach and methodology;  

 Resources (human and financial) and duration;  

 Stakeholder and beneficiary identification and analysis;  

 Institutional set-up and management arrangements;  

 Extent to which risks and assumptions are being managed; 

 Quality and coverage of the risk mitigation strategies developed 

 

II. Effectiveness of outputs and outcomes 

d. Overall effectiveness of the project, actual or potential, in attaining its 

intermediate/specific objectives:  

e. Description and analysis of the outputs produced, in terms of quantity, quality and 

timeliness. A list of outputs is included in Annex 4 

f. The project six outcomes are described here: 

 Outcome 1: Policy, legal and institutional arrangements effectively support 

biodiversity, conservation and sustainable land management; 

 Outcome 2: Effective and sustainable in situ biodiversity conservation areas 

established and/or strengthened; 

                                                 
20

 The Logical Framework embodies the Results-Based Management approach in a project 
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 Outcome 3: Stakeholders have the capacity to plan, implement and monitor 

biodiversity, conservation and sustainable land and forest management; 

 Outcome 4: Sustainable financing of protected areas in place through a mixture of 

local income generation, government finance and innovative measures; 

 Outcome 5: Marketing of biodiversity goods and services and sustainable land 

management practices result in improved livelihoods of local communities; and 

 Outcome 6: Poor land-use practices and forest and land degradation reduced or 

reversed in target areas 

 To what extent the outcome’s achieved is included in Annex 5; in particular, the 

evaluation will focus on: 

 The extent to which the project addresses the needs of the participating communities 

and other intended stakeholders; 

 The extent of participation by local and national governments towards achieving the 

project activities. 

g. Use made by the project of FAO’s normative and knowledge products and actual 

and potential contribution of the project to the normative and knowledge function 

of the Organization. 

 

III. Efficiency and effectiveness of project implementation process 

h. Assessment of project management, in particular: 

 Quality, realism and focus of work plans; 

 Assessment of delivery, causes and consequences of delays and of any remedial 

measure taken, if any; 

 Monitoring and feed-back loop into improved management and operations; 

 Development and implementation of an exit strategy; 

 Staff management;  

 

i. Institutional setup, in particular: 

 Administrative and technical support by FAO HQ, regional, sub-regional and country 

office, as appropriate; 

 Institutional set-up, internal review processes, coordination and steering bodies;  

 Inputs and support by the Government/s and resource partner/s. 

 

j. Assessment of financial resources and management: 

 Adequacy and realism of budget allocations to achieve intended results; 

 Adequacy and realism of Budget Revisions in matching implementation needs and 

project objectives; 

 Rate of delivery and budget balance at time of the evaluation and in relation to work-

plan. 

 

k. Analysis of the application of the UN common country programming principles and 

cross-cutting themes 

l. Analysis of gender mainstreaming for gender equality. This will include: 

 Extent to which gender equality considerations were reflected in project objectives 

and design to address the needs, priorities and constraints of both women and men, 

and in the identification of beneficiaries; 

 Extent to which gender equality considerations were taken into account in project 

implementation and management; and 
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 Extent to which gender relations and equality have been or will be affected by the 

project
21

. Particular attention will be devoted to the four FAO’s Gender Equality 

Objectives attainable at the level of initiative or thematic area: i) Equal decision-

making; ii) Equal access to productive resources; iii) Equal access to goods, services 

and markets; iv) Reduction of women’s work burden22. 

 

m. Analysis of the Capacity Development dimension in the design, implementation and 

results of the project, at individual, organizational and enabling environment 

levels.
23 

This will include CD on both technical and soft-skills, i.e. planning, 

budgeting, partnering and negotiating.  

n. Analysis of the adoption of the Human-Rights Based Approach, namely: 

 The integration of the Right to Food dimension and principles, in the design, 

implementation and results of the project; and 

 The integration of decent rural employment concerns in the design, implementation 

and results of the project. 

 

o. Analysis of Partnerships and Alliances, namely:  

 How they were planned in the project design and developed through implementation; 

 Their focus and strength; and  

 Their effect on project results and sustainability
24

. 

 

p. Analysis of how environmental impacts were taken into consideration and 

addressed, following the steps and criteria contained in the FAO Environmental 

Impact Assessment guidelines.  

 

IV. Impact 

13. Overall impact of the project, actual or potential, positive and negative, produced 

directly or indirectly, intended or unintended; and 

14. Overall contribution of the project to FAO Country Programming Frameworks, 

Organizational Result/s and Strategic Objectives, as well as to the implementation of the 

corporate Core Functions. 

 

V. Sustainability  

 The prospects for sustaining and up-scaling the project's results by the beneficiaries 

and the host institutions after the termination of the project. The assessment of 

sustainability will include, as appropriate: 

 Institutional, technical, social and economic sustainability of proposed technologies, 

innovations and/or processes;  

 Expectation of institutional uptake and mainstreaming of the newly acquired 

capacities, or diffusion beyond the beneficiaries or the project; 

 Environmental sustainability: the project’s contribution to sustainable natural resource 

management, in terms of maintenance and/or regeneration of the natural resource 

base. 

 Additional lines of enquiry will be the following: 

                                                 
21  

See: http://typo3.fao.org/fileadmin/templates/gender/docs/FAO_FinalGender_Policy_2012.pdf 
22  

See FAO Policy on Gender Equality. 
23  

See: http://www.fao.org/capacitydevelopment/en/ 
24  

See: http://www.fao.org/partnerships/partners-home/en/ 
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 What adjustment can be done to improve the likelihood of impact and sustainability 

of the project in Fiji, Vanuatu, Samoa and Niue during the remaining period? 

 Are there clear strategies for risk mitigation related with long-term sustainability of 

the project? 

 

q. Based on the above analysis, the evaluation will draw specific conclusions and 

formulate recommendations for any necessary further action by Governments, 

FAO and/or other parties to ensure sustainable development, including any need 

for follow-up or up-scaling action. The evaluation will draw attention to specific 

good practices and lessons to be learned as they are of interest to other similar 

activities. Any proposal for further assistance should include specification of major 

objectives and outputs and indicative inputs required. 

 

Evaluation methodology  

Approach and tools 

15. The evaluation will adhere to the UNEG Norms & Standards.25 

 

16. The evaluation will adopt a consultative and transparent approach with internal and 

external stakeholders throughout the evaluation process. Triangulation of evidence and 

information gathered will underpin its validation and analysis and will support conclusions 

and recommendations.  

 

17. The following key background documentation will be consulted: 

 Projects Agreements for all pilot countries and in particular selected countries for this 

evaluation; 

 Funding Agreement between FAO and GEF;  

 Projects documents’; 

 Progress reports; 

 Back to Office reports (BTORs); 

 FAO’s corporate guidance on HRBA, Right to Food and Decent work, Gender 

equality, Environmental sustainability, Results Based Management; and  

 FAO Strategic Objectives, Results and core functions, 2010-2019. 

 

18. The evaluation will make use of the following methods and tools: review of existing 

reports, semi-structured interviews with key informants, stakeholders and participants, 

supported by check lists and/or interview protocols; direct observation during field visits to 

Fiji, Samoa, Vanuatu; surveys and questionnaires.  

 

19. Particular attention will be devoted to ensure that women and other under-privileged 

groups will be consulted in adequate manner. Insofar as possible and appropriate, interaction 

will also take place with non-participants to canvass their opinions. The Sustainable 

                                                 
25

   http://www.google.co.uk/url?sa=t&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&frm=1&source=web&cd=3&cad=rja&uact=8&ved=0

CDEQFjAC&url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.uneval.org%2Fdocument%2Fdownload%2F562&ei=lgluVP6JGc

PearWCgdgM&usg=AFQjCNGJRgaTila7-3Gg7U-

hRzaeYEfZMg&sig2=ZBl_saBEQPHzsMYDu1Rtow&bvm=bv.80120444,d.d2s 
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Livelihoods Framework; the Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities and Threats (SWOT) 

framework can be used for assessment of project results26.  

 

Stakeholders and consultation process 

20. The evaluation team will discuss in detail with the key stakeholders of the project 

and will take into account their perspectives and opinions. Key stakeholders will include:  

 Government representatives in the partner organizations, namely the Ministry and 

Departments of Forestry and Environment.  Line Ministries and Departments such as 

the Lands, Agriculture, and Internal Affairs; 

 Relevant members of partner organizations and agencies e.g. regional institutions like 

the University of South Pacific (USP), Secretariat of the Pacific Regional 

Environment Programme (SPREP), Secretariat of the Pacific Community (SPC);    

 Project Task force members in TCI, FOM, FOE and in the recipient countries; 

 In Samoa the sub regional Coordinator and technical officers in SAP, 

 In Vanuatu, the assistant FAO representative; 

 Global Forest Resources Assessments (FRA), National Forest Monitoring Systems 

and Assessments (NFMA) and The United Nation Programme on Reducing Emission 

from Deforestation and forest Degradation in Developing countries (UN-REDD) 

teams at the FAO HQ; and  

 Phone/skype interview with project staff and key resource persons of Niue, which will 

not be visited27. 

 

21. The evaluation team will maintain close liaison with: the FAO Office of Evaluation, 

the Project Task Force members and Project staff at headquarters, regional, sub-regional or 

country level. Although the mission is free to discuss with the authorities concerned anything 

relevant to its assignment, it is not authorized to make any commitment on behalf of the 

Government, the donor or FAO. 

 

22. The team will present its preliminary findings, conclusions and recommendations to 

the project stakeholders in the visited countries and insofar as possible, FAOSAP and in HQ, 

to obtain their feedback at the end of the data-gathering phase.  

 

23. The draft ToR will be circulated among key stakeholders for comments before 

finalisation; suggestions will be incorporated as deemed appropriate by OED. The draft 

evaluation report will also be circulated among key stakeholders for comments before 

finalisation; suggestions will be incorporated as deemed appropriate by the evaluation team. 

 

GEF rating of the project 

24. In order to facilitate comparison with routine reporting to GEF and contribute to the 

GEF programme leaning process (LD portfolio), the evaluation will rate the success of the 

project on the GEF six-point scale system: Highly Satisfactory (HS), Satisfactory (S), 

Marginally Satisfactory (MS), Marginally Unsatisfactory (MU), Unsatisfactory (U), and 

Highly Unsatisfactory (HU).  

                                                 
26

 SWOT is a widely used strategic planning tool, useful also in assessment of development interventions, to 

canvass their strengths and weaknesses, as well as future perspectives. It is particularly used in focus groups, 

but it can be adapted to individual interviews as well. 
27

 Because its geographical location and difficult flight connections prevent easy access 
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25. Each of the items listed below should be rated separately, with comments and then 

an overall rating given.  

 Achievement of objectives 

 Attainment of outputs and activities 

 Progress towards meeting GEF-4 focal area priorities/objectives  

 Cost-effectiveness 

 Impact 

 Risk and Risk management 

 Sustainability
1    

 

 Stakeholder participation 

 Country ownership 

 Implementation approach 

 Financial planning 

 Replicability 

 Monitoring and evaluation. 

 

Roles and responsibilities 

26. The Budget Holder (BH), the Lead Technical Unit (LTU) and the project Task force 

(PTF) of the project to be evaluated are responsible for initiating the evaluation process, 

drafting the first version of the Terms of Reference, and supporting the evaluation team 

during its work. They are required to participate in meetings with the team, make available 

information and documentation as necessary, and comment on the draft final terms of 

reference and report. Involvement of different members of the project Task Force will depend 

on respective roles and participation in the project. 

 

27. The BH is also responsible for leading and coordinating the preparation of the FAO 

Management Response and the Follow-up Report to the evaluation, fully supported in this 

task by the Lead Technical Officer (LTO) and PTF. OED guidelines for the Management 

Response and the Follow-up Report provide necessary details on this process. 

 

28. FAO Office of Evaluation (OED) assists the BH and LTO in drafting the ToR, in the 

identification of the consultants and in the organization of the team’s work; it is responsible 

for the finalization of the ToR and of the team composition;
28

 it shall brief the evaluation 

team on the evaluation methodology and process and will review the final draft report for 

Quality Assurance purposes in terms of presentation, compliance with the ToR and timely 

delivery, quality, clarity and soundness of evidence provided and of the analysis supporting 

conclusions and recommendations.  

 

29. OED has also a responsibility in following up with the BH for the timely preparation 

of the Management Response (MR) and the Follow-up to the MR. 

 

30. The Evaluation Team is responsible for conducting the evaluation, applying the 

methodology as indicated above and for producing the evaluation report. All team members, 

including the Team Leader, will participate in briefing and debriefing meetings, discussions, 

field visits, and will contribute to the evaluation with written inputs for the final draft and 

final report. 

                                                 
28

 The responsibility for the administrative procedures for recruitment of the team will be decided on a case-by-

case basis. 
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31. The Team Leader guides and coordinates the team members in their specific work, 

discusses their findings and conclusions and prepares the final draft and the final report, 

consolidating the inputs from the team members with his/her own.  

 

32. The Evaluation team will be free to expand the scope, criteria, questions and issues 

listed above, as well as develop its own evaluation tools and framework, within time and 

resources available. 

 

33. The team is fully responsible for its report which may not reflect the views of the 

Governments of Fiji, Samoa, Vanuatu and Niue or of FAO. The evaluation report is not 

subject to technical clearance by FAO although OED is responsible for Quality Assurance of 

all evaluation reports.  

 

34. As a contribution to the OED Knowledge Management System: 

 the Team Leader will be responsible for completing the OED quantitative project 

performance questionnaire, to be delivered at the same time with the final evaluation 

report;  

 OED will ask all team members to complete an anonymous and confidential 

questionnaire to get their feedback on the evaluation process. 

 

Evaluation team 

35. The Evaluation team will have had no previous direct involvement in the 

formulation, implementation or backstopping of the project. All will sign the Declaration of 

Interest form of the FAO Office of Evaluation. 

 

36. The evaluation team will comprise the best available mix of skills that are required 

to assess the project, and as a whole, will have expertise in all the following subject matters:  

 Biodiversity related to terrestrial protected areas (in the context of the ridge to reef 

approach), forest and ecosystem conservation (planning and management), 

community based conservation approach, ecosystem services, livelihood 

improvement of communities adjacent to pacific and responsible tourism 

development; and  

 Institutional capacity building and knowledge of the Pacific Islands; 

 Evaluation; 

 Gender and HRBA. 

 

Evaluation deliverables 

 Evaluation deliverables are: 

 Evaluation methodology and tools;  

 Evaluation matrix; 

 Report outline; 

 Evaluation final draft report; and 

 Final evaluation report 

 

Evaluation timetable 

37. The evaluation is expected to take place end-November 2014. The country visit 

phase is expected to last approximately one week for each country. The timetable in the box 
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below shows a tentative programme of travel and work for the evaluation team. It will be 

finalised upon the recruitment of the evaluation team.  

 

Tentative timetable of the evaluation  

Task Dates Duration Responsibility 

ToR finalization September-November 2014 4 months PTF/OED 

Team identification and 

recruitment  

September-November 2014 4 weeks OED 

Mission organization September-November 2014 2 months OED 

Reading background 

documentation 

19-22 November 2014 4 days OED/ETF 

Briefing  5-8 December  2014 3 days OED 

Country level work to  

Fiji, Samoa and Vanuatu 

10 December 2014- 10 January 2015 21 days OED/PTF 

Draft report  24 January 2015  ET/OED 

Final report 28 February 2015  ET/OED 
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Annex 2. Brief Profile of evaluation team members 

 

Sam Sesega (Team leader) 

 

Sam Sesega is a Samoan national specializing in social safeguards, environmental planning 

and project evaluations. He holds a Master of Science (Resource Management) First Class 

Honours degree (1991) from Canterbury University of Christchurch New Zealand and a 

Bachelor of Science Forestry degree from the University of the Philippines at Los Banos 

(UPLB, 1985).  

 

Professional experience includes working for the Government of Samoa as a Head of the 

Division of Environment and Conservation in the Department of Lands, Surveys and 

Environment  in its early formative years from 1991 – 1994; three years as an Adviser 

managing a GEF funded and UNDP implemented project out of the SPC Suva office in Fiji 

from 1994 - 1996, and  then six years (1997 – 2003) as a Resource Management Adviser and 

Coordinator for the Action Strategy for Nature Conservation in the Pacific Islands,  for the 

Secretariat for the Pacific Regional Environment Programme (SPREP) in Apia, Samoa. Sam 

Sesega has been a consultant full time since 2003.  

 

Sam Sesega’s other recent evaluation experiences includes the mid term evaluation for the 

GEF funded Local Conservation Initiatives Project in Vanuatu (GEF ___), GEF evaluations 

of the Samoa GEF portfolio (2009) as part of the PECL team of evaluators, and of the GEF 

evaluation of the SPREP and Vanuatu portfolios (2013) as a member of the Industrial 

Economics Inc (Washington DC) evaluation team. Sam Sesega had also conducted similar 

evaluations for AusAID29 and NZAID funded regional projects30 in the Pacific.  

 

Sam Sesega was a partner and Co-Managing Director for the firm Pacific Environment 

Consultants Ltd (PECL) but is presently, since 2013 the owner and Principal Consultant for 

PSES Consult, a small consulting firm operating out of Apia Samoa 

(samsesega@conservation.ws).  

                                                 
29

  Mid-term evaluation for the South Pacific Regional Forest Genetic Resources Conservation Project 

(SPRIG).  

 

mailto:samsesega@conservation.ws
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Annex 3.  List of documents reviewed, by category 

 

The list of documents reviewed was quite extensive; only broad categories are listed below: 

1. FAO Documents - 

 FAO. 2009. FAO/Global Environment Facility. Project Document – GEFPAS – 

Forestry and protected area management in Fiji, Samoa, Vanuatu and Niue (GEFPAS-

FPAM) 

 FAO. 2013. FAO-GEF Project Implementation Review 2013 (1 July 2012 to 30 June 

2013) 

 FAO. 2014. FAO-GEF Project Implementation Review 2014 (1 July 2013 to 30 June 

2014) 

 FAO. Nov 2009. Strategic Framework 2009 – 2019, Rome Nov 2009. 

 FAO. June 2013. Reviewed Strategic Framework 

 FAO. 2012.  Pacific Multi-Country CPF Document 2013 – 2017  

  

 Steering Committee Reports (Regional and National levels) 

 GEFPAS-FPAM. 2013. Report of the First FPAM Regional Project Steering 

Committee Meeting 24-25 June 2013 - Apia Samoa  

 GEFPAS-FPAM. 2014. Report of the First FPAM Regional Project Steering 

Committee Meeting 10-11 March, 2014, Port Vila, Vanuatu 

 

2. Project Progress Reports 

 GEFPAS-FPAM. 2012. GEFPAS Regional Inception Workshop report, 13-19 July 

2012, Tanoa Intl Hotel, Nadi Fiji. 

 GEFPAS-FPAM. 2012. Project Progress Report (PPR) – July – December, 2012 

 GEFPAS-FPAM. 2013. Project Progress Report (PPR) – January – June, 2013 

 GEFPAS-FPAM. 2013. Project Progress Report (PPR) – July – December, 2013 

 GEFPAS-FPAM. 2014. Project Progress Report (PPR) – January – June, 2014  

 Depart of Forests. 2013. Vanuatu Forest Policy (draft) 2013 – 2019 

 

3. Consultants Reports and documents 

 Department of Tourism. 2014. Lake Letes (Gaua Island Torba Province) Tourism 

Assessment Report; June 2014; pp. 24. 

 GEFPAS-FPAM. 2014. Socio-Economical Baseline Report for the Establishment of 

the Greater Delaikoro Protected Area, Vanua Levu, Fiji Islands. A Rapid Biodiversity 

Assessment, Socioeconomic Study and Archaeological Survey of the Greater 

Delaikoro Area, June 2014, Suva, Fiji, FPAM-2014-BIODIVERSITY-01 

 GEFPAS-FPAM (2014) Establishment of theGreater Tomaniivi Protected Area, Viti 

Levu, Fiji Islands. Integrated Participatory Land-use Plan of Tikina NABOBUCO, 

NAILUVA & NASAU, December 2014, Suva, Fiji, FPAM-2014-BIODIVERSITY-

02 

  FPAM (2014). Establishment of the Greater Tomaniivi Protected Area, Viti Levu, 

Fiji Islands., De Biodiversity Conservation Awareness Creation and Securing Consent 

of the Landowning Communities for the Extension of the Existing Tomaniivi/ Wabu 

Nature Reserves, December 2014, Suva, Fiji, FPAM-2014-BIODIVERSITY-03 

 FPAM (2014) Upgrading and Strengthening of Technical Expertise in Conservation 

and Protected Area Management, 2014 Review of Training in Fiji’s Forestry Sector 

and the Curriculum of the Forestry Training Centre, 14 July, 2014, Suva, Fiji, FPAM-

2014-CAPACITY-01  
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 Government of Vanuatu and UNDP. 2009. National Action Program to address land 

degradation and mitigate the effects of drought. Ministry of Lands Port Vila; p. 67.  

 Government of Samoa. 2006. Strategy for the Development of Samoa 2012 – 2016. 

MoF. 

 Government of Vanuatu. 2006. Priorities and Action Agenda 2006 – 2015. MFRM.  

 Other documents and reports consulted are (i) 16 Back-to-Office Reports (BOR) 

submitted by the CTA and a selection of over 20 Monthly Reports of NPCs in all four 

countries. 
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Annex 4. List of institutions and stakeholders consulted 

Fiji  

 Susana Wagainabete-Tuisese, Fiji Program Director, Conservation International 

 Elizabeth Erasito (Chief Executive Officer, National Trust of Fiji (NTF)) 

 Viliame Koyamaibole, Ecotourism Consultant 

 Manasa Luvunakoro, Principal, Fiji Forestry Training Center, Colo-i-Suva 

 Moape Dri, Training Officer, Fiji Forestry Training Center, Colo-i-Suva 

 Samuela Lagataki, Conservator of Forests, Department of Forests 

 Nunia Thomas, Merenqeti Viti – Nature Fiji 

 Marika Tuiwawa, Curator, USP Herbarium 

 Viliami Rabici, Training Specialist Consultant 

 Amelia Ravu, Ra Provincial Officer, Ra Province. 

 Maria Ratutokarua, Secretariat for Pacific Community 

 Sairusi Bulai, Coordinator, Forests and Trees Programme, LRD, SPC 

 Inoke Ratukalou, Director, Land Resources Division, SPC 

 Rudolf Hahn, Chief Technical Advisor, FPAM 

 Tulele Ilai, National Project Coordinator 

Vanuatu  

 Donna Kalfatak, Senior Biodiversity Officer, DEPC 

 Molu Bulu, Economist/GEF 6 Consultant, DEPC 

 Geoffrey Bome, Senior Forest Officer, Utilization, Department of Forests 

 Hunington Tate, Director, Department of Forests 

 Watson Lui, Deputy Director, Department of Forests 

 Brenda Andre, Cruise Tourism Officer, Department of Tourism 

 George Borugu, Director, Department of Tourism 

 Anjali Nelson, REDD+ Regional Project Coordinator, Live and Learn Vanuatu 

 Perci ______, Vanuatu Cultural Centre 

 Chief Matiu Sei, Landowner, Happy Land community, Erromango, Vanuatu 

Samoa  

 Adi Tafunai, Executive Director, Women in Business Inc. 

 Afamasaga Toleafoa, Secretary, Samoa Farmers Association 

 Leaupepe Lasa Luaiufi, President, Samoa Farmers Association 

 Tauti Fuatino, Asst CEO, Division of Environment and Conservation, MNRE 

 Lesa Niualuga, Principal Environment Officer, DEC, MNRE 

 Faleafaga Toni Tipama’a, former A/CEO, DEC, MNRE 

 Moafanua Tolusina, Asst CEO, Division of Forestry, MNRE 

 Yvette Kerslake-Leavasa, Project Coordinator, ICCRIFFS, MNRE 

 Aru Matthias, Lead Technical Officer, FAO SAPA 

 Salamasina Tinai, FAO Operations Assistant – FPAM, FAO SAPA 

 Philip Tuilalagi, National Technical Advisor – FPAM 

 Afamasaga Sami Lemalu, National Project Coordinator FPAM 

 Sooalo Tito Alatimu, Principal Forestry Officer, Savaii, MNRE 

 

 Niue  

 Sauni Tongatule, Director of Environment, Niue 

 Logo Seumanu, National Project Coordinator, FPAM 
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Annex 5. Matrix of Project Outputs and Status of Implementation 

                                                 
31

  Outputs and activities as described in the project logframe or in any updated project revision. 

Outputs 
31

     

Outcome 1. Policy, legal and institutional arrangements effectively support biodiversity conservation and SLM. 

Subcomponent 1.1: Review and revision of policies and legislation for conservation and sustainable resource management (all four countries) 

1.1.1 New policies and legislation 

enacted. 

  Fiji: LoA with service provider National Trust Fiji 

concluded. Review of governing legislation and 

institutions involved and effectiveness study carried out 

ready for presentation. 

Samoa: Second draft of forest regulations ready for 

consultations. 

Vanuatu:  

New Forest policy adopted, enacted, printed and 

disseminated/ promoted in newspaper, on website and as 

hardcopy distributed in Provinces. 

Validation of Environment Policy initiated 

Review of Forest legislation initiated 

Niue:   

Water Bill enacted.  

New Forest Bill and Environment Bill ready for 

enactment. 

Review of Wildlife and Domestic Fishing Regulations in 

progress. 

Fiji: 

- LoA with National Trust Fiji 

- Inception report 

- Legal Gap analysis by IUCN 

Samoa: 

- Included in LoA with MNRE 

- 2
nd

 draft forest regulations 

Vanuatu: 

- Forest Policy 2013  

- ToR and PSA for review forest legislation 

Niue: 

- Water Act 

- Forest and Environment Bills 2014 

 

 

 

Subcomponent 1.2: Mainstreaming biodiversity conservation and SLM in other sectors (Samoa and Vanuatu). 

1.2.1  MNRE staff participate in extra-

sectoral policy and planning discussions 

(Samoa). 

  n.a.  

1.2.2 Sustainable Land Development 

Policy (Vanuatu). 

  n.a.  

Subcomponent 1.3: Development of Protected Area strategy (Samoa). 

1.3.1 Protected Area Strategy produced  

(Samoa). 

  n.a.  

Outcome 2. Effective and sustainable in situ biodiversity conservation areas established and/or strengthened. 

Subcomponent 2.1: Formalisation/strengthening of existing Protected Areas (Fiji, Vanuatu and Niue). 
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2.1.1 Area under formal/legal 

protection at project sites increased from 

30,000 ha to 110,000 ha. 

  Fiji; 

- In Taveuni Reserves (total of 15.178 ha) 

encroachment of 122 ha surveyed. 38 ha were leased 

by TLTB for agriculture without de-gazettement.  

- Gap analysis of baseline information has been 

commissioned to Director Nature Fiji. 

Vanuatu 

 

- Erromango Forest Reserve baseline studies (socio-

economic, flora and fauna, water, tourism) carried out 

- Erromango Forest Reserve: Landowners signed 

agreement for their land to be part of the PA. The area 

is estimated at 3000 ha and boundary will be surveyed 

in 2015 

 

Niue: 

- Huvalu Conservation not yet legal registered because 

legislation not yet in place.  

- The boundaries of two traditional ‘Tapu” areas  within 

the Huvalu Conservation Area (Hakupu 60 ha and 

Tualagi 66 ha) were surveyed and mapped 

Fiji 

- DoF Survey report about encroachment. 

- Draft gap analysis for Taveuni Reserves 

- BoR (CTA) mission to Taveuni 2012 

Vanuatu 

- LoA with DoF Vanuatu for Kauri Forest Reserve 

- BoR (CTA) mission to Erromango 2012 

- Minutes of Meeting and signed agreement of 2014 for 

Erromango Forest Reserve. This event is also part of a 

documentary filmed in 2014 

- Erromango Kauri Forest Reserve Rapid Fauna 

assessment 2014 

- Erromango Kauri Forest Reserve Tourism assessment 

2014 

- Erromango Kauri Forest Reserve Botanical Assessment 

- Erromango Kauri Forest Reserve socio-economic 

assessment 

- Erromango Kauri Forest Reserve assessment for water 

supply 

- Documentary about Erromango Kauri Forest Reserve 

(Our FOREST OUR FUTURE; Conserving Biodiversity 

in the South Pacific, Kauri Forest Reserve, Erromango 

island, Vanuatu 

- Launch of Documentary (40 min) about Erromango 

Kauri Forest Reserve 

by Minister MNRE in Dec 2014 on Erromango Island (BoR 

Presley Dovo) 

Niue 

- LoA with DoE Niue 

- Survey and mapping report for Tapu areas  Hakupu 60 ha 

and Tualagi 66 ha 

- BoR (CTA) mission to Niue 2013 

 

Subcomponent 2.2: Creation of new Protected Areas (all four countries). 

2.2.1 Area under formal/legal 

protection at project sites increased from 

30,000 ha to 110,000 ha. 

  Fiji:  

 LoA with Conservation International for land-use 

planning and consultations with landowners and 

communities for Greater Tomaniivi Area. Additional 

Fiji 

- LoA with Conservation International 

- CI Inception Report for Greater Tomaniivi protected area 

development 
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5200 ha secured and 2700 ha already confirmed. 

Process ongoing with PSA agreement. 

 LoA with DoF and BioRap finalized with University 

of South Pacific for Greater Delaikoro Area in Vanua 

Levu . Preliminary positive consultations for the 

establishment of a protected area were held with 

landowners and communities.  

 

Samoa:  

- 8 communities formally agreed with the signing of the 

MoUs with the DOF the establishment of three CCAs 

on Savaii. According to preliminary surveys the 

protected area covers 13172 ha of cloud forest. 

- Baseline survey conducted in the villages Taga and 

Gatavai in 2013. 

- Baseline study for the improvement of SLFM 

techniques in the lowlands is under implementation as 

part of a LoA with the DoF. 

- DoE conducted Manumea and Ecological survey in 

the cloudforests of the new CCAs in 2014. 

- Produced 3 D Models of the village land and protected 

areas for land-use and protected area management 

planning. 

 

Vanuatu: 

- Baseline studies for Lake Letas CCA (Gaua Island) 

and Bay Homo CCA (Pentecost) in 2014 

- Assessment of “Lasenuwe”, Malekula in 2014 

- Landowner consultations and agreement signing for 

development of the Bay Homo CCA and adjacent 

marine protected areas in 2014 

- Boundary survey of Bay Homo CCA in 2014 

 

 

 

 

Niue:  

- Identification, preliminary consultations and mapping 

of potential new protected areas  

- CI Itauke participant handbook  

- BoR (CTA) mission to Greater Tomaniivi 2014 

- CI  Establishment of the Greater Tomaniivi Protected 

Area, Viti Levu, Fiji Islands.2014 Biodiversity 

Conservation Awareness Creation and Securing Consent  

of the Landowning Communities for the Extension of the 

Existing Tomaniivi/ Wabu Nature Reserves 

- CI 2014 Integrated Participatory Land-use Plan of Tikina 

NABOBUCO, NAILUVA & NASAU 

- BoR (CTA) mission to Delaikoro Area 2013 

- LoA with DoF about development of Greater Delaikoro 

Protected Area 

- Biological and Socio-Economical Baseline Report for the 

Establishment of the  

Greater Delaikoro Protected Area, Vanua Levu, Fiji Islands. 

2014 Rapid Biodiversity Assessment, Socioeconomic Study 

and Archaeological Survey of the Greater Delaikoro Area 

- Documentary (20 min) about the Delaikoro BioRap with 

USP 

Samoa: 

- LoA signed with MNRE Samoa 

- MoUs signed between the landowning communities and 

the DoF Samoa in 2014 

- Report about signing ceremony. 

- GIS maps of the CCAs 

- Baseline survey report for Taga and Gatavai villages 

2013 

- BoR (CTA) mission to Savaii 2013 

- Report and documentary about Manumea and Ecological 

Survey in CCAs of Savaii in 2014. 

- Report and documentary about 3 D model preparation 

with the villages of the 3 CCAs in Savaii in 2014. 

Vanuatu 

- Establishment of  Bay Homo Community Conservation 

Area, South Pentecost, Vanuatu ; 2014 Strategy for the 

Development of Eco-cultural Tourism in South Pentecost 

- BoR (CTA) Mission to Pentecost 2013 

- BoR (CTA) Mission to Lasenuwe on Malekula2014 

- Report on Flora Assessment in Lake Letas Conservation 
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Area, Gaua Island 2014 

- Lake Letas Socio-economic Baseline study 2014 

- Lake Letas Tourism Assessment Report 2014 

- Documentary (40 min), about Lake Letas CCA Gaua 

Island 2013 

- Bay Homo landowners’ boundary consultation report 

2014 

- Bay Homo boundary survey report 2014 

- BoR NPC Landowner consultation report 2014 

 

Niue 

- Map with potential new protected areas in Niue 

 

Subcomponent 2.3: Development and implementation of Protected Area management plans (all four countries). 

2.3.1 Protected Area management plans    Fiji: 

Taveuni Forest Reserve’s draft management plan needs 

review and up-date after gap analysis 

Sovi Basin Protected Area Management plan approved and 

under implementation 

 

Vanuatu: 

Kauri Forest Reserve’s draft management plan needs 

review and update after boundary survey 

 

Niue: 

Management plan of Huvalu Conservation Area needs 

review and update 

 

- Management plans for Taveuni (Fiji) Kauri Reserve 

(Vanuatu) and Huvalu (Niue) 

Fiji: 

- Sovi Basin Protected Area Management Plan 2013 

2.3.2 High-priority management 

activities implemented  

  Vanuatu: 

Boundary demarcation for Bay Homo CCA 

Vanuatu: 

- Bay Homo Boundary survey and boundary demarcation 

report 2014 

 

Outcome 3. Stakeholders have the capacity to plan, implement and monitor biodiversity conservation and sustainable land and forest management. 

Subcomponent 3.1 Development and implementation of protected area monitoring and evaluation systems (all four countries). 

3.1.1 Data and information provided 

regularly to relevant conventions, 

international organisations and other 

international databases. 

  Fiji: 

- LoA with National Trust in final stage of preparation 

for development of reporting framework with 

assistance from SPREP. 

Fiji: 

- Draft LoA with Department of Environment 2014 and 

exchange of letters for cooperation agreement with 

SPREP 
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- Draft LoA with USP for evaluation and development 

of guidelines for  long-term  biodiversity monitoring  

plots and field testing in Sovi Basin Protected Area 

- Draft LoA with USP for long-term biodiversity 

monitoring systems in Fiji 

3.1.2 National maps, databases and 

websites on biodiversity and Protected 

Areas updated and operational  

  Fiji: 

- Updated map of all PAs available and endorsed by 

NEC. 

- 3D Elevation Model maps of the project sites are in 

development in cooperation with the GIS/RS unit of 

SOPAC. 

Vanuatu: 

- Website for DoF developed, database with DoE 

Niue: 

- Website developed by  DoE as part of the LoA 

- Map with potential terrestrial protected areas 

 

 

Fiji: 

- Map indicating all Protected Areas of Fiji endorsed by 

National Environment Council 

- 3D Elevation Model for Greater Tomaniivi Protected 

Area  

Vanuatu: 

- Website for Vanuatu Department of Forestry since 2013 

http://forestry.gov.vu/ 

 

Niue: 

- Website for Niue Department of Environment since 2014  

http://www.biodiversity.nu/ 

- Map with potential terrestrial protected areas 

Subcomponent 3.2 Awareness raising (all four countries). 

3.2.1 Awareness raising materials and 

facilities produced/installed  

  Fiji:  

- Documentary about BioRap Greater Delaikoro Area 

produced. 

- With NGO Seaweb as service provider awareness 

creation and communication strategy in preparation. 

- Distribution of reports (hard and e-copy) and 

documentary (DVD) 

- Awareness raising carried out with CI in communities 

of Greater Tomaniivi, with USP in Greater Delaikoro 

Area and SPC in both areas plus Taveuni Forest 

Reserves. 

 

Samoa:  

- Annual support of Environment Week with song and 

poem contests etc; 

- Production of banner. 

- Awareness creation strategy produced. 

- Documentary about 3 D Model production and 

Manumea/Ecological Survey in Savaii 

 

Vanuatu:  

All 4 countries; 

- FAO launches GEF project on forest and protected areas 

at inception workshop in Fiji, Forest Info News 

September 2012 

- HAHN R. South Pacific: FAO/GEF project on forest and 

protected areas prepares implementation details, FAO 

Forest Info News, November 2012 

- FAO/GEF project Forestry and Protected Area 

Management, Department of Forestry Vanuatu launches 

its website, FAO Forest Info No 03/2014 

- HAHN R., Strengthening biodiversity conservation in the 

South Pacific, FAO Tiger Paper No1, 2013 

- Nature Conservation project in Fiji bears results, FAO 

press release to World Soil Day 2014 

- HAHN R., FPAM Project presentation at Pacific Islands 

Round Table for Nature Conservation Feb 2013, Suva 

- HAHN R., FPAM Project presentation at Pacific 

Regional Forestry Technical Meeting, Nadi September 

2013 

- HAHN R. FPAM project presentation at 5
th

 Pacific 

World Heritage Workshop, Suva November 2013 

http://forestry.gov.vu/
http://www.biodiversity.nu/
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- Documentary on biodiversity conservation at Lake 

Letas produced and broadcasted in National TV, 

Youtube, distributed as DVD to all schools and 

Universities Pacific, FAO website;  

- Documentary about biodiversity conservation at 

Erromango Kauri Reserve produced, launched by 

minister on Erromango Island and broadcasted on 

national TV. 

- Posters and banners about plant species of Kauri 

Reserve produced  

- Production of stamps bearing plants of the kauri 

Reserve initiated and in preparation;  

- T-shirts and other material for rewards at environment 

week produced 

- Intensive awareness creation in form of pp 

presentations at village meetings during official 

missions and during BIORap activities 

 

Niue:  

- Awareness creation strategy produced.  

- Niue forest tree book in production 

- Banner and awards for High School speech 

competition at Environment Day (under LoA with 

DoE) 

 

- HAHN R. FPAM project and tourism presentation at the 

26th MEETING OF THE COUNCIL OF PACIFIC 

ARTS AND CULTURE, May 2014, Suva 

- Design of FPAM Project Logo, 2013 

Fiji: 

- Documentary Web of Life, BioRap at Greater Delaikoro 

Protected Area 2014 

- LoA with NGO SeaWeb about development and 

implementation of a communication strategy 

- Ci awareness raising material  and implementation report 

for Greater Tomaniivi Area 2014 

- USP BIoRap Greater Delaikoro report 2014 

- SPC progress report SLM in Taveuni 2014 

Samoa: 

- Report Environment Week 2012 

- Survey and evaluation environment week 2012 

- Report Environment week 2013 

- Biodiversity Awareness strategy 2014 

- World Water and Forest Day 2014 Banner and 

participation 

- Draft documentary  about 3 D Model production and 

Manumea/Ecological Survey in Savaii 2014 

Vanuatu: 

- Two documentaries produced with title: 

- Our Forest Our Future; Biodiversity Conservation in the 

South Pacific. Lake Letas, Gaua Island and Kauri 

Reserve, Erromango Island with 500 and 600 copies of 

DVDs. 

- Banner and T-shirts for National Environment Week in 

Vanuatu 2014 

- Signboard for Forest Department’s Office in Port Vila 

- BoR CTA to Kauri Reserve 2012, Pentecost 2013, 

Lasenuwe 2014 

- Report Forestry Field Day with Minister for Agriculture, 

Livestock, Forestry, Fisheries, Biosecurity 2014 

- Report about Penama Provincial Awareness creation 

2014  

 

Niue 
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- Niue Forest Protected Area Communication Strategy 

2014 

- Presentation at  SPREP 9th Pacific Islands Conference on 

Nature Conservation & Protected Area in Suva, Fiji 

Subcomponent 3.3 Technical training (all four countries). 

3.3.1 Landowners, government staff 

and other relevant stakeholders trained  

  All countries: 

- 2013 Participation of all NPCs, NTA and national 

counterparts in SPREP 9th Pacific Islands Conference 

on Nature Conservation & Protected Area in Suva, 

Fiji including introduction to UNESCO Hub for 

World Heritage Sites. 

 

Fiji:  
- Review of forest training in order to develop a new 

curriculum for the Forest Training Centre. 

- Training of community members in species 

identification during BioRap Greater Delaikaoro Area. 

- Training of community members of the Greater 

Tomaniivi Area in land-use planning. 

- Training course for PA/GIS officer of National Trust 

Fiji in advanced GIS application. 

- Sponsorship of training for 8 participants from Fiji in 

Environmental compliance and enforcement training 

course for the conservation of biodiversity, ecosystem 

services and protected areas in the Pacific Islands 

 

Samoa: 

- Training of 12 officers DoE and local community 

members in ecological survey (avifauna and flora) 

- Training of 122 members (elders, women, youth 

groups) of 8 local communities in land use planning 

during the construction of 3D models for their village 

land 

 

 

Vanuatu:   

- Training of community members in species 

identification during baseline study in Kauri Reserve 

Erromango and Lake Letas CCA 

All 4 countries: 

- Back to office reports of participants. 

 

Fiji: 

- Upgrading and Strengthening of Technical Expertise in 

Conservation and Protected Area Management;2014 

Review of Training in Fiji’s Forestry Sector and the 

Curriculum of the Forestry Training Centre 

- Species identification training report included in USP 

BioRap report Greater Delaikoro Area 

- Report about training of community members of the 

Greater Tomaniivi Area in land-use planning integrated 

in CI Land-use report 2014 

- Environmental compliance and enforcement training 

course for the conservation of biodiversity, ecosystem 

services and protected areas in the Pacific Islands 2014 

Samoa: 

- BoR NTA for Samoa on mission for the 3D model in 

2014 

- Draft report about the Manumea ecological survey in 

Savaii 2014 

 

Vanuatu: 

- Training of community members mentioned in baseline 

reports for protected areas 

- Website Training Report, Forestry Department, Port Vila, 

Vanuatu 2014 

- Environmental compliance and enforcement training 

course for the conservation of biodiversity, ecosystem 

services and protected areas in the Pacific Islands 2014 

- Report training workshop on wetland inventory in 

Vanuatu 

 

Niue: 
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- Training in up-dating DoF website for 11 DoF staff 

- Training for 14 participants on wetland inventory 

- Sponsorship of training for 2 participants from 

Vanuatu in Environmental compliance and 

enforcement training course for the conservation of 

biodiversity, ecosystem services and protected areas in 

the Pacific Islands 

 

Niue:  

- GPS training of 14 officers DoE and MAFF.  

- Training needs assessment for biodiversity threat 

identification carried out. 

- Report: Review of capacity for biodiversity assessment, 

threats identification and monitoring, Niue 2014 

- GPS training report 2014 

 

Outcome 4. Sustainable financing of PAs in place through a mixture of local income-generation, government finance and innovative measures. 

Subcomponent 4.1 Strategic planning for long-term funding of protected area systems (all four countries). 

4.1.1 Financing strategy produced for 

each country  

  n.a. n.a. 

4.1.2 Protected Area funding obtained 

from at least one new source in each 

country. 

  n.a. n.a. 

Subcomponent 4.2 Capacity building for PES and implementation of PES payments (Fiji). 

4.2.1 Protected Area management 

activities in Sovi Basin fully-funded 

from Trust Fund  

  - The Trust Fund has been activated mid-2014 and 

grant has been paid out 

- Management plans endorsed and printed in English 

and Fijian. 

- Project’s contribution to the Trust Fund is already 18 

months under negotiation between CI and FAO. FAO 

HQ officers delayed process by providing wrong 

advice about technicalities  

 

- Grant agreement between HSCB Trustee Ltd. and 

National Trust of Fiji, Aug 2014 

- Sovi Basin Protected Area Management Plan 2013 

(English) 

- Sovi Basin Protected Area Management Plan 2013 

(Fijian) 

4.2.2 National policy for PES produced.   n.a. n.a. 

4.2.3 Local experts trained in PES    n.a. n.a. 

4.2.4 Evaluation/assessment of Sovi 

Basin Trust Fund and PES pilot schemes 

produced. 

  n.a. n.a. 

Outcome 5. Marketing of biodiversity goods and services and SLM practices result in improved livelihoods of local communities. 

Subcomponent 5.1 Development of organic agriculture (Samoa). 

5.1.1 Farmers trained and adopting 

organic production techniques in the 

  Local NGO, Women in Business Inc. (WIBDI), started 

May 2014 with the implementation of activities of this 

- LoA with Women in Business  

- WIBDI progress report 2014 
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Protected Areas. component as part of a LoA concluded with the project. 

Training was provided in 6 villages for 60 participants 

 

5.1.2 Markets for organic produce 

identified and market information 

distributed to local farmers  

  Brief organic market assessment has been submitted - WIBDI brief assessment of the organic market 2014 

 

5.1.3 All goals of the “Pacific Region 

Organic Strategic Plan” met in Samoa  

  LoA under implementation  

Subcomponent 5.2 Development of eco-cultural tourism (Fiji and Niue). 

5.2.1 Assessment of eco-cultural 

tourism development produced  

  Fiji: 

- Internal pre-feasibility study identified 3 potential 

sites for in-depth assessment and future tourism 

development.  

- With NTF feasibility and institutionalisation of eco-

tourism in Sovi Basin under implementation; situation 

assessment carried out in 2014. 

- Feasibility study for Eco-cultural tourism at Greater 

Tomaniivi Area in preparation with next LoA with CI. 

- LoA concluded with NTF for development of a master 

plan to improve Thurston Botanical Garden, a national 

heritage site and part of the new tourism product 

“Suva Heritage trail”. 

Vanuatu: 

- Eco Tourism potential internally assessed at all 4 

project sites with proposals for in-depth assessments 

- Tourism potential assessments at Lake Letas and 

Kauri Reserve Erromango 

- Development of a strategy for the implementation of 

eco-tourism at Bay Homo, Pentecost 

 

Samoa: 

- Internal assessment of potential for development of 

eco-tourism products in Savaii project site 

 

Fiji: 

- BoR (CTA) from mission to Sovi Basin PA and Greater 

Tomaniivi Area, 2014 

- BoR NPC Fiji from mission accompanying consultant 

during study in Sovi Basin 2014 

- Draft Sovi Basin Protected Area report situation 

assessment and analysis for eco-tourism development 

2014 

- LoA concluded with National Trust Fiji about the 

development of a Master-plan for the Thurston Botanical 

Garden in Suva 

- Inception report for Thurston Garden’s Grant to NTF 

- Thurston Garden’s draft Masterplan 

- Progress report for Thurston Garden’s Grant to NTF 

- Fiji’s President Speech in TV and news about launching 

of the Masterplan 

 

Vanuatu: 

- BoR (CTA) from missions to project sites 

- Establishment of  Bay Homo Community Conservation 

Area, South Pentecost, Vanuatu ; 2014 Strategy for the 

Development of Eco-cultural Tourism in South Pentecost 

- Lake Letas Tourism Assessment Report 2014 

- Erromango Kauri Forest Reserve Tourism assessment 

report 2014 

Samoa: 

- BoR CTA from mission to project sites in Savaii 2014 

5.2.2 Eco-cultural tourism enterprises 

established and operating successfully  

  Fiji: 

- Assistance for one village (Nabalasere) with waterfall 

trail at Greater Tomaniivi Area agreed and in 

Fiji: 

- BoR CTA Mission to Nabalasere and Greater Tomaniivi 

Area 2014 
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preparation 

Vanuatu: 

- New tourist bungalows were constructed as private 

initiative on Erromango island with facilitation about 

site and quality from project and tourism department 

- Technical Report of DoF staff for trail improvement 2014 

Vanuatu: 

- BoR NPC  mission to Erromango Island 

 

5.2.3 Revenue-sharing mechanism 

established and operating successfully  

  Fiji: 

- Consultancy to reach agreement about revenue 

sharing mechanism for Sovi Basin PA under 

implementation since Dec 2014  

Fiji: 

- Draft Sovi Basin Protected Area report situation 

assessment and analysis for eco-tourism development 

2014 

Subcomponent 5.3 Strengthening alternative livelihoods (Fiji, Vanuatu and Niue). 

5.3.1 Assessment of non-wood forest 

product development produced  

  n.a n.a. 

5.3.2 Non-wood forest product income 

generating activities operating 

successfully  

  n.a. n.a. 

5.3.3 Institutional framework for non-

wood forest product activities established  

  n.a. n.a. 

Outcome 6. Poor land-use practices and forest and land degradation reduced or reversed in target areas. 

Subcomponent 6.1 Sustainable land management in forest margins (Fiji, Samoa and Niue). 

6.1.1 SLM techniques tested, monitored 

and evaluated  

  Fiji:  

- LoA concluded with SPC and started implementation 

in May 2014 on all three project sites 

- Training of 17 agriculture extension officers from the 

four divisions, Northern, Western, Central and Eastern 

on the Fiji soil reference manual focussing mainly on 

soil description methodologies, soil resources 

assessment, interpretation, crop suitability and crop 

gross margins. 

- Establishing baseline data of the soils, land use 

capability, land tenure, and forest boundaries through 

the use of GIS mapping.  

- Biophysical/land use survey in Taveuni which 

includes present land use, soils and land use capability 

mapping. 

- Consultations and awareness creation with 

communities in Taveuni 

 

Samoa:  

Fiji: 

- SPC 2014, INCEPTION REPORT FOR GEF PAS 4, 

SUBCOMPONENT 6.1,  SUSTAINABLE LAND 

MANAGEMENT IN FOREST MARGINS  

- SPC 2014, PROGRESS REPORT FOR GEF PAS 4 

SUBCOMPONENT 6.1, SUSTAINABLE LAND 

MANAGEMENT IN FOREST MARGINS 

- Workshop report on training of trainers at Ministry 

for Agriculture 2014 

Samoa: 

- LoA with MNRE 

- Draft LoA with Samoa Farmer’s Association 

 

Niue: 

- LoA with DoE Niue 
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- Baseline assessment has been carried out in two 

villages Taga, Gatavai.  

- Under the LoA with the MNRE consultant is 

assessing land-use practise for all project sites and 

will propose best practise.  

- For practical tests and extension in the field a LoA 

with Samoa Farmer’s Association has been drafted. 

- Demonstration plots for testing are selected by all 

villages 

Niue:  

- Assessment has been carried out with assistance from 

UNDP/GEF SLM project.  

- Further developments were part of a LoA concluded 

with the DoE but not yet implemented 

6.1.2 Farmers and agricultural 

extension workers trained in SLM 

techniques  

  Not yet, will take place after assessments  

6.1.3 Best practice guidelines published 

and disseminated  

  n.a.   

Subcomponent 6.2 Strengthening livelihoods from sustainable land management (Samoa) 

6.2.1 Village development plans 

produced 

  Samoa: 

- Villages are informed and implementation modalities 

under negotiation with Samoa Farmers Association  

- Plots for tunnel houses and demonstration sites are 

selected in all villages 

- Draft LoA with Samoa Farmers Association 

- Budget plan for procurement of tunnel houses and 

equipment 

- BoR CTA mission to Samoa 2014 

6.2.2 Production/productivity of at least 

three products increased in each of the 

CCAs. 

  See above  

6.2.3 Annual income of villagers 

increased 

  See above  

Component 7. Project Management 

Sub –component 7.1.   Effective project management supported 

   - NPCs and NTA employed with valid contracts 

- Procurement of services, vehicles and equipment 

according to regulations 

 

- Contracts with staff and Personal Service Agreements 

with consultants 

- Letter of Agreements with Service Providers 

 

Sub-component 7.2.  M &E system installed 
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   - Project inception workshop and national inception 

workshops 

- Project Steering Committee Meetings annually 

- Quality Assessment for all staff and all consultants 

carried out 

- Monthly reporting for staff 

- Semi-annual Project Progress reporting 

- Annual Reporting 

- Training Assessment Reports 

- FPAM inception workshop report 2012 

- Minutes of Project Steering Committee Meeting 2013 

- Minutes of Project Steering Committee Meeting 2014 

- Quality Assessment Forms 

- Monthly reports of all staff 

- Semi-annual Project Progress Reports (PPR) 

- Annual Project Implementation Report (PIR) 

- Back to Office Reports of LTO, CTA, NPC, NTA 


