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1. Executive Summary  
 
Project execution 
 
The Prevention, Control and Management of Invasive Alien Species in the Pacific Islands project (Project 
Number: GFL/3664; hereafter ‘Pacific IAS’ project) commenced in January 2011. It is scheduled for completion 
in February 28, 2015. This Mid-term Review (MtR) was conducted in March-July, 2014. UNEP is acting as the 
Implementing Agency (IA) and the South Pacific Regional Environment Programme (SPREP), as the Executing 
Agency (EA) for the project, with co-executors including the Cook Islands, Federated States of Micronesia 
(FSM), Republic of the Marshall Islands (RMI), Kiribati, Niue, Palau, Papua New Guinea (PNG), Samoa, Tonga 
and Vanuatu. According to the Project Document, the project cost to the GEF Trust Fund is $3,031,818 (43.2%) 
and co-financing is anticipated at the level of $1,090,000 (15.5%), with in-kind contributions valued at 
$2,889,072 (41.2%) The total project cost is thus valued at $7,010,890 (100%). 
 
Project design  
 
The project’s goal (Development Objective) is to ‘conserve ecosystems, species and genetic diversity in the 
Pacific region.’  
 
The GEF Alternative explicitly supports the Primary Project Objective: 
 
To reduce the environmental, economic, and human health impacts of invasive alien species (IAS) in both 
terrestrial and marine habitats in the Pacific region. 
 
The project structure is divided into five components relate to the three major areas of work and nine thematic 
areas:  

Component 1: Foundations 

Overview 

Generating Support — Raising awareness of the impacts of IAS on 
biodiversity, the economy, human health and socio-cultural values, and 
generating support for action to manage and reduce them. 

Building Capacity — Developing the institutions, skills, infrastructure, 
technical support, information management, linkages, networks and 
exchanges required to manage IAS effectively. 

Legislation, Policy and Protocols — Ensuring that appropriate legislation, 
protocols, policies and procedures are in place and operating, to underpin the 
effective management of IAS. 

Note: Approximately 37% of the GEF funds are allocated to this Component 

Outputs 

 Outreach and mainstreaming carried out in all countries to ensure 
participation and support of IAS management.  

 National coordination mechanisms are developed for IAS 
management for the first time e.g. Tonga, or strengthened e.g. 
Palau.  

 National IAS strategies and action plans developed for the first time 
in 5 countries, or strengthened in other countries – all via a 
collaborative process involving stakeholders, usually an IAS 
committee.  

 National IAS coordinators put in place to facilitate, carry out and 
focus work on IAS.  

 Most countries undertake significant reviews of their legal 
frameworks for IAS prevention/management. 
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 Training and capacity needs with respect to IAS prevention and 
management determined and training courses attended.  

Component 2: Problem Definition, Prioritization and Decision-making 

Overview 

Baseline & Monitoring — Establishing a baseline of information on the 
status and distribution of IAS and a programme for detecting change, 
including range changes and emerging impacts. 

Prioritization — Establishing effective systems for assessing risk and 
prioritising IAS for management. 

Research on priorities — Understanding priority IAS, including species 
biology and impacts, and developing effective management techniques. 

Note: Approximately 8% of the GEF funds are allocated to this Component. 

Outputs 

 Baseline information about the distribution and abundance of IAS addressed 
in relation to known problems e.g. invasive alga in Samoa, and via a strategic 
program to monitor or detect IAS in Tonga.  

 Risk assessments for potential IAS and pathways carried out in Niue.  

 Management-focused research on invasive ants in Samoa and potential 
agents for the biocontrol of African Tulip.  

Component 3: Management Action 

Overview 

Biosecurity — Preventing the spread of IAS across international or internal 
borders. 

Management of established IAS — Reducing or eliminating the impacts of 
established IAS, by eradication, containment, exclusion, or population 
reduction by physical, chemical or biological control. 

Restoration — Restoring native biodiversity or ensuring recovery of other 
values, after IAS management. 

Note: Approximately 39% of the GEF funds are allocated to this Component.  

Outputs 

 Early detection and rapid response addressed via emergency plans 
designed to deal with any new incursions  

 Best management practices developed for some species, or where 
goals are poorly defined.  

 Eradication feasibility studies and eradications for incipient 
populations of known IAS.  

 Cook Islands, FSM and Palau release known biological control agents 
during the implementation.  

 Samoa will address the restoration of forests through IAS 
management in protected areas on Upolu.  

Component 4: Project Management 

Overview 

Effective project management and coordination; monitoring and evaluation 
(M&E) systems in place for this GEF PAS project. 
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Output 

 SPREP carry out the necessary actions to ensure effective project 
management and coordination; monitoring and evaluation (M&E) 
systems in place for this GEF PAS project.  

Component 5: Monitoring and Evaluation 

Overview 

Inception workshop, monitoring and evaluation of project outcomes and 
outputs carried out by independent evaluators. 

Output 

 Inception workshop run by the Project Facilitator1 

 Monitoring and evaluation of project outcomes and outputs carried 
out by independent evaluators determined by UNEP according to 
the standard guidelines 

Every project needs to be evaluated in accordance with its particular context. The following points should be 
taken into consideration in the course of evaluating this project and implementing the Reviewer’s 
recommendations: 
 

 Trade, travel, and transport are the major facilitators of biological invasion. Therefore, IAS issue is 
inherently international in scope; 

 The countries engaged in the project are spread across a large span of the Pacific Ocean and are 
comprised of numerous islands and atolls of varying sizes, species, ecosystem types, human population 
densities and cultures; 

 Communication throughout the region has been and remains a challenge, particularly face-to-face 
communication; 

 Because of the inherent logistical challenges and costs to working in the region, the Pacific Islands have 
historically had less scientific and technical support from NGOs, IGOs and academic institutions than 
some other parts of the world;  

 There are, however, multiple Pacific-based organisations with scientific, technical, and policy savvy 
that have proven track records of success and are growing in reputation and capacity (e.g., the 
Secretariat of the Pacific Regional Environment Programme; SPREP); and 

 In the context of IAS, there are several regional bodies that have been working to raising awareness of 
the issue, as well as the capacity to address it [e.g., the Pacific Invasives Learning Network (PILN) and 
Pacific Invasives Partnership (PIP)]. 

 
Project implementation 
 
Examples of major project accomplishments at mid-term include the following: 
 

Administrative/Managerial/Financial 
 The profile of IAS has been raised within the region and capacity building is underway  

 Tangible progress in at least four to six countries, thus contributing the core component of the 
SPREP's IAS programme 

 Establishing national project coordinators and national projects in about half of the ten project 
countries  

 Long-term coaching of five national coordinators (in project coordination, management and 
implementation, reporting and also on technical issues) 

 Setting foundations for country project action and to provide sustainability and future upscaling of 
current projects (including GEF 6) 

 Provision of much needed funds for some countries to start developing National Invasive Species 
Strategies and Action Plans (NISSAPS), and to build country capacity to start implementing these 
strategies 

                                                            
1 The inception workshops were carried out by a team of representatives from the Implementing Agency (UNEP) and Executive Agency 
(SPREP) 
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 Increased regional networking amongst country coordinators and other practitioners in the Pacific 

Scientific/Technical/’On-the-ground’ Conservation 
 Connecting the country projects to regional support networks 
 IAS desktop reviews have been carried out and completed in four countries (Cook Islands, Kiribati, 

Niue, Tonga and Vanuatu) 
 NISSAPs were prepared from scratch, using a full consultative approach, in Niue, Tonga, and 

Vanuatu. 
 NISSAP was revised and updated in Palau and it is under preparation in the Cook Islands 
 The generation of regionally versatile tools and processes, as well as the utilization and 

customization of regional publications. These desktop studies provide known information to help 
stakeholders discuss, agree and prioritize actions for their NISSAPs. This process has been used in 
Tonga, Niue, Vanuatu and the Cook Islands, and will soon be completed for Kiribati.  

 
Conservation Education, Legal & Cultural Affairs 
 IAS education/awareness programmes undertaken in multiple countries (e.g., Cook Islands, Palau, 

Tonga, and Vanuatu) 
 NISSAPs addressing legal and institutional arrangements for the prevention, control, and 

eradication of IAS 
 Engagement of local communities in IAS education/outreach programmes and some management 

activities 
 
See Annex 6 for a complete list of accomplishments identified by the interviewees. 
 
Key lessons identified by project participants 
 
Although the project has only approached mid-term, the interviewees have identified numerous lessons 
learned/observations. Examples are included below2. For a complete list, please see Annex 6. 
 

Administrative/Managerial/Financial 
 The scale of the country projects is too small and too many for the size of the budget 
 It is critical to assess and plan for sufficient manpower during the project formulation stage 

 Project managers/coordinators need to be full-time employees focused on the project,  and their 
roles/responsibilities well defined at the project inception stage 

 More effective and efficient project execution/implementation arrangements and design should be 
sought at the stage of the project formulation; due to capacity limitation, it is not effective to expect 
project execution and implementation to be largely led at the national level 

 The selection of the National Project Coordinators (NPCs) has a strong influence on the destiny of 
the project at national level. The IA and EA need to ensure that the best candidates nationally are 
recruited, according to qualifications and experience - but also according to attitude, good will and 
motivation3 

 A training and networking workshop needs to be held for all NPCs once they are hired 

 Project activities and outputs need to be realistic in their assumptions of what experience, 
knowledge and skills exist within countries in IAS management. Ideally, this is addressed through 
an assessment during the project formulation stage 

 Project success is dependent on building human capacity in an ongoing manner through training 
and coaching programmes, as well as regular visits with the project teams 

 Some countries have failed to realize the benefits that this project could offer to their countries and 
thus have not sufficiently engaged, or engaged at all 

 The project could greatly benefit from further engagement of the existing regional IAS initiatives, 
as well as IAS experts within the region 

                                                            
2 These statements were provided by interviewees, and received only minor editing from the Reviewer for clarity/brevity. 
3 The Reviewer notes that while this may be ideal, it can be very hard to achieve functionally. National governments tend to want to control 
internal’ processes/decisions and are not necessarily open to the leadership and support of the IA and EA. Those that are do tend to be more 
effective in project implementation 
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 Adjustments to the project design and country inclusion are going to be necessary in order to 
maximize the project outcomes 

 
Scientific/Technical/’On-the-ground’ Conservation 
 It is important to have partnerships with organisations that can help build technical capacity and 

engage local people in project implementation 
 Seek advice from and engagement of experts within the country, or have previously worked in the 

country 
 Use IAS prevention, eradication, and control activities as opportunities for training more people 

who could become involved in the project overtime  
 Biocontrol projects require substantive budgets and must be planned for accordingly 

 
Conservation Education, Legal & Cultural Affairs 
 IAS is not just an environmental concern, it crosses sectors and those sectors need to be made 

aware of their roles in IAS prevention, eradication, and control 
 IAS education/outreach needs to be integrated across biodiversity conservation activities 

 It is important to reach out to and work partnership with local communities 

 Legal and institutional frameworks may need to be strengthened in order to enable effective IAS 
prevention, eradication, and control 

 
Summary of main recommendations to strengthen project outcomes and impacts  
 
Recommendations to further strengthen this Project’s outcomes, as well as future GEF projects, are provided 
below.  
 
A. Project Management/Human Relations 
 
Observation: The project is currently performing below mid-term ideals. Factors contributing to this situation 
include: a large number of countries in the Project (10), relatively small budgets per country, late engagement by 
some countries (technically, they are not yet at ‘mid-term’), limited capacities and history of engagement on the 
issue within each country, lack of political will and commitment of some countries, and limited capacity of 
SPREP Project Manager and Project Coordinator due to time and budget constraints. 
 
Recommendations:  
 

 Remove PNG from the Project, and strongly consider closing the FSM as well (although a small 
project)4. These countries have not demonstrated commitment to the Project, and the time and support 
required to get these countries to adequate capacity would be time better used to support those teams 
which show strong performance potential. Allocate the funds to be used in these countries to provide 
capacity building to the other countries (see Capacity Building below). 

 Phase back activities in the Kiribati, Marshall Islands, Samoa, and Niue to a level that will enable the 
countries to focus on a couple of meaningful, foundation setting activities for which they can 
demonstrate success. Unless substantial capacity development is provided, these countries are not likely 
to be successful in accomplishing substantial work related to improving border control, undertaking IAS 
research initiatives, establishing early detection/rapid response programmes, enacting IAS survey and 
monitoring programmes, or conducting effective species-specific eradication/control programmes. 
Transfer the funds from activities that are ‘closed’ to support capacity building and other activities that 
will ultimately facilitate institutionalization of the IAS Project elements. 

 With remaining project funds for capacity building, hire a personal development/leadership coach to 
support the NPCs over the remainder of the Project and in all future GEF projects. This would serve as 
both a near- and long-term investment in the countries, the benefits of which would be realized in this 
and future GEF projects. 

 Interviewees (Annex 6) indicate that the SPREP Project Coordinator has been tracking financial 
reporting as well as reporting on the technical aspects of project implementation. The Reviewer 
suggests that the SPREP financial office become more engaged in tracking the financial progress of 

                                                            
4 In review comments on this report, the Palau NPC notes that FSM states are very eager to implement the project and suggests keeping them 
in the Project. If FSM remains as a Project country, the Reviewer suggests assembling a task team focused on meeting their urgent needs for 
capacity building.  
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GEF projects so that the SPREP Project Coordinator can focus on meeting broader managerial and 
capacity building needs. 
 

Observation: Both the EA staff and the NPCs note that there is a need to improve communication among 
Project participants. 
 
Recommendations:  

 The quality and timeliness of communication among Project members could be improved through use 
of an online project management forum/app (e.g., BaseCamp; https://basecamp.com/). This would allow 
for communications to be inclusive and transparent, the strategic archiving of messages and documents, 
collaborative document development, creation of subforums for each country to use in national-level 
organizing, sharing of products, and tracking of deadlines/events. 

 While it is important to track project progress, the EA is likely to be more successful over the long-run 
if the emphasis of the SPREP Project Coordinator is on human capacity building, rather than reporting. 
If the project participants feel supported and gain professionally capacity, the timeliness of reporting 
and product quality will improve accordingly. See next section. 

 
B. Capacity Building 
 
Observation: Both the EA staff and the NPCs note that there is a need for additional training/coaching. A review 
of the budget indicates that there are unspent and re-programmable funds available to meet these needs in the 
near-term. 
 
Recommendations: 

 The following areas are identified as training needs/desires by interviewees: communication (esp. for 
application among project teams, with policy makers, and with local communities), fundraising, social 
marketing/pride campaigns, citizen science, vegetation identification, survey and monitoring design 
(including GIS mapping), risk analysis, border control operations, and vertebrate eradication 
procedures.  The Reviewer recommends immediately planning for the basic programmatic management 
and education/outreach training programmes. The scientific/technical training priorities should be 
determined after project revision takes place.  

 After project revision has taken place, undertake an assessment of capacity desires/needs, institutions 
that could help meet these needs, and strategies/timelines for engaging these institutions. Use this to 
create an up-to-date, more broadly reaching Stakeholder Mapping and Analysis for the next GEF 
proposal. 

 With remaining funds available for capacity building, hire a personal development/leadership coach to 
support the NPCs over the remainder of the Project and in all future GEF projects. This would serve as 
both a near- and long-term investment in the countries, the benefits of which would be realized in this 
and future GEF projects. 

 Capacities could be further improved through the development and active engagement of three advisory 
committees: a) a ‘programmatic development advisory committee’ that provides professional coaching 
to the NPCs, largely in the context of Component 1; b) a ‘scientific and technical advisory committee’ 
that has a mandate to support country-level implementation of activities under Components 2 &3, and 
c) a ‘education/outreach advisory committee’ that supports the relevant activities under Component 1.  

 Explicitly network the IAS project participants into the existing regional IAS initiatives, and use the 
individuals and institutions in these networks to support national-level capacity building. Strategically 
engage representatives of the regional IAS initiatives in planning for a GEF 6 project. 

 
Observation: Multiple NPCs indicated that project budgets are insufficient to accomplish costly project 
activities (e.g., biocontrol and IAS eradication), leaving them unable to implement these projects at this time5. 
 
Recommendation: 

 Create fundraising task teams for the projects that need additional funding. The purpose of these teams 
is to: a) raise sufficient financial resources in the near-term and b) coach the NPCs in fundraising 
strategies/skills. 

 

                                                            
5 Reviewer note: These challenges reflect a need for project design and inception planning to be ‘realistic’ – to reflect the current technical 
and financial capacity of the countries. Based on comments received on a draft of this report, it is apparent that the NPCs are not fully 
communicating to SPREP their desire for support in meeting financial needs. 
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C. Raising the Project Profile/Facilitating Greater Stakeholder Engagement 
 
Observation: While the work on NISSAPs has raised the profile of the IAS issue in political will in some 
countries, there is substantially more work to be done if the prevention, eradication, and control of IAS is to 
become a national priority. 
 
Recommendations: 

 Hold a workshop in which each country is asked to strategically identify the country’s top policy 
priorities across all sectors, identify the linkages between IAS and these policy issues, and the messages 
regarding IAS the need to be conveyed in the context of these related issues. Following this work, 
develop a strategic plan for the Project teams to work together to integrate the IAS issue into these 
policy priorities at national and regional levels. Ideally, include this workshop as a one-day 
subcomponent of the GEF 6 preparatory workshop (discussed below) and use the results to develop 
specific activities for GEF 6 programming. 

 
Observation: Several NPCs indicated a desire/need to be more engaged with the various initiatives in the Pacific 
region focused on IAS (e.g., PILN, PII), as well as to develop partnerships with and/or receive technical support 
from individuals and institutions that comprise these initiatives.  
 
Recommendations: 

 Explicitly network the IAS project participants into the existing regional IAS initiatives, and use the 
individuals and institutions in these networks to support national-level capacity building. Strategically 
engage representatives of the regional IAS initiatives in planning for a GEF 6 project6. 

 Request that PILN include a project-specific column in its newsletter that provides an opportunity for 
each Project country to: a) announce accomplishments, b) solicit various types of programmatic and 
technical support, and c) call for donations or loans of scientific/technical equipment. 

 
Observation: Trade, travel, and transport are drivers in biological invasion and closely tied to private sector 
operations. None of the countries have reported projects to explicitly reach out to and work with the private 
sector.  
 
Recommendation: 

 After project revision, identify the private sector stakeholders associated with the remaining activities 
(e.g., border control) and focus education/outreach activities on awareness raising and relationship 
building with relevant businesses/trade associations. 

 Explicitly include private sector engagement in future GEF 6 proposals in the context of pathway 
management and border protection. 

 
 
D. Improving Specific Project Outputs 
 
Observation: NISSAPs have been called for by the CBD as a means to ensure that governments are priorities 
IAS issues and approaching their work according to the guidance provided within various CBD decisions. At 
least seven of the participating countries are to write or revise NISSAPs. Substantial progress has been made by 
Niue, Palau, Tonga, and Vanuatu. Kiribati has contracted out a review of IAS status for the country and will use 
this to inform NISSAP development. Although numerous countries around the world have now produced 
NISSAPs, these NISSAPs vary greatly in quality and actual implementation. Many of them provide lofty, vague 
goals that cannot be met with current capacities and political will. 
 
Recommendations: 

 Carefully review the still in-progress NISSAPs in order to help ensure that they will be more than 
merely, ‘shelf documents.’  

 In order to facilitate the political will and other resources to ensure that they are implemented, raise the 
visibility of the completed NISSAPs in various international fora. 

 Once NISSAPs are completed, forward copies to the ISSG and CBD Secretariat in order to make them 
more readily available to other countries as reference documents. 

                                                            
6 During the report review process, SPREP project leadership noted that this has been done, and that costs of engaging these groups can be 
high. Clearly, NPCs feel there is need for more support in this regard. A targeted ‘networking needs assessment’ is further recommended and 
would be a useful reference tool for GEF 6 project development. 
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 Create ‘executive summaries’ of the NISSAPs, packaging them in a highly professional manner for use 
in soliciting donor support and leveraging partnerships. 

 
Observations: Several of the project countries had an outcome to establish a national coordination mechanism 
for guiding and implementing their government’s work on IAS. While, seven of the ten project countries indicate 
that at mid-term they have some sort of committee working on IAS, the political status, processes, and 
effectiveness of these committees is unknown. In some cases, it does not appear that NPCs understand the 
inherent value of establishing high-level stakeholder groups explicitly focused on the prevention, control, and 
eradication of IAS. 
 
Ideally, IAS committees/councils at the national level are: a) multi-sectoral and cross-ministerial;  b) fully 
sanctioned by the appropriate ministries (written into legislation where feasible); c) include participants who are 
well positioned to influence policy and provide technical expertise on IAS and programme management; d) have 
as their explicit mission to implement IAS strategies and action plans, monitor progress, and make course 
advancements (adaptive management) as needed, and e) either include or have an associated committee of non-
federal advisors that enable open and transparent consultative processes in an ongoing manner. 
 
Recommendations: 

 Hire one or more consultants with experience in the development and management of national invasive 
species councils/committees to conduct a review of the existing and planning structures and make 
recommendations for improvement. Ideally, this would be accomplished within the context of this 
Project using remaining and reprogrammable funds for consultancies.  

 Based on the consultant’s findings, assist each government in developing and implementing a strategic 
plan to improve the effectiveness of their national invasive species council/committee. 

Observation: Four countries current have an interest in the control/eradication of Mynah birds. Ultimately, the 
effective management of Mynahs in the South Pacific necessitates a regional approach. Mynahs can (and do) 
hitchhike on vessels and debris, undoubtedly ‘hop’ among islands/atolls within their flight capacity, and are 
likely blown long distances in storms.  Successful eradications are likely to be followed by re-invasion unless 
countries in the region become equally committed and skilled at substantially reducing Mynah numbers. 

 
Recommendations: 

 Establish a more unified and strategic approach to the work being done on Mynahs, starting with 
problem and needs assessment, strategic planning, and capacity building workshop to include all Project 
countries (whether currently working on Mynahs or not). Ideally, technical experts from within the 
Pacific and other regions will be called upon to help design and run the workshop/training course7. 
Funds currently available at SPREP for training and consultancies could help support for this activity. 

 Expand the Mynah projects beyond eradication/control programmes in order to maximize the 
opportunities they present in education /outreach (the Mynah as the ‘poster child’ for invasion) and 
citizen science projects (community engagement). A ‘Least Wanted’ social marketing campaign could 
be developed that functions like an ‘anti-pride’ campaign. The Reviewer sees substantial potential in 
investing project resources on these birds – which the public and high level government officials 
already recognize as ‘pests.’ 

 Include a multi-faceted Mynah project among GEF 6 activities, incorporating education/outreach 
programmes (social marketing), citizen science projects, development of codes of practice with the 
shipping industry, and ‘on-the-ground’ eradication/control programmes that are strategically designed 
and executed (including EIA, proper permitting, monitoring, etc.).  

 
Observation: Most countries are expected to implement education/outreach activities. While these countries 
have initiated some work in this area, there does not seem to be a strategic approach to project design and no 
tracking of impact. 
 
Recommendations: 

 Provide training course(s) that teach approaches/skills in social marketing, pride campaigns, 
Knowledge/Attitude/Practice (KAP) surveys, and monitoring behavior change. From the Reviewer’s 
perspective these training courses should be considered a priority for remaining funds since improving 
education/outreach impacts will benefit all other Project elements. 

                                                            
7 During review of this report, it was pointed out that a Myna management workshop was held in Apia, Samoa in 2012 with representative 
from six countries. Not all of the current NPCs attended. 
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Observation: Project participants expressed little knowledge of the existing IAS databases (regionally and 
globally) and thus are unable to use them to acquire or submit information for project advancement. 
 
Recommendations: 

 Provide the Project teams with a summary of the existing IAS databases and how they can be utilized to 
advance specific Project elements. 

 Invite CABI to give an in-person workshop on utilization of the CABI IAS Compendium for accessing 
scientific and technical information that can benefit all of the Project activities. Note: This could be 
coupled with CABI providing a training course of the survey/monitoring and identification of invasive 
plants. 

 
E. Improving Country Specific Projects 
 
The Reviewer was able to visit three of the original ten project countries. Additional recommendations are made 
below based on multiple discussions with national team members and site observations. See separate remarks on 
the Mynah projects. 
 
Samoa Recommendations: 

 Explicitly identify what forest restoration projects are to happen under this GEF project that add value 
to, and go beyond, the pre-existing JICA Project (e.g., see two points below). 

 Use the Mt. Vaea trail system to establish an IAS education/outreach and citizen science project: Label 
trees along the trail with bar codes that can be scanned with a phone app – which then provides 
information on the species, biology, native/invasive status, etc. The app could also let people ‘check in’ 
to specific trees 
and post information to Facebook/Twitter etc. People who have ‘checked in’ at all the trees could: a) 
have their names added to a publically posted list (on the project website) as ‘Mt. Vaea Surveyers’ and 
b) receive a bumper sticker that reads, “I surveyed Mt. Vaea” and includes the project website. Over 
time, citizen science (data collection) activities could be added to the trail outreach project. Note: 
enhance the project by locating all of the trees on a publically accessible, inter-active map. 

 Link acquisition of native trees for the restoration project to a memorial/dedication programme. 
Through grants and/or direct payments, enable people/organizations in Samoa to purchase and dedicate 
specific trees to be planted as a contribution to Mt. Vaea restoration. The trees might be dedicated in the 
name of someone who has passed away or to celebrate a new birth/graduation/marriage etc. Attach bar 
codes to the trees for individual identification, map them on a publically accessible, inter-active map 
that is linked to information on the tree species, biology, dedication, etc. This project will help build 
pride in native species, a sense of ownership over restored forest, and the motivation to protect the trees 
that have been planted in the restoration area. 

 If the current NPC is unable to perform full-time duties due to health limitations, explore opportunities 
for creating a shared position, dedicating additional staff to the national project, or replacing the 
position according to the government’s human relations/employment guidelines. 

 
Tonga Recommendations 

 Adopt social marketing/pride campaign approach for all education/outreach initiatives. If necessary, use 
remaining project funds to hire a training/coach to support national level capacity building and project 
design. 

 Use the sea wall as an opportunity to build public awareness and engagement in the IAS issue by: a) 
conducting a survey of invasive plants, b) developing an eradication/control programme for priority 
invasive plants, c) implementing a citizen science component to one or more of the eradication/control 
programmes (e.g., organizations can adopt a section of the sea wall at which they eradicate invasive 
plants and provide early detection/rapid response action for new invasions) and d) educating people on 
best horticultural practices for preventing the introduction and spread of IAS (e.g., what to plant/not 
plant in their gardens and how to/not to dispose of garden waste). Note: the reviewer observed a church 
group placing viable clippings of invasive plants onto the seawall which undoubtedly acts as a corridor 
for invasive plant invasion around the island. CABI would be an ideal partner for this project. 

 
Kiribati Recommendation 

 Strategically link the biosecurity elements of the IAS project with the biosecurity work being conducted 
under the GEF PIPA project. A comprehensive biosecurity plan should be cooperatively developed. 
Ideally, the PIPA Conservation Trust will assist with the acquisition of funds for the eradication/control 
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of IAS throughout Kiribati (IAS in any location in the country have the potential to be relocated into the 
PIPA through human activity). 

 
F. Future GEF Projects 
 
Observation: It is anticipated the GEF 6 funding will include a specific allocation for addressing IAS in the 
island context. Many of the activities initiated under the GEF 4 project provide a foundation on which to build 
future successes, and make further progress in the institutionalization of government capacity to effectively 
prevent, eradicate, and control IAS at national and regional scales. 
 
Recommendations: 

 Hold an all-country workshop at SPREP to design a GEF 6 project. Invite individual consultants and 
representatives of NGOs, IGOs, academic institutions, and private sector entities who could play 
substantial supporting roles in the implementation of future IAS activities in the region. 

 Limit the project to fewer countries and prioritize activities that are thematically shared among the 
countries in order to enable: a) the EA to be more focused and thus more efficient and b) participating 
countries to provide more peer-to-peer (learning network) support. 

 At least initially, place most of the EA role with SPREP and allow for this to be phased back over time 
as countries gain in commitment and capacity. 

 Focus the SPREP Project Coordinator role primarily on human capacity building and dedicate the first 
year of the project largely to capacity and team building activities.   

 Utilize an on-line project management application for managing communications (see under A above). 
 Create task teams for the hiring of all NPCs in order to help ensure that competent and fully committed 

individuals fill these roles. 
 Create a Project Steering Committee comprised of the IA, EA, the NPC and one other representative 

from each country, as well as relevant managerial/technical experts. Utilize the on-line management app 
to facilitate frequent and constructive communication, and hold one in-person Steering Committee 
meeting per year in order to review progress and make project adjustments, as necessary. 

 Conduct the inception workshop after all NPCs have been hired. 
 As part of the inception workshop, provide the NPCs with an Implementation Toolkit that includes 

programmatic guidance and associated tools (standardized GEF forms for progress tracking, financial 
reporting, etc.). 

 Place a strong emphasis on: 
o  Social marketing (rather than what is generally considered ‘education/outreach’) in order to 

increase the focus on behavior change rather than merely awareness raising. 
o Citizen science programmes in order increase public understanding of and support for the IAS 

work, as well as biodiversity conservation in general. 
o IAS prevention, especially risk analysis, pathway management, and border control. 

 
 
Overall rating 
The overall rating given to the project is MS. 
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1. Introduction and background 
 

1.1 Project development  

The Prevention, Control and Management of Invasive Alien Species in the Pacific Islands project (Project 
Number: GFL/3664; hereafter ‘Pacific IAS’ project) commenced in January 2011. It is scheduled for completion 
in February 28, 2015. This Mid-term Review (MtR) was conducted in March-July, 2014. UNEP is acting as the 
Implementing Agency (IA) and the South Pacific Regional Environment Programme (SPREP), as the Executing 
Agency (EA) for the project, with co-executors including the Cook Islands, Federated States of Micronesia 
(FSM), Republic of the Marshall Islands (RMI), Kiribati, Niue, Palau, Papua New Guinea (PNG), Samoa, Tonga 
and Vanuatu. According to the Project Document, the project cost to the GEF Trust Fund is $3,031,818 (43.2%) 
and co-financing is anticipated at the level of $1,090,000 (15.5%), with in-kind contributions valued at 
$2,889,072 (41.2%) The total project cost is thus valued at $7,010,890 (100%). 
 
1.2 Project description 
 
The project’s goal (Development Objective) is to ‘conserve ecosystems, species and genetic diversity in the 
Pacific region.’  
 
The GEF Alternative explicitly supports the Primary Project Objective: 
 
To reduce the environmental, economic, and human health impacts of invasive alien species in both terrestrial 
and marine habitats in the Pacific region. 
 
The project structure is divided into five components relate to the three major areas of work and nine thematic 
areas:  

Component 1: Foundations 

Overview 

Generating Support — Raising awareness of the impacts of IAS on 
biodiversity, the economy, human health and socio-cultural values, and 
generating support for action to manage and reduce them. 

Building Capacity — Developing the institutions, skills, infrastructure, 
technical support, information management, linkages, networks and 
exchanges required to manage IAS effectively. 

Legislation, Policy and Protocols — Ensuring that appropriate legislation, 
protocols, policies and procedures are in place and operating, to underpin the 
effective management of IAS. 

Note: Approximately 37% of the GEF funds are allocated to this Component 

Outputs 

 Outreach and mainstreaming carried out in all countries to ensure 
participation and support of IAS management.  

 National coordination mechanisms are developed for IAS 
management for the first time e.g. Tonga, or strengthened e.g. 
Palau.  

 National IAS strategies and action plans developed for the first time 
in 5 countries, or strengthened in other countries – all via a 
collaborative process involving stakeholders, usually an IAS 
committee.  

 National IAS coordinators put in place to facilitate, carry out and 
focus work on IAS.  

 Most countries undertake significant reviews of their legal 
frameworks for IAS prevention/management. 
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 Training and capacity needs with respect to IAS prevention and 
management determined and training courses attended.  

Component 2: Problem Definition, Prioritization and Decision-making 

Overview 

Baseline & Monitoring — Establishing a baseline of information on the 
status and distribution of IAS and a programme for detecting change, 
including range changes and emerging impacts. 

Prioritization — Establishing effective systems for assessing risk and 
prioritising IAS for management. 

Research on priorities — Understanding priority IAS, including species 
biology and impacts, and developing effective management techniques. 

Note: Approximately 8% of the GEF funds are allocated to this Component. 

Outputs 

 Baseline information about the distribution and abundance of IAS addressed 
in relation to known problems e.g. invasive alga in Samoa, and via a strategic 
program to monitor or detect IAS in Tonga.  

 Risk assessments for potential IAS and pathways carried out in Niue.  

 Management-focused research on invasive ants in Samoa and potential 
agents for the biocontrol of African Tulip.  

Component 3: Management Action 

Overview 

Biosecurity — Preventing the spread of IAS across international or internal 
borders. 

Management of established IAS — Reducing or eliminating the impacts of 
established IAS, by eradication, containment, exclusion, or population 
reduction by physical, chemical or biological control. 

Restoration — Restoring native biodiversity or ensuring recovery of other 
values, after IAS management. 

Note: Approximately 39% of the GEF funds are allocated to this Component.  

Outputs 

 Early detection and rapid response addressed via emergency plans 
designed to deal with any new incursions  

 Best management practices developed for some species, or where 
goals are poorly defined.  

 Eradication feasibility studies and eradications for incipient 
populations of known IAS.  

 Cook Islands, FSM and Palau release known biological control agents 
during the implementation.  

 Samoa will address the restoration of forests through IAS 
management in protected areas on Upolu.  

Component 4: Project Management 

Overview 

Effective project management and coordination; monitoring and evaluation 
(M&E) systems in place for this GEF PAS project. 

Output 
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 SPREP carry out the necessary actions to ensure effective project 
management and coordination; monitoring and evaluation (M&E) 
systems in place for this GEF PAS project.  

Component 5: Monitoring and Evaluation 

Overview 

Inception workshop, monitoring and evaluation of project outcomes and 
outputs carried out by independent evaluators. 

Output 

 Inception workshop run by the Project Facilitator 

 Monitoring and evaluation of project outcomes and outputs carried 
out by independent evaluators determined by UNEP according to 
the standard guidelines 

2. Scope, objective and methods of evaluation 

2.1 Scope of Evaluation 

In line with GEF procedures, a Mid-term Review (MtR) was undertaken to provide an objective assessment of 
the project and its implementation to date. In line with its Terms of Reference (ToR), the MtR (see Annex 1) 
aimed to: a) assess design and operational aspects, such as project management and implementation of activities 
and b) the level of progress towards project objectives. The mid-term indicators (bullets) and targets (dashes) for 
the overall project objective and five components are:  
 
Project objective: To conserve ecosystems, species and genetic diversity in the Pacific region. 
 
Outcome 1: The impacts of IAS on biodiversity, economies, livelihoods and health, are widely understood and 
actions to manage and reduce them are supported. 
 

 Information generated about IAS impacts and the importance of management 
 IAS outreach materials produced in relation to project activities 

‐ Efforts initiated to increase IAS awareness among the public and with decision makers 
 Communities involved in project management 

‐ Project activities are supported with outreach and community involvement 
 
Outcome 2: Systems are in place to generate baseline information on the status and distribution of IAS, detect 
changes, including range changes and emerging impacts. 
 

 Monitoring protocols developed and implemented to determine IAS distributions and to monitor 
threatened biodiversity at priority sites 

- Monitoring systems developed 
 
Outcome 3: Mechanisms are established to prevent the spread of IAS across international or internal borders and 
quickly detect and respond to those that arrive 
 

 Early detection and rapid response (EDRR) plans developed and tested 
- Emergency response plans drafted 

 Biosecurity measures in place 
- Internal biosecurity measures developed 

 
Outcome 4: Effective project management and coordination; monitoring and evaluation systems in place for 
GEF PAS project 
 

 Project managed effectively 
‐ Project outcomes and outputs on track with respect to expectations for mid-term 

evaluation 
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Outcome 5: UNEP standards of transparency, accountability and success metrics are objectively assessed for all 
ten participating countries 
 

 Inception workshop completed 
‐ Inception workshop carried out 

 M&E plan implemented 
 Audits and evaluations completed 

‐ Mid-term evaluation completed 
‐ Audits carried out 

 
The MtR focused on determining whether the project has achieved these targets. The ToR also requested that the 
Evaluation consider these achievements in view of: 
 

A. The Project Theory - Assessment of the assumptions and the theory of change (causal pathways) 
underpinning the project idea and design, including its coherence, internal and external validity. 

B. Project Objectives and Logical Framework - Analysis of the project logical framework and variations 
over timing if any, including: 
‐ The links and causal relationships between inputs, activities, outcomes and impact (specific and 

development objectives) 
‐ Relevant and appropriateness of indicators 
‐ Validity of assumptions and risks 
‐ Existence of formal approvals to any modifications of the logical framework 

C. Project Design – Analysis of the project strategy and structure including: 
‐ Approach and methodology 
‐ Time Frame and resources 
‐ Institutional set-up 
‐ Management arrangements 
‐ Stakeholders and beneficiaries identification 

 
Every project needs to be evaluated in accordance with its particular context. The following points should be 
taken into consideration in the course of evaluating this project and implementing the Reviewer’s 
recommendations: 
 

 Trade, travel, and transport are the major facilitators of biological invasion. Therefore, IAS issue is 
inherently international in scope; 

 The countries engaged in the project are spread across a large span of the Pacific Ocean and are 
comprised of numerous islands and atolls of varying sizes, species, ecosystem types, human population 
densities and cultures; 

 Communication throughout the region has been and remains a challenge, particularly face-to-face 
communication; 

 Because of the inherent logistical challenges and costs to working in the region, the Pacific Islands have 
historically had less scientific and technical support from NGOs, IGOs and academic institutions than 
some other parts of the world;  

 There are, however, multiple Pacific-based organisations with scientific, technical, and policy savvy 
that have proven track records of success and are growing in reputation and capacity (e.g., the 
Secretariat of the Pacific Regional Environment Programme; SPREP); and 

 In the context of IAS, there are several regional bodies that have been working to raising awareness of 
the issue, as well as the capacity to address it [e.g., the Pacific Invasives Learning Network (PILN) and 
Pacific Invasives Partnership (PIP)]. 

2.2 Methodology 

The Mid-term Review (MtR) was conducted through a participatory approach. Individuals to be included in the 
Evaluation process were primarily identified by UNEP in consultation with the EA (SPREP). [Not all individuals 
identified by the project team participated, however.] 
 

‐ ‘Individual questionnaires’ were distributed to everyone identified as an MtR participant, as well as 
additional individuals identified as relevant during the MtR process. Participants were informed that 
responses sent directly to the Reviewer would remain confidential in terms of the individual identity 
associated with the comments. However, some National Project Coordinators (NPCs) chose to collect 
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the responses and then forward them to the Reviewer. This prevented confidentiality from being upheld 
throughout the review process.  The following questions were asked in the questionnaire: 

 
1. What has been your role(s) in the project? How long have you been engaged in the 

project? 

2. What do you perceive to be the major project accomplishments to date? 

3. What are the major challenges that you have observed?  What processes have been used to 
overcome them? How successful has this been? 
 

4. What are the major lessons that have been learned from the project thus far?  How will 
these lessons be incorporated into the second term of the project? 

5. What do you ultimately hope the project achieves? 

6. What challenges do you perceive for the second half of the project? How do you anticipate 
they can be overcome? 

7. What opportunities/resources etc. are you aware of that the project has not yet taken 
advantage of? How can these be capitalized on during the second half of the project? 

8. Other observations/comments? 

The interviewees had two months in which to provide their responses, and were invited to submit 
relevant documents in support of their answers. 

‐ National Project Coordinators (NPCs) were also asked to fill out two questionnaires focused on ‘Mid-
term Targets’ and ‘Work Plan Progress.’ Although they were encouraged to engage the entire project 
team when preparing the responses, the submission was typically a singular response. The respondents 
had two months in which to provide answers. 
 

‐ In-person interviews of project contributors based in Samoa, Kiribati, and Tonga. The MtR budget and 
timeframe did not enable more extensive travel. 
 

‐ Multiple discussions/interviews with the UNEP Project Task Manager and Project Assistant in person, 
via Skype and over email. 
 

‐ Multiple discussions with the SPREP-based GEF Project Coordinator in person and over email. 
 

‐ Extensive review of literature provided by the project participants and independently researched by the 
Reviewer. 
 
See the following annexes: 

List of interviewees: Annex 2 
Documents reviewed: Annex 3 
Summary of responses to Individual Questionnaire: Annex 6 
Summary of responses to Mid-term Questionnaire: Annex 7 

2.3 Timing and arrangements 

This MtR began in March 2014 and was completed in July 2014. It was one of three MtRs being conducted 
simultaneously under the same consultancy contract. The ToR specified 90 works days spread over five months 
for the entire (three project) Review process. Between 9 March and 3 April 2014, the Reviewer met with project 
participants based in Kiribati, Samoa, and Tonga. A list of the in-person interviews is available in Annex 2. An 
associated Mission Report was submitted to UNEP on 20 May 2014, with additional information provided on 5 
June 2014. 

3. Project Performance and Impact 
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An assessment of the degree of achievement of the Mid-term Targets is presented and Table 1 below. Comments 
relevant to this section are further detailed and supported by material in Annex 6 (individual questionnaire 
responses). Recommendations can be found on pages 52. Project participants are encouraged to thoroughly read 
these sections. 
 
The scale for Progress Rating as laid out in the GEF Review Parameters is: 
 
HS  = Highly Satisfactory 
S    = Satisfactory 
MS = Moderately Satisfactory 
MU = Moderately Unsatisfactory 
U = Unsatisfactory 
 
Table 1: Extent of achievement of Mid-term Targets based on logframe ‘achievement’ indicators 
 
Self-evaluations of mid-term progress were received from the governments of the Cook Islands, Kiribati, Niue, 
Palau, Samoa, Tonga, and Vanuatu. The Reviewer took these, as well as a Project Implementation Review (PIR; 
1 July 2012 to 30 June 2013) and the responses received to the individual questionnaire (Annex 6) into 
consideration when preparing the table below. The countries routinely scored themselves higher on an individual 
level than the Reviewer was able to score the Project collectively. The PIR scores were similar to the Reviewer’s 
scores, although the Reviewer was able to consistently score some areas higher because work has been 
accomplished since the PIR. Both the PIR and MtR indicate a need for overall project revision due to a lack of 
performance of some countries and good performance by others. 
 

Project strategy Objectively verifiable indicators 
Indicator Baseline Mid-term target End of Project 

target 
Mid-term Progress 

rating 8 
COMPONENT 1: 
FOUNDATIONS 

      

OUTCOME 1.1 The 
impacts of invasive 
species on biodiversity, 
economies, livelihoods 
and health, are widely 
understood and actions 
to manage and reduce 
them are supported. 

 Information 
generated about 
IAS impacts and 
the importance of 
management. IAS 
outreach materials 
produced in 
relation to project 
activities. 
Communities 
involved in IAS 
management. 

Outreach efforts are 
patchy, invasive 
species 
management efforts 
address some parts 
of the problem and 
are only partially 
supported by the 
public and 
politicians. 

Efforts initiated 
to increase IAS 
awareness 
among the public 
and with 
decision makers. 
Project activities 
are supported 
with outreach 
and community 
involvement.  

Activities have 
reached target 
audiences. 
Project activities 
involve 
communities. 

Some awareness raising 
activities have been 
initiated. However, 
there doesn’t seem to be 
a strategic approach at 
the national level, and 
no effort is being made 
to measure impact. 
Countries need more 
capacity building on 
basic communication 
and social marketing 
skills 

MS 

OUTPUTS           
1.1.1  Project activities 
maximize community 
involvement in planning, 
implementation and 
monitoring as 
appropriate. Cook 
Islands and Samoa will 
implement at least one 
primarily outreach 
focused project. 

Number of project 
activities in which 
there is adequate 
community 
involvement. 
Outreach and 
media materials 
produced, and 
numbers of people 
reached. 

Some community 
involvement in IAS 
management has 
been documented.  

Communities 
involved in all 
activities 
implemented 
under this 
proposal where 
community 
involvement is 
appropriate. 

Communities 
involved in all 
activities 
implemented 
under this 
proposal where 
community 
involvement is 
appropriate. 

Some countries have 
engaged communities 
in consultation and 
reached out to 
communities, but there 
are far more 
opportunities for 
strategic community 
engagement than are 
being undertaken 
 
Additional training in 
community-level 
engagement (e.g., pride 
campaigns and citizen 
science projects is 
warranted) 

MS 

1.1.2 80% of 
management projects 
will implement outreach 
to ensure that the 
importance of IAS 

  Political support is 
limited ,or needs 
maintenance using 
available political 
forums 

Formation of, 
and or 
attendance at 
sub-regional IAS 
councils and 

Formation of, and 
or attendance at 
sub-regional IAS 
councils and 
representation 

A few NPCs have 
participated in meetings 
of the RISC, but the 
projects are greatly 
under-utilizing the 

MU 

                                                            
8 According to GEF Secretariat required six-point scale system: Highly Satisfactory (HS), Satisfactory (S), Marginally Satisfactory (MS), 
Marginally Unsatisfactory (MU), Unsatisfactory (U), and Highly Unsatisfactory (HU). See Annex 2 which contains GEF definitions. 
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Project strategy Objectively verifiable indicators 
Indicator Baseline Mid-term target End of Project 

target 
Mid-term Progress 

rating 8 
environmental, social 
and economic impacts is 
more widely understood.  

(Micronesia), and 
mechanisms need 
developing. 
Environmental, 
social and 
economic impacts 
of IAS poorly 
understood. 

representation 
achieved at 
political forums. 
Mechanisms 
developed to 
ensure decision 
makers consider 
IAS 

achieved at 
political forums. 
Mechanisms 
developed to 
ensure decision 
makers consider 
IAS 

regional IAS initiatives 
that already exist in the 
region 
 
Some countries indicate 
that this is a non-
applicable activity – 
when, in fact, this is one 
of the most important 
indicators of 
institutionalization 
 
It appears that little to 
no work is being done 
to integrate the IAS 
issue into top policy 
priorities, e.g., food 
security and climate 
change 

OUTCOME 1. 2. The 
institutions, skills, 
infrastructure, technical 
support, information 
management, networks 
and exchanges required 
to manage invasive 
species effectively are 
developed. 

National IAS, 
coordinator, 
strategy and 
working group in 
place and 
operational. New 
and improved 
training initiatives 
implemented, 
addressing gaps in 
capacity. Plans 
made, costs 
identified, and 
facilities built. 
Regional 
information 
systems and 
training initiatives 
used, or 
contributed to. 

Most countries do 
not have national 
IAS coordinators, 
committees may 
not exist, or are 
inactive. IAS 
strategies do not 
exist for PNG, 
Cook Islands, 
Tonga, Niue, 
Vanuatu; other 
countries have 
strategies that need 
review and 
improvement. 

National 
Invasive Species 
Coordinators 
appointed. IAS 
committees 
formed and 
active in 
participating 
countries. Draft 
Strategies 
written, or 
reviews carried 
out. Training 
needs identified. 
Facilities 
upgrade 
requirements 
determined. 

National Invasive 
Species 
Coordinators 
appointed. IAS 
committees 
formed and 
active in 
participating 
countries. Draft 
Strategies 
written, or 
reviews carried 
out. Training 
carried out. 
Facilities needs 
determined and 
priority upgrades 
completed 

Staff recruitment has 
been a challenging 
process for several 
countries and led to 
project delays. NPCs 
have now been 
appointed in all 
countries except PNG 
and FSM. Capacity 
building is needed for 
effectiveness 
 
Councils do not yet 
exist in all countries – 
some predated this 
project and some 
countries do not intend 
to create IAS-focused 
councils 
 
NISSAP progress has 
been made in Niue, 
Palau, Tonga, Vanuatu 
 
A survey was 
completed in Kiribati 
 
The MtR sought 
information on training 
needs, but no thorough 
assessment has been 
conducted 
 
Information is not 
available on facility 
upgrades other than re 
biocontrol (below) 

MS 

            
1.2.1 National invasive 
Species Coordinators are 
appointed and multi-
sectoral national 
invasive species 
committees are formed 
for seven participating 
countries and carryout  
regular meetings 2 or 
more times per year 

Staffing levels. 
Committee 
activities. 

Some IAS 
committees active, 
others are not. 
Some IAS 
Coordinators exist 
already, more are 
needed. 

National 
Invasive Species 
Coordinators 
appointed and 
committees 
formed in 2 
participating 
countries. 

National Invasive 
Species 
Coordinators 
appointed and 
committees 
formed in 5 
participating 
countries. 

Staff recruitment has 
been a challenging 
process for several 
countries and led to 
project delays. NPCs 
have now been 
appointed in all 
countries except PNG 
and FSM. Capacity 
building is needed for 
effectiveness 
 
Councils do not yet 
exist in all countries 

S 
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Project strategy Objectively verifiable indicators 
Indicator Baseline Mid-term target End of Project 

target 
Mid-term Progress 

rating 8 
1.2.2.  Seven 
participating countries 
update or write National 
Invasive Species 
Strategies and Action 
Plans to ensure a high 
quality & that they are 
harmonized with the 
regional Guidelines for 
Invasive Species 
Management in the 
Pacific. 

Updated and new 
National Invasive 
Species  Action 
Plans. 

IAS Action Plans 
drafted or finalized 
for Samoa, Palau, 
Kiribati, Kosrae, 
Yap, Christmas 
Island, Chuuk, 
Marshalls, Niue but 
may need updating 
as information 
changes. 

Draft NISAPs Revised or new 
NISAPs as 
appropriate. 

NISSAP progress has 
been made in Niue, 
Palau, Tonga, Vanuatu 
 
A survey was 
completed in Kiribati 
 

S for 
countries 
listed 

1.2.3 Training/capacity 
needs are identified and 
training programs for 
key invasives 
management issues are 
developed and 
implemented in Kiribati, 
Niue, PNG and Samoa. 

New and 
improved training 
initiatives are 
implemented, 
addressing gaps in 
capacity. 

Some training takes 
place but is often 
not adequate to 
meet country needs. 

Training needs 
identified.  

New training 
programs 
developed or 
existing programs 
improved. 
Training 
implemented that 
meets needs 
identified in each 
country. 

Although some training 
has been provided by 
SPREP and others, a 
thorough assessment of 
training needs has not 
been conducted 
 
 
Going forward, capacity 
building needs to be a 
top priority and long-
term investment 
 
Niue notes the need for 
training in biosecurity9 

MS 

1.2.4 National invasive 
species management 
facilities and equipment 
are reviewed, and 
development plans 
produced, facilities 
improved in Niue and 
Kiribati. 

Plans made, costs 
identified and 
facilities built. 

The status of IAS 
facilities and 
equipment needs is 
not known. 

Surveys carried 
out to determine 
priority needs for 
equipment and 
facilities. 

Costed needs 
analyses for 
priority needs. 

According to Niue and 
Kiribati, priorities have 
been set and some 
equipment obtained 
 
No information is 
available on facility 
needs 
 
The work in Kiribati 
should explore linkages 
with facilities being 
developed under the 
PIPA project 

MS 

1.2.5 Niue contributes to 
the improvement of and 
or learn to use national 
and regional 
identification, 
management and 
information tools for 
invasives a.g. 
PESTLIST, GISIN, 
GISD. 

IAS management 
and identification 
resources used and 
contributions to 
their content. 

Resources address 
some needs but 
inadequate for 
some species and 
countries 

Resource needs 
identified. 

New and 
improved 
resources. 

A desk top study was 
undertaken by ISSG 
(Shyama Pagad), and 
ISSG will update data 
over time 
 
No documents available 

S – but 
unable to 
assess 
product 
quality 

1.2.6 Kiribati uses 
regional invasives 
services to strengthen its 
capacity for planning, 
implementing, 
monitoring and 
evaluating its invasive 
species activities. 

Capacity building 
initiatives 
implemented. 
Numbers of 
people 
participating 

SPREP provides 
regional invasive 
service but little 
used by some 
countries. PII offers 
training in 
biosecurity, rat, cat 
and weed 
management. PILN 
facilitates peer 
learning but 
participation is 
patchy and funding 
dependent. 

Needs identified, 
service providers 
contacted. 

Participating 
countries make 
full use of 
regional 
invasives services 
to address their 
needs. 

Kiribati indicates the 
need for training to 
address invasive ants 
and Mynah birds 
 
A thorough, strategic 
assessment of needs has 
not been undertaken 

MS 

OUTCOME 1.3 
Appropriate legislation, 
policies, protocols and 
procedures are in place 

Reviews of IAS 
laws and 
regulations. 

Laws and 
regulations are 
inadequate to meet 
IAS management 

NA Improved Laws 
proposed or in 
place for Invasive 
Species 

NA 
 
Note: some countries 
are starting to address 

NA 

                                                            
9 During review of this report, it was noted by SPREP that Niue has received biosecurity training that is updated annually by the SPC. 
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Project strategy Objectively verifiable indicators 
Indicator Baseline Mid-term target End of Project 

target 
Mid-term Progress 

rating 8 
and operating, to 
underpin the effective 
management of invasive 
species. 

needs but initiative 
exists to harmonize 
biosecurity laws 
regionally. Other 
IAS laws need 
review and 
improvement. 

Management this now that NISSAPs 
are approved 

OUTPUTS           
1.3.1. Invasive species 
legislation, regulations 
or protocols are 
consolidated, 
harmonized and 
rationalized to improve 
IAS management 
effectiveness in at least 
four countries. 

Number of bills 
introduced to 
participating 
country 
governments for 
consideration. 
Number of bills 
passed into law. 

Regionally 
harmonized 
biosecurity law 
passed in Cook 
Islands, and 
proposed for most 
other countries. 

Biosecurity bills 
proposed to more 
governments. 

Biosecurity laws 
passed. 

Tonga is making good 
progress in this regard 
 
Vanuatu and Niue have 
had preliminary 
discussions only 
 
Palau has a related SPS 
bill in consideration 
(not facilitated by this 
project) 
 

MS  

COMPONENT 2. 
PROBLEM 
DEFINITION, 
PRIORITIZATION 
AND DECISION-
MAKING 

      

OUTCOME 2.1 Systems 
are in place to generate 
baseline information on 
the status and 
distribution of invasive 
species, detect changes,  
including range changes 
and emerging impacts. 

Monitoring 
protocols 
developed and 
implemented to 
determine IAS 
distributions and 
to monitor 
threatened 
biodiversity at 
priority sites.  

Distribution and 
abundance of IAS 
is rarely 
documented, and 
databases or GIS 
systems not used to 
manage data. 

Monitoring 
systems 
developed. 

IAS monitoring 
systems 
implemented, 
distributions 
determined and 
databases and or 
GIS in use, 
Management 
decisions are 
based on quality 
information. 

Other than for some 
island eradications,  
developing monitoring 
programmes in the short 
scope of this project is 
unrealistic 
 
The Reviewer 
recommends removal of 
the item from the 
Project 
 
No progress 

MU  

OUTPUTS           
2.1.1. Surveys or  
monitoring systems are 
implemented  in  5 
countries to document 
the status and/or impact 
of invasives and native 
biodiversity in marine 
and terrestrial sites 
(including protected 
areas), include in local 
or regional databases All 
countries will implement 
monitoring as part of 
management under 
component 3. 

Checklists, 
register of impacts 
for known IAS, 
maps of 
distribution and 
abundance of IAS 
and or impacted 
species and sites. 

Incomplete 
information, poorly 
databased in most 
countries.  

Surveys and 
databases 
designed, data 
collection 
initiated. 

Surveys and data 
completed in 
priority areas. 

Little new progress has 
been made on this 
activity, although 
Tonga has been able to 
collaborate with work 
under the IIB project  
 
Cook Islands has a pre-
existing database 
 
Niue and Vanuatu have 
done a desktop review 
(via ISSG) 
 
The countries have 
relatively little 
knowledge of the 
existing IAS databases, 
how to access them for 
information, or how to 
contribute to them 
 
Considerable support 
needs to be given in 
survey design and IAS 
identification 

MU  

OUTCOME 2.2 
Effective systems are 
established and 
implemented to assess 
risk and prioritize 

Species and 
pathway risk 
assessments 

Risk assessments 
are not used to 
inform biosecurity 
measures, or risk 
assessment methods 

NA Risk assessments 
are used to 
inform 
biosecurity 
measures, and 

NA 
 

NA 
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Project strategy Objectively verifiable indicators 
Indicator Baseline Mid-term target End of Project 

target 
Mid-term Progress 

rating 8 
invasive species for 
management. 

are not formalized 
and tested. 

risk assessment 
methods 
formalized and 
tested for species 
and pathways. 

OUTPUTS           
2.2.1 Establish risk 
assessment systems for 
Niue. 

Number of species 
assessed. Pathway 
risk assessments 
made. 

Invasive species 
risk assessment 
systems exist for 
plants but are not 
widely adopted. 
Other taxonomic 
groups need 
systems developed 
and a pathway risk 
assessment system 
is needed for 
biosecurity. 

Assessment 
methods 
identified. 

Assessment 
methods tested 
and reviewed. 

No progress U 

OUTCOME 2.3. 
Research is completed 
for priority invasives, 
including species 
biology and impacts, 
and development of 
effective control 
techniques. 

Invasive species 
research supports 
IAS management 
of priority species. 

Some IAS are well 
studied but local 
research is needed 
to develop methods 
for some species. 
Understanding of 
invasive species 
biology is 
sometimes 
inadequate for 
effective 
management to be 
designed. 

IAS research 
needs identified. 
Methods for 
research 
generated. 
Research 
initiated. 

Research 
completed that 
supports 
management of 
priority species. 

A small amount of 
work has been done on 
Mynah birds in multiple 
countries, but little 
progress has been made 
 
It is the Reviewer’s 
belief that this activity 
is beyond the capacity 
of most Project 
countries, and revision 
of this deliverable needs 
to be considered 
 
Training is basic survey 
design, data collection, 
and project 
management are needed 

MU 

OUTPUTS           
2.3.1. Investigate the 
biology, ecology and 
control methods of 
priority invasives in 
order to support 
effective management in 
Samoa and Vanuatu as 
detailed in the 
deliverables. 

Invasive species 
research supports 
is management of 
priority species. 

Some IAS are well 
studied but local 
research is needed 
to develop methods 
for some species. 
Understanding of 
invasive species 
biology is 
sometimes 
inadequate for 
effective 
management to be 
designed. 

IAS research 
needs identified. 
Methods for 
research 
generated. 
Research 
initiated 

Research 
completed that 
supports 
management of 
priority species. 

Research proposal 
underway for ant work 
in Samoa and studies 
done by Land Care for 
the Africa Tulip tree in 
Vanuatu, but no 
substantive progress has 
been made 
 
Samoa has some 
previous forest 
restoration work 
through a JICA project 
 
Neither country 
indicates that it plans to 
undertake IAS research 
projects 
 

MU 

COMPONENT 3. 
MANAGEMENT 
ACTION 

      

OUTCOME 3.1 
Mechanisms are 
established to prevent 
the spread of invasive 
species across 
international or internal 
borders and quickly 
detect and respond to 
those that arrive. 

Early detection 
and rapid response 
plans developed 
and tested. 
Biosecurity 
measures in place. 

Emergency 
response plans not 
developed, 
inadequate or 
untested. Internal 
biosecurity scarcely 
considered 
anywhere. 

Internal 
biosecurity 
measures 
developed. 
Emergency 
response plans 
drafted. 

Inter-island 
biosecurity 
measures tested. 
Emergency 
response plans 
finalized and 
tested. 

A training course was 
hosted by PILN 
 
This has not been a 
priority area for focus 
and substantial capacity 
building is needed 

MU  

OUTPUTS           
3.1.1. Inspection and 
treatment procedures are 

Numbers of staff 
working in border 

Variable levels of 
border control 

Biosecurity 
capacity needs 

Inspection and or 
treatment rates 

This has not been 
completed for Kiribati 

MU  
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Project strategy Objectively verifiable indicators 
Indicator Baseline Mid-term target End of Project 

target 
Mid-term Progress 

rating 8 
improved to ensure that 
invasives are not 
transferred from one 
country to another or 
between islands of the 
same country. The 
general strategy will  be 
tried in Kiribati but 
specific measures for 
high risk taxa identified 
apriori are under 3.1.2 

protection. 
Inspections and 
treatments of high 
risk commodities 
increased. 
Increase in the 
number of 
interceptions. 
Increased 
emphasis on 
biosecurity 
between islands 
within a country. 

implemented by 
each country, and 
almost no inter-
island control 
within any country. 

identified. increased and 
more effective, 
inter-island 
biosecurity is 
being planned 
developed  

under the IAS project, 
although some 
assessment and 
eradication work has 
been done under the 
PIPA project 
 
There is a need for 
greater collaboration 
between the PIPA 
project and the IAS 
project in the context of 
biosecurity 
 
Kiribati notes a need for 
a scanner and staff 

3.1.2. Early detection 
and rapid response 
(EDRR) procedures are 
established for priority 
potential invaders (e.g. 
snakes, ants, mongoose, 
plants etc) for the 5 
countries identified in 
Appendix 6 of the 
Project document. 

Numbers of staff 
operating 
prevention, early 
detection and 
response 
measures. Number 
of EDRR plans in 
place for early 
detection and 
response. 

Most countries 
have some kind of 
rapid response plan 
for a few species, 
e.g. ants or brown 
tree snake. More 
comprehensive 
plans and methods 
need to be 
developed and 
implemented. 

EDRR plans 
developed. 

EDRR plans 
developed and 
tested. 

No substantial progress 
has been made 
 
EDRR needs to be a 
priority for capacity 
building 

MU  

OUTCOME 3.2.  The 
impacts of established 
invasive species are 
reduced or eliminated by 
eradication, biological 
control, containment or 
physical-chemical 
control. 

Best practices are 
developed and 
implemented for 
priority species 
leading to 
improved control 
and eradication. 
Eradication 
feasibility 
determined and 
eradications 
started, on track or 
finished. 
Biological control 
agents 
tested/released for 
priority species. 
Control projects 
implemented. 

Best management 
practices unknown 
for some IAS 
Eradication 
feasibility not 
known and 
eradications rarely 
attempted. 
Biocontrol agents 
tested and released 
in some Pacific 
islands, release in 
other islands 
possible for low 
cost. Other targets 
have no agents. 
Long-term control 
is over-used as 
management 
method of choice. 

Best practices 
determined for 
priority targets. 
Priority species, 
sites and 
biocontrol 
opportunities 
determined and 
selected. 
Management 
goals clearly 
stated for all 
projects. 

Best practices 
implemented in 
control and 
eradication 
projects. Control 
versus 
eradication 
strategies fully 
understood and 
appropriately 
used by 
participating 
countries. 
Biocontrol 
options are being 
fully explored 
and cost sharing 
opportunities 
determined. 

Some countries have 
now identified priority 
species in NISSAPs 
 
Eradication feasibility 
studies, for the most 
part, have not yet been 
initiated 
 
In part due to the costs 
of the activities being 
beyond the available 
budgets, biocontrol 
work is behind schedule 
in some countries – and 
some of it is not likely 
to be completed due to 
budget shortfalls 
 
Vanuatu has a history 
of biocontrol work and 
continues to make 
progress  
 
Use of the information 
in the CABI 
Compendium could 
help speed progress 

MU  

OUTPUTS           
3.2.1. Best practices are 
determined and 
implemented for 
invasive species 
management of priority 
species and sites 
identified in Appendix 6 
of the Project Document 
. 

Best practices 
identified and 
applied to 
management of 
priority IAS. 

Best practices not 
known or applied 
for some IAS 
problems in 
participating 
countries. 

Best practices 
developed and 
implemented for 
priority species. 

Best practices 
developed and 
implemented for 
priority species. 

Some countries have 
now identified priority 
species in NISSAPs 
 
Eradication feasibility 
studies, for the most 
part, have not yet been 
initiated 
 
Training is needed to 
develop a better 
understanding of IAS 
eradication and control 
principles and practices 
 

MU  
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Project strategy Objectively verifiable indicators 
Indicator Baseline Mid-term target End of Project 

target 
Mid-term Progress 

rating 8 
Use of the information 
in the CABI 
Compendium could 
help speed progress on 
determining best 
practices 

3.2.2 Priority invasive 
species are eradicated 
(completely removed)  
from islands where 
feasible (7 projects in  5 
countries  identified in 
Appendix 6 of the 
Project Document). 

Numbers of 
species eradicated 
from islands. 
Number of islands 
protected from 
IAS impacts via 
eradication. 

Pacific examples of 
successful 
eradications of 
vertebrates, 
invertebrates and 
plants have 
demonstrated value 
of eradication in 
improving survival 
of impacted 
biodiversity. 

  Eradications 
achieved or in 
progress, and 
improvements in 
affected 
biodiversity. 

No target listed for mid-
term 
 
 
 
 

NA – No 
target 
listed for 
mid-term 

3.2.3. Biocontrol agents 
are developed and 
released for appropriate 
target invasives for 
targets in 3 or more 
countries. 

Numbers of target 
populations 
selected for 
biocontrol. 
Number of agents 
tested. Number of 
agents released. 
Measures of 
population 
response to 
biocontrol agents. 

Regional workshop 
identified 
opportunities in 
Pacific for testing 
and release of 
known agents. 
Testing and release 
may be easy for 
known agents.  

Priorities 
identified. 
Specificity 
testing done. 

Known agents 
tested for new 
locations and 
agents confirmed 
to be safe 
released. 
Effectiveness of 
released agents 
monitored. 

In part due to the costs 
of the activities being 
beyond the available 
budgets, biocontrol 
work is behind schedule 
– and some of it is not 
likely to be completed 
due to budget shortfalls 
and the amount of time 
required for such 
research 
 
Vanuatu has a history 
of biocontrol work and 
continues to make good 
progress 
 

MU  

3.2.4. Invasive species 
are contained within 
limited areas or 
controlled at high 
biodiversity sites (two 
sites idenfied apriori) 
but more may be 
identified in the course 
of the project. See link 
with 3.3.1. 

Number of sites 
protected or 
species selected 
for containment or 
control. 

IAS control and 
outcome 
monitoring not 
being implemented 
in some high 
priority sites. 

Sites identified. Control 
implemented, 
effectiveness 
measured. 

It is not clear what 
specifically was 
envisioned for this 
outcome 
 
Countries do not 
indicate any success in 
IAS control on a large 
scale, nor plans to 
undertake major control 
projects in protected 
areas – or other ‘high 
biodiversity sites’ 
 
 

 

MU  

OUTCOME 3.3. 
following invasive 
species management the 
best methods are 
determined and 
implemented to facilitate 
effective restoration of 
native biodiversity or  
recovery of other values. 

Best management 
practices are 
identified and 
used in each of the 
countries at 
priority sites to 
remove, invasive 
species  and 
restore native 
biodiversity  with 
measurable 
change by the end 
of the project. 

Sites are subject to 
invasive species 
impacts and 
biodiversity 
recovery is poor. 

Monitoring, 
control and 
biodiversity 
restoration 
methods 
determined. 

Sites selected for 
restoration are 
free of most 
problematic 
invasive species 
impacts and 
biodiversity is 
improved via 
restoration 
interventions. 

Situation still at the 
baseline conditions. 

MU  

OUTPUTS           
3.3.1. Restore  two 
forest sites and 
biodiversity  in Samoa 
after invasive species 
management is carried 
out. 

Number of 
individuals of 
impacted native 
spp. populations 
increased 

Restoration is 
rarely associated 
with IAS 
management. 

Monitoring, 
control and 
biodiversity 
restoration 
methods 
determined. 

Restoration 
methods and 
success 
documented and 
measured. 

Some work done under 
separate JICA project 
 
No explicit 
assessment/planning 
under this project 

MU  

Samoa 0 Forest badly 40 ha managed. 80 ha of forest No implementation MU 
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Project strategy Objectively verifiable indicators 
Indicator Baseline Mid-term target End of Project 

target 
Mid-term Progress 

rating 8 
invaded by weed 
species and forest 
regeneration is 
affected. 

restored. progress under this 
project. Initial work 
under separate JICA 
project 

COMPONENT 4: 
PROJECT 
MANAGEMENT AND 
COORDINATION 

      

OUTCOME 4.1. 
Effective project 
management and 
coordination; monitoring 
and evaluation systems 
in place for this GEF 
PAS project. 

Project managed 
effectively 

No project in place Project outcomes 
and outputs on 
track with 
respect to 
expectations for 
mid-term 
evaluation. 

Project 
successfully 
concluded 

Project management 
staff are in place at 
SPREP, but there is a 
need for improvement 
in operations (see 
numerous comments in 
Annex 6) 
 
The 2013 audit has 
been completed for 
SPREP – audits are not 
being undertaken at the 
national level 
 
This document 
constitutes the MtR 
 
Project countries are 
largely under-
performing at mid-term 
based on the targets set 
out in the Project 
Document 

MU to S  

OUTPUTS           
4.1.1  Project 
deliverables produced 
90% on time  and 100% 
within budget, 100% 
reporting and 
monitoring and 
evaluation requirements 
met. 

Project offices 
operational. 
Accounting 
systems in place. 
Country  programs 
implemented 

No project in place Project outcomes 
and outputs on 
track with 
respect to 
expectations for 
mid-term 
evaluation. 

Project 
successfully 
concluded 

Project countries are 
largely under-
performing at mid-term 
based on the targets set 
out in the Project 
Document (see also 
Table 2) 

MU 

SPREP Project offices 
operational. 
Accounting 
systems in place. 
Country  programs 
implemented 

No project in place Project outcomes 
and outputs on 
track with 
respect to 
expectations for 
mid-term 
evaluation. 

Project 
successfully 
concluded 

Project management 
staff are in place at 
SPREP, but there is a 
need for improvement 
in operations (see 
numerous comments in 
Annex 6) 
 
The 2013 audit has 
been completed by 
SPREP – audits are not 
available at the country 
level 
 
This document 
constitutes the MtR 
 

S  

COMPONENT 5: 
MONITORING AND 
EVALUATION 

      

OUTCOME 5.1. Project 
integrity and 
accountability for 
deliverables is 
maintained. 

Inception 
workshop 
completed. M&E 
mid-term and 
terminal 
evaluations 
completed.  

No project in place Project outcomes 
and outputs on 
track with 
respect to 
expectations for 
mid-term 
evaluations. 

Project 
successfully 
concluded 

Outputs met per below, 
but project countries are 
largely under-
performing at mid-term 
based on the targets set 
out in the Project 
Document (see also 
Table 2) 

S  

OUTPUTS           
5.1.1 UNEP  standards 
of transparency, 

Inception 
workshop 

No project in place Mid-term 
evaluation 

Terminal 
evaluation and 

Inception workshop and 
audits completed by 

HS  
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Project strategy Objectively verifiable indicators 
Indicator Baseline Mid-term target End of Project 

target 
Mid-term Progress 

rating 8 
accountability and 
success metrics are  
objectively assessed for 
all ten participating 
countries. 

completed. M&E 
plan implemented. 
Audits and 
evaluations 
completed.  

completed. 
Inception 
workshop and 
audits carried 
out. 

audits completed SPREP 
 
National inception 
workshops in most, but 
not all, countries 
 
This document 
constitutes the MtR 

 
 
Table 2: Extent of Work Plan progress based on logframe ‘achievement’ indicators 
 
MtRs typically focus on scoring achievements as set out in the Project Document’s Results Framework (see 
Table 1). However, in the case of this project, the MtR interviews revealed that many participants are not aiming 
for or tracking these mid-term goals. Rather, they are basing their progress on the more country-specific project 
Work Plan. For this reason, the Reviewer decided to also score Work Plan progress. Self-evaluations of Work 
Plan progress were received from the EA (SPREP), as well as the governments of the Cook Islands, Niue, Palau, 
Samoa, Tonga, and Vanuatu. The Reviewer took these into consideration when preparing the table below. A ‘0’ 
score indicates that work has not yet been initiated, while a ‘10’ indicates that the work has been completed at or 
above expectation. 
 
Objective/ Gov't/Agency doing activity Activities Status at Mid-term Score 

(0-10)
OUTCOME 1.1 The impacts of invasive 
species on biodiversity, economies, 
livelihoods and health, are widely 
understood and actions to manage and 
reduce them are supported. 

   

OUTPUTS     
1.1.1  Project activities maximize 
community involvement in planning, 
implementation and monitoring as 
appropriate. Cook Islands and Samoa will 
implement at least one primarily outreach 
focused project. 

Project Facilitator will compile a 
table documenting community 
involvement in each project 
activity. 

  

Cook Islands Develop a community training and 
awareness program and implement 
it. 

Trained locals on the island of Atiu on the different 
options of pest eradication, especially Mynah birds 
 
Community training carried only on the island Mauke 
for the eradication of IAS; awareness on the IAS 
project activities were released on CITV with an 
interview of the Mauke Environment Officer on the 
progress of the eradication program of red passion 
fruit on the island of Mauke 
 
Continuous awareness raising through TV, radio, and 
newspaper articles 
 
A weekly radio talkback show was carried out on 
Mauke on the impacts of IAS on the island. A weekly 
biodiversity and IAS ‘Did you know’ advertorial was 
placed in the Cook Islands Newspaper for awareness 
 
Took school students on a Cross Islands trek program. 
The purpose of the program was to promote the 
awareness of IAS threats to biodiversity and point out 
the different types of invasive plants along the track 
and the threats they cause to native plants and the 
environment 
 
Developed a poster series for educational purposes of 
invasive plants 

 
Reviewer note: there does not seem to be a strategic 
plan in place to implement the programme or assess 
impact 
 

4 



 

29 
 

Objective/ Gov't/Agency doing activity Activities Status at Mid-term Score 
(0-10)

SPREP note: no deliverables received yet 
 

Samoa Foster public support and 
participation in the management of 
IAS in conjunction with project 
activities. 

Undertook stakeholder consultations. Summary 
reports submitted 
 
Reviewer note: there does not seem to be a strategic 
plan in place to implement the programme or assess 
impact 

3 

1.1.2 80% of management projects will 
implement outreach to ensure that the 
importance of IAS environmental, social 
and economic impacts is more widely 
understood.  

Foster political support for IAS 
management by ensuring that 
decision makers and politicians 
consider the issue and understand 
the environmental, social and 
economic impacts of invasive 
species. 

  

Cook Islands Carry out awareness program 
through community workshops 
and media broadcasts. 

See above entry. 
 
Radio programs in the outer islands on invasives,TV 
and newspaper on Rarotonga and the outer islands 
 
Translation of descriptions of IAS into the local 
language. 
 
Reviewer note: there does not seem to be a strategic 
plan in place to implement the programme or assess 
impact 
 
SPREP note: no deliverables received yet  

4 

FSM Attend RISC biannual meeting of 
Micronesian Chief Executives to 
provide advice about IAS 
management and resource needs. 

 0 

Niue Increase public awareness on 
invasive species through media, 
workshops, and school 
presentations: key messages to 
include feral dogs and cats, 
domestic pig management, 
invasive species risks and impacts.

IAs information board set up for Environment Day. 
Approximately 200 people viewed the board from the 
local community  

One hour radio interview for local community every 
two weeks. Each interview updates invasive species 
project 

Community (village councils) participated in the 
biosecurity workshop held by Department of 
Agriculture, Forestry and Fisheries 

Posters and pamphlets being designed 

Reviewer note: there does not seem to be a strategic 
plan in place to implement the programme or assess 
impact 
 
SPREP note: no deliverables received yet  

 

4 

Palau Attend RISC biannual meeting of 
Micronesian Chief Executives to 
provide advice about IAS 
management and resource needs. 

The Coordinator, or a substitute, has attended all 
meetings of the RISC since inception of this project – 
1 meeting in 2012, and 2 meetings in 2013.  This 
participation has been funded by the project.  Local 
funding has not been available for a second participant 
as called for in the work plan 
 

8 

Palau Increase the outreach effort in 
schools (priority activity identified 
in the NISS). 

School visits were made to all but two elementary 
schools as part of the School Outreach activity.  
During these visits a presentation was made on IAS, 
and stickers were distributed to all students attending 
 
A poster on IAS threats was developed, with layout 
support from SPREP, and printed in Fiji in December 
for the School Outreach activity. This poster will be 
distributed in conjunction with observations of World 
Wetlands Day in February 2014 
 

7 
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Objective/ Gov't/Agency doing activity Activities Status at Mid-term Score 
(0-10)

Reviewer note: there does not seem to be a strategic 
plan in place to implement the programme or assess 
impact. In the future, Knowledge, Attitudes, and 
Practice (KAP) surveys could be used to establish 
baseline levels and monitor the impact of the 
education/outreach programmes. Ideally, success 
should be measured in terms of behaviour change, not 
knowledge – as information transfer does not 
necessary result in behaviour change. 
 

RMI Attend RISC biannual meeting of 
Micronesian Chief Executives to 
provide advice about IAS 
management and resource needs. 

Coordinator attended one RISC meeting in Guam 
 
Outcome unknown 

2 

Tonga Develop to mechanisms to factor 
invasive species management into 
national and regional decision 
making processes. 

The  Tonga Invasives Species Committee (TISC) has 
been established 
 
Outreach to conference in Suva, Fiji last December 
with poster and documentary 

7 

Tonga Raise awareness and carry out 
outreach on the impacts of IAS. 

Agreed with the Department of Education to start 
collating IAS information to design a syllabus in the 
school curriculum. Work is underway 
 
Will initiate the awareness programme in the third 
quarter of this year, when all the biological surveys 
are completed. The results from the surveys will be 
used to provide examples in the Tonga context. 
Information on Late from the survey is ready 
 

4 

Vanuatu Establish a Melanesian Invasive 
Species Council based on the 
RISC model and get IAS issues 
considered by the Melanesian 
Spearhead Group (members 
Vanuatu, PNG, Solomon Islands, 
New Caledonia and Fiji). 

Discussions initiated, with support from stakeholders 3 

Vanuatu Raise awareness and carry out 
outreach on the impacts of IAS on 
biodiversity, economy, health, 
cultural values etc. 

Department of Environment activities have provided 
some opportunities for awareness talks.  
 
IAS was included during the Environmental Policy 
national and provincial consultations, Environment 
Week celebration and a "Vanuatu priority Invasive 
Species" poster was developed for display during the 
Nature Conference 2nd-6th December 2013 
 
During the NISSAP development the participants to 
the two consultation workshops from 14-16 April 
2014 in Port Vila and Luganville were also informed 
of Invasive Species 
 
Reviewer note: there does not seem to be a strategic 
plan for undertaking this activity or measuring impact 

3 

OUTCOME 1. 2. The institutions, skills, 
infrastructure, technical support, 
information management, networks 
and exchanges required to manage 
invasive species effectively are 
developed. 

NA   

OUTPUTS    

1.2.1 National invasive Species 
Coordinators are appointed and multi-
sectoral national invasive species 
committees are formed for seven 
participating countries and carryout  
regular meetings 2 or more times per year 

Annual or semi-annual meetings 
of committees. IAS Coordinators 
promote inter-agency cooperation 
to address IAS. 

  

Cook Islands Position established to coordinate 
activities under this project. 

Position hired. Coordination underway. There are 
additional needs for staff capacity building 

10 

Kiribati 
 

Position established to coordinate 
activities under this project. 

Position established, additional capacity building is 
desired 

10 

Palau Coordinator position filled; 
coordinator implements the 

Coordinator position was filled in December 2012; 
coordinator is implementing the strategy and 

10 
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strategy and activities under this 
project. NISC meets monthly. 

activities.  The original plan called for quarterly 
meetings of the NISC, but instead it is meeting 
bimonthly.  There were six meetings in 2013, and two 
scheduled for  2014 (May and July) 

PNG National Invasive Species 
Coordinator position established 
and functioning. 

No progress 0 

Samoa National Invasive Species 
Coordinator position established 
and functioning. 

Hiring of the position was substantially delayed and 
there have been challenges with the current 
Coordinator being able to work full time 

8 

Tonga Position established to coordinate 
activities under this project. 

Coordinator and an officer were recruited in June 
2012 to implement the project activities.  
 
Work is progressing well, although additional capacity 
building is desired 

10 

Vanuatu Position established to coordinate 
activities under this project. 

Position filled in February 2013 10 

1.2.2.  Seven participating countries 
update or write National Invasive Species 
Strategies and Action Plans to ensure a 
high quality & that they are harmonized 
with the regional Guidelines for Invasive 
Species Management in the Pacific. 

Write and update NISAPs.   

Cook Islands Write a national IAS strategy and 
action plan 

Has not yet been initiated. Discussions on process are 
underway. Hiring a consultant has proven to be a 
challenge  
 

1 

Kiribati Revise National and Line & 
Phoenix Islands invasive species 
strategies and action plans. 

Informal surveys and consultations were run on some 
outer islands included in the key biodiversity areas 
list. Desktop Review has been completed in the past 
days by ISSG (Shyama Pagad) 

3 

Niue Write a national strategy and 
action plan, including emergency 
response 

NISSAP has been completed and is expected to be 
endorsed by the government in the near-term 

8 

Palau Review NISC Strategy Strategic Action Plan for Invasive Species, completed 
in May 2013, received endorsement of the President in 
November. Implementation began in 2014 and 
progress will be reviewed in 2015 

10 

PNG Write a national strategy and 
action plan 

No progress 0 

Tonga Write a national strategy and 
action plan 

NISSAP prepared in mid  2013 is pending approval 
from Cabinet 

9 

Vanuatu Write a national strategy and 
action plan 

The NISSAP development is under way for Vanuatu 
and is expected to be completed in  May 2014 
 
Two provincial consultation workshops were carried 
out to gather information from the 6 different 
provinces through the provincial representatives 

10 

1.2.3 Training/capacity needs are 
identified and training programs for key 
invasives management issues are 
developed and implemented in Kiribati, 
Niue, PNG and Samoa. 

Training and course materials and 
methods developed. 

  

Kiribati Carry out an invasive species 
training needs analysis 

Informal training needs analysis was run on some 
outer islands included in the key biodiversity areas 
list. Two other additional outer islands visited in this 
quarter. 

3 

Kiribati Training and capacity building on 
risk assessments and pathway 
analysis. 

Informal training was performed on some outer 
islands included in the key biodiversity areas list. 
 

3 

Niue Biosecurity training for staff in 
Environment Dept. 

One biosecurity training was carried out at the 
beginning of the project. A follow up training will be 
carried out this year 
 
It is not possible to determine the effectiveness of the 
training 
 

7 

PNG Training/capacity needs analysis 
carried out. 

No progress 0 

PNG Training on risk assessments and 
pathway analysis. 

No progress 0 
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Samoa Training to strengthen capacity  
for research and management 

No training undertaken by the Government of Samoa 
 
Benefited from training on biosecurity organized by 
PILN and PII at SPREP in 2013 

1 

1.2.4 National invasive species 
management facilities and equipment are 
reviewed, and development plans 
produced, facilities improved in Niue and 
Kiribati. 

Reviews, plans, proposals, and 
improvements.  

  

Kiribati Improve quarantine inspection and 
decommissioning facilities on S 
Tarawa, Kiritimati and Kanton. 

No progress through this project 
 
Two biosecurity staff have recently been hired for 
Kanton under the PIPA project, but no biosecurity 
plan is in place 

0 

Niue Build quarantine facility for 
inspection and housing of 
organisms suspected of being 
invasive and items carrying them. 

Planning for the facility is in progress and some 
equipment has been purchased. The govt. will fund 
the facility, while the project will cover the equipment 
costs 

3 

1.2.5 Niue contributes to the improvement 
of and or learn to use national and 
regional identification, management and 
information tools for invasivesa.g. 
PESTLIST, GISIN, GISD. 

Generate new information 
resources and contribute to 
existing ones. 

  

Niue Review and compile a Niue IAS 
bibliography, a database for IAS 
information, and add data to 
PESTLIST database. 

Activity done by ISSG expert (Shyama Pagad) 9 

1.2.6 Kiribati uses regional invasives 
services to strengthen its capacity for 
planning, implementing, monitoring and 
evaluating its invasive species activities. 

Training, exchanges, services 
provided. 

  

Kiribati Participate in PILN and other 
regional invasive species planning 
fora. 

No engagement thus far, although the newsletter is 
received. Regional engagement is lacking for all 
countries 

0 

SPREP SPREP (including PILN) 
facilitates project activities and 
capacity building via technical 
support according to their regional 
mandate and the Guidelines for 
Invasive Species Management in 
the Pacific 

A number of initiatives were carried out by the Project 
manager, GEF Facilitator and PILN coordinator. 

8 

OUTCOME 1.3 Appropriate 
legislation, policies, protocols and 
procedures are in place and operating, 
to underpin the effective management 
of invasive species. 

NA   

OUTPUTS    

1.3.1. Invasive species legislation, 
regulations or protocols are consolidated, 
harmonized and rationalized to improve 
IAS management effectiveness in at least 
four countries. 

Adapt regional law to national 
needs. Introduce for consideration 
by government. Facilitate passing 
of laws. 

  

Niue Carry out consultations and 
improve invasive species 
legislation, including quarantine 
act and regulations, provisions for 
entering private property, ballast 
water legislation. Use regionally 
harmonized biosecurity bill if 
appropriate. 

The Niue crown Law Office and the drafter from the 
NZ Government Parliamentary services need to 
complete the bill and get it enacted in parliament 
 
Reviewer note: stakeholder engagement 
(consultations), review process, and timeline unknown

4 

PNG Propose a new bill for biosecurity 
using the regionally harmonized 
Biosecurity Bill  

No progress 0 

PNG Review of existing IAS 
regulations to address efficiency  

No progress 0 

Tonga Propose a new bill for biosecurity 
using the regionally harmonized 
Biosecurity Bill 

First workshop for revising biosecurity bill was 
completed. Currently under revision by quarantine 
department 
 
Target is September 2014 for review completion. It 
may take a couple of years to go through the approval 

5 
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process 
Tonga Review of laws to address their 

ability to address IAS 
management 

Target is September 2014 for review completion. It 
may take a couple of years to go through the approval 
process 

4 

Vanuatu Propose a new bill for biosecurity 
using the regionally harmonized 
Biosecurity Bill 

A Biosecurity Bill Awareness workshop was carried 
out in September 2013 
 
During the provincial consultations a team of 3 
officers from the Biosecurity department and a local 
consultant travelled throughout the country to conduct 
2-day workshops 
 
The consultations and awareness workshops were 
carried out in 4 main provincial headquarters (Sanma, 
Malampa, Shefa & Tafea)  
 
No updates on the Bill have occurred 

4 

   
OUTCOME 2.1 Systems are in place to 
generate baseline information on the 
status and distribution of invasive 
species, detect changes,  including range 
changes and emerging impacts. 

NA   

OUTPUTS     
2.1.1. Surveys or  monitoring systems are 
implemented  in  5 countries to document 
the status and/or impact of invasives and 
native biodiversity in marine and 
terrestrial sites (including protected areas), 
include in local or regional databases All 
countries will implement monitoring as 
part of management under component 3. 

Surveys and monitoring   

Kiribati Surveys of IAS to establish status 
and distribution and form a basis 
for detecting change. 

Informal surveys and consultations were run on some 
outer islands included in the key biodiversity areas list

2 

Niue Develop and establish long term 
monitoring and GIS for areas with 
important native biodiversity that 
may be impacted by invasives. 

In discussions with Lands Divisions regarding the best 
way to proceed 

1 

Samoa Carry out delimiting surveys for 
Codium arenicola and 
Spatoglossum macrodontum. 

No work yet undertaken 0 

Samoa Monitoring for rats and other 
invasives on the Aleipata Islands 

Scheduled for June 2014 1 

Tonga Collect and strengthen baseline 
information about the status and 
distribution of invasive species 
and establish a program for 
detecting change. 

Two sites was completed survey, which was Late 
island and Mt. Talau 
 
One is about start in May to June,2014 – Toloa 
Rainforest 
 
Feasibility study and operational plan for Late island 
is completed, now in the stage of seeking fund for the 
eradication 
 
Need to place data in portal, need plans for long-term 
monitoring studies (plots etc). Link to GISD etc 
 
Reviewer note: It is not practical to establish a 
monitoring programme to ‘detect change’ during the 
brief scope of this project. The goal should be 
removed from the work plan prior to Terminal Review

5 

Vanuatu Surveys of invasive species 
including, fire ants, Mynahs, 
Merremia, marine invasives, and 
others identified under the NISS. 

A few field data collections were conducted by 
Sylverio Bule. The activity will be advanced during 
the second half of the Project 

0 

OUTCOME 2.2 Effective systems are 
established and implemented to assess 
risk and prioritize invasive species for 
management. 

NA   

OUTPUTS     
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2.2.1 Establish risk assessment systems 
for Niue. 

Risk assessments.  0 

Niue Establish risk assessment systems 
for proposed new introductions 
and established invasives. 

In the process of establishing risk assessment systems 
 
Reviewer note: process and quality unknown by 
Reviewer and SPREP 

2 

OUTCOME 2.3. Research is completed 
for priority invasives, including species 
biology and impacts, and development 
of effective control techniques. 

NA   

OUTPUTS     
2.3.1. Investigate the biology, ecology and 
control methods of priority invasives in 
order to support effective management in 
Samoa and Vanuatu as detailed in the 
deliverables. 

Identify research questions. Carry 
out research. Report results. 

  

Samoa Research on ant management on 
the Aleipata Islands 

This research proposal is now under review for 
implementation. This activity will be implemented in 
next quarter 

2 

Vanuatu Host testing of 6 promising new 
agents to control African Tulip. 

More studies are being done by Land Care. However, 
there is need for more discussions on the plan that 
ways send to Department of Environmental Protection 
& Conservation by Land Care to implement this 
activity. SPREP notes that Vanuatu will be 
contributing to host-testing work being done in the 
Cook Islands to the benefit of both countries. 

3 

   
OUTCOME 3.1 Mechanisms are 
established to prevent the spread of 
invasive species across international or 
internal borders and quickly detect and 
respond to those that arrive. 

NA   

OUTPUTS     
3.1.1. Inspection and treatment procedures 
are improved to ensure that invasives are 
not transferred from one country to 
another or between islands of the same 
country. The general strategy will  be tried 
in Kiribati but specific measures for high 
risk taxa identified apriori are under 3.1.2 

Define and carry out inspection 
and treatment procedures. 
Implement inspection and control 
measures for inter-island transport 
within countries. 

  

Kiribati Improve pest control on Kiribati-
registered inter-island transport. 

A first attempt made as part of the workshop on 
Onotoa for Mynah management. It was done in the 
way to encourage the communities through the 
assistance of the Agricultural Assistant to facilitate the 
bio-security enforcements 
 
The NPC participated in a biosecurity workshop held 
in Apia, Samoa by the SPC 
 
Reviewer note: this activity seems to lack a strategic 
vision/plan 
 

1 

3.1.2. Early detection and rapid response 
(EDRR) procedures are established for 
priority potential invaders (e.g. snakes, 
ants, mongoose, plants etc) for the 5 
countries identified in Appendix 6 of the 
Project document. 

Implement EDRR measures in 
each country (including 
establishment of resources and 
persons responsible). 

  

Cook Islands Revise and enhance risk analysis 
and EDRR systems with the 
Ministry of Agriculture to include 
invasives that impact biodiversity.

Completed a literature review and distributed to 
stakeholders 
 
Limited in the ability to hire consultants to undertake 
the EDRR revision 

4 

Cook Islands Ship rat early detection 
surveillance (trapping and 
monitoring for sign). 

Eradication project was successfully completed in the 
Cook Islands in Suwarrow (project led by Te Ipukarea 
Society, BirdLife 
International and National Environment Service). 
Ongoing monitoring will be carried out by the 
Suwarrow officers upon their return to Suwarrow in 
June 2014 

7 
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Kiribati Write and implement an EDRR 
plan. 

No progress 0 

PNG Revise the EDRR plan and run a 
simulation exercise. 

No progress 0 

Samoa Revise the two EDRR plans and 
consolidate into a single plan. 

No progress  0 

Samoa Implement the consolidated EDRR 
plan 

Planned for the next quarter according to the 
Government of Samoa, but will need to follow 
consolidated plan that has not yet been undertaken 

0 

OUTCOME 3.2.  The impacts of 
established invasive species are reduced 
or eliminated by eradication, biological 
control, containment or physical-
chemical control. 

NA   

OUTPUTS     
3.2.1. Best practices are determined and 
implemented for invasive species 
management of priority species and sites 
identified in Appendix 6 of the Project 
Document . 

Review management goals and 
practices (both effective and 
ineffective) and adopt best goals 
and practices for specific projects.

  

Cook Islands Determine and implement best 
management practices for Cuscuta
and Beach Burr on Rarotonga and 
Pukapuka respectively. 

Have undertaken discussions with schools to see if 
they are able to implement this work as part of it 
school curriculum 
 
Exploring arrangements an appropriate time and 
vessel to visit Pukapuka for the program 

1 

Cook Islands Determine and implement best 
management practices for sand 
flies on Aitutaki and Mitiaro 

Basic mapping of areas with the presence of sandflies 
on the island of Mitiaro completed 
 
Actual survey and sandfly work will commence in 
Nov/Dec 2014 during the hot months where sandfly 
experts from French Polynesia will assist with the 
work 
 
Note: no deliverables received yet.by SPREP 

3 

Kiribati Write a management plan and 
implement it for two Mynah 
species in Betio, Tabiteuea North 
and Onotoa. 

The management of Mynah species found on Onotoa 
was carried out. The trip to Tabiteuea North 
confirmed that there are no more Mynah birds 
 
Reviewer note: a strategic plan for addressing the 
Mynah (including relevant EIAs) does not seem to be 
in progress 
 
SPREP note: no deliverables received yet. 

2 

Niue Review existing pig management 
strategy, identify achievable 
management goals, and redesign 
and implement program. 

Various discussions held but the direction of the work 
is yet unknown 
 
SPREP notes that they are awaiting Niue’s agreement 
on assisting with the provision of a pig control expert 
to control pigs in Havulu Conservation Area, and that 
Niue indicates that privately owned pigs now under 
control and enforced 

2 

Niue Conduct a pilot feasibility study 
for ten priority weed or vertebrate 
eradication targets. 

Priority list has been determined by the NISSAP. 
Feasibility studies are in the planning stages, but not 
yet underway 

3 

Samoa Determine realistic management 
goals and best management 
practices for Mynah species in 
Samoa  and write a management 
plan based on them. 

A series of consultations on Mynah bird awareness 
were held with village communities around the islands 
of Upolu & Savai'i 
 
A program for the control of this pest continued where 
poison baiting was carried out at selected locations 
around Upolu & Savai'i where most birds congregate 
in. Cooperation from the public was sought in terms 
of allowing MNRE staff to enter village premises to 
carry out the control programme 
 
A written plan is in progress 
 
Reviewer note: It does not appear that a 
comprehensive environmental impact assessment 
(EIA) was conducted prior to initiation of the 

3 
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poisoning programme. All future eradication activities 
should include standardized EIA procedures 

Tonga Begin pilot management projects 
for priority species identified in 
the national action plan 

David Butler did Late Island site visit in 2013 for 
seabird survey through the IIB project. Island 
Conservation estimate is for US$2.7 mill to eradicate 
the rats.  
 
Need substantial fundraising assistance 

1 

3.2.2 Priority invasive species are 
eradicated (completely removed)  
fromislands where feasible (7 projects in  
5 countries  identified in Appendix 6 of 
the Project Document). 

Determine eradication feasibility 
for priority IAS and islands. 
Determine costs. Eradicate target 
species. Monitor success and 
biodiversity response. 

  

Cook Islands Eradicate red passion fruit using 
best management practices. 

Eradication of red passion fruit on the island of 
Mauke is well underway. Results submitted indicate 
no mature plants have been recorded. Chemical 
spraying is being used on seedlings to exhaust the 
seed bank. Monitoring of the area is ongoing by the 
Mauke Environment officer 

7 

Kiribati Conduct feasibility studies for pest 
eradications on uninhabited 
islands, draw up plan of action and 
begin priority eradications.  

No progress through this project 
 
Reviewer noted: some assessment and eradication 
work has been undertaken through the PIPA project, a 
collaborative approach needs to be developed between 
these two projects 

1 

Niue Eradicate invasive species 
identified in feasibility study. 

No work undertaken yet. Feasibility studies not yet 
initiated 

0 

PNG Eradication of Mimosa pigra from 
Madang and Kimbe 

No progress 0 

PNG Eradication of Mynahs in Alotau No progress 0 
RMI Eradication of Chromolaena, 

Mikania and Merremia from 
Majuro, Bikini and Kili islands. 

No progress 0 

Vanuatu Contain and eradicate fire ants at 
known sites on Efate 

Site visit to the two areas in Luganville were  carried 
out (Pepsi and Solwei) 
 
No further discussions/progress 

1 

3.2.3. Biocontrol agents are developed and 
released for appropriate target invasives 
for targets in 3 or more countries. 

Biocontrol feasibility testing. 
Host-specificity testing. Releasing 
agents. Measuring response of 
target species to agents. 

  

Cook Islands Rearing and redistribution of 
agents for priority invasive species 
including Mimosa invisa. 

Laboratory for the rearing of the biocontrol agents 
completed, with the rearing of biocontrol agents to 
commence shortly 

5 

FSM Collect, test and release known 
agents for Mikania and Clidemia 
biocontrol. 

No progress 0 

Palau Collect test and release known 
agents for Mikania 

An effective known agent has been identified, but 
there was an unexpected need for additional host-
specific testing for three plant species.  CABI’s 
estimate for this testing was US$28,000 – which  
greatly exceeded the US$5,000 total budget for the 
project.  Still exploring other avenues – or funding 
sources - for the testing 
 

3 

3.2.4. Invasive species are contained 
within limited areas or controlled at high 
biodiversity sites (two sites 
idenfiedapriori) but more may be 
identified in the course of the project. See 
link with 3.3.1. 

Control IAS and monitor response 
including impacted biodiversity. 

  

RMI Ant control near coconut crab 
population on Jaluit 

No progress 
 
SPREP notes that there are reportedly no ants at this 
site. If this is the case, this project element needs to be 
dropped from the Work Plan and associated mid-term 
targets so as not to adversely impact the Terminal 
Review 

0 

Vanuatu Merremia control at Vatthe 
Conservation Area 

Site was visited in April 2014. 480 hectares to be 
followed up after previous control. Additional 250 
hectares estimated as further areas to be completed 

3 
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under this project 
OUTCOME 3.3. following invasive 
species management the best methods 
are determined and implemented to 
facilitate effective restoration of native 
biodiversity or  recovery of other 
values. 

NA   

OUTPUTS     
3.3.1. Restore  two forest sites and 
biodiversity  in Samoa after invasive 
species management is carried out. 

Population augmentation of rare 
species in sites where IAS 
management has occurred. 
Monitoring restored spp. 

  

Samoa Restore forest at Mt Vaea Nature 
Reserve and O le PupuPu'e 
National Park 

Two feasibility plans were finalized and presented 
recently by JICA project about the two areas. 
According to the government of Samoa, the GEF 
project will build on these previous efforts by 
implementing these already outlined and agreed plans 
 
Reviewer note: the specific goals/strategy for work 
under this IAS project are not clear. The JICA plan 
needs to be reviewed to determine how appropriate it 
is as a guidance document for achieving real 
conservation value under this GEF 4 project, with a 
view toward building a foundation on which to grow a 
GEF 6 project 

3 

OUTCOME 4.1. Effective project 
management and coordination; 
monitoring and evaluation systems in 
place for this GEF PAS project. 

NA   

OUTPUTS     
4.1.1  Project deliverables produced 90% 
on time  and 100% within budget, 100% 
reporting and monitoring and evaluation 
requirements met. 

Project support offices set up,  
staff hired. Accounting and 
reporting (M&E) systems 
developed and implemented. 

  

SPREP Project support offices set up, staff 
hired. Accounting and reporting 
(M&E) systems developed and 
implemented. 

Staff have been hired and activity monitoring is 
ongoing. Some capacity building activities have been 
undertaken, but the opportunities to support countries 
with training and other forms of capacity building 
have not yet been maximized 

7 

OUTCOME 5.1. Project integrity and 
accountability for deliverables is 
maintained. 

NA   

OUTPUTS     
5.1.1 UNEP  standards of transparency, 
accountability and success metrics are  
objectively assessed for all ten 
participating countries. 

Inception workshop, independent 
evaluations, audits 

Inception workshop complete and report provided 
 
One audit undertaken 
 
This document serves as the MtR 

8 

 

A. Attainment of objectives and planned results 

1. Effectiveness 

The project had one Development Objective (goal) and five associated Outcomes, and indicators for these were 
set in the logframe of the Project Document. According to the MtR’s ToRs, the “achievement” indicators in the 
logframe together with any additional monitoring tools were to be used to assess the extent to which the project’s 
major relevant objectives had been met. An assessment of the degree of achievement of the Outcomes is 
presented in Tables 1 and 2 above.  
 
As can be seen from Tables 1 and 2, the project appears to have achieved a moderately satisfactory (MS) level 
success and impact at mid-term. From the Reviewer’s perspective, there are two substantial areas of concern: 1) 
lack of focus on human capacity building/training in the first half of the project and 2) a scope of work that is 
beyond the capacities of some of the countries to achieve. There will be a need for substantial Project 
reorganization in order to maximize potential outputs and create long-term investments in project 
participants/institutions. 
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Seven primary factors contribute to the lowest scoring (which overall ranges from HS to U): 
 

 Table 1 and 2 may not be adequate representations of project progress. Because the Objective and 
Outcomes in the Project Document are rather vague and the indicators (though considered ‘SMART’10) 
do not serve as direct indicators of biodiversity or economic status or threat reduction, they do not fully 
reflect what is and could be achieved through this Project. In other words, the success of the Project is 
not likely to be fully demonstrated through the logframe indicators 

 The Project outcomes set out in the original Project Document were, in most cases, beyond the current 
capacities of the country teams. Limits exist in institutional capacity, as well as the capacity of 
individual project staff to manage a project requiring both strong programmatic management expertise 
and technical knowledge of a complex issue 

 The budget is too small to support the large number of countries involved and the many different 
projects they are expected to implement. At the national level, several countries are facing financial 
short falls due to the lack of substantial co-financing for what could be expected to be very costly 
activities (esp. eradication, biocontrol, and biosecurity). At the EA level, the budgets for staff and 
consultants are too small to enable the human capacity building needed to help the governments gain 
sufficient expertise in project management, as well as the necessary technical expertise. Some of the 
governments also require substantial support in fundraising, and all of the governments would have 
benefitted from support in fundraising as well as networking with the regional IAS organisations and 
other relevant experts 

 None of the eight participating countries have reached the actual mid-term of their project 
implementation due to the delayed hiring of National Project Coordinators (NPCs). The list of countries 
with the approximate date of starting implementation (i.e., date of first transfer and/or recruitment of 
Coordinator) and the actual time they have been engaged in implementation of the Work Plan so far (in 
parenthesis) is: Cook Islands: Sept 2012 (1 year and half); Niue: Sept 2012 (1 year and a half), Tonga: 
July 2012 (1 year and 3 quarters), Palau: Oct 2012 (1 year and 1 qrt), RMI: Oct 2012  (1 year and 1 qrt), 
Kiribati: January 2013 (1 year), Vanuatu: February 2013 (1 year), and Samoa: July 2013 (3 quarters). 

 Three of the ten countries listed in the Project Document did not contribute to the MtR and are far 
behind the others in project initiation (PNG, FSM, and MI). For some activities, there is great variability 
in country success. Overall scores can mask the achievements of countries performing far better than 
others 

 The first half of the Project has had less of a focus on human capacity building than is necessitated. The 
majority of the focus of EA Coordination seems to have been on ‘progress tracking’ and ensuring that 
project deadlines are being met. Multiple National Project Coordinators (NPCs) expressed frustration 
with a sense of being ‘demanded’ to produce on timescales inconsistent with their capacities and feeling 
‘pressured’ rather than ‘supported’ in meeting outcomes. An explicit focus on human capacity building 
would likely have resulted in greater timeliness and productivity, as well as stronger desire for route 
communication among all project participants.  

 It became clear during the interview process that several of the countries have not been tracking (or 
even aiming for) the mid-term targets listed in the Project Document (Results Framework, Appendix 4, 
page 84). In some cases, NPCs have been tracking the Work Plan (Annex 5, page 95). However, some 
countries do not seem focused on the expectations set forth in the original Project Document. By 
requirement, the GEF-UNEP Project evaluation is tied to the mid-term and terminal targets set forth in 
the Project Document, the Reviewer is thus required to focus on these activities. The Project 
Management Group (PMG) will need to make substantial project revisions. These revisions need to set 
out new terminal targets for the Project and the Terminal Reviewer will need to evaluate progress 
accordingly. 

 
Despite the Project design and implementation challenges, there are notable project successes at mid-term, 
including:  
 

Administrative/Managerial/Financial 
 The profile of IAS has been raised within the region and capacity building is underway  

 Tangible progress in at least four to six countries, thus contributing the core component of the 
SPREP's IAS programme 

 Establishing national project coordinators and national projects in about half of the ten project 
countries  

                                                            
10 SMART = Specific, Measurable, Achievable and Attributable, Relevant and Realistic and Time-bound, Timely, Trackable and Targeted. 
SMART indicators are a requirement for GEF project M&E plans. See the ToR for the final evaluation in Annex 1.  
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 Long-term coaching of five national coordinators (in project coordination, management and 
implementation, reporting and also on technical issues) 

 Setting foundations for country project action and to provide sustainability and future upscaling of 
current projects (including GEF 6) 

 Provision of much needed funds for some countries to start developing National Invasive Species 
Strategies and Action Plans (NISSAPS), and to build country capacity to start implementing these 
strategies 

 Increased regional networking amongst country coordinators and other practitioners in the Pacific 

Scientific/Technical/’On-the-ground’ Conservation 
 Connecting the country projects to regional support networks 
 IAS desktop reviews have been carried out and completed in four countries (Cook Islands, Kiribati, 

Niue, Tonga and Vanuatu) 
 NISSAPs were prepared from scratch, using a full consultative approach, in Niue, Tonga, and 

Vanuatu. 
 NISSAP was revised and updated in Palau and it is under preparation in the Cook Islands 
 The generation of regionally versatile tools and processes, as well as the utilization and 

customization of regional publications. These desktop studies provide known information to help 
stakeholders discuss, agree and prioritize actions for their NISSAPs. This process has been used in 
Tonga, Niue, Vanuatu and the Cook Islands, and will soon be completed for Kiribati.  

 
Conservation Education, Legal & Cultural Affairs 
 IAS education/awareness programmes undertaken in multiple countries (e.g., Cook Islands, Palau, 

Tonga, and Vanuatu) 
 NISSAPs addressing legal and institutional arrangements for the prevention, control, and 

eradication of IAS 
 Engagement of local communities in IAS education/outreach programmes and some management 

activities 
 
A further understanding of the Project’s achievements and challenges in relation to project goals can be gained 
from reviewing Appendices 6 (collated Individual Questionnaire responses), and 7 (national-level responses to 
the Mid-Term Targets questionnaire).  
 
Other less tangible, but nevertheless important achievements, include: raising awareness of the need to address 
IAS from an environmental (not just agricultural) perspective, building relationships across government 
ministries, and among the participating governments that will extend beyond this project, and leveraging 
scientific and technical support from non-governmental (NGO) and inter-governmental (IGO) institutions. 
 
Rating – MS 
 

2. Relevance 

IAS are the top driver of biodiversity loss in island ecosystems. In topical focus alone, Project is highly relevant 
to achieving biodiversity conservation goals across all landscape. It also supports the sustainability of human 
livelihoods dependent on natural resources. 
 
All of the countries have existing relevant biodiversity laws and mandates, and are Parties to the Convention on 
Biological Diversity (CBD), which stresses the importance of addressing IAS at national and regional levels – 
especially in the island context. In keeping with their CBD obligations, the countries have identified the need to 
address IAS in their National Biodiversity Strategies and Action Plans (NBSAPs) and recognize the need to 
complete their NISSAPs. 
 
At mid-term it is not particularly feasible to determine how relevant the Project will actually be in terms of  
achieving ‘on-the-ground’ results. Ultimately, this depends on how proactive the project leadership is in 
strengthening human capacity and refocusing the Project elements on practical outcomes. 
 
Rating –S  
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3. Efficiency 

The Project is thus far acquiring cash and in-kind co-financing and leveraging additional funds in keeping with 
the Project Document goals for the participating governments. Some of the activities in the Project Document 
cost more to implement than is provide for in the GEF 4 funding/country (e.g., biocontrol). The NPCs note the 
need for fundraising assistance from the EA. 
 
The SPREP Project Coordinator notes frustration with the process of obtaining reports from the NPCs in a timely 
and quality manner, while some of the NPCs note that they feel ‘pressured’ rather than ‘supported’ to achieve 
project outcomes. This situation is likely to improve with further attention to capacity building. Use of on-line 
project management tools (e.g., BaseCamp) could also greatly improve communication, consultation, and 
reporting among project participants.  
 
The Reviewer also noted that timely responses to reporting requests posed a challenge for the MtR. Initially, the 
NPCs were given two weeks in which to respond to the questionnaires developed for the purposes of progress 
assessment. However, it took two months to receive responses from the majority of the project countries (none 
from PNG, FSM, and MI), following at least six reminders sent by the Reviewer, SPREP Project Coordinator, 
and UNEP Task Manager. 
 
The SPREP Project Coordinator indicates that limited time capacity to attend to the needs of all of the countries 
involved in this and another GEF Project (Implementing Island Biodiversity; IIB). There is a need to improve the 
efficiency of staff support to both of these Projects. This is addressed in the Recommendations (page 52). 
 
Efficiency might also be increased by further efforts to engage the NPCs with the regional IAS organizations. 
PILN, for example, could provide Project updates in its newsletter that highlight project achievements, as well as 
project needs for technical assistance, equipment, etc. 
 
Rating – MS 
 

B. Sustainability 
In the GEF context, “sustainability is understood as the probability of continued long-term project-derived 
outcomes and impacts after the GEF project funding ends.” According to its ToR, the Review should address 
four aspects of sustainability: Financial; Socio-political; Institutional Framework and Governance; and, 
Environmental. At mid-term, identification of any likely barriers to sustaining the intended outcomes of the 
project is especially important.  
 
The Project Document provides a very brief, conceptual approach to sustainability but does not offer a strategic 
sustainability plan. Failure to develop a sustainability plan is not uncommon for GEF projects and, in the 
Reviewer’s experience, one of the most common reasons why GEF projects often fall far short of their impact 
potential.  
 
As a minimum, the Project should seek to provide a foundation for future efforts by implementing the following 
actions. Institutionalising national committees and coordinators is of paramount importance because the people 
in these positions provide the capacity to implement all of the other activities. 
 

 Contribute data generated by the project to relevant national, regional and global databases; 
 

 Finalizing all NISSAPS, and submit them to the Invasive Species Specialist Group (ISSG) and CBD 
Clearing-house Mechanism (CBD IAS Portal) for access by other interested parties; 
 

 Securing multi-sector and cross-agency IAS committees/working groups at the national level that: a) are 
sanctioned by the appropriate ministries (written into legislation where feasible), b) include participants 
who are well positioned to influence policy and provide technical expertise on IAS and programme 
management, and c) have as their explicit mission the implementation of IAS strategies and action 
plans; 
 

 Ensuring that each government creates a permanent IAS National Coordinator position that is placed in 
an appropriate ministry at a level high enough to have access to decision makers and direct 
programme/project implementation; 
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 Investing in the prevention infrastructure by securing the databases mentioned above, building Customs 

and police officer training and expanding the inspection/enforcement services, providing identification 
tools to the inspection/enforcement services, demonstrating the cost-effectiveness of prevention through 
economic analyses,  institutionalising risk analysis capacities, establishing prevention measures in law 
and policy (including codes of conduct), and establishing early detection/rapid response programmes for 
high risk IAS; 
 

 Ensuring the long-term implementation of public awareness and education campaigns that are 
developed and lead by proactive, technically qualified individuals with expertise in social marketing 
and pride campaigns; 
 

 Incorporating measures, as appropriate, into law and policy that allow for the eradication and control of 
IAS on public and private lands, and that establish both incentives for IAS prevention/mitigation and 
severe penalties for violating IAS laws/regulations; 
 

 Working with aptly qualified technical advisory teams to determine the appropriate future direction for 
‘on-the-ground’ projects and garnering support for future work plans.  The future work plans should 
include explicit feedback loops for informing science-based decisions by policy makers; and 
 

 Packaging and transmitting lessons learned from this Project in the form of reports, podcasts, training 
courses, etc. for use by all other interested stakeholders within and outside the South Pacific region. 

1. Financial resources 

Actions to achieve financial sustainability of project results were not explicitly built into the original Project 
design. The Reviewer encourages the Project participants, in light of the list above, to begin seeking resources 
that will carry key elements of the Project forward after termination of this GEF funding. A long-term funding 
strategy should be developed that seeks to garner both cash resources and in-kind services. More constructive 
engagement with NGOs and academic institutions within and outside the region will be of paramount importance 
in achieving financial sustainability. Immediate action should be taken to explore the opportunity for garnering 
GEF 6 funds for those countries that have established a foundation of success in this Project.  
 
See Annex 4 for information on project expenditures and co-financing at mid-term.  
 
At mid-term the overall Project budget is underspent: $852,311 actual expenditure/$1,204,300 estimated cost 
(revision from $1,908,000 approved by UNEP in November 2013). This is largely a reflection of the late Project 
start in multiple countries. It also reflects the fact that the EA has not yet spent funds that are typically applied in 
the first half of Project activity (e.g., funds associated with inception workshops). Some of the NPCs note the 
need for fundraising assistance from the EA. 
 
The Project is thus far acquiring cash and in-kind co-financing and leveraging additional funds in keeping with 
the Project Document goals for the participating governments. Co-financing is on track for mid-term: $1,123,289 
actual toward $1,708,534 anticipated. The EA indicates that they have contributed more than six-times in-kind 
support at mid-term: $398,672 contributed, $60,000 anticipated. Governments, however, have not yet met a third 
their anticipated in-kind contributions: $443,617 contributed, $1,376,034. Although the IA did not originally 
envision in-kind contributions, the UNEP Task Manager has been providing substantial support to the project in 
order to help with human capacity building ($51,000). 
 
Rating – MS 

2. Socio-political  

 
Non-native species are largely designated as IAS through value-based determinations and their introduction and 
spread is facilitated by trade, travel, and transport. The issue is, therefore, inherently tied to socio-economic and 
political factors. 
 
This should be a topic of concern for Project participants; long-term success of this Project is largely in the hands 
of the national governments. At this time, IAS is increasing as a policy priority in the governments that have 
been producing NISSAPs and that have formed functioning IAS councils. There is, nevertheless, a need to make 
political influence a higher priority for the Project overall. This could be achieved by ensuring that all of the 
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countries undertake the following actions. Institutionalising national committees and coordinators is of 
paramount importance because the people in these positions provide the capacity to implement all of the other 
activities. 
 

 Secure multi-sector and cross-agency IAS committees/working groups at the national level that: a) are 
sanctioned by the appropriate ministries (written into legislation where feasible), b) include participants 
who are well positioned to influence policy and provide technical expertise on IAS and programme 
management, and c) have as their explicit mission the implementation of IAS strategies and action 
plans; 

 Ensure that each government creates a permanent IAS National Coordinator position that is placed in an 
appropriate ministry at a level high enough to have access to decision makers and direct 
programme/project implementation; 

 Establish a sustainability plan (including a financing plan) for the national IAS programmes (NISSAPs 
and beyond); 

 Incorporate measures, as appropriate, into law and policy that allow for the eradication and control of 
IAS on public and private lands, and that establish both incentives for IAS prevention/mitigation and 
severe penalties for violating IAS laws/regulations;  

 Integrate the IAS issue into other top national policy priorities (e.g., climate change, food security, 
human health); and 

 Work together to integrate the IAS issue, as appropriate, into regional policy fora. 
 
The EA would be wise to help the NPCs strengthen relationships with stakeholder groups  that have the capacity 
and inspiration to assume long-term ownership, especially the various Pacific IAS initiatives. From the 
Reviewer’s perspective and based on feedback from some project participants (Annex 6), insufficient proactive 
effort has been made to bring representatives from major international NGOs, academic institutions, and other 
relevant organisations to the table. This is a challenge that must be overcome in the near-term is socio-political 
sustainability is to be achieved. 
 
A few of the countries have started to establish a track record for engaging local communities as project 
stakeholders. This work is to be commended and further encouraged. Multiple interviewees pointed to the need 
for further training/coaching in local community engagement (including pride campaigns and citizen science 
projects). 
 
Rating – S 

3. Institutional framework and governance 

The institutionalisation of key project activities is of paramount importance to ensuring programme and Project 
sustainability. While this is intellectually recognised by Project leadership (see interviewee comments Annex 6), 
the Project does not explicitly include actions to secure institutionalisation of staffing positions, programmes, or 
activities initiated or expanded through the GEF Project. This needs to be achieved through development and 
implementation of a strategic sustainability plan in the near term. Government leadership in partnership with 
NGOs, IGOs, academic institutions, and other relevant organisations (both within and outside the region) is 
needed to establish sustained institutional frameworks and governance. See also relevant comments made in the 
previous sections on Sustainability. 
 
Stakeholder awareness-raising and school education programmes have been an early source of success for this 
Project. Project participants need to begin to consider how this foundation of success can be used to build a long-
term capacity for changing human behaviour in such a manner that it substantially reduces the risk of IAS 
introduction, spread, and impact. The Reviewer encourages the project team to make training courses in social 
marketing and pride campaigns a priority. If sufficient funds are raised, RARE and PCI-Media Impact would be 
useful partners in this regard. 
 
Overburdened staff and insufficient technical capacity in some areas are currently among the Project challenges 
identified by interviewees (Annex 6). Slow staff recruitment, staff turnover, and staff illness have led to 
implementation delays. Before long-term sustainability can be secured, immediate action needs to be taken to 
more appropriately distribute EA workloads, refocus the Project on countries that have proven levels of 
commitment and activities that can be achieved with current capacities,  and build sufficient NPC and national 
institution technical capacity as a future investment.  Capacity building needs identified by several project 
participants in multiple countries include (a complete list can be found in the Recommendations on page 52): 
 



 

43 
 

 Basic project management, including communications, financial management, fundraising, and 
community relations. These are basic needs to ensure the success of this and future IAS projects; 

 
 Social marketing/pride campaign development and implementation. These capacities would help the 

public awareness/education initiatives more from merely providing information/knowledge to actually 
influencing human behaviour in a manner that substantially reduces the risk of IAS introduction and 
impact over the long-term;  
 

 The identification of invasive plants and establishment of early detection/rapid response programmes. 
CABI is an obvious partner for expanding the capacity to address IAS plant issues, as well as to 
determine best management practices in specific context (see CABI IAS Compendium; 
http://www.cabi.org/isc); and 
 

 Risk analysis. Risk analysis is one of the most important tools in the prevention framework. Capacity 
building in risk analysis has been identified as a priority by the CBD and the Sanitary and Phytosanitary 
(SPS) standard setting bodies, among others. The project team should look to these fora for guidance 
and support (grants, tools, training, etc.). 

 
Two broader issues impact institutional sustainability in the South Pacific and other ‘developing’ regions: 
 

1. Well-trained individuals have a tendency to seek employment opportunities outside of the region and 
outside of the government. The project sustainability plan should call for the development of senior-
level positions with sufficient professional advancement opportunity to attract and maintain individuals 
within regional leadership roles. 
 

2. Human safety at remote field sites is also a matter of concern, particularly for women and young people. 
Project leadership needs to balance project promotion with project site security. Field team members 
should be given sufficient training in self-defence, emergency medical response, and equipment 
operation to: a) feel secure and b) be able to make tactical decisions should problems arise.  

 
Rating – MS 

4. Environmental 

Any factor that increases environmental disturbance is likely to favour the establishment and spread of IAS. 
Project participants should particularly recognize that: 
 

 IAS are themselves an environmental threat. Unless adequate measures are put in place to prevent the 
entry of potential IAS and substantially mitigate the spread/impact of those already established, IAS 
will become an increasing threat in the Pacific region. Three pathways of intentional and unintentional 
introduction need to strategically addressed at national and regional scales in order to substantially 
reduce this risk in the near term: horticulture, tourism, and shipping/boating (commercial and private).  

 
 Climate change is increasingly drawing the attention of governments in the Pacific region, but at 

insufficient levels to mitigate the impacts for the foreseeable future.  The best available scientific data 
indicate that climate change will impact the region through increases in storm scale and frequency 
(including higher storm surges, flooding and wind damage, salt water inundation, and mudslides); sea 
level rise and associated salinization; and drought in some specific areas. Research also indicates that 
many ectotherms in the tropics are already at the upper limits of their physiological tolerance and that 
reptiles with temperature-dependent sex determination will be severely impacted by warming 
temperatures. Studies on plants are also revealing that some species of IAS are likely to thrive under 
increased carbon dioxide levels while others will be less successful. 

 
Rating – S 
 

C. Project outputs and activities 
At mid-term, most of the project activities are, understandably, still ‘in progress.’ This report does not attempt to 
document all of the outputs and activities underway but identifies those that have been brought to the Reviewer’s 
attention by the interviewees (see the list of documents reviewed and consultant in Annex 3 and the list of 
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accomplishments in Annexes 6 and 7). The Reviewer has chosen to briefly highlight three activities that warrant 
particular acknowledgment and/or input at this time:  
 
1. NISSAPs (Relevant to Component 1; Output 1.2.2) 
 
NISSAPs have been called for by the CBD as a means to ensure that governments are priorities IAS issues and 
approaching their work according to the guidance provided within various CBD decisions. At least seven of the 
participating countries are to write or revise NISSAPs. Substantial progress has been made by Niue, Palau, 
Tonga, and Vanuatu. Kiribati has contracted out a review of IAS status for the country and will use this to 
information NISSAP development. 
 
Although numerous countries around the world have now produced NISSAPs, these NISSAPs vary greatly in 
quality and actual implementation. Many of them provide lofty, vague goals that cannot be met with current 
capacities and political will. 
 
It is important that the Project leadership carefully review the still in-progress NISSAPs in order to help ensure 
that they will be more than merely, ‘shelf documents.’ In order to facilitate the political will and other resources 
to ensure that they are implemented, the IA and EA can help raise the visibility of the completed NISSAPs in 
various international fora. 
 
Once NISSAPs are completed, copies should be sent to the ISSG and CBD Secretariat in order to make them 
more readily available to other countries as reference documents. 
 
The Review encourages the governments to create ‘executive summaries’ of the NISSAPs that are packaged in a 
highly professional manner for use in soliciting donor support and leveraging partnerships. 
 
It may be useful to package shared priorities and similarly themed projects (e.g., Mynah eradication) in a 
Regional Invasive Species Strategy and Action Plan (RISSAP) to be developed under GEF 6. This could include 
some of the name project countries, as well as others in the Pacific that have completed NISSAPs. 
 
See also comments below. 
 
Rating – S 

2. National Invasive Alien Species Councils/Committees (Relevant to Component 1; Output 1.1.2) 

 
Several of the project countries had an outcome to establish a national coordination mechanism for guiding and 
implementing their government’s work on IAS. The following points were reported in response to the Mid-term 
Questionnaire (Annex 7). 
 

 Cook Islands: The Cook Islands does not have an IAS committee but the Cook Islands Biodiversity 
Committee acts as the IAS committee as they are the same stakeholders. The Cook Islands don’t see the 
need to form an IAS committee when stakeholders are the same as those in the Biodiversity committee 
who can guide and advise on IAS 

 
 Kiribati: IAS Committee established in 2013 

 
 Niue: There has always been an IAS Committee here in Niue from the early days with people coming 

and going from the committee.  There has always been a high turnover of people on the committee due 
mainly to the changing dynamics of our small population here in Niue.  Individuals are already 
committed to their primary roles and finding time for the IAS Committee to meet has always been 
difficult 

 
 Palau: 2003.  We have a problem with non-participation by a couple of agency members, and we have 

not yet figured out how to get them more involved.  We are also considering whether creation of the 
committee by law rather than by executive order would make it more effective11 

 

                                                            
11 Upon reviewing a draft of this report, the Palau NPC noted that this situation has been improving and that, on the whole, the NISC is quite 
effective. 
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 Samoa: Established a committee about 10 or more years ago 
 

 Tonga: Establish a committee on 1st March, 2014 
 

 Vanuatu: A national IAS committee was formed in 2011 
 

While, seven of the ten project countries indicate that they have some sort of committee working on IAS, the 
political status, processes, and effectiveness of these committees is unknown. In some cases, it does not appear 
that NPCs understand the inherent value of establishing high-level stakeholder groups explicitly focused on the 
prevention, control, and eradication of IAS. 
 
Ideally, IAS committees/councils at the national level are: a) multi-sectoral and cross-ministerial;  b) fully 
sanctioned by the appropriate ministries (written into legislation where feasible); c) include participants who are 
well positioned to influence policy and provide technical expertise on IAS and programme management; d) have 
as their explicit mission to implement IAS strategies and action plans, monitor progress, and make course 
advancements (adaptive management) as needed, and e) either include or have an associated committee of non-
federal advisors that enable open and transparent consultative processes in an ongoing manner. 
 
The Review recommends that the EA hire one or more consultants with experience in the development and 
management of National Invasive Species Councils to conduct a review of the existing and planning structures 
and make recommendations for improvement. Ideally, this would be accomplished within the context of this 
Project using funds available at SPREP for consultancies.  
 
In terms of long-term sustainability, it is imperative that the participating governments establish fully effective 
IAS councils/committees prior to project closure. 
 
Rating – MS 

3. Mynah bird control/eradication (Relevant to Component 3, Outcome 3.2.1) 
 
Four countries are engaged in projects to eradicate or control Mynah birds: 

 Cook Islands has an extensive project led by Dr. Gerald McComick that predates this GEF project. 
Despite the scale of the invasion in the Cook Islands, it appears that good progress is being made and 
Mynahs may soon be eradicated from one or more islands/atolls in the Cook Islands group. 

 The Project Document Work Plan calls for Kiribati to write a management plan and implement it for 
two Mynah species in Tarawa, Tabiteuea North and Onotoa, and Kanton. The NPC reports that 
‘management’ of Mynahs was carried out in Onotoa and that a trip to Tabiteuea indicated an absence of 
Mynahs. 

 The Work Plan calls for Samoa to determine realistic management goals and best management practices 
for Mynah species in Samoa and write a management plan based on them. A series of consultations on 
Mynahs was held with village communities around the islands of Upolu and Savai’i, followed by a 
program of using poisoned bat to kill the birds. Reportedly, a written plan is in progress. 

 Vanuatu is to include Mynahs in their surveys of IAS. 
 
Had they decided to participate in the Project, PNG was to eradicate Mynahs in Alotau. 
 
The control/eradication of Mynahs in the South Pacific necessitates a regional approach. Mynahs can (and do) 
hitchhike on vessels and debris, undoubtedly ‘hop’ among islands/atolls within their flight capacity, and are 
likely blown long distances in storms.  Successful eradications are likely to be followed by re-invasion unless 
countries in the region become equally committed and skilled at substantially reducing Mynah numbers. 
 
The Reviewer recommends establishing a more unified and strategic approach to the work being done on 
Mynahs, starting with problem and needs assessment, strategic planning, and capacity building workshop to 
include all Project countries (whether currently working on Mynahs or not). Ideally, technical experts from 
within the Pacific and other regions will be called upon to help design and run the workshop/training course. 
Funds currently available at SPREP for training and consultancies could for this activity. 
 
The Reviewer further recommends that the Mynah projects not be taken on just as eradication/control 
programmes, but that they are capitalized on for the opportunities they present in education /outreach (the Mynah 
as the ‘poster child’ for invasion) and citizen science projects (community engagement). A ‘Least Wanted’ social 
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marketing campaign could be developed that functions like an ‘anti-pride’ campaign. The Reviewer sees 
substantial potential in investing project resources on these birds – which the public and high level government 
officials already recognize as ‘pests.’ This could become one of the most comprehensive and  impactful 
‘vehicles’ for capacity development in both this GEF 4 project and a future GEF 6 project (see next paragraph). 
 
Finally, the Reviewer suggests that GEF 6 include a multi-faceted Mynah project that incorporated 
education/outreach activities (social marketing), citizen science projects, development of codes of practice with 
the shipping industry, and ‘on-the-ground’ eradication/control programmes that are strategically designed and 
executed (including EIA, proper permitting, monitoring, etc.).  
 
Rating – MS 
 
Overall rating for Achievement of activities and Outputs – MS (See Tables 1 & 2) 
 

D. Catalytic Role and Replication 
 
There was no detailed plan for project replication or spread throughout the region presented in the Project 
Document – which would have helped direct this Project activity. This is not unusual for a GEF project. 
 
At mid-term, it is the Reviewer’s opinion that it is too early to evaluate the replication potential of the Project, or 
how much replication is warranted. IAS are a context specific issue and specific approaches used in one location 
are not necessarily transferrable – at least not without adequate testing and thorough evaluation. Certainly, 
lessons learned from the Project should be communicated widely, and applied internally as well. There is no 
clear plan to do this set out within the Project Outcomes and the Reviewer strongly encourages the Project team 
to develop an explicit plan for transferring lessons learned throughout the Pacific, as well as for consideration by 
other regions.  The PILN newsletter provides an opportunity for sharing this information. 
 
The approaches used for eradication of vertebrate IAS are likely to be of particular interest to other islands 
throughout the world and would ideally be summarized and reported with the help of partner organisations, such 
as Island Conservation and the New Zealand Department of Conservation. 
 
Project participants are encouraged to continue raising awareness of the Project and transmitting lessons learned 
as they become available through conferences, workshops, and symposia (at nation, regional, and global levels), 
as well as publishing in popular press and peer-reviewed literature. Particular attention needs to be given to 
attracting the attention and buy-in of decision makers in the Project countries and elsewhere. Without their 
interest and support the opportunities for the Project to become self-sustaining, let alone serve as a catalyst, are 
minimal. 
 
The Reviewer would like to see the Project leads proactively explore and learn from other island- and region-
based work on IAS. Many project participants seem poorly-informed about work to build regional IAS capacities  
in other parts of the world, examples of work done to eradicate/control IAS on other islands, the existence of 
other IAS public education/outreach campaigns, and even prior work on IAS within the Pacific region.   
 
Rating – MS 
 

E. Assessment monitoring and evaluation systems 

1. M&E design 

Monitoring and evaluation (M&E) are addressed in Section 6 of the Project Document, as well as under project 
Component 5. Deliverables include the inception workshop, mid-term and terminal evaluations, and annual 
audits completed in a timely manner with no significant concerns. 
 
Appendix 7 of the Project Document serves as the project’s M&E Plan. It includes targets, responsibilities, 
timelines, and budget information. 
 
The UNEP Task Manager is typically identified as the lead for one or more Project Implementation Reviews 
(PIRs) to take place over the course of the project. 
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Rating – S 

2. M&E plan implementation 

The SPREP Project Coordinator notes frustration with the process of obtaining reports from the NPCs in a timely 
and quality manner, while some of the NPCs note that they feel ‘pressured’ rather than ‘supported’ to achieve 
project outcomes. This situation is likely to improve with further attention to capacity building. Use of on-line 
project management tools (e.g., BaseCamp) could also greatly improve communication, consultation, and 
reporting among project participants.  
 
The SPREP Project Coordinator also notes limited time capacity to attend to the needs of all of the countries 
involved in this and another GEF Project (IIB). There is a need to improve the efficiency of staff support to both 
of these projects. This is addressed in the Recommendations (page 52). 
 
Implementation capacity might also be increased by further efforts to engage the NPCs with the regional IAS 
organizations. PILN, for example, could provide Project updates in its newsletter that highlight project 
achievements, as well as project needs for technical assistance, equipment, etc. 
 
The one Project Implementation Reviews (PIR) read by the Reviewer (for 1 July 2012 to 30 June 2013) is 
comprehensive and informative with an even assessment of the situation. On the whole, the ratings given 
appeared justified. Some ratings are lower than those given in this Review due a lack of accomplishment in 
activities that are now underway or completed.  
 
The Reviewer feels that, in general, the Project has the technical expertise available (both internally and 
externally) to monitor progress and achieve adaptive management in a timely manner. The aforementioned 
capacity building concerns will need to be addressed in order for the project team to fully actualize Project 
potential. 
 
Rating – S 

3. Budgeting and funding for M&E activities 

The Reviewer has not been given any reason to believe that M & E funds have been insufficient thus far. 
 
Rating – S 

4. Long-term Monitoring 

Long-term monitoring is not set out in the Monitoring and Evaluation Plan, nor the Sustainability section of the 
Project Document. This is not unusual for a GEF project, and should be included in a well-targeted sustainability 
plan 
 
Rating – MU 
 

F. Preparation and Readiness 
 
Preparation and readiness for this particular project need to be considered in the context of issues broader than 
this particular project: 
 

 Trade, travel, and transport are the major facilitators of biological invasion. Therefore, IAS issue is 
inherently international in scope; 

 The countries engaged in the project are spread across a large span of the Pacific Ocean and are 
comprised of numerous islands and atolls of varying sizes, species, ecosystem types, human population 
densities and cultures; 

 Communication throughout the region has been and remains a challenge, particularly face-to-face 
communication; 

 Because of the inherent logistical challenges and costs to working in the region, the Pacific Islands have 
historically had less scientific and technical support from NGOs, IGOs and academic institutions than 
some other parts of the world;  
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 There are, however, multiple Pacific-based organisations with scientific, technical, and policy savvy 
that have proven track records of success and are growing in reputation and capacity (e.g., the South 
Pacific Regional Environment Programme; SPREP); and 

 In the context of IAS, there are several regional bodies that have been working to raising awareness of 
the issue, as well as the capacity to address it [e.g., the Pacific Invasives Learning Network (PILN), 
Pacific Invasives Initiative (PII), Pacific Invasives Partnership (PIP). 

 
As stated previously, the logframe and indicators are not ideal for measuring actual impacts of the Project from 
either ecological or economic perspectives. In various ways (e.g., networking within and among governments), 
the participating countries are making more progress than the Review process is designed to report.   
 
For the most part, leadership capacity seems to be Satisfactory for the Project at this time, despite a slow staffing 
process, staff turnover, and staff illnesses. As noted previously, the Reviewer recommends further capacity 
building in project management and technical skill development. Two additional issues need to be addressed for 
fully: 
 

1. Multiple interviewees felt that EA coordination needs to be more explicitly supportive and less 
‘pressure-oriented.’ The sense is that reporting deadlines are generally considered more important that 
human capacity building, and that the NPCs are only to serve as ‘desk managers’ rather than individuals 
activity leading project implementation. In the Reviewer’s experience, the most successful GEF project 
place an early and strong emphasis on human capacity building and actively encourage the NPCs to 
become implementation ‘champions’ within their countries, not merely ‘coordinators.’ 
 

2. Per the points made in Section C of this document, establishing targeted, high-ranking and fully 
functional IAS councils/committees is paramount to the long-term capacity of the participating 
countries to implement effective IAS programmes. Most of the countries in this project seem to under 
estimate the need for these leadership bodies. 

 
This GEF Project is rather ambitious given its context, timeframe, and budget. The Reviewer is concerned that 
the participants are spread too thin and that people at all levels of the Project report being overloaded and under 
stress. This situation is likely to end up producing numerous outputs with questionable effectiveness on IAS. It is 
in the best interest of the Project to determine how to better support the Project staff and partners, and to consider 
refocusing some of its efforts to do fewer activities in fewer countries with a greater capacity for impact. For 
example, it may be wise to officially close the PNG and FSM projects and reduce the scope of work in the other 
countries to what can be readily achieved with current human capacity, finances, and time remaining. See the 
Recommendations on page 52 for more details. 
 
 
Rating – MS 
 

G. Country ownership/driveness 
Achieving high-level political commitment to the Project needs to be a priority for the EA and NPCs; long-term 
success of this Project is largely in the hands of the national governments. At this time, IAS is increasing as a 
policy priority in the governments that have been producing NISSAPs and that have formed functioning IAS 
councils. However, some countries do not seem to have substantial political backing and two have not yet signed 
on to the project (PNG, FSM). There is a need to make country ownership/drive a higher priority for the Project 
overall. This could be achieved by ensuring that all of the countries: 
 

 Secure multi-sector and cross-agency IAS committees/working groups at the national level that: a) are 
sanctioned by the appropriate ministries (written into legislation where feasible), b) include participants 
who are well positioned to influence policy and provide technical expertise on IAS and programme 
management, and c) have as their explicit mission the implementation of IAS strategies and action 
plans; 

 Ensure that each government creates a permanent IAS National Coordinator position that is placed in an 
appropriate ministry at a level high enough to have access to decision makers and direct 
programme/project implementation; 

 Establish a sustainability plan (including a financing plan) for the national IAS programmes (NISSAPs 
and beyond); 
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 Incorporate measures, as appropriate, into law and policy that allow for the eradication and control of 
IAS on public and private lands, and that establish both incentives for IAS prevention/mitigation and 
severe penalties for violating IAS laws/regulations;  

 Integrate the IAS issue into other top national policy priorities (e.g., climate change, food security, 
human health); and 

 Work together to integrate the IAS issue, as appropriate, into region policy fora. 
 
The good news is that highly dedicated individuals are engaged at all levels of the project and project partners 
have expressed an interest and willingness to get more involved. Substantial opportunities to broaden ownership 
and leadership exist, but there is an urgent need to capitalise on these valuable resources. 
 
Rating – MS 
 

H. Stakeholder participation/public awareness 
 
The Project Document includes a section (2.4) called, Institutional, Sectoral and Policy Context (p. 21), as well 
as (2.5) called, Stakeholder Mapping and Analysis (p.53). These sections provide brief reference to the role of 
major stakeholders by country, with a major focus on the lead government institutions. No thorough stakeholder 
‘analysis’ is included. There is a paucity of information on relevant academic institutions, private sector entities, 
the scientific and technical initiatives operating in the Pacific (e.g., PILN, PII), or global networks that can 
support the project (e.g., ISSG).  
 
The Project Document also provides a short section (5) entitled, Stakeholder Participation (p.72).  This section 
again focuses on the participating governments, rather than offering the broadest possible view on ‘stakeholders.’ 
 
The Project Outputs list explicitly includes ‘maximize community involvement…’ in the Project. Some countries 
(Annex 6 & 7) report reaching out to and engaging local communities, but most do not emphasize this as a 
primary objective of their work (at least not in the context of this Project). Multiple interviewees requested 
training in communication, social marketing and citizen science projects so as be more effective in working with 
local communities. 
 
Trade, travel, and transport are drivers in biological invasion and closely tied to private sector operations. None 
of the countries have reported projects to explicitly reach out to and work with the private sector. This should be 
a key component in future GEF projects. 
 
Countries have been engaging some national and international NGOs (e.g., BirdLife International), as well as 
IGOs (ISSG of the International Union for the Conservation of Nature; IUCN), but numerous opportunities exist 
for maximizing these relationships, as well as relationships with the regional bodies focused on IAS (e.g., PILN). 

 
The Reviewer would like to see the Project team undertake an assessment of capacity desires/needs, institutions 
that could help meet these needs, and strategies/timelines for engaging these institutions. It will likely prove 
useful to include an up-to-date, more broadly reaching Stakeholder Mapping and Analysis in a future GEF 
proposal. 
 
 
Rating – MU 
 

I. Financial Planning  
A summary of Project financial status is included in two tables in Annex 4. 
 
GEF Trust Fund is $3,031,818 (43.2%) and co-financing is anticipated at the level of $1,090,000 (15.5%), with 
in-kind contributions valued at $2,889,072 (41.2%) The total project cost is thus valued at $7,010,890 (100%). 
 
At mid-term the overall Project budget is underspent: $852,311 actual expenditure/$1,204,300 estimated cost 
(revision from $1,908,000 approved by UNEP in November 2013). This is largely a reflection of the late Project 
start in multiple countries. It also reflects the fact that the EA has not yet spent funds that are typically applied in 
the first half of Project activity (e.g., funds associated with inception workshops). Some of the NPCs note the 
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need for fundraising assistance from the EA.. This is largely a reflection of the late Project start in multiple 
countries. It also reflects the fact that the EA has not yet spent funds that are typically applied in the first half of 
Project activity, namely those associated with the training budget and consultancy assistance (i.e., capacity 
building funds). Some of the activities in the Project Document require substantial fundraising (e.g., vertebrate 
eradications, biocontrol), and the NPCs note the need for fundraising assistance from the EA. 
 
The Project is thus far acquiring cash and in-kind co-financing and leveraging additional funds in keeping with 
the Project Document goals for the participating governments. Co-financing is on track for mid-term: $1,123,289 
actual toward $1,708,534 anticipated. The EA indicates that they have contributed more than six-times in-kind 
support at mid-term: $398,672 contributed, $60,000 anticipated. Governments, however, have not yet met a third 
their anticipated in-kind contributions: $443,617 contributed, $1,376,034. Although the IA did not originally 
envision in-kind contributions, the UNEP Task Manager has been providing substantial support to the project in 
order to help with human capacity building ($51,000). 
 
 
An audit prepared on 28 June 2013 by Betham&Co found no issues of concern. 
 
Interviewees (Annex 6) indicate that the SPREP Project Coordinator has been tracking financial reporting as well 
as reporting on the technical aspects of project implementation. The Review suggests that the SPREP financial 
office become more engaged in tracking the financial progress of GEF projects so that the SPREP Project 
Coordinator can focus on meeting managerial and technical capacity building needs. 
 
 
Rating – S 
 

J. Implementation approach 
 
The Project Document includes a brief sections entitled “Institutional Framework and Implementation 
Arrangements” (p. 72) and “Monitoring and Evaluation Plan” (p. 72). It does not include a single section 
explicitly focused on the “implementation approach.” This is not unusual for a GEF project. 
 
An organizational chart is not provided in the Project Document. 
 
The project implementation mechanisms outlined in the Project Document are: 
 

 SPREP serves at the Executing Agency (EA) and is responsible for project implementation in 
accordance with the goal/objectives/activities outlined in the Project Document.  SPREP is to cooperate 
with UNEP (the Implementing Agency) in such a manner that enables UNEP to fulfil its obligations to 
the GEF 
 

 A Project Support Unit (PSU) is to establishing reporting guidelines and ensure quality reporting, 
prepare biannual progress reports for UNEP, carry out site visits, and schedule regular stakeholder 
meetings to be hosted by participating countries on a rotation basis (Reviewer note: it is not apparent 
that the latter activity is being undertaken12) 
 

 Each country is to appoint or assign a National Project Coordinator (NPC; or national IAS coordinator) 
based within the national executing agencies, and this person is to ensure that national project activities 
are being effectively implemented (Reviewer note: as stated previously in the Review, the Project has 
been challenged by late hiring of NPCs, turnover of NPCs, and NPC illness) 

 
Although one interviewee reference to the presence of a Technical Advisory Group (TAG), it is not apparent that 
this group has played a substantial role in Project implementation to date. 
 
According to the Project Document, project supervision is to take an adaptive management approach. This is to 
happen through reporting to the UNEP Task Manager and subsequent project revision based on the Task 
Manager’s direction. 
 

                                                            
12 During draft report review, SPREP noted that funds are not available for this activity. 
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Interviewees expressed appreciation for the leadership being provided by SPREP and UNEP (Annex 7). 
However, they also indicate that they would greatly appreciate: 
 

 A relationship more focused on ‘support’ rather than ‘pressure to meet reporting deadlines;’ 
 Capacity building to meet managerial and technical requirements; 
 Networking with regional IAS organizations and potential project partners; and 
 Assistance with fundraising to meet near- and long-term project objectives. 

 
As stated previously, the Reviewer does not find the logical framework contained in the Project Document 
particularly useful for documenting the wide range of potential project accomplishments or measuring the actual 
effectiveness of the project in ecological or economic terms. This needs to be kept in mind when considering the 
MtR scores. 
 
Rating – S  
 

K. UNEP Supervision and Backstopping 
UNEP, as the Implementing Agency, is responsible for oversight of the project. According to the Project 
Document, the Task Manager was to develop a project supervision plan at the inception workshop which would 
be communicated to the project partners. The emphasis of the Task Manager’s supervision was to be on outcome 
monitoring, but without neglecting project financial management and implementation monitoring.  Project risks 
and assumptions are to be jointly monitored by the project partners and UNEP. 
 
Information collected during the MtR indicated that the UNEP Task Manager has played an important oversight 
role during project implementation (Annex 7), and a larger role than originally envisioned (including in-kind 
contributions of time amounting to more than $50,000. 
 
The Task Manager led a PIR for the period of 1 July 2012 to 30 June 2013. The PIR is comprehensive and 
informative, with an even assessment of the situation. On the whole, the ratings given appeared justified. Some 
ratings are lower than those given in this Review due a lack of accomplishment in activities that are now 
underway or completed.  
 
Rating – HS  
 

4 – Lessons Learned  
 
Although the project has only approached mid-term, the interviewees have identified numerous lessons 
learned/observations. Examples are included below13. For a complete list, please see Annex 6. 
 

Administrative/Managerial/Financial 
 The scale of the country projects is too small and too many for the size of the budget 
 It is critical to assess and plan for sufficient manpower during the project formulation stage 

 Project managers/coordinators need to be full-time employees focused on the project,  and their 
roles/responsibilities well defined at the project inception stage 

 More effective and efficient project execution/implementation arrangements and design should be 
sought at the stage of the project formulation; due to capacity limitation, it is not effective to expect 
project execution and implementation to be largely led at the national level 

 The selection of the National Project Coordinators (NPCs) has a strong influence on the destiny of 
the project at national level. The IA and EA need to ensure that the best candidates nationally are 
recruited, according to qualifications and experience - but also according to attitude, good will and 
motivation14 

 A training and networking workshop needs to be held for all NPCs once they are hired 

                                                            
13 These statements were provided by interviewees, and received only minor editing from the Reviewer for clarity/brevity. 
14 The Reviewer notes that while this may be ideal, it can be very hard to achieve functionally. National governments tend to want to control 
internal’ processes/decisions and are not necessarily open to the leadership and support of the IA and EA. Those that are do tend to be more 
effective in project implementation 



 

52 
 

 Project activities and outputs need to be realistic in their assumptions of what experience, 
knowledge and skills exist within countries in IAS management. Ideally, this is addressed through 
an assessment during the project formulation stage 

 Project success is dependent on building human capacity in an ongoing manner through training 
and coaching programmes, as well as regular visits with the project teams 

 Some countries have failed to realize the benefits that this project could offer to their countries and 
thus have not sufficiently engaged, or engaged at all 

 The project could greatly benefit from further engagement of the existing regional IAS initiatives, 
as well as IAS experts within the region 

 Adjustments to the project design and country inclusion are going to be necessary in order to 
maximize the project outcomes 

 
Scientific/Technical/’On-the-ground’ Conservation 
 It is important to have partnerships with organisations that can help build technical capacity and 

engage local people in project implementation 
 Seek advice from and engagement of experts within the country, or have previously worked in the 

country 
 Use IAS prevention, eradication, and control activities as opportunities for training more people 

who could become involved in the project overtime  
 Biocontrol projects require substantive budgets and must be planned for accordingly 

 
Conservation Education, Legal & Cultural Affairs 
 IAS is not just an environmental concern, it crosses sectors and those sectors need to be made 

aware of their roles in IAS prevention, eradication, and control 
 IAS education/outreach needs to be integrated across biodiversity conservation activities 

 It is important to reach out to and work partnership with local communities 

 Legal and institutional frameworks may need to be strengthened in order to enable effective IAS 
prevention, eradication, and control 

5. Recommendations  
 
A. Project Management/Human Relations 
 
Observation: The project is currently performing below mid-term ideals. Factors contributing to this situation 
include: a large number of countries in the Project (10), relatively small budgets per country, late engagement by 
some countries (technically, they are not yet at ‘mid-term’), limited capacities and history of engagement on the 
issue within each country, lack of political will and commitment of some countries, and limited capacity of 
SPREP Project Manager and Project Coordinator due to time and budget constraints. 
 
Recommendations:  
 

 Remove PNG from the Project, and strongly consider closing the FSM as well (although a small 
project)15. These countries have not demonstrated commitment to the Project, and the time and support 
required to get these countries to adequate capacity would be time better used to support those teams 
which show strong performance potential. Allocate the funds to be used in these countries to provide 
capacity building to the other countries (see Capacity Building below). 

 Phase back activities in the Kiribati, Marshall Islands, Samoa, and Niue to a level that will enable the 
countries to focus on a couple of meaningful, foundation setting activities for which they can 
demonstrate success. Unless substantial capacity development is provided, these countries are not likely 
to be successful in accomplishing substantial work related to improving border control, undertaking IAS 
research initiatives, establishing early detection/rapid response programmes, enacting IAS survey and 
monitoring programmes, or conducting effective species-specific eradication/control programmes. 

                                                            
15 In review comments on this report, the Palau NPC notes that FSM states are very eager to implement the project and suggests keeping 
them in the Project. If FSM remains as a Project country, the Reviewer suggests assembling a task team focused on meeting their urgent 
needs for capacity building.  
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Transfer the funds from activities that are ‘closed’ to support capacity building and other activities that 
will ultimately facilitate institutionalization of the IAS Project elements. 

 With remaining project funds for capacity building, hire a personal development/leadership coach to 
support the NPCs over the remainder of the Project and in all future GEF projects. This would serve as 
both a near- and long-term investment in the countries, the benefits of which would be realized in this 
and future GEF projects. 

 Interviewees (Annex 6) indicate that the SPREP Project Coordinator has been tracking financial 
reporting as well as reporting on the technical aspects of project implementation. The Reviewer 
suggests that the SPREP financial office become more engaged in tracking the financial progress of 
GEF projects so that the SPREP Project Coordinator can focus on meeting broader managerial and 
capacity building needs. 
 

Observation: Both the EA staff and the NPCs note that there is a need to improve communication among 
Project participants. 
 
Recommendations:  

 The quality and timeliness of communication among Project members could be improved through use 
of an online project management forum/app (e.g., BaseCamp; https://basecamp.com/). This would allow 
for communications to be inclusive and transparent, the strategic archiving of messages and documents, 
collaborative document development, creation of subforums for each country to use in national-level 
organizing, sharing of products, and tracking of deadlines/events. 

 While it is important to track project progress, the EA is likely to be more successful over the long-run 
if the emphasis of the SPREP Project Coordinator is on human capacity building, rather than reporting. 
If the project participants feel supported and gain professionally capacity, the timeliness of reporting 
and product quality will improve accordingly. See next section. 

 
B. Capacity Building 
 
Observation: Both the EA staff and the NPCs note that there is a need for additional training/coaching. A review 
of the budget indicates that there are unspent and re-programmable funds available to meet these needs in the 
near-term. 
 
Recommendations: 

 The following areas are identified as training needs/desires by interviewees: communication (esp. for 
application among project teams, with policy makers, and with local communities), fundraising, social 
marketing/pride campaigns, citizen science, vegetation identification, survey and monitoring design 
(including GIS mapping), risk analysis, border control operations, and vertebrate eradication 
procedures.  The Reviewer recommends immediately planning for the basic programmatic management 
and education/outreach training programmes. The scientific/technical training priorities should be 
determined after project revision takes place.  

 After project revision has taken place, undertake an assessment of capacity desires/needs, institutions 
that could help meet these needs, and strategies/timelines for engaging these institutions. Use this to 
create an up-to-date, more broadly reaching Stakeholder Mapping and Analysis for the next GEF 
proposal. 

 With remaining funds available for capacity building, hire a personal development/leadership coach to 
support the NPCs over the remainder of the Project and in all future GEF projects. This would serve as 
both a near- and long-term investment in the countries, the benefits of which would be realized in this 
and future GEF projects. 

 Capacities could be further improved through the development and active engagement of three advisory 
committees: a) a ‘programmatic development advisory committee’ that provides professional coaching 
to the NPCs, largely in the context of Component 1; b) a ‘scientific and technical advisory committee’ 
that has a mandate to support country-level implementation of activities under Components 2 &3, and 
c) a ‘education/outreach advisory committee’ that supports the relevant activities under Component 1.  

 Explicitly network the IAS project participants into the existing regional IAS initiatives, and use the 
individuals and institutions in these networks to support national-level capacity building. Strategically 
engage representatives of the regional IAS initiatives in planning for a GEF 6 project. 
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Observation: Multiple NPCs indicated that project budgets are insufficient to accomplish costly project 
activities (e.g., biocontrol and IAS eradication), leaving them unable to implement these projects at this time16. 
 
Recommendation: 

 Create fundraising task teams for the projects that need additional funding. The purpose of these teams 
is to: a) raise sufficient financial resources in the near-term and b) coach the NPCs in fundraising 
strategies/skills. 

 
C. Raising the Project Profile/Facilitating Greater Stakeholder Engagement 
 
Observation: While the work on NISSAPs has raised the profile of the IAS issue in political will in some 
countries, there is substantially more work to be done if the prevention, eradication, and control of IAS is to 
become a national priority. 
 
Recommendations: 

 Hold a workshop in which each country is asked to strategically identify the country’s top policy 
priorities across all sectors, identify the linkages between IAS and these policy issues, and the messages 
regarding IAS the need to be conveyed in the context of these related issues. Following this work, 
develop a strategic plan for the Project teams to work together to integrate the IAS issue into these 
policy priorities at national and regional levels. Ideally, include this workshop as a one-day 
subcomponent of the GEF 6 preparatory workshop (discussed below) and use the results to develop 
specific activities for GEF 6 programming. 

 
Observation: Several NPCs indicated a desire/need to be more engaged with the various initiatives in the Pacific 
region focused on IAS (e.g., PILN, PII), as well as to develop partnerships with and/or receive technical support 
from individuals and institutions that comprise these initiatives.  
 
Recommendations: 

 Explicitly network the IAS project participants into the existing regional IAS initiatives, and use the 
individuals and institutions in these networks to support national-level capacity building. Strategically 
engage representatives of the regional IAS initiatives in planning for a GEF 6 project17. 

 Request that PILN include a project-specific column in its newsletter that provides an opportunity for 
each Project country to: a) announce accomplishments, b) solicit various types of programmatic and 
technical support, and c) call for donations or loans of scientific/technical equipment. 

 
Observation: Trade, travel, and transport are drivers in biological invasion and closely tied to private sector 
operations. None of the countries have reported projects to explicitly reach out to and work with the private 
sector.  
 
Recommendation: 

 After project revision, identify the private sector stakeholders associated with the remaining activities 
(e.g., border control) and focus education/outreach activities on awareness raising and relationship 
building with relevant businesses/trade associations. 

 Explicitly include private sector engagement in future GEF 6 proposals in the context of pathway 
management and border protection. 

 
 
D. Improving Specific Project Outputs 
 
Observation: NISSAPs have been called for by the CBD as a means to ensure that governments are priorities 
IAS issues and approaching their work according to the guidance provided within various CBD decisions. At 
least seven of the participating countries are to write or revise NISSAPs. Substantial progress has been made by 
Niue, Palau, Tonga, and Vanuatu. Kiribati has contracted out a review of IAS status for the country and will use 
this to inform NISSAP development. Although numerous countries around the world have now produced 

                                                            
16 Reviewer note: These challenges reflect a need for project design and inception planning to be ‘realistic’ – to reflect the current technical 
and financial capacity of the countries. Based on comments received on a draft of this report, it is apparent that the NPCs are not fully 
communicating to SPREP their desire for support in meeting financial needs. 
17 During the report review process, SPREP project leadership noted that this has been done, and that costs of engaging these groups can be 
high. Clearly, NPCs feel there is need for more support in this regard. A targeted ‘networking needs assessment’ is further recommended and 
would be a useful reference tool for GEF 6 project development. 
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NISSAPs, these NISSAPs vary greatly in quality and actual implementation. Many of them provide lofty, vague 
goals that cannot be met with current capacities and political will. 
 
Recommendations: 

 Carefully review the still in-progress NISSAPs in order to help ensure that they will be more than 
merely, ‘shelf documents.’  

 In order to facilitate the political will and other resources to ensure that they are implemented, raise the 
visibility of the completed NISSAPs in various international fora. 

 Once NISSAPs are completed, forward copies to the ISSG and CBD Secretariat in order to make them 
more readily available to other countries as reference documents. 

 Create ‘executive summaries’ of the NISSAPs, packaging them in a highly professional manner for use 
in soliciting donor support and leveraging partnerships. 

 
Observations: Several of the project countries had an outcome to establish a national coordination mechanism 
for guiding and implementing their government’s work on IAS. While, seven of the ten project countries indicate 
that at mid-term they have some sort of committee working on IAS, the political status, processes, and 
effectiveness of these committees is unknown. In some cases, it does not appear that NPCs understand the 
inherent value of establishing high-level stakeholder groups explicitly focused on the prevention, control, and 
eradication of IAS. 
 
Ideally, IAS committees/councils at the national level are: a) multi-sectoral and cross-ministerial;  b) fully 
sanctioned by the appropriate ministries (written into legislation where feasible); c) include participants who are 
well positioned to influence policy and provide technical expertise on IAS and programme management; d) have 
as their explicit mission to implement IAS strategies and action plans, monitor progress, and make course 
advancements (adaptive management) as needed, and e) either include or have an associated committee of non-
federal advisors that enable open and transparent consultative processes in an ongoing manner. 
 
Recommendations: 

 Hire one or more consultants with experience in the development and management of national invasive 
species councils/committees to conduct a review of the existing and planning structures and make 
recommendations for improvement. Ideally, this would be accomplished within the context of this 
Project using remaining and reprogrammable funds for consultancies.  

 Based on the consultant’s findings, assist each government in developing and implementing a strategic 
plan to improve the effectiveness of their national invasive species council/committee. 

Observation: Four countries current have an interest in the control/eradication of Mynah birds. Ultimately, the 
effective management of Mynahs in the South Pacific necessitates a regional approach. Mynahs can (and do) 
hitchhike on vessels and debris, undoubtedly ‘hop’ among islands/atolls within their flight capacity, and are 
likely blown long distances in storms.  Successful eradications are likely to be followed by re-invasion unless 
countries in the region become equally committed and skilled at substantially reducing Mynah numbers. 

 
Recommendations: 

 Establish a more unified and strategic approach to the work being done on Mynahs, starting with 
problem and needs assessment, strategic planning, and capacity building workshop to include all Project 
countries (whether currently working on Mynahs or not). Ideally, technical experts from within the 
Pacific and other regions will be called upon to help design and run the workshop/training course18. 
Funds currently available at SPREP for training and consultancies could help support for this activity. 

 Expand the Mynah projects beyond eradication/control programmes in order to maximize the 
opportunities they present in education /outreach (the Mynah as the ‘poster child’ for invasion) and 
citizen science projects (community engagement). A ‘Least Wanted’ social marketing campaign could 
be developed that functions like an ‘anti-pride’ campaign. The Reviewer sees substantial potential in 
investing project resources on these birds – which the public and high level government officials 
already recognize as ‘pests.’ 

 Include a multi-faceted Mynah project among GEF 6 activities, incorporating education/outreach 
programmes (social marketing), citizen science projects, development of codes of practice with the 
shipping industry, and ‘on-the-ground’ eradication/control programmes that are strategically designed 
and executed (including EIA, proper permitting, monitoring, etc.).  

                                                            
18 During review of this report, it was pointed out that a Myna management workshop was held in Apia, Samoa in 2012 with representative 
from six countries. Not all of the current NPCs attended. 
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Observation: Most countries are expected to implement education/outreach activities. While these countries 
have initiated some work in this area, there does not seem to be a strategic approach to project design and no 
tracking of impact. 
 
Recommendations: 

 Provide training course(s) that teach approaches/skills in social marketing, pride campaigns, 
Knowledge/Attitude/Practice (KAP) surveys, and monitoring behavior change. From the Reviewer’s 
perspective these training courses should be considered a priority for remaining funds since improving 
education/outreach impacts will benefit all other Project elements. 

 
Observation: Project participants expressed little knowledge of the existing IAS databases (regionally and 
globally) and thus are unable to use them to acquire or submit information for project advancement. 
 
Recommendations: 

 Provide the Project teams with a summary of the existing IAS databases and how they can be utilized to 
advance specific Project elements. 

 Invite CABI to give an in-person workshop on utilization of the CABI IAS Compendium for accessing 
scientific and technical information that can benefit all of the Project activities. Note: This could be 
coupled with CABI providing a training course of the survey/monitoring and identification of invasive 
plants. 

 
E. Improving Country Specific Projects 
 
The Reviewer was able to visit three of the original ten project countries. Additional recommendations are made 
below based on multiple discussions with national team members and site observations. See separate remarks on 
the Mynah projects. 
 
Samoa Recommendations: 

 Explicitly identify what forest restoration projects are to happen under this GEF project that add value 
to, and go beyond, the pre-existing JICA Project (e.g., see two points below). 

 Use the Mt. Vaea trail system to establish an IAS education/outreach and citizen science project: Label 
trees along the trail with bar codes that can be scanned with a phone app – which then provides 
information on the species, biology, native/invasive status, etc. The app could also let people ‘check in’ 
to specific trees 
and post information to Facebook/Twitter etc. People who have ‘checked in’ at all the trees could: a) 
have their names added to a publically posted list (on the project website) as ‘Mt. Vaea Surveyers’ and 
b) receive a bumper sticker that reads, “I surveyed Mt. Vaea” and includes the project website. Over 
time, citizen science (data collection) activities could be added to the trail outreach project. Note: 
enhance the project by locating all of the trees on a publically accessible, inter-active map. 

 Link acquisition of native trees for the restoration project to a memorial/dedication programme. 
Through grants and/or direct payments, enable people/organizations in Samoa to purchase and dedicate 
specific trees to be planted as a contribution to Mt. Vaea restoration. The trees might be dedicated in the 
name of someone who has passed away or to celebrate a new birth/graduation/marriage etc. Attach bar 
codes to the trees for individual identification, map them on a publically accessible, inter-active map 
that is linked to information on the tree species, biology, dedication, etc. This project will help build 
pride in native species, a sense of ownership over restored forest, and the motivation to protect the trees 
that have been planted in the restoration area. 

 If the current NPC is unable to perform full-time duties due to health limitations, explore opportunities 
for creating a shared position, dedicating additional staff to the national project, or replacing the 
position according to the government’s human relations/employment guidelines. 

 
Tonga Recommendations 

 Adopt social marketing/pride campaign approach for all education/outreach initiatives. If necessary, use 
remaining project funds to hire a training/coach to support national level capacity building and project 
design. 

 Use the sea wall as an opportunity to build public awareness and engagement in the IAS issue by: a) 
conducting a survey of invasive plants, b) developing an eradication/control programme for priority 
invasive plants, c) implementing a citizen science component to one or more of the eradication/control 
programmes (e.g., organizations can adopt a section of the sea wall at which they eradicate invasive 
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plants and provide early detection/rapid response action for new invasions) and d) educating people on 
best horticultural practices for preventing the introduction and spread of IAS (e.g., what to plant/not 
plant in their gardens and how to/not to dispose of garden waste). Note: the reviewer observed a church 
group placing viable clippings of invasive plants onto the seawall which undoubtedly acts as a corridor 
for invasive plant invasion around the island. CABI would be an ideal partner for this project. 

 
Kiribati Recommendation 

 Strategically link the biosecurity elements of the IAS project with the biosecurity work being conducted 
under the GEF PIPA project. A comprehensive biosecurity plan should be cooperatively developed. 
Ideally, the PIPA Conservation Trust will assist with the acquisition of funds for the eradication/control 
of IAS throughout Kiribati (IAS in any location in the country have the potential to be relocated into the 
PIPA through human activity). 

 
F. Future GEF Projects 
 
Observation: It is anticipated the GEF 6 funding will include a specific allocation for addressing IAS in the 
island context. Many of the activities initiated under the GEF 4 project provide a foundation on which to build 
future successes, and make further progress in the institutionalization of government capacity to effectively 
prevent, eradicate, and control IAS at national and regional scales. 
 
Recommendations: 

 Hold an all-country workshop at SPREP to design a GEF 6 project. Invite individual consultants and 
representatives of NGOs, IGOs, academic institutions, and private sector entities who could play 
substantial supporting roles in the implementation of future IAS activities in the region. 

 Limit the project to fewer countries and prioritize activities that are thematically shared among the 
countries in order to enable: a) the EA to be more focused and thus more efficient and b) participating 
countries to provide more peer-to-peer (learning network) support. 

 At least initially, place most of the EA role with SPREP and allow for this to be phased back over time 
as countries gain in commitment and capacity. 

 Focus the SPREP Project Coordinator role primarily on human capacity building and dedicate the first 
year of the project largely to capacity and team building activities.   

 Utilize an on-line project management application for managing communications (see under A above). 
 Create task teams for the hiring of all NPCs in order to help ensure that competent and fully committed 

individuals fill these roles. 
 Create a Project Steering Committee comprised of the IA, EA, the NPC and one other representative 

from each country, as well as relevant managerial/technical experts. Utilize the on-line management app 
to facilitate frequent and constructive communication, and hold one in-person Steering Committee 
meeting per year in order to review progress and make project adjustments, as necessary. 

 Conduct the inception workshop after all NPCs have been hired. 
 As part of the inception workshop, provide the NPCs with an Implementation Toolkit that includes 

programmatic guidance and associated tools (standardized GEF forms for progress tracking, financial 
reporting, etc.). 

 Place a strong emphasis on: 
o  Social marketing (rather than what is generally considered ‘education/outreach’) in order to 

increase the focus on behavior change rather than merely awareness raising. 
o Citizen science programmes in order increase public understanding of and support for the IAS 

work, as well as biodiversity conservation in general. 
o IAS prevention, especially risk analysis, pathway management, and border control. 
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6. Evaluator’s ratings of the project and summary comments 
 

Criterion Evaluator’s Summary Comments 
Evaluator’s 
Rating 

A. Attainment of 
project objectives and 
results (overall rating) 
Sub criteria (below) 

 

U to HS 

A. 1. Effectiveness  The project had one Development Objective (goal) and five 
associated Outcomes, and indicators for these were set in the 
logframe of the Project Document. As can be seen from Tables 1 
and 2, the project appears to have achieved a moderately 
satisfactory (MS) level success and impact at mid-term. From the 
Reviewer’s perspective, there are two substantial areas of concern: 
1) lack of focus on human capacity building/training in the first 
half of the project and 2) a scope of work that is beyond the 
capacities of some of the countries to achieve. There will be a need 
for substantial Project reorganization in order to maximize 
potential outputs and create long-term investments in project 
participants/institutions. Factors contributed to the lowest scores 
are listed. Despite the project design and implementation 
challenges, there are notable project successes at mid-term; 
examples are listed. 
 

MS 

A. 2. Relevance IAS are the top driver of biodiversity loss in island ecosystems. In 
topical focus alone, Project is highly relevant to achieving 
biodiversity conservation goals across all landscape. It also 
supports the sustainability of human livelihoods dependent on 
natural resources. 
 
All of the countries have existing relevant biodiversity laws and 
mandates, and are Parties to the Convention on Biological 
Diversity (CBD), which stresses the importance of addressing IAS 
at national and regional levels – especially in the island context. In 
keeping with their CBD obligations, the countries have identified 
the need to address IAS in their National Biodiversity Strategies 
and Action Plans (NBSAPs) and recognize the need to complete 
their NISSAPs. 
 
At mid-term it is not particularly feasible to determine how 
relevant the Project will actually be in terms of achieving ‘on-the-
ground’ results. Ultimately, this depends on how proactive the 
project leadership is in strengthening human capacity and 
refocusing the Project elements on practical outcomes. 
 

S 

A. 3. Efficiency The Project is thus far acquiring cash and in-kind co-financing and 
leveraging additional funds in keeping with the Project Document 
goals for the participating governments. Some of the NPCs note 
the need for fundraising assistance from the EA. 
 
The SPREP Project Coordinator notes frustration with the process 
of obtaining reports from the NPCs in a timely and quality manner, 
while some of the NPCs note that they feel ‘pressured’ rather than 
‘supported’ to achieve project outcomes. This situation is likely to 
improve with further attention to capacity building. Use of on-line 
project management tools (e.g., BaseCamp) could also greatly 
improve communication, consultation, and reporting among 
project participants. 

MS 
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Criterion Evaluator’s Summary Comments 
Evaluator’s 
Rating 

 
The Reviewer also noted that timely responses to reporting 
requests posed a challenge for the MtR.  
 
The SPREP Project Coordinator indicated that limited time 
capacity to attend to the needs of all of the countries involved in 
this and another GEF Project (Implementing Island Biodiversity; 
IIB). There is a need to improve the efficiency of staff support to 
both of these projects.  
 
Efficiency might also be increased by further efforts to engage the 
NPCs with the regional IAS organizations. PILN, for example, 
could provide Project updates in its newsletter that highlight 
project achievements, as well as project needs for technical 
assistance, equipment, etc. 
 

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

In the GEF context, “sustainability is understood as the probability 
of continued long-term project-derived outcomes and impacts after 
the GEF project funding ends.” The Project Document provides a 
very brief, conceptual approach to sustainability but does not offer 
a strategic sustainability plan. Failure to develop a sustainability 
plan is not uncommon for GEF projects and, in the Reviewer’s 
experience, one of the most common reasons why GEF projects 
often fall far short of their impact potential.  
 
As a minimum, the Project should seek to provide a foundation for 
future efforts by implementing the following actions. 
Institutionalising the IAS national coordinator position and 
committee should be considered priorities since the people in these 
roles are needed to facilitate all of the other activities. 
 

 Contribute data generated by the project to relevant 
national, regional and global databases; 

 
 Finalizing all NISSAPS, and submit them to the Invasive 

Species Specialist Group (ISSG) and CBD Clearing-
house Mechanism (CBD IAS Portal) for access by other 
interested parties; 
 

 Securing multi-sector and cross-agency IAS 
committees/working groups at the national level that: a) 
are sanctioned by the appropriate ministries (written into 
legislation where feasible), b) include participants who 
are well positioned to influence policy and provide 
technical expertise on IAS and programme management, 
and c) have as their explicit mission the implementation 
of IAS strategies and action plans; 
 

 Ensuring that each government creates a permanent IAS 
National Coordinator position that is placed in an 
appropriate ministry at a level high enough to have access 
to decision makers and direct programme/project 
implementation; 
 

 Investing in the prevention infrastructure by securing the 
databases mentioned above, building Customs and police 
officer training and expanding the inspection/enforcement 
services, providing identification tools to the 
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Criterion Evaluator’s Summary Comments 
Evaluator’s 
Rating 

inspection/enforcement services, demonstrating the cost-
effectiveness of prevention through economic analyses,  
institutionalising risk analysis capacities, establishing 
prevention measures in law and policy (including codes 
of conduct), and establishing early detection/rapid 
response programmes for high risk IAS; 
 

 Ensuring the long-term implementation of public 
awareness and education campaigns that are developed 
and lead by proactive, technically qualified individuals 
with expertise in social marketing and pride campaigns; 
 

 Incorporating measures, as appropriate, into law and 
policy that allow for the eradication and control of IAS on 
public and private lands, and that establish both 
incentives for IAS prevention/mitigation and severe 
penalties for violating IAS laws/regulations; 
 

 Working with aptly qualified technical advisory teams to 
determine the appropriate future direction for ‘on-the-
ground’ projects and garnering support for future work 
plans.  The future work plans should include explicit 
feedback loops for informing science-based decisions by 
policy makers; and 
 

 Packaging and transmitting lessons learned from this 
Project in the form of reports, podcasts, training courses, 
etc. for use by all other interested stakeholders within and 
outside the South Pacific region. 

 
B. 1. Financial Actions to achieve financial sustainability of project results were 

not explicitly built into the original Project design. The Reviewer 
encourages the Project participants to begin seeking resources that 
will carry key elements of the Project forward after termination of 
the GEF funding. A long-term funding strategy should be 
developed that seeks to garner both cash resources and in-kind 
services. More constructive engagement with NGOs and academic 
institutions within and outside the region will be of paramount 
importance in achieving financial sustainability. Immediate action 
should be taken to explore the opportunity for garnering GEF 6 
funds for those countries that have established a foundation of 
success in this Project.  
 
See Annex 4 for information on project expenditures and co-
financing at mid-term.  
 
At mid-term the overall Project budget is underspent: $852,311 
actual expenditure/$1,204,300 estimated cost (revision from 
$1,908,000 approved by UNEP in November 2013).  
 
The Project is thus far acquiring cash and in-kind co-financing and 
leveraging additional funds in keeping with the Project Document 
goals for the participating governments. Co-financing is on track 
for mid-term: $1,123,289 actual toward $1,708,534 anticipated.  

MS 

B. 2. Socio-Political Non-native species are largely designated as IAS through value-
based determinations and their introduction and spread is 
facilitated by trade, travel, and transport. The issue is, therefore, 
inherently tied to socio-economic and political factors. 

S 
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Criterion Evaluator’s Summary Comments 
Evaluator’s 
Rating 

 
This should be a topic of concern for Project participants; long-
term success of this Project is largely in the hands of the national 
governments. At this time, IAS is increasing as a policy priority in 
the governments that have been producing NISSAPs and that have 
formed functioning IAS councils. There is, nevertheless, a need to 
make political influence a higher priority for the project overall. A 
list of recommended actions is provided. 
 
The EA would be wise to help the NPCs strengthen relationships 
with stakeholder groups that have the capacity and inspiration to 
assume long-term ownership, especially the various Pacific IAS 
initiatives. From the Reviewer’s perspective and based on 
feedback from some project participants (Annex 6), insufficient 
proactive effort has been made to bring representatives from major 
international NGOs, academic institutions, and other relevant 
organisations to the table. This is a challenge that must be 
overcome in the near-term is socio-political sustainability is to be 
achieved. 
 
A few of the countries have started to establish a track record for 
engaging local communities as project stakeholders. This work is 
to be commended and further encouraged. Multiple interviewees 
pointed to the need for further training/coaching in local 
community engagement (including pride campaigns and citizen 
science projects). 

B. 3. Institutional 
framework and 
governance 

The institutionalisation of key project activities is of paramount 
importance to ensuring programme and project sustainability. 
While this is intellectually recognised by project leadership (see 
interviewee comments Annex 6), the project does not explicitly 
include actions to secure institutionalisation of staffing positions, 
programmes, or activities initiated or expanded through the GEF 
project. This needs to be achieved through development and 
implementation of a strategic sustainability plan in the near term.  
 
Stakeholder awareness-raising and school education programmes 
have been an early source of success for this project. Project 
participants need to begin to consider how this foundation of 
success can be used to build a long-term capacity for changing 
human behaviour in such a manner that it substantially reduces the 
risk of IAS introduction, spread, and impact.  
 
Overburdened staff and insufficient technical capacity in some 
areas are currently among the project challenges identified by 
interviewees (Annex 6). Slow staff recruitment, staff turnover, and 
staff illness have led to implementation delays. Before long-term 
sustainability can be secured, immediate action needs to be taken 
to more appropriately distribute EA workloads, refocus the Project 
on countries that have proven levels of commitment and activities 
that can be achieved with current capacities,  and build sufficient 
NPC and national institution technical capacity as a future 
investment.  Examples of capacity needs are provided, and other 
inherent challenges to achieving institutional sustainability in the 
South Pacific are highlighted. 
 

MS 

B. 4. Environmental Any factor that increases environmental disturbance is likely to 
favour the establishment and spread of IAS. Points for 
consideration are provided on the IAS issue and climate change. 

S 
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Criterion Evaluator’s Summary Comments 
Evaluator’s 
Rating 

C. Achievement of 
outputs and activities 

At mid-term, most of the project activities are, understandably, 
still ‘in progress.’ This report does not attempt to document all of 
the outputs and activities underway but identifies those that have 
been brought to the Reviewer’s attention by the interviewees (see 
the list of documents reviewed and consultant in Annex 3 and the 
list of accomplishments in Annexes 6 and 7). The Reviewer has 
chosen to briefly highlight three activities that warrant particular 
acknowledgment and/or input at this time: NISSAPs, National IAS 
Councils/Committees, and the eradication/control on Mynah birds. 
 

MS 

D. Catalytic Role There was no detailed plan for project replication or spread 
throughout the region presented in the Project Document – which 
would have helped direct this project activity. This is not unusual 
for a GEF project. 
 
At mid-term, it is the Reviewer’s opinion that it is too early to 
evaluate the replication potential of the project, or how much 
replication is warranted. IAS are a context specific issue and 
specific approaches used in one location are not necessarily 
transferrable – at least not without adequate testing and thorough 
evaluation. Certainly, lessons learned from the project should be 
communicated widely, and applied internally as well.  
 
The approaches used for eradication of vertebrate IAS are likely to 
be of particular interest to other islands throughout the world and 
would ideally be summarized and reported with the help of partner 
organisations, such as Island Conservation and the New Zealand 
Department of Conservation. 
 
Project participants are encouraged to continue raising awareness 
of the project and transmitting lessons learned as they become 
available through conferences, workshops, and symposia (at 
nation, regional, and global levels), as well as publishing in 
popular press and peer-reviewed literature.  
 
The Reviewer would like to see the project leads proactively 
explore and learn from other island- and region-based work on 
IAS.  
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
MS 

E. Assessment 
Monitoring and 
Evaluation  
(overall rating) 
Sub criteria (below) 

. 

 

E. 1. M&E Design Monitoring and evaluation (M&E) are addressed in Section 6 of 
the Project Document, as well as under project Component 5. 
Deliverables include the inception workshop, mid-term and 
terminal evaluations, and annual audits completed in a timely 
manner with no significant concerns. 
 
Appendix 7 of the Project Document serves as the project’s M&E 
Plan. It includes targets, responsibilities, timelines, and budget 
information. 
 
The UNEP Task Manager is typically identified as the lead for one 
or more Project Implementation Reviews (PIRs) to take place over 
the course of the project. 

S 

E. 2. M&E Plan The SPREP Project Coordinator notes frustration with the process S 
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Criterion Evaluator’s Summary Comments 
Evaluator’s 
Rating 

Implementation (use 
for adaptive 
management)  

of obtaining reports from the NPCs in a timely and quality manner, 
while some of the NPCs note that they feel ‘pressured’ rather than 
‘supported’ to achieve project outcomes. This situation is likely to 
improve with further attention to capacity building. Use of on-line 
project management tools (e.g., BaseCamp) could also greatly 
improve communication, consultation, and reporting among 
project participants.  
 
The SPREP Project Coordinator also notes limited time capacity to 
attend to the needs of all of the countries involved in this and 
another GEF Project (IIB). There is a need to improve the 
efficiency of staff support to both of these projects.  
 
Implementation capacity might also be increased by further efforts 
to engage the NPCs with the regional IAS organizations. PILN, for 
example, could provide Project updates in its newsletter that 
highlight project achievements, as well as project needs for 
technical assistance, equipment, etc. 
 
The one Project Implementation Reviews (PIR) read by the 
Reviewer (for 1 July 2012 to 30 June 2013) is comprehensive and 
informative with an even assessment of the situation. On the 
whole, the ratings given appeared justified.  
 
The Reviewer feels that, in general, the project has the technical 
expertise available to the project (both internally and externally) to 
monitor progress and achieve adaptive management in a timely 
manner.  

E. 3. Budgeting and 
Funding for M&E 
activities 

The Reviewer has not been given any reason to believe that M & E 
funds have been insufficient thus far. 
 

S 

E. 4. Long-term 
monitoring Long-term monitoring is not set out in the Monitoring and 

Evaluation Plan, nor the Sustainability section of the Project 
Document. This is not unusual for a GEF project, and should be 
included in a well-targeted sustainability plan 

 

MU 

F. Preparation and 
readiness 

Preparation and readiness for this particular project need to be 
considered in the context of issues broader than this particular 
project; a list of topics is provided. 
 
For the most part, leadership capacity seems to be Satisfactory for 
the project at this time, despite a slow staffing process, staff 
turnover, and staff illnesses. As noted previously, the Reviewer 
recommends further capacity building in project management and 
technical skill development. Two additional issues need to be 
addressed for fully: 
 

3. Multiple interviewees felt that EA coordination needs to 
be more explicitly supportive and less ‘pressure-oriented.’  

4. Per the points made in Section C of this document, 
establishing targeted, high-ranking and fully functional 
IAS councils/committees is paramount to the long-term 
capacity of the participating countries to implement 
effective IAS programmes. 

 

MS 



 

64 
 

Criterion Evaluator’s Summary Comments 
Evaluator’s 
Rating 

This GEF project is rather ambitious given its context, timeframe, 
and budget. The Reviewer is concerned that the participants are 
spread too thin and that people at all levels of the project report 
being overloaded and under stress. This situation is likely to end 
up producing numerous outputs with questionable effectiveness on 
IAS. It is in the best interest of the project to determine how to 
better support the project staff and partners and to consider 
refocusing some of its efforts to do fewer activities in fewer 
countries with a greater capacity for impact.  

G. Country ownership / 
drivenness 

Achieving high-level political commitment to the Project needs to 
be a priority for the EA and NPCs; long-term success of this 
Project is largely in the hands of the national governments. At this 
time, IAS is increasing as a policy priority in the governments that 
have been producing NISSAPs and that have formed functioning 
IAS councils. However, some countries do not seem to have 
substantial political backing. There is a need to make country 
ownership/drive a higher priority for the project overall. A list of 
recommended actions is provided. 
 
The good news is that highly dedicated individuals are engaged at 
all levels of the project and project partners have expressed an 
interest and willingness to get more involved. Substantial 
opportunities to broaden ownership and leadership exist, but there 
is a need to capitalise on these valuable resources. 
 

MS 

H. Stakeholders 
involvement 

The Project Document includes a section (2.4) called, Institutional, 
Sectoral and Policy Context (p. 21), as well as (2.5) called, 
Stakeholder Mapping and Analysis (p.53). These sections provide 
brief reference to the role of major stakeholders by country, with a 
major focus on the lead government institutions. No thorough 
stakeholder ‘analysis’ is included. There is a paucity of 
information on relevant academic institutions, private sector 
entities, the scientific and technical initiatives operating in the 
Pacific (e.g., PILN, PII), or global networks that can support the 
project (e.g., ISSG). The Project Document also provides a short 
section (5) entitled, Stakeholder Participation (p.72).  This section 
again focuses on the participating governments, rather than 
offering the broadest possible view on ‘stakeholders.’ 
 
The Project Outputs list explicitly includes ‘maximize community 
involvement…’ in the Project. Some countries (Annex 6 & 7) 
report reaching out to and engaging local communities, but most 
do not emphasize this as a primary objective of their work. 
Multiple interviewees requested training in communication, social 
marketing and citizen science projects so as be more effective in 
working with local communities. 
 
Trade, travel, and transport are drivers in biological invasion and 
closely tied to private sector operations. None of the countries 
have reported projects to explicitly reach out to and work with the 
private sector. This should be a key component in future GEF 
projects. 
 
The Reviewer would like to see the project team undertake an 
assessment of capacity desires/needs, institutions that could help 
meet these needs, and strategies/timelines for engaging these 
institutions. It will likely prove useful to include an up-to-date, 
more broadly reaching Stakeholder Mapping and Analysis in a 

MU 
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Criterion Evaluator’s Summary Comments 
Evaluator’s 
Rating 

future GEF proposal. 
I. Financial planning A summary of Project financial status is included in two tables in 

Annex 4. 
 
GEF Trust Fund is $3,031,818 (43.2%) and co-financing is 
anticipated at the level of $1,090,000 (15.5%), with in-kind 
contributions valued at $2,889,072 (41.2%) The total project cost 
is thus valued at $7,010,890 (100%). 
 
At mid-term the overall Project budget is underspent: $852,311 
actual expenditure/$1,204,300 estimated cost (revision from 
$1,908,000 approved by UNEP in November 2013). This is largely 
a reflection of the late Project start in multiple countries. It also 
reflects the fact that the EA has not yet spent funds that are 
typically applied in the first half of Project activity, namely those 
associated with the training budget and consultancy assistance 
(i.e., capacity building funds). Some of the activities in the Project 
Some NPCs note the need for fundraising assistance from the EA. 
 
The Project is thus far acquiring cash and in-kind co-financing and 
leveraging additional funds in keeping with the Project Document 
goals for the participating governments. Co-financing is on track 
for mid-term: $1,123,289 actual toward $1,708,534 anticipated. 
The EA indicates that they have contributed more than six-times 
in-kind support at mid-term: $398,672 contributed, $60,000 
anticipated. Governments, however, have not yet met a third their 
anticipated in-kind contributions: $443,617 contributed, 
$1,376,034. Although the IA did not originally envision in-kind 
contributions, the UNEP Task Manager has been providing 
substantial support to the project in order to help with human 
capacity building ($51,000). 
 
 
An audit prepared on 28 June 2013 by Betham&Co found no 
issues of concern. 

S 

J. Implementation 
approach 

The Project Document includes a brief sections entitled 
“Institutional Framework and Implementation Arrangements” (p. 
72) and “Monitoring and Evaluation Plan” (p. 72). It does not 
include a single section explicitly focused on the “implementation 
approach.” This is not unusual for a GEF project. 
 
The project implementation mechanisms outlined in the Project 
Document are: 
 

 SPREP serves at the Executing Agency (EA) and is 
responsible for project implementation in accordance 
with the goal/objectives/activities outlined in the Project 
Document.  SPREP is to cooperate with UNEP (the 
Implementing Agency) in such a manner that enables 
UNEP to fulfil its obligations to the GEF 
 

 A Project Support Unit (PSU) is to establishing reporting 
guidelines and ensure quality reporting, prepare biannual 
progress reports for UNEP, carry out site visits, and 
schedule regular stakeholder meetings to be hosted by 
participating countries on a rotation basis (Reviewer note: 
it is not apparent that the latter activity is being 
undertaken) 

S 



 

66 
 

Criterion Evaluator’s Summary Comments 
Evaluator’s 
Rating 

 
 Each country is to appoint or assign a National Project 

Coordinator (NPC; or national IAS coordinator) based 
within the national executing agencies, and this person is 
to ensure that national project activities are being 
effectively implemented (Reviewer note: as stated 
previously in the Review, the Project has been challenged 
by late hiring of NPCs, turnover of NPCs, and NPC 
illness) 

 
According to the Project Document, project supervision is to take 
an adaptive management approach. This is to happen through 
reporting to the UNEP Task Manager and subsequent project 
revision based on the Task Manager’s direction. 
 
Interviewees expressed appreciation for the leadership being 
provided by SPREP and UNEP (Annex 7). However, they also 
indicate that they would greatly appreciate: 
 

 A relationship more focused on ‘support’ rather than 
‘pressure to meet reporting deadlines;’ 

 Capacity building to meet managerial and technical 
requirements; 

 Networking with regional IAS organizations and potential 
project partners; and 

 Assistance with fundraising to meet near- and long-term 
project objectives. 

 
K. UNEP Supervision 
and backstopping  

UNEP, as the Implementing Agency, is responsible for oversight 
of the project.  
 
Information collected during the Evaluation indicated that the 
UNEP Task Manager has played an important oversight role 
during project implementation (Annex 8), and a larger role than 
originally envisioned (including in-kind contributions of time 
amounting to more than $50,000. 
 
The Task Manager led a PIR for the period of 1 July 2012 to 30 
June 2013. The PIR is comprehensive and informative, with an 
even assessment of the situation. On the whole, the ratings given 
appeared justified. Some ratings are lower than those given in this 
Review due a lack of accomplishment in activities that are now 
underway or completed.  

HS 
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7. Annexes 
 

Annex 1: Evaluation Terms of Reference 
 

TERMS OF REFERENCE 
 

Mid-term Review of the three Projects: Phoenix Islands Protected Area (PIPA); Pacific Invasive Alien 
Species (PIAS) and Integrated Island Biodiversity (IIB) – implementing the Biodiversity Programme of 

Work (GEF Pacific Alliance for Sustainability programme) 
 

Contents: 
1. Projects Background and overview 
2. Terms of Reference for the Evaluations (applicable to all three projects)  
3. Annex 1: MTR report format and content outline 
4. Annex 2 : Evaluation Ratings 
5. Annex 3: Project costs and co-financing tables 
6. Annex 4: Quality assessment of the evaluation report 
7. Annex 5: Documentation list for the evaluation 
8. Annex 6: Introduction to Theory of Change / Impact pathways, the ROt I Method and the ROtI Results 

Score sheet 
9. Annex 7: PIPA project summary 
10. Annex 8: PIAS project summary 
11. Annex 9: IIB project summary 

 
Background and Overview 
The GEF PAS programme was originally planned so that all projects in it would be coordinated by a single 
“secretariat”.  However, the GEF 4 trenchant of funding did not provide for this as it turned out.  
Notwithstanding this UNEP has attempted to build in some integration between its GEF PAS Biodiversity 
projects including the three which are the subject of this Mid Term Review and the Micronesia Challenge (being 
reviewed separately because it started significantly earlier than the others).  Practical steps to achieve this include 
using the same Executing Agency for two projects (Secretariat for the Pacific Regional Environment 
Programme) and benefitting from its allied networks and projects/staff.  In turn the UNEP office for the Pacific is 
located in SPREP in Apia, Samoa with obvious benefits.  The PIPA and Kiribati also has close connections with 
SPREP and the IAS project which is also supported by the SPREP IAS Advisor and his programme.  Similarly, 
the IIB project receives significant support by SPREP’s Terrestrial Ecosystems Manager officer and his 
programme.  Others in SPREP support the projects with capacity development and out-reach activities.  Hence to 
some extent the integration originally conceived in the GEF PAS in 2006 when initial discussions were held have 
been retained in the delivery of these projects to the Pacific.  This rationale has also driven the idea of conducting 
the MTR’s in a single exercise lead by one consultant so that the integration components of the project may be 
identified and included in the review process.  It is anticipated that the MTR will provide an evaluation of each 
project separately and advice on improving their performance as well as how better to achieve more integration. 
 
In the interests of keeping the document to a manageable size detailed descriptions of the three projects are not 
provided as usually is the case.  Instead summaries have been added but the reader is recommended to consult 
the relevant project documents which are available from the GEF website (www.thegef.org) or Greg Sherley 
(greg.sherley@undp.org in preference or greg.sherley@unep.org).     
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TERMS OF REFERENCE FOR THE EVALUATIONS 

A. Objective and Scope of the Evaluation 

1. In line with the UNEP Evaluation Policy19 and the UNEP Evaluation Manual20 Mid-term Review (MTR) of 
the three Projects “Phoenix Islands Protected Area, Pacific Invasive Alien Species and Integrated Island 
Biodiversity Conservation – implementing the Biodiversity Programme of Work” is undertaken 
approximately half way through project implementation to analyze whether the project is on-track, what 
problems or challenges the project is encountering, and what corrective actions are required. The MTR will 
assess project performance to date (in terms of relevance, effectiveness and efficiency), and determine the 
likelihood of the project achieving its intended outcomes and impacts, including their sustainability.  

2. The MTR has two primary purposes: (i) to provide evidence of results to date and of the likelihood of 
outcomes and impact in the future, to meet accountability requirements, and (ii) to identify the challenges 
and risks to achievement of the project objectives and to derive corrective actions needed for the project to 
achieve maximum impact and sustainability. In addition, the MTR is expected to promote learning, 
feedback, and knowledge sharing through results and lessons learned among UNEP, the GEF and the project 
partners. It will focus on the following sets of key questions, which may be expanded by the consultants as 
deemed appropriate: 

(a) Is the project on track to realistically achieve its intended outputs and objectives within the time 
and budget remaining?  

(b) Are the three sustainable finance mechanisms which make up the MC Endowment Trust Fund 
likely to deliver as expected? 

(c) Is the project on track to deliver as described in the Pro Doc?  

B. Overall Approach and Methods 

3. The MTR of the three Projects will be conducted by an independent consultant under the overall 
responsibility and management of the UNEP DEPI Task Manager (Apia, Samoa) in consultation with the 
UNEP Evaluation Office (Nairobi) and the GEF Coordination Office (Nairobi).  The Reviewer will liaise 
with the UNEP Project Task Manager on any logistic and/or methodological issues to properly conduct the 
review in as independent a way as possible, given the circumstances and resources offered.   

4. The MTR will be an in-depth review using a participatory approach whereby key stakeholders are kept 
informed and consulted throughout the MTR process. Both quantitative and qualitative evaluation methods 
will be used to determine project achievements against the expected outputs, outcomes and impacts. 

5. The findings of the review will be based on the following: 

5.1. A desk review of project documents21 including, but not limited to: 

 Relevant background documentation, inter alia UNEP and GEF policies, strategies and 
programmes pertaining to BD conservation. 

 Project design documents and subsequent updates including Annual Work Plans and Budgets or 
equivalent, revisions to the logical framework and project financing; 

 Project reports such as progress and financial reports from MCT to UNEP; Project Management 
Group meeting minutes; annual Project Implementation Reviews and relevant correspondence; 

 Reviewer/Review Team to develop a standard checklist to keep review consistent across 
countries. 

                                                            
19  http://www.unep.org/eou/StandardsPolicyandPractices/UNEPEvaluationPolicy/tabid/3050/language/en-US/Default.aspx 
20  http://www.unep.org/eou/StandardsPolicyandPractices/UNEPEvaluationManual/tabid/2314/language/en-US/Default.aspx 
21  Documents to be provided by the UNEP and the Executing Agencies are listed in Annex 5. 
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 The Reviewer/Review team/Review team shall determine whether to seek additional information 
and opinions from representatives of donor agencies and other organisations. As appropriate, 
these interviews could be combined with an email questionnaire. 

 
5.2. Interviews22 with: 

 PIPA: Tarawa Kiribati - Mr Tukabu Teroroko, Mr Tata Teitiaua, Mr Betarim Rimon, Mr 
Manikaoti Timeon, Dr Teuea Tuatu (PIPA Trust Office, Tarawa); Boston Massachusetts (New 
England Aquarium) – Ms Regen Jamieson; Auckland New Zealand (Conservation International) 
– Ms Sue Taei; Samoa – Mr Schannel van Dijken (Conservation International) and Dr Greg 
Sherley (UNEP); Invasive Alien Species sub-project Mr Keebwa (MELAD) 

 PIAS: Samoa – Ms Easter Galuvao, Mr David Moverly, Dr Gianluca Serra (SPREP), Dr Greg 
Sherley (UNEP); country project managers (to be advised)  

 IIB: Samoa – as above for the IAS project (colleagues in Ministry of Environment and Natural 
Resources, especially Mr Albert Peters) 

 
5.3. Country visits.  Two missions are envisaged (noting that, given the large distances involved 

and potentially large number of countries and people to see, some variation may have to be 
negotiated with the TM).  There may be some budget constraints which could limit the 
missions described below.  However, there will be some cost cutting measures possible which 
can be negotiated (routes, timing, etc). 

5.4. Mission 1: To be carried out as soon as possible at the beginning of the contract period.  One 
project country visit is anticipated which is to Tarawa Kiribati to meet and discuss the PIPA 
project with project management staff based there (see 5.2 above).  The consultant will also visit 
Samoa to interview SPREP, Conservation International and UNEP staff.  The Kiribati visit may 
also be arranged via Samoa and Fiji so it is expected that these visits will form parts of the same 
mission.  Note – since Samoa is one of the ten countries in the IAS project – this country manager 
may also be interviewed in Samoa if required.  Some field visits to projects may also be possible in 
Samoa (IAS project).  Exact details of this and the second mission to be negotiated with the TM. 

5.5. Mission 2: To be carried out about two thirds during the period of the contract.  Second project 
country visit to Tonga via Samoa (probably routed through Honolulu) and Auckland New Zealand, 
returning to the USA from Auckland.  Including a stopover in Samoa and Auckland to interview 
again (Samoa) colleagues (as above) and in the case of Auckland the Director of Conservation 
International’s Pacific Programme if available (the Director, Ms Sue Taei is based in Auckland). 

 

C. Key Evaluation principles 

6. Review findings and judgements should be based on sound evidence and analysis, clearly documented in 
the MTR report separately for the three projects. Information will be triangulated (i.e. verified from different 
sources) to the extent possible, and when verification was not possible, the single source will be 
mentioned23. Analysis leading to evaluative judgements should always be clearly spelled out.  

7. The review will assess the project with respect to a minimum set of review criteria grouped in four 
categories: (1) Attainment of objectives and planned results, which comprises the assessment of outputs 
achieved, relevance, effectiveness and efficiency and the review of outcomes towards impacts; (2) 
Sustainability and catalytic role, which focuses on financial, socio-political, institutional and ecological 
factors conditioning sustainability of project outcomes, and also assesses efforts and achievements in terms 
of replication and up-scaling of project lessons and good practices; (3) Processes affecting attainment of 
project results, which covers project preparation and readiness, implementation approach and management, 
stakeholder participation and public awareness, country ownership/driven-ness, project finance, UNEP 
supervision and backstopping, and project monitoring and evaluation systems; and (4) Complementarity 
with UNEP strategies and programmes. The lead consultant can propose other review criteria as deemed 
appropriate. 

                                                            
22  Face-to-face or through any other appropriate means of communication 
23  Individuals should not be mentioned by name if anonymity needs to be preserved. 
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8. Ratings. All review criteria will be rated on a six-point scale. However, complementarity of the project with 
UNEP strategies and programmes is not rated. Annex 2 provides detailed guidance on how the different 
criteria should be rated and how ratings should be aggregated for the different review criterion categories. 

9. In attempting to attribute any outcomes and impacts to the project, the evaluators should consider the 
difference between what has happened with and what would have happened without the project. This 
implies that there should be consideration of the baseline conditions and trends in relation to the intended 
project outcomes and impacts. This also means that there should be plausible evidence to attribute such 
outcomes and impacts to the actions of the project. Sometimes, adequate information on baseline conditions 
and trends is lacking. In such cases this should be clearly highlighted by the evaluators, along with any 
simplifying assumptions that were taken to enable the evaluator to make informed judgements about project 
performance.  

10. Particular attention should be given to identifying implementation challenges and risks to achieving the 
expected project objectives and sustainability. Therefore, when reviewing progress to date, the “why?” 
question should be at front of the consultants’ minds all through the review exercise. This means that the 
consultants need to go beyond the assessment of “what” the project performance is to date, and make a 
serious effort to provide a deeper understanding of “why” the performance is as it is, i.e. of processes 
affecting attainment of project results (criteria under category 3 presented below). This should provide the 
basis for the corrective actions recommended by the MTR and the lessons that can be drawn from the 
project. In fact, the usefulness of the review will be determined to a large extent by the capacity of the 
consultants to explain “why things happened” as they happened and are likely to evolve in this or that 
direction, which goes well beyond the mere assessment of “where things stand” today.  

11. Scope of the review 
 

40.1  Assessment of project assumptions, objectives and design  
 
The review will examine the following: 

Project theory 

Assessment of the assumptions and of the theory of change (causal pathways) underpinning the project 
idea and design, including its coherence, internal and external validity. 

Project objectives and Logical Framework 

Analysis of the project Logical Framework and variations over time if any, including: 
 the links and causal relationships between inputs, activities, outputs, outcomes and impact (specific 

and development objectives); 
 relevance and appropriateness of indicators; 
 validity of assumptions and risks 
 existence of formal approvals to any modifications of the logical framework 

Project design 

Analysis of the project strategy and structure including: 
 approach and methodology; 
 time frame and resources; 
 institutional set-up; 
 management arrangements; 
 stakeholders and beneficiaries identification. 

 
40.2  Project Performance with respect to GEF Review Parameters  

A. Attainment of objectives and planned results (progress to date): 

The assessment of project results seeks to determine the extent to which the project objectives have 
been, or are expected to be achieved, and assess whether the project has led to any other positive or 
negative consequences. While assessing a project’s progress towards the intended outcomes / objectives 
as stated in the project document (PD), the review will also indicate if there were any changes to the 
outputs and performance indicators in the PD and whether those changes were approved. If the project 
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did not establish a baseline (initial conditions), the Reviewer/Review team should seek to estimate the 
baseline condition so that achievements and results can be properly established (or simplifying 
assumptions used). Outcomes are the likely or achieved short-term and medium-term effects of an 
intervention’s outputs. Examples of outcomes could include but are not restricted to stronger 
institutional capacities, higher public awareness (when leading to changes of behaviour), and 
transformed policy frameworks.  

 Effectiveness: Evaluate how, and to what extent, the stated project objectives will be met, 
taking into account the “achievement indicators” specified in the project document and 
logical framework.  

 Relevance: How and to what extent, will the stated  project’s actual or intended outcomes 
consistent with the focal areas/operational program strategies and country priorities? 
Ascertain the nature and significance of the contribution of the project outcomes to the 
wider GEF Biodiversity portfolio. 

 Efficiency: How and to what extent is the project cost-effective, is the cost-time versus 
outcomes comparable to similar projects, and is the project implementation on schedule 
or delayed?  Includes an assessment of outcomes achieved to date in relation to inputs, 
costs, and implementation times based on the following questions: Is the project cost–
effective? How does the cost-time vs. outcomes compare to other similar projects? Has 
the project implementation been delayed? Is it on track? 

 

B. Assessment of Sustainability of project outcomes: 

Sustainability is understood as the probability of continued long-term project-derived outcomes and 
impacts after the GEF project funding ends. The review will identify and assess the key conditions or 
factors that are likely to contribute or undermine the persistence of benefits after the project ends.  At 
mid-term, identification of any likely barriers to sustaining the intended outcomes of the project is 
especially important. Some of these factors might be outcomes of the project, e.g. stronger institutional 
capacities or better informed decision-making, legal frameworks, socio-economics incentives or public 
awareness.  
 
Other factors will include contextual circumstances or developments that are not outcomes of the 
project but that are relevant to the sustainability of outcomes. The review should ascertain to what 
extent follow-up work has been initiated and how project outcomes will be sustained and enhanced over 
time. In this case, sustainability will be linked to the likelihood of continued use and influence of best 
practices promoted by the project to plan and manage aquatic resources and ecosystems on a sustainable 
basis.  

 
Four aspects of sustainability should be addressed: financial, socio-political, institutional frameworks 
and governance, and environmental.  The following questions provide guidance on the assessment of 
these aspects: 

 Financial resources. To what extent are the outcomes of the project dependent on 
continued financial support? What is the likelihood that any required financial 
resources will be available to sustain the project outcomes/benefits once the GEF 
assistance ends (resources can be from multiple sources, such as the public and 
private sectors, income generating activities, and market trends that support the 
project’s objectives)?  

 Socio-political. To what extent are the outcomes of the project dependent on socio-
political factors? What is the likelihood that the level of stakeholder ownership will 
allow for the project outcomes/benefits to be sustained? Is there sufficient public / 
stakeholder awareness in support of the long term objectives of the project?  

 Institutional framework and governance. To what extent are the outcomes of the 
project dependent on issues relating to institutional frameworks and governance? 
What is the likelihood that institutional and technical achievements, legal frameworks, 
policies and governance structures and processes will allow for, the project 
outcomes/benefits to be sustained? While responding to these questions consider if 
the required systems for accountability and transparency and the required technical 
know-how are in place.   

 Environmental. Are there any environmental risks that can undermine the future flow 
of project environmental benefits?  
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C. Achievement of outputs and activities: 
 Delivered outputs: Assessment of the project’s success in producing each of the programmed 

outputs to date, both in quantity and quality as well as usefulness and timeliness.   
 Assess the soundness and effectiveness of the methodologies used for developing the technical 

documents and related management options in the participating countries. 
 Assess to what extent the designed demonstrations have the weight of scientific authority / 

credibility, necessary to influence policy and decision-makers, particularly at the national level and 
suggest any possible improvements. 

D. Catalytic Role and Replication 
The mid-term review will also describe any catalytic or replication effect of the project. What examples are 
there of replication and catalytic outcomes which suggest increased likelihood of sustainability? Replication 
approach, in the context of GEF projects, is defined as lessons and experiences coming out of the project 
that are replicated or scaled up in the design and implementation of other projects. Replication can have two 
aspects, replication proper (lessons and experiences are replicated in different geographic area) or scaling up 
(lessons and experiences are replicated within the same geographic area but funded by other sources).   
 
If no effects are identified, the review will describe the catalytic or replication actions that the project carried 
out, or possible strategies for this purpose.  

E. Assessment of Monitoring and Evaluation Systems: 

 M&E design. Does the project have a sound M&E plan to monitor results and track progress towards 
achieving project objectives? The Mid-term Review will assess whether the project met the minimum 
requirements for project design of M&E and the application of the Project M&E plan (Minimum 
requirements are specified in Annex 2). The review shall include an assessment of the quality, 
application and effectiveness of project monitoring and review plans and tools, including an assessment 
of risk management based on the assumptions and risks identified in the project document. The M&E 
plan should include a baseline (including data, methodology, etc.), SMART (see Annex 2) indicators 
and data analysis systems, and review studies at specific times to assess results. The time frame for 
various M&E activities and standards for outputs should have been specified based on results based 
management principles. 

 M&E plan implementation. Is an M&E system in place and does it facilitate tracking of results and 
progress towards projects objectives throughout the project implementation period. Are Annual project 
reports complete, accurate and with well justified ratings? Is the information provided by the M&E 
system used to improve project performance and to adapt to changing needs? Does the project have an 
M&E system in place with proper training for parties responsible for M&E activities to ensure data will 
continue to be collected and used after project closure?  

 Budgeting and Funding for M&E activities. Were adequate budget provisions for M&E made and are 
such resources made available in a timely fashion during implementation?  

 Long-term Monitoring. Is long-term monitoring envisaged as an outcome of the project? If so, 
comment specifically on the relevance of such monitoring systems to sustaining project outcomes and 
how the monitoring effort will be sustained.  

F. Preparation and Readiness 

G. Are the project’s objectives and components clear, practicable and feasible within its timeframe? Were the 
capacities of executing institution and counterparts properly considered when the project was designed?  
Were lessons from other relevant projects properly incorporated in the project design? Were the partnership 
arrangements properly identified and the roles and responsibilities negotiated prior to project 
implementation? Did the long gestation phase for the project’s preparation affect those involved in this 
timeline, particularly turnover in staff? Were counterpart resources (funding, staff, and facilities), enabling 
legislation, and adequate project management arrangements in place?  Country ownership / driveness: 
This is the relevance of the project to national development and environmental agendas, recipient country 
commitment, and regional and international agreements. Examples of possible evaluative questions include: 
Was the project design in-line with the national sectoral and development priorities and plans? Are project 
outcomes contributing to national development priorities and plans? Were the relevant country 
representatives, from government and civil society, involved in the project design?  Are the relevant country 
representatives, from government and civil society, involved in the project implementation? Is the recipient 
government maintaining its financial commitment to the project?  How are the interests of five countries 
managed at the regional level?  How are change and evolution of national priorities managed? 
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H. Stakeholder participation / public awareness: 
Does the project involve the relevant stakeholders through information sharing, consultation and by seeking 
their participation in project’s design, implementation, and monitoring and evaluation? For example, does 
the project implement appropriate outreach and public awareness campaigns? Does the project consult and 
make use of the skills, experience and knowledge of the appropriate government entities, NGOs, community 
groups, private sector, local governments and academic institutions in the design, implementation and 
evaluation of project activities? Are perspectives of those that would be affected by decisions, those that 
could affect the outcomes and those that could contribute information or other resources to the process taken 
into account while taking decisions? Are the relevant vulnerable groups, the supporters and the opponents, 
of the processes properly involved? Specifically the review will: 
 

 Assess the mechanisms put in place by the project for identification and engagement 
of stakeholders in each participating country and establish, in consultation with the stakeholders, 
whether this mechanism was successful, and identify its strengths and weaknesses.  

 Assess the degree and effectiveness of collaboration/interactions between the various 
project partners and institutions during the course of implementation of the project. 

 Assess the degree and effectiveness of any various public awareness activities that 
have been undertaken during the course of implementation of the project thus far. 

40.3  Financial Planning  
Does the project have the appropriate financial controls, including reporting and planning, that allowed 
management to make informed decisions regarding the budget and allow for timely flow of funds. 
Specifically, the review should: 
 
 Assess the strength and utility of financial controls, including reporting, and planning to allow the 

project management to make informed decisions regarding the budget and allow for a proper and 
timely flow of funds for the payment of satisfactory project deliverables throughout the project’s 
lifetime. 

 Present the major findings from the financial audit if one has been conducted.  
 Did promised co-financing materialize thus far? Identify and verify the sources of co- financing as well 

as leveraged and associated financing (in co-operation with the IA and EA). 
 Assess whether the project has applied appropriate standards of due diligence in the management of 

funds and financial audits. 

The review should also include a breakdown of actual expenditures of GEF and co-financing for the project 
to date prepared in consultation with the relevant UNEP Fund Management Officer (table attached in 
Annex 3) 

41 Implementation approach: 
This includes an analysis of the project’s management framework, adaptation to changing conditions 
(adaptive management), partnerships in implementation arrangements, changes in project design, and overall 
project management. The review will: 

 Ascertain to what extent the project implementation mechanisms outlined in the project document 
have been closely followed. In particular, assess the role of the various committees established and 
whether the project document was clear and realistic to enable effective and efficient 
implementation, whether the project was executed according to the plan and how well the 
management was able to adapt to changes during the life of the project to enable the 
implementation of the project.  

 Evaluate the effectiveness and efficiency and adaptability of project management and the 
supervision of project activities / project execution arrangements at all levels.  

 Assess whether the logical framework was used during implementation as a management tool and 
whether feedback from M&E activities more broadly was used for adaptive management. 

42 UNEP Supervision and Backstopping 
 Assess the effectiveness of supervision and administrative and financial support provided by 

UNEP. Did they identify problems in a timely fashion and accurately estimate the seriousness? Did 
they provide quality support and advice to the project, approve modifications in time and 
restructure the project when needed? Did they provide the right staffing levels, continuity, skill 
mix, frequency 

 Identify administrative, operational and/or technical problems and constraints that influenced the 
effective implementation of the project. 
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The ratings will be presented in the form of a table. Each of the eleven categories should be rated separately 
with brief justifications based on the findings of the main analysis. An overall rating for the project should also 
be given. The following rating system is to be applied: 

 HS = Highly Satisfactory 
 S  = Satisfactory 
 MS  = Moderately Satisfactory 
 MU  = Moderately Unsatisfactory 
 U  = Unsatisfactory 
 HU = Highly Unsatisfactory 
 
Wherever possible, the Reviewer/Review team will provide recommendations for improvement of project 
performance in each of the eleven categories above, so that the project could incorporate them into the 
implementation of the remaining duration of the project 

 
In addition, the Reviewer/Review team should prepare a draft ‘performance table’ for the project.  This table 
should specify, for each of the main objectives and outcomes in the project logical framework, levels of 
performance (and their means of assessment) using the six performance categories above (HS to HU). This 
performance table will be discussed and finalised during the next Project Steering Committee Meeting and will 
be used as a rubric for assessing project performance in the Terminal Evaluation of the project. An example is 
shown in Annex 4.  

43 Review report format and review procedures 
The report should be brief, to the point and easy to understand. It must explain the purpose of the review, exactly 
what was evaluated and the methods used.  The report must highlight any methodological limitations, identify 
key concerns and present evidence-based findings, consequent conclusions, recommendations and lessons. The 
report should provide information on when the review took place, the places visited, who was involved and be 
presented in a way that makes the information accessible and comprehensible. The report should include an 
executive summary that encapsulates the essence of the information contained in the report to facilitate clear 
managerial responses.   
 

The review will rate the overall implementation success of the project and provide individual ratings of 
the eleven implementation aspects as per Annex 5. The ratings will be presented in the format of a table with 

brief justifications based on the findings of the main analysis. 
 
Evidence, findings, conclusions and recommendations should be presented in a complete and balanced manner.  
Any dissident views in response to review findings will be appended in an annex. The review report shall be 
written in English, be of no more than 50 pages per project (hence no more than 150 pages excluding annexes), 
use numbered paragraphs and include: 
 

i) An executive summary (no more than 3 pages) providing a brief overview of the main 
conclusions and recommendations of the review; 

ii) Introduction and background giving a brief overview of the evaluated project, for example, 
the objective and status of activities, it’s relevance and project theory / intervention logic; 

iii) Scope, objective and methods presenting the review’s purpose, the review criteria used and 
questions to be addressed; 

iv) Project Performance and Impact providing factual evidence relevant to the questions asked 
by the Reviewer/Review team and interpretations of such evidence. This is the main 
substantive section of the report and should provide a commentary on all review aspects (A − 
K above). 

v) Conclusions and rating of project implementation success giving the Reviewer/Review 
team’s concluding assessments and ratings of the project against given review criteria and 
standards of performance. The conclusions should provide answers to questions about whether 
the project is considered good or bad, and whether the results are considered positive or 
negative; 

vi) Lessons learned presenting general conclusions from the standpoint of the design and 
implementation of the project, based on good practices and successes or problems and 
mistakes. Lessons should have the potential for wider application and use. All lessons should 
‘stand alone’ and should: 

 Specify the context from which they are derived  
 State or imply some prescriptive action;  
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 Specify the contexts in which they may be applied (if possible who when and 
where) 

vii) Recommendations. High quality recommendations should be actionable proposals that are: 
 Implementable within the timeframe and resources available 
 Commensurate with the available capacities of project team and partners 
 Specific in terms of who would do what and when 
 Contain results-based language (i.e. a measurable performance target) 
 2-3 suggestions regarding actions to support expansion to the other Caribbean 

countries and territories Include a trade off analysis, when its implementation may 
require utilizing significant resources that would have otherwise been used for other 
project purposes. 

viii) Annexes include Terms of Reference, list of interviewees, documents reviewed, brief summary 
of the expertise of the Reviewer/Review team, a summary of co-finance information etc. 
Dissident views or management responses to the review findings may later be appended in an 
annex.   

 
Examples of UNEP GEF Mid-term Evaluation Reports are available at www.unep.org/eou 
 
44 Review of the Draft Mid-Term Review Report 
The Draft report shall be submitted to UNEP, Executing Agency staff and all other stakeholders can comment on 
the draft review report.  They may provide feedback on any errors of fact and may highlight the significance of 
such errors in any conclusions.  The consultation also seeks agreement on the findings and recommendations.  
The UNEP Project Task Manager will collate the review comments and provide them to the Reviewer/Review 
team for consideration in preparing the final version of the report.  A reasonable time-frame will be assigned by 
the TM on the above past which the comment phase will be complete and the report returned to the consultant 
for any changes warranted. 
 
Submission of Report. 
The final report shall be written in English and submitted in electronic form in MS Word format and should be 
sent directly to: 
  
  Maryam Niamir-Fuller 
  Director 
  UNEP GEF Coordination Office 
  P.O. Box 30552-00100 
  Nairobi, Kenya 
  Tel: + 254-20-7624686 
  Email: maryam.niamir-fuller@unep.org 
 
Mohamed Sessay 
  Email : mohamed.sessay@unep.org 

 
Greg Sherley 
Regional Focal Point and Task Manager 
UNEP 
Private Mail Bag  
Apia 
Samoa 
Tel: +685-7505346; +685 21929 
Email:  greg.sherley@undp.org 

 
The final Mid-Term Review report will be considered as an ‘internal document’ with the circulation of the report 
to be determined by UNEP management. 
 
45 Resources and schedule of the review 

 
These Mid-Term Reviews will be undertaken by an international Reviewer contracted by the UNEP.  The 
contract for the Reviewer will begin on January 6th 2014 and end at least by 31 May 2014  (90 working days) 
spread over 5 months  The Reviewer will submit a draft report no later than 14 April 2014 to UNEP.  Any 
comments or responses to the draft report will be sent to UNEP for collation and the Reviewer will be advised of 
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any necessary revisions. Comments to the final draft report will be sent to the Reviewer by 7 May 2014 after 
which, the Reviewer team will submit the final report no later than 31 May 2014.  Note – early deadlines than 
these are welcomed if possible.   

The Reviewer will have an initial Skype briefing with UNEP, then proceed with other interviews.   
 
The Reviewer should be an international expert in environmental science with expertise in the field of 
sustainable funding for biodiversity and ecosystem conservation. Fluency in oral and written English is essential.  
The Reviewer will work under the overall supervision of the Task Manager, UNEP. 

46. Schedule Of Payment 

46.1 The consultant will be hired under an individual Special Service Agreement (SSA). The fee will be 
estimated as a lump sum, inclusive of all expenses such as travel, accommodation and incidental 
expenses.  

46.2 The Consultant will receive an initial payment of 40% upon signature of the contract.  

46.3 The Consultant will receive 40% of the honorarium portion of his/her fee upon acceptance of a draft 
report deemed complete and of acceptable quality by the TM and EO. The remainder will be paid upon 
satisfactory completion of the work. 

46.4 In case the consultant is not able to provide the deliverables in accordance with these TORs, in line with 
the expected quality standards by the UNEP, payment may be withheld by UNEP at the discretion of 
the UNEP Task Manager until the consultant has improved the deliverables to meet UNEP’s quality 
standards.  

46.5 If the consultant fails to submit a satisfactory final product to UNEP in a timely manner, i.e. within one 
month after the end date of their contract, the UNEP Task Manager reserves the right to employ 
additional human resources to finalize the report, and to reduce the consultants’ fees by an amount 
equal to the additional costs borne by UNEP to bring the report up to standard.  

 

 



 

 

TOR ANNEX 1: MTR REPORT FORMAT AND CONTENT OUTLINE 

 
Project Identification Table An updated version of the table in I.A. of these TORs 

Executive Summary Overview of the main findings, conclusions and recommendations of the evaluation. It should encapsulate 
the essence of the information contained in the report to facilitate dissemination and distillation of lessons. 
The main points for each evaluation parameter should be presented here (with a summary ratings table), as 
well as the most important lessons and recommendations. Maximum 4 pages. 

I. Evaluation Background  

A. Context A. Overview of the broader institutional and country context, in relation to the project’s objectives.  

B. The Project 

 

B. Presentation of the project: rationale, objectives, components, intervention areas and target groups, 
milestones in design, implementation and completion, implementation arrangements and main partners, 
financing (amounts and sources), modifications to design before or during implementation. 

C. Evaluation objectives, scope and methodology C. Presentation of the evaluation’s purpose, evaluation criteria and key questions, evaluation timeframe, data 
collection and analysis instruments used, places visited, types of stakeholders interviewed, and limitations of 
the evaluation. 

II. Project Performance and Impact 

A. Attainment of objectives and planned results 

B. Sustainability and catalytic role 

C. Processes affecting attainment of project results 

D. Complementarity with UNEP, UNDP and UNIDO  
programmes and strategies 

 

This section is organized according to the 4 categories of evaluation criteria (see section D of these TORs) 
and provides factual evidence relevant to the questions asked and sound analysis and interpretations of such 
evidence. This is the main substantive section of the report. Ratings are provided at the end of the assessment 
of each evaluation criterion. 

III. Conclusions and Recommendations  

A. Conclusions This section should summarize the main findings of the evaluation, told in a logical sequence from cause to 
effect. It is suggested to start with the positive achievements and a short explanation why these could be 
achieved, and, then, to present the less successful aspects of the project with a short explanation why. The 
conclusions section should end with the overall assessment of the project. Findings should be cross-
referenced to the main text of the report (using the paragraph numbering). The overall ratings table should be 
inserted here (see Annex 2).  

B. Lessons Learned Lessons learned should be anchored in the main findings of the evaluation. In fact, no lessons should appear 
which are not based upon a conclusion of the evaluation. The number of lessons learned should be limited. 
Lessons learned are rooted in real project experiences, i.e. based on good practices and successes which 
could be replicated or derived from problems encountered and mistakes made which should be avoided in the 
future. Lessons learned must have the potential for wider application and use. Lessons should briefly describe 
the context from which they are derived and specify the contexts in which they may be useful. 
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C. Recommendations As for the lessons learned, all recommendations should be anchored in the conclusions of the report, with 
proper cross-referencing, and their number should be limited to 5 or 6. Recommendations are actionable 
proposals on how to resolve concrete problems affecting the project or the sustainability of its results. They 
should be feasible to implement within the timeframe and resources available (including local capacities), 
specific in terms of who would do what and when, and set a measurable performance target. In some cases, it 
might be useful to propose options, and briefly analyze the pros and cons of each option. 

Annexes These may include additional material deemed relevant by the evaluator but must include:  

1. Evaluation TORs 

2. Evaluation program, containing the names of locations visited and the names (or functions) of people met  

3. Bibliography 

4. Summary co-finance information and a statement of project expenditure by activity (See annex of these 
TORs) 

5. Details of the project’s ‘impact pathways’ and the ‘ROtI’ analysis 

6. Technical working paper 

7. Brief CVs of the consultants  

 

TE reports will also include any formal response/ comments from the project management team and/ or the 
country focal point regarding the evaluation findings or conclusions as an annex to the report, however, such 
will be appended to the report by UNEP Evaluation Office.  
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TOR ANNEX 2. EVALUATION RATINGS 
 
The evaluation will provide individual ratings for the evaluation criteria described in section II.D. of these TORs. 
Some criteria contain sub-criteria which require separate ratings (i.e. sustainability and M&E). Furthermore, an 
aggregated rating will be provided for Relevance, effectiveness and efficiency under the category “Attainment of 
project objectives and results”.  

Most criteria will be rated on a six-point scale as follows: Highly Satisfactory (HS); Satisfactory (S); Moderately 
Satisfactory (MS); Moderately Unsatisfactory (MU); Unsatisfactory (U); Highly Unsatisfactory (HU). 
Sustainability is rated from Highly Likely (HL) down to Highly Unlikely (HU). 

In the conclusions section of the report, ratings will be presented together in a table, with a brief justification cross-
referenced to the findings in the main body of the report. Please note that the order of the evaluation criteria in the 
table will be slightly different from the order these are treated in the main report; this is to facilitate comparison 
and aggregation of ratings across GEF project evaluation reports. 

Criterion Summary Assessment Rating 
A. Attainment of project objectives and 
results 

 HS  HU 

1. Effectiveness  HS  HU 
2. Relevance  HS  HU 
3. Efficiency  HS  HU 
B. Sustainability of project outcomes  HL  HU 
1. Financial  HL  HU 
2. Socio-political  HL  HU 
3. Institutional framework  HL  HU 
4. Environmental  HL  HU 
C. Catalytic role  HS  HU 
D. Stakeholders involvement  HS  HU 
E. Country ownership / driven-ness  HS  HU 
F. Achievement of outputs and activities  HS  HU 
G. Preparation and readiness  HS  HU 
H. Implementation approach  HS  HU 
I. Financial planning and management  HS  HU 
J. Monitoring and Evaluation   HS  HU 
1. M&E Design  HS  HU 
2. M&E Plan Implementation   HS  HU 
3. Budgeting and funding for M&E activities  HS  HU 
K. UNEP and UNDP Supervision and 
backstopping  

 HS  HU 

1. UNEP  HS  HU 
2. UNDP  HS  HU 

 
Rating of Attainment of project objectives and results. A compound rating is given to the category based on the 
assessment of relevance, effectiveness and efficiency. This aggregated rating is not a simple average of the separate 
ratings given to the evaluation criteria, but an overall judgement by the consultants. Relevance and effectiveness, 
however, will be considered as critical criteria. This means that the aggregated rating for Attainment of objectives 
and results may not be higher than the lowest rating on either of these two criteria. 

Ratings on sustainability. According to the GEF Office of Evaluation, all the dimensions of sustainability are 
deemed critical. Therefore, the overall rating for sustainability will not be higher than the lowest rating on the 
separate dimensions.  

Ratings of monitoring and evaluation. The M&E system will be rated on M&E design, M&E plan 
implementation, and budgeting and funding for M&E activities (the latter sub-criterion is covered in the main 
report under M&E design) as follows: 

Highly Satisfactory (HS): There were no shortcomings in the project M&E system.  
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Satisfactory(S): There were minor shortcomings in the project M&E system.    

Moderately Satisfactory (MS): There were moderate shortcomings in the project M&E system.   

Moderately Unsatisfactory (MU): There were significant shortcomings in the project M&E system.  

Unsatisfactory (U): There were major shortcomings in the project M&E system.       

Highly Unsatisfactory (HU): The Project had no M&E system. 

 

M&E plan implementation will be considered critical for the overall assessment of the M&E system. Thus, the 
overall rating for M&E will not be higher than the rating on M&E plan implementation. 
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TOR ANNEX 3. PROJECT COSTS AND CO-FINANCING TABLES 

Project Costs 

Component/sub-component Estimated cost at design Actual Cost Expenditure ratio 
(actual/planned) 

    

 

Co-financing 

Co financing 
(Type/Source) 

IA own 
 Financing 
(mill US$) 

Government 
 

(mill US$) 

Other* 
 

(mill US$) 

Total 
 

(mill US$) 

Total 
Disbursed 
(mill US$) 

Planned Actual Planned Actual Planned Actual Planned Actual 
 Grants          
 Loans           
 Credits          
 Equity investments          
 In-kind support          
 Other (*) 
- 
- 
 

      
 

   

Totals 
         

 

* This refers to contributions mobilized for the project from other multilateral agencies, bilateral development cooperation agencies, NGOs, the private sector and beneficiaries. 
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TOR ANNEX 4. QUALITY ASSESSMENT OF THE EVALUATION REPORT 

All UNEP evaluation reports are subject to a quality assessment by the Evaluation Office. The quality assessment is 
used as a tool for providing structured feedback to the evaluation consultants. The quality of the draft evaluation report 
is assessed and rated against the following criteria:  

GEF Report Quality Criteria UNEP EO Assessment  Rating 
A. Did the report present an assessment of relevant outcomes and 
achievement of project objectives in the context of the focal area 
program indicators if applicable?  

  

B. Was the report consistent and the evidence complete and 
convincing and were the ratings substantiated when used?  

  

C. Did the report present a sound assessment of sustainability of 
outcomes?  

  

D. Were the lessons and recommendations supported by the 
evidence presented?  

  

E. Did the report include the actual project costs (total and per 
activity) and actual co-financing used?  

  

F. Did the report include an assessment of the quality of the project 
M&E system and its use for project management? 

  

UNEP additional Report Quality Criteria   
G. Quality of the lessons: Were lessons readily applicable in other 
contexts? Did they suggest prescriptive action? 

  

H. Quality of the recommendations: Did recommendations specify 
the actions necessary to correct existing conditions or improve 
operations (‘who?’ ‘what?’ ‘where?’ ‘when?)’. Can they be 
implemented? Did the recommendations specify a goal and an 
associated performance indicator? 

  

I. Was the report well written? 
(clear English language and grammar)  

  

J. Did the report structure follow EOU guidelines, were all requested 
Annexes included? 

  

K. Were all evaluation aspects specified in the TORs adequately 
addressed? 

  

L.  Was the report delivered in a timely manner   
 

Quality = (2*(0.3*(A + B) + 0.1*(C+D+E+F))+ 0.3*(G + H) + 0.1*(I+J+K+L))/3 
The Totals are rounded and converted to the scale of HS to HU 

 
Rating system for quality of Evaluation reports: A number rating between 1 and 6 is used for each criterion: Highly 
Satisfactory = 6, Satisfactory = 5, Moderately Satisfactory = 4, Moderately Unsatisfactory = 3, Unsatisfactory = 2, 
Highly Unsatisfactory = 1. 
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 TOR ANNEX 5. DOCUMENTATION LIST FOR THE EVALUATION (to be provided by the unep task manager and 
sprep and pipa [MELAD] project managers) 

 Project design documents 
 Relevant Correspondence related to project 
 Supervision mission reports 
 Steering Committee meeting documents, including agendas, meeting minutes, and any summary reports 
 Project progress reports, including financial reports submitted and annexes (including any project technical outputs 

and supporting documentation) 
 Cash advance requests documenting disbursements 
 Annual Project Implementation Reports (PIRs) 
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TOR ANNEX 6. INTRODUCTION TO THEORY OF CHANGE / IMPACT PATHWAYS, THE ROT I 
METHOD AND THE ROTI RESULTS SCORE SHEET 
 
Terminal evaluations of projects are conducted at, or shortly after, project completion. At this stage it is normally 
possible to assess the achievement of the project’s outputs. However, the possibilities for evaluation of the project’s 
outcomes are often more limited and the feasibility of assessing project impacts at this time is usually severely 
constrained. Full impacts often accrue only after considerable time-lags, and it is common for there to be a lack of long-
term baseline and monitoring information to aid their evaluation. Consequently, substantial resources are often needed 
to support the extensive primary field data collection required for assessing impact and there are concomitant practical 
difficulties because project resources are seldom available to support the assessment of such impacts when they have 
accrued – often several years after completion of activities and closure of the project. 

Despite these difficulties, it is possible to enhance the scope and depth of information available from Terminal 
Evaluations on the achievement of results through rigorous review of project progress along the pathways from 
outcome to impact. Such reviews identify the sequence of conditions and factors deemed necessary for project 
outcomes to yield impact and assess the current status of and future prospects for results. In evaluation literature these 
relationships can be variously described as ‘Theories of Change’, Impact ‘Pathways’, ‘Results Chains’, ‘Intervention 
logic’, and ‘Causal Pathways’ (to name only some!). 

Theory of Change (ToC) / impact pathways 

Figure 1 shows a generic impact pathway which links the standard elements of project logical frameworks in a 
graphical representation of causal linkages.  When specified with more detail, for example including the key users of 
outputs, the processes (the arrows) that lead to outcomes and with details of performance indicators, analysis of impact 
pathways can be invaluable as a tool for both project planning and evaluation. 

 
Figure 1. A generic results chain, which can also be termed an ‘Impact Pathway’ or Theory of Change. 

 
The pathways summarise casual relationships and help identify or clarify the assumptions in the intervention logic of 
the project. For example, in the Figure 2 below the eventual impact depends upon the behaviour of the farmers in using 
the new agricultural techniques they have learnt from the training. The project design for the intervention might be 
based on the upper pathway assuming that the farmers can now meet their needs from more efficient management of a 
given area therefore reducing the need for an expansion of cultivated area and ultimately reducing pressure on nearby 
forest habitat, whereas the evidence gathered in the evaluation may in some locations follow the lower of the two 
pathways; the improved faming methods offer the possibility for increased profits and create an incentive for farmers to 
cultivate more land resulting in clearance or degradation of the nearby forest habitat. 

Figure 2. An impact pathway / TOC for a training intervention intended to aid forest conservation. 

 

 
The GEF Evaluation Office has recently developed an approach that builds on the concepts of theory of change / causal 
chains / impact pathways. The method is known as Review of Outcomes to Impacts (ROtI)24 and has three distinct 
stages: 

                                                            
24 GEF Evaluation Office (2009). ROtI: Review of Outcomes to Impacts Practitioners Handbook.  
http://www.gefweb.org/uploadedFiles/Evaluation_Office/OPS4/Roti%20Practitioners%20Handbook%2015%20June%202009.pdf 
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a. Identifying the project’s intended impacts  

b. Review of the project’s logical framework  

c. Analysis and modelling of the project’s outcomes-impact pathways 

The identification of the projects intended impacts should be possible from the ‘objectives’ statements specified in 
the official project document. The next stage is to review the project’s logical framework to assess whether the design 
of the project is consistent with, and appropriate for, the delivery of the intended impact.  The method requires 
verification of the causal logic between the different hierarchical levels of the logical framework moving ‘backwards’ 
from impacts through outcomes to the outputs; the activities level is not formally considered in the ROtI method25. The 
aim of this stage is to develop an understanding of the causal logic of the project intervention and to identify the key 
‘impact pathways’.  In reality such process are often complex; they often involve multiple actors and decision-processes 
and are subject to time-lags, meaning that project impact often accrue long after the completion of project activities. 

The third stage involves analysis of the ‘impact pathways’ that link project outcomes to impacts. The pathways are 
analysed in terms of the ‘assumptions’ and ‘impact drivers’ that underpin the processes involved in the transformation 
of outcomes to impacts via intermediate states (see Figure 3). Project outcomes are the direct intended results 
stemming from the outputs, and they are likely to occur either towards the end of the project or in the short term 
following project completion. Intermediate states are the transitional conditions between the project’s immediate 
outcomes and the intended impact. They are necessary conditions for the achievement of the intended impacts and there 
may be more than one intermediate state between the immediate project outcome and the eventual impact.  

Impact drivers are defined as the significant factors that if present are expected to contribute to the realization of the 
intended impacts and can be influenced by the project / project partners & stakeholders.  Assumptions are the 
significant factors that if present are expected to contribute to the realization of the intended impacts but are largely 
beyond the control of the project / project partners & stakeholders. The impact drivers and assumptions are ordinarily 
considered in Terminal Evaluations when assessing the sustainability of the project. 

Since project logical frameworks do not often provide comprehensive information on the processes by which project 
outputs yield outcomes and eventually lead, via ‘intermediate states’ to impacts, the impact pathways need to be 
carefully examined and the following questions addressed: 

o Are there other causal pathways that would stem from the use of project outputs by other potential user 
groups? 

o Is (each) impact pathway complete? Are there any missing intermediate states between project outcomes 
and impacts? 

o Have the key impact drivers and assumptions been identified for each ‘step’ in the impact pathway. 

 

Figure 3. A schematic ‘impact pathway’ showing intermediate states, assumptions and impact drivers (adapted from 
GEF EO 2009). 

 

The process of identifying the impact pathways and specifying the impact drivers and assumptions can be done as a 
desk exercise by the evaluator or, preferably, as a group exercise, led by the evaluator with a cross-section of project 
stakeholders as part of an evaluation field mission or both. Ideally, the evaluator would have done a desk-based 
assessment of the project’s theory of change and then use this understanding to facilitate a group exercise. The group 

                                                            
25Evaluation of the efficiency and effectiveness in the use of resources to generate outputs is already a major focus within UNEP Terminal 
Evaluations. 
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exercise is best done through collective discussions to develop a visual model of the impact pathways using a card 
exercise. The component elements (outputs, outcomes, impact drivers, assumptions intended impacts etc.) of the impact 
pathways are written on individual cards and arranged and discussed as a group activity. Figure 4 below shows the 
suggested sequence of the group discussions needed to develop the ToC for the project. 

Figure 4. Suggested sequencing of group discussions (from GEF EO 2009) 

 

Once the theory of change model for the project is complete the evaluator can assess the design of the project 
intervention and collate evidence that will inform judgments on the extent and effectiveness of implementation, through 
the evaluation process. Performance judgments are made always noting that project contexts can change and that 
adaptive management is required during project implementation. 

The ROtI method requires ratings for outcomes achieved by the project and the progress made towards the 
‘intermediate states’ at the time of the evaluation. According the GEF guidance on the method; “The rating system is 
intended to recognize project preparation and conceptualization that considers its own assumptions, and that seeks to 
remove barriers to future scaling up and out. Projects that are a part of a long-term process need not at all be 
“penalized” for not achieving impacts in the lifetime of the project: the system recognizes projects’ forward thinking to 
eventual impacts, even if those impacts are eventually achieved by other partners and stakeholders, albeit with 
achievements based on present day, present project building blocks.” For example, a project receiving an “AA” rating 
appears likely to deliver impacts, while for a project receiving a “DD” this would seem unlikely, due to low 
achievement in outcomes and the limited likelihood of achieving the intermediate states needed for eventual impact (see 
Table 1). 

 

Table 1. Rating scale for outcomes and progress towards ‘intermediate states’ 

Outcome Rating Rating on progress toward Intermediate States 

D: The project’s intended outcomes were not 
delivered 

D: No measures taken to move towards intermediate 
states. 

C: The project’s intended outcomes were 
delivered, but were not designed to feed into a 
continuing process after project funding 

C: The measures designed to move towards intermediate 
states have started, but have not produced results. 

B: The project’s intended outcomes were 
delivered, and were designed to feed into a 
continuing process, but with no prior allocation 
of responsibilities after project funding 

B: The measures designed to move towards intermediate 
states have started and have produced results, which give 
no indication that they can progress towards the intended 
long term impact. 

A: The project’s intended outcomes were 
delivered, and were designed to feed into a 
continuing process, with specific allocation of 
responsibilities after project funding. 

A: The measures designed to move towards intermediate 
states have started and have produced results, which 
clearly indicate that they can progress towards the 
intended long term impact. 

Thus a project will end up with a two letter rating e.g. AB, CD, BB etc. In addition the rating is given a ‘+’ notation if 
there is evidence of impacts accruing within the life of the project. The possible rating permutations are then translated 
onto the usual six point rating scale used in all UNEP project evaluations in the following way. 

Table 2. Shows how the ratings for ‘achievement of outcomes’ and ‘progress towards intermediate states translate to 
ratings for the ‘Overall likelihood of impact achievement’ on a six point scale. 
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Highly  
Likely 

Likely Moderately 
Likely 

Moderately 
Unlikely 

Unlikely Highly 
Unlikely 

AA AB BA 
CA BB+ CB+ 
DA+ DB+ 

BB CB DA DB 
AC+ BC+ 

AC BC CC+ 
DC+ 

CC DC AD+ 
BD+ 

AD BD CD+ 
DD+ 

CD DD 

 

In addition, projects that achieve documented changes in environmental status during the project’s lifetime receive a 
positive impact rating, indicated by a “+”.  The overall likelihood of achieving impacts is shown in Table 11 below (a + 
score above moves the double letter rating up one space in the 6-point scale). 

The ROtI method provides a basis for comparisons across projects through application of a rating system that can 
indicate the expected impact. However it should be noted that whilst this will provide a relative scoring for all projects 
assessed, it does not imply that the results from projects can necessarily be aggregated.  Nevertheless, since the 
approach yields greater clarity in the ‘results metrics’ for a project, opportunities where aggregation of project results 
might be possible can more readily be identified. 

 
Results rating of 
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Outputs Outcomes Intermediary Impact (GEBs) 

1.   1.  1.   1.   
2.  2.  2.  2.  
3.  3.  3.  3.  
 Rating 

justification: 
 Rating 

justification:
 Rating 

justification:
  

        
 
Scoring Guidelines 
 
The achievement of Outputs is largely assumed. Outputs are such concrete things as training courses held, numbers of 
persons trained, studies conducted, networks established, websites developed, and many others. Outputs reflect where 
and for what project funds were used. These were not rated: projects generally succeed in spending their funding.  
 
Outcomes, on the other hand, are the first level of intended results stemming from the outputs. Not so much the number 
of persons trained; but how many persons who then demonstrated that they have gained the intended knowledge or 
skills. Not a study conducted; but one that could change the evolution or development of the project. Not so much a 
network of NGOs established; but that the network showed potential for functioning as intended. A sound outcome 
might be genuinely improved strategic planning in SLM stemming from workshops, training courses, and networking.  
 
Examples 

Funds were spent, outputs were produced, but nothing in terms of outcomes was achieved. People attended 
training courses but there is no evidence of increased capacity. A website was developed, but no one used it.  
(Score – D) 
 
Outcomes achieved but are dead ends; no forward linkages to intermediary stages in the future. People 
attended training courses, increased their capacities, but all left for other jobs shortly after; or were not given 
opportunities to apply their new skills. A website was developed and was used, but achieved little or nothing of 
what was intended because users had no resources or incentives to apply the tools and methods proposed on the 
website in their job. (Score – C) 

 
Outcomes plus implicit linkages forward. Outcomes achieved and have implicit forward linkages to 
intermediary stages and impacts. Collaboration as evidenced by meetings and decisions made among a loose 
network is documented that should lead to better planning. Improved capacity is in place and should lead to 
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desired intermediate outcomes. Providing implicit linkages to intermediary stages is probably the most common 
case when outcomes have been achieved.  (Score - B) 

 
Outcomes plus explicit linkages forward. Outcomes have definite and explicit forward linkages to intermediary 
stages and impacts. An alternative energy project may result in solar panels installed that reduced reliance on 
local wood fuels, with the outcome quantified in terms of reduced C emissions. Explicit forward linkages are 
easy to recognize in being concrete, but are relatively uncommon. (Score A)  

 
Intermediary stages:  
The intermediate stage indicates achievements that lead to Global Environmental Benefits, especially if the potential 
for scaling up is established. 
 

“Outcomes” scored C or D. If the outcomes above scored C or D, there is no need to continue forward to score 
intermediate stages given that achievement of such is then not possible. 
 
In spite of outcomes and implicit linkages, and follow-up actions, the project dead-ends. Although outcomes 
achieved have implicit forward linkages to intermediary stages and impacts, the project dead-ends. Outcomes 
turn out to be insufficient to move the project towards intermediate stages and to the eventual achievement of 
GEBs. Collaboration as evidenced by meetings and among participants in a network never progresses further. 
The implicit linkage based on follow-up never materializes. Although outcomes involve, for example, further 
participation and discussion, such actions do not take the project forward towards intended intermediate impacts. 
People have fun getting together and talking more, but nothing, based on the implicit forwards linkages, actually 
eventuates. (Score = D) 

 
The measures designed to move towards intermediate states have started, but have not produced result,  
barriers and/or unmet assumptions may still exist. In spite of sound outputs and in spite of explicit forward 
linkages, there is limited possibility of intermediary stage achievement due to barriers not removed or unmet 
assumptions. This may be the fate of several policy related, capacity building, and networking projects: people 
work together, but fail to develop a way forward towards concrete results, or fail to successfully address inherent 
barriers.  The project may increase ground cover and or carbon stocks, may reduce grazing or GHG emissions; 
and may have project level recommendations regarding scaling up; but barrier removal or the addressing of fatal 
assumptions means that scaling up remains limited and unlikely to be achieved at larger scales. Barriers can be 
policy and institutional limitations; (mis-) assumptions may have to do with markets or public – private sector 
relationships. (Score = C) 

 
Barriers and assumptions are successfully addressed. Intermediary stage(s) planned or conceived have feasible 
direct and explicit forward linkages to impact achievement; barriers and assumptions are successfully addressed. 
The project achieves measurable intermediate impacts, and works to scale up and out, but falls well short of 
scaling up to global levels such that achievement of GEBs still lies in doubt. (Score = B) 

 
Scaling up and out over time is possible. Measurable intermediary stage impacts achieved, scaling up to global 
levels and the achievement of GEBs appears to be well in reach over time. (Score = A) 

 
Impact: Actual changes in environmental status 

 “Intermediary stages” scored B to A. 
Measurable impacts achieved at a globally significant level within the project life-span. . (Score = ‘+’) 
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TOR ANNEX 7: PIPA PROJECT SUMMARY 

1. PROJECT GENERAL INFORMATION 
 

Project Title: Phoenix Islands Protected Area (PIPA) 
 
Executing Agency: Ministry of Environment, Lands and Agricultural Development 
 
Project partners: Conservation International; New England Aquarium
 
Geographical Scope: Republic of Kiribati  
 
Participating 
Countries: 

Kiribati 

 

GEF project ID: 
3897 
 

IMIS number*26: 
 
GFL-2328-2712-4C29 

Focal Area(s): Biodiversity GEF OP #:  
GEF Strategic 
Priority/Objective: 

Ecosystem Management 
GEF approval date*: 

 
September 12, 2011 

UNEP approval date:  December 23, 2011 First Disbursement*: December 25, 2011 
Actual start date27: December 25, 2011 Planned duration:       36    months 
Intended completion 
date*: 

 
November 30, 2014 

Actual or Expected 
completion date: 

November 30, 2014 

Project Type: MPS GEF Allocation*: $870,200 
PDF GEF cost*: $13,829.80 PDF co-financing*: $43,611.00 
Expected MSP/FSP Co-
financing*: 

 
$1,793,100.00 

Total Cost*: 
 
$2,720,740.80 

Mid-term review/eval. 
(planned date): 

June, 2014 Terminal Evaluation 
(actual date): 

 
N/A 

Mid-term review/eval. 
(actual date): 

N/A 
No. of revisions*: 

 
No 

Date of last Steering 
Committee meeting: 

May,2013 
Date of last Revision*: 

N/A 

Disbursement as of 30 
June yyyy*: 

$441,384.83 Date of financial 
closure*: 

N/A 

Date of Completion28*:  
 
N/A 

Actual expenditures 
reported as of 30 June, 
201329: 

$287,675.49 
 

Total co-financing 
realized as of 30 June 
yyyy30: 

 Actual expenditures 
entered in IMIS as of 
30 June yyyy*: 

$0.00 

Leveraged financing:31    
 
Project summary32 1. Protected Area development in the Pacific Islands region and globally faces a 

fundamental set of issues to demonstrate effectiveness and success. These 
include the need to: (1) promote investment at a scale or size to achieve 
necessary national, regional and global benefits, (2) successfully demonstrate 
marine protected areas (MPAs) as a useful tool for fisheries management, 
including pelagic fisheries (e.g. tuna), (3) demonstrate MPA utility in managing 
a state’s Exclusive Economic Zone (EEZ) as part of effective marine spatial 
planning and inclusive of coastal, offshore, deep-sea/seamount and open ocean 
habitats and the connectivity between them, (4) address critical urgent invasive 

                                                            
26 Fields with an * sign (in yellow) should be filled by the Fund Management Officer 
27 Only if different from first disbursement date, e.g., in cases were a long time elapsed between 
first disbursement and recruitment of project manager. 
28 If there was a “Completion Revision” please use the date of the revision. 
29 Information to be provided by Executing Agency/Project Manager 
30 Projects which completed mid-term reviews/evaluations or terminal evaluations should attach the completed co-financing table as per GEF format. 
31 See above note on co-financing and Glossary (Annex 1) 
32 As in project document 
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species management on vulnerable islands, (5) effectively conserve at an 
appropriate scale for globally important and threatened species (e.g. seabirds 
and turtles), and (6) ensure sustainable financing to achieve success in such 
protected area objectives. 
 
2. The Phoenix Islands Protected Area (PIPA) offers an unparalleled 
opportunity to demonstrate effective solutions to these issues by using new 
innovations (e.g. 'reverse fishing license'), a new scale of site investment, 
support by public-private partnerships and up-scaling to effect a new level of 
conservation achievement in developing states. 
At 408,250sq km and inclusive of all habitat types (atoll terrestrial, coastal coral 
reef and lagoons, offshore, deep-sea and open ocean habitats), PIPA is one of 
the world's largest marine protected areas (MPA), the second largest in the 
Pacific Ocean, and the largest committed to by a developing country. At 
project inception the PIPA contributed an estimated 9.8 % by area of global 
MPA effort and is the largest yet attempted by any developing nation and the 
largest in the Pacific Islands region. PIPA is an integrated approach to 
conservation and sustainable use with key elements of sustainable financing, 
atoll restoration, coastal coral reef and lagoon/offshore/open-ocean/deep-sea 
fisheries conservation management, conservation of threatened and globally 
important species, market for biodiversity goods and services, and adaptation to 
climate change.  
 
3. The Project will focus on supporting the implementation of PIPA’s first 
Management Plan (2010 -2014) during the period 2011-2014 (June). This will 
be achieved through a twin focus on: (i) Core Operational (capacity, 
infrastructure, zonation, surveillance and 
enforcement, monitoring, evaluation) and Strategic Outcomes (atoll restoration, 
reverse fishing license, World Heritage site management, tourism, climate 
change adaptation), and (ii) the design and operation of PIPA’s Sustainable 
Financing System. 

 
 
 
Project status FY33 1.1 PIPA Core Operations & Strategic Outcomes  

 C1.1.1.1 PIPA Office in Tarawa has been operational since 
the very start of the project in 2011, 

 C1.1.1.2 PIPA Staff, PIPA Director was on board at the very 
start of the project whilst the PIPA Education and Media 
Officer and the Finance Officer came on board in June, 2012  

 C1.1.2.1 PIPA Office in Kanton – The engineers from the 
Ministry of Public Works and Utilities are currently working 
on the design of the PIPA Office to be established on Kanton 
which is to be based on the outcome of the Kanton Mission 
conducted in May, 2013. Improving the existing houses on 
Kanton has been suggested. 

 C1.1.2.2 PIPA Staff in Kanton – two PIPA staff will be 
recruited only when their houses and Office has been built. 

 C.1.1.3 PIPA MP’s SAP 1.9 PIPA Information Management, 
Education and Outreach  - publication of PIPA Newsletter, 
improvement to the website, PIPA National Quiz involving 
the senior secondary schools, intermediate and junior levels 
are PIPA on-going programmes including the supply of PIPA 
resources to the schools and others. PIPA has been included 
in the national curriculum to be used by primary schools.  

 C.1.1.4 PIPA MP’s SAP 1.6 PIPA Surveillance and 
Enforcement – recent surveillance voyage of the Patrol Boat 
by the Kiribati Police Maritime Unit to PIPA was conducted 
in May, 2013 whilst the monitoring of the distant water 
fishing nations is on-going by the Fisheries Law Enforcement 
Unit of the Ministry of Fisheries and Marine Resources 

                                                            
33 Please include additional lines to keep prior year implementation status (if any) 
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Development. Both representatives of the KPMU and FLEU 
on the PIPA Management Committee normally report to the 
PIPA MC as regards to status on surveillance activities in 
PIPA. 

 C.1.1.5 PIPA MP’s SAP 1.11 PIPA Tourism Development – 
The outcome of the Kanton Mission conducting the 
infrastructure assessment including mapping of potential 
tourist sites on the island is currently being prepared for 
submission to the PIPA Management Committee, the PMG 
and finally Cabinet for endorsement. Now that the 
infrastructure on Kanton has been assessed, the PIPA Tourism 
Plan will soon be finalized.  The visitation of PIPA by a Dive 
Operator bringing tourist divers under a permit is still 
ongoing. The search for the lost Amelia’a lost plane in 
Nikumaroro is also an ongoing activity by the TIGHAR (The 
International Group on Historic Aircraft Recovery). 

 C.1.1.6 Kanton Resource Use Assessment: The recent 
monitoring program on PIPA marine resources was conducted 
in June, 2012. Following the 10-year PIPA research vision, 
key research activities carried out include: i) checking on the 
current health of the corals as compared to the last survey 
which involves the collection of coral reef samples, retrieving 
of temperature loggers and recording, fish abundance; ii) 
connectivity – to determine the movement of species within 
and between PIPA islands and beyond. The manta rays were 
tagged during the last trip; iii) exploration – conducting 
surveys on new sites, checking on water chemistry; iv) 
resistance and reef recovery – corals – collection of 4 inch 
cores from Porites corals to record growth of corals and 
temperature.        
 

 C1.1.6/ SAP 1.12Kanton Sustainable Resource Use Plan: 
Preliminary work on zoning of Kanton is under preparation 
resulting from the recent work of the Kanton Mission. 
Designated areas include tourism dive & birds sites, 
sustainable fishing areas for the local community, settlements, 
etc. 

 
 C1.2.1 PIPA MP’s SAP 2.1: PIPA Atoll& Reef Islands 

Restoration & Biosecurity – Prior the Project, pest eradication 
has been conducted on 4 PIPA islands, namely Rawaki 
(rabbits), McKean (rats), Enderbury and Birnie (rats). With 
GEF funds, a survey to check on the status of the rats on 
Enderbury and Birnie was made possible.  Three of the four 
islands have been declared successful for eradications of their 
invasive alien mammal species.  The other, Enderbury, was 
not deemed successful because rats remained after the 
eradication.    

 
 C1.2.2 PIPA MP’s SAP 2.4 PIPA Offshore Fisheries- The 

current closure is still around 12nm around Kanton islands. 
Recording of tuna catch in PIPA by the Fisheries, Licensing 
and Enforcement Unit is still ongoing.  There are current 
plans to fully close the whole of the PIPA area. 

 
 C1.2.3 PIPA MP’s SAP 2.7 PIPA Climate Change – A report 

on the status on the health of the corals in PIPA based on the 
June 2012 monitoring program will be made available once 
completed.     

 
1.2 PIPA’s Sustainable Financing 

 A total of AU$26,342 has been transferred to the PIPA Trust 
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in August 2012 to support the initial establishment of the 
Trust Office and operation.  

 The PIPA Trust is currently looked after by the Chief 
Executive Officer, Dr.Teuea Toatu and its Board comprising 
of Dr.Greg Stone of Conversation International currently 
chairman of the Board, Hon.Tiarite Kwong of the Kiribati 
Ministry of Environment, Lands and Agricultural 
Development acting as Vice Chair, and Mr.Bud Ris acting as 
Treasurer.  The Board normally meets annually  

 The fund raising strategic plan has been prepared by the Trust 
CEO and that there are plans to recruit a new Investment 
Manager.  

 Capitalisation of the PIPA Trust Fund has started with it 
receiving $US5m.  Income generated from interest should 
start to cover core PIPA Trust expenses and PIPA 
management costs assuming interest at 5% per annum. 

 
1.3 Project Evaluation & Monitoring 

 Prior to the implementation of the Project, an Inception 
Workshop was conducted in Tarawa in November 2011.  

 First payment of GEF funds in the amount of US$100,000 to 
the Kiribati Ministry of Finance was done beginning 2012 and 
then warranted to PIPA via MELAD in February 2012.  

 The first, second, third and fourth quarterly financial reports 
for 2012 have all been submitted to UNEP.  

 Coaching of the PIPA staff on the aspects of GEF reporting 
was done earlier this year by Dr.Greg Sherley. This is really 
very useful. 

 The first and second quarterly financial reports for 2013 had 
been submitted to UNEP but there are comments from UNEP 
so both reports will be resubmitted. 
   

1.4 Project Management 
 Since the start of the Project, the PMG had played a role in 

overseeing the implementation of the Project activities. They 
would normally do this via skype conference.   

 A visit to Tarawa by Dr.Greg Sherley in February this year 
2012 enlightening PIPA staff on aspects of the GEF project 
reporting has been very useful. 

 The project will be reviewed early in 2014 by an independent 
reviewer. 

 
Project status FY34 Since its inception the Project has generated outputs and started activities as 

planned in the Project Document albeit well behind schedule.  The project has 
experienced serious management issues centered on reporting and establishing 
processes which have had a knock-on effect on receiving funds, recruiting etc.  
These problems have received attention with capacity development efforts by 
the partner agencies and the PIPA project management team.  Significant 
improvement is expected throughout the remaining period of the project.  

 
Planned contribution to 
strategic 
priorities/targets35 

Cost to the GEF Trust Fund         870,000            32.7% 
 
Co-financing 
    Cash 
CI/NEAq*                                1,019,600           38.3% 
    Sub-total                               1,889,600           71% 
 
In-kind 
Kiribati Government                357,500           13.4% 

                                                            
34 Progress made during current reporting period (one paragraph stating key changes since previous reporting period) 
35 For Full Size Projects this information is found in the front page of the project Executive Summary; for Medium-Sized Projects the information 
appears in the MSP brief cover page. 
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CI/NEAq                                     360,000          13.5% 
 
NZAID                                      56,000         2.1% 
 
   Sub Total                              773,500        29.0% 
 
TOTAL                                2,663,100         100% 
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TOR ANNEX 8: PACIFIC INVASIVE SPECIES PROJECT SUMMARY 
 
 
PROJECT GENERAL INFORMATION 

 
Project Title: Prevention, control and management of invasive alien species in the Pacific 

Islands. 
 
[known as Invasive Alien Species (IAS) project] 

 
Executing Agency: SPREP 
 
Project partners: Pacific Invasive Partnership Memebers (Invasive Species Specialist Group 

(IUCN), Pacific Invasive Initiative, Birdlife International, Conservation 
International, Global Invasive Species Network, Global Invasive Species 
Programme, Landcare Research, MAF Biosecurity NZ, Pacific Invasive 
Learning Network, Secretariat of the Pacific Community, The Nature 
Conservancy, University of the South Pacific, US Forest Service) 

 
Geographical Scope: Regional  
 
Participating 
Countries: 

Cook Islands, Federated States of Micronesia, Kiribati, Marshall Islands, Niue, 
Palau, Papua New Guinea, Samoa, Tonga and Vanuatu 

 
GEF project ID: GFL 3664 IMIS number*36: GFL-2328-2712-4C16 
Focal Area(s): BD GEF OP #: UnknownGFL/3664 
GEF Strategic 
Priority/Objective: 

BD1, 3 and 4 
GEF approval date*: 

November 2010 

UNEP approval date: 
November 2010 Date of first 

disbursement*: 
12 September 2011 
 

Actual start date37: April 2012 Planned duration:        48  months 
Intended completion 
date*: 

28 February 2015 Actual or Expected 
completion date: 

30 September 2016 
–  

Project Type: FSP GEF Allocation*: US$ 3,031,818 
PPG GEF cost*:  PPG co-financing*:  
Expected MSP/FSP Co-
financing*: 

US$ 2,889,072 
Total Cost*: 

US$ 7,010,890 

Mid-term review/eval. 
(planned date): 

Dec 2013 / Jan 2014 Terminal Evaluation 
(actual date): 

September 2016 
 

Mid-term review/eval. 
(actual date): 

 
February 2014 

No. of revisions*: 
1 

Date of last Steering 
Committee meeting: 

14 May 2013 
Date of last Revision*: 

June 2013 

Disbursement as of 30 
June 2013*: 

US$ 814,873.58 Date of financial 
closure*: 

n/a 

Date of Completion38*:  
n/a Actual expenditures 

reported as of 30 June 
201239: 

US$ 448,650.51 to be 
updated 

Total co-financing 
realized as of 30 June 
201240: 

US$95,032 (Cook 
Islands 42.5k, Niue 
11.04k, Palau 4.4k, 
Tonga 37.1k)  
 

Actual expenditures 
entered in IMIS as of 
30 June 2012*: 

Total money spent 

                                                            
36 Fields with an * sign (in yellow) should be filled by the Fund Management Officer 
37 Only if different from first disbursement date, e.g., in cases were a long time elapsed between first disbursement and recruitment of project 
manager. 
38 If there was a “Completion Revision” please use the date of the revision. 
39 Information to be provided by Executing Agency/Project Manager 
40 Projects which completed mid-term reviews/evaluations or terminal evaluations during FY12 should attach the completed co-financing table as per 
GEF format. See Annex 1 
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Leveraged financing:41 NA   
 
Project summary42 1. Invasive Alien Species (IAS) are a major threat to marine, freshwater and 

terrestrial biodiversity of the Pacific islands and to the people there that depend 
on biodiversity for their livelihoods. Invasive species are implicated in the 
decline of hundreds of species in the region. Participating Pacific states and the 
executing agency SPREP (Secretariat of the Pacific Regional Environment 
Programme) recognised the need to implement the regional IAS strategy, 
“Guidelines for Invasive Species Management in the Pacific. A Pacific strategy 
for managing pests, weeds and other invasive species” (hereafter, the 
Guidelines) and develop and implement national IAS plans and strategies. The 
Guidelines were originally identified as a product under this project, but were 
completed in 2009 prior to writing this proposal. As envisaged during the PIF 
process the proposed project contributes to the implementation of the 
Guidelines, each country’s National Biodiversity Strategy and Action Plan and 
helps each to meet its responsibilities under Article 8 (h) of the CBD and 
several other international agreements addressing IAS. The three main 
components (not including components related to project management) of the 
proposed project are designed to capture outcomes and outputs described in the 
Project Identification Form but they have been reorganized to follow the 
structure of the Guidelines, and are summarized as follows: 

2. Component 1 Foundations: Generating Support — Raising awareness of the 
impacts of invasive species on biodiversity, the economy, human health and 
socio-cultural values, and generating support for action to manage and reduce 
them (mainstreaming. Building Capacity — Developing the institutions, skills, 
infrastructure, technical support, information management, linkages, networks 
and exchanges required to manage invasive species effectively. Legislation, 
Policy and Protocols — Ensuring that appropriate legislation, protocols, policies 
and procedures are in place and operating, to underpin the effective 
management of invasive species.  

3. Component 2 Problem Definition, Prioritization and Decision-making: 
Baseline & Monitoring — Establishing a baseline of information on the status 
and distribution of invasive species and a programme for detecting change, 
including range changes and emerging impacts. Prioritization — Establishing 
effective systems for assessing risk and prioritising invasive species for 
management. Research on priorities — Understanding priority invasives, 
including species biology and impacts, and developing effective management 
techniques.  

4. Component 3 Management Action (Pilot projects): Biosecurity — 
Preventing the spread of invasive species across international or internal 
borders. Management of established invasives — Reducing or eliminating the 
impacts of established invasive species, by eradication, containment, exclusion, 
or population reduction by physical, chemical or biological control. Restoration 
— Restoring native biodiversity or ensuring recovery of other values, after 
invasive species management. 

5. Component 4 Project Management: SPREP will be carrying out the 
necessary actions to ensure effective project management and coordination; 
monitoring and evaluation (M&E) systems in place for this GEF PAS project. 
This includes the work of the Project Manager (Invasive Species Officer – an 
existing position), a Project Facilitator and half time Financial Officer to be 
hired (see Appendix 10 and 11). 

6. Component 5 Monitoring and Evaluation: Inception workshop to be run by 
the Project Facilitator, monitoring and evaluation of project outcomes and 
outputs carried out by independent evaluators determined by UNEP according 
to the standard guidelines (Appendix 9). 

SPREP’s role as executing agency will be to foster national and Pacific-wide 
strategies consistent with international best practices; this is consistent with 

                                                            
41 See above note on co-financing 
42 As in project document 
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their mandate. SPREP will engage the member organisations of the umbrella 
coordinating body the Pacific Invasives Partnership, to further the goals of the 
project, through provision of advice and their own IAS management and 
capacity building interventions. The proposed activities will strengthen capacity 
by improving IAS outreach, policies, laws, prevention and management. The 
project should help participating countries and others in the Pacific region to 
address existing and future biological invasions. 

 
Project status FY43 Under Implementation 
 
Project status FY44 Under Implementation 
 
Planned contribution to 
strategic 
priorities/targets45 

GEF strategic long-term objective: BD1 

Strategic programme for GEF IV: BD-SP3 supported by SP2, 4, 7 and 8 

 
 
 
2. PROJECT OBJECTIVE 
 
State the global environmental objective(s) of the project46 
 
To reduce the environmental, economic, and human health impacts of invasive alien species in both terrestrial 
and marine habitats in the Pacific region.  
 
 

                                                            
43 Please add additional lines to keep prior year implementation status (if any) 
44 Progress made during current reporting period (one paragraph stating key changes since previous reporting period) 
45 For Full Size Projects this information is found in the front page of the project Executive Summary; for Medium-Sized Projects the information 
appears in the MSP brief cover page. 
46 Or immediate project objective 
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Please provide a narrative of progress made towards meeting the project objective(s). Describe any significant 
environmental or other changes (results) attributable to project implementation. Also, please discuss any major 
challenges to meet the objectives or specific project outcomes (not more than 300 words) 
 
 
Progress outlined by component 
 
COMPONENT 1: FOUNDATIONS 

 National project coordinators were appointed in Cook Islands, Kiribati, Marshall Islands, Niue, 
Palau, Samoa, Tonga and Vanuatu by June 2013;  

 Niue has undertaken a biosecurity training in November 2012 carried out by Secretariat of the 
Pacific Commission (SPC); 

 Tonga has successfully completed a desktop IAS review and started the process of negotiating and 
establishing a IAS national strategy and action plan; 

 Vanuatu has completed the tendering process to implement a desktop IAS review while  Niue is set 
to contract a key and internationally authoritative expert directly for the same purpose.  

 
COMPONENT 2: PROBLEM DEFINITION, PRIORITISATION AND DECISION MAKING 

 Cook Islands, Marshall Islands, Niue, Palau and Tonga have begun planning and organizing the 
implementing of the first activities of the agreed work plan within Component 2. 

 
COMPONENT 3: MANAGEMENT ACTION 

 Until the end of June 2013 no management action has occurred, consistently with national 
workplans. 

 
COMPONENT 4: PROJECT MANAGEMENT AND COORDINATION 

 The project officially started on 12 September 2011 with the first transfer of 250,000 USD from 
UNEP to SPREP; 

 GEF Facilitator, Gianluca Serra started on duty in 26 March 2012; 
 Project Manager Alan Tye resigned from his position in May 2012; 
 The Project Manager position was filled on the 14th October 2012 by David Moverley; 
 Project Management Agreements were signed by Cook Islands, Kiribati, Marshall Islands, Niue, 

Palau, Samoa, Tonga and Vanuatu by June 2013. Still awaiting signing are the Federated States of 
Micronesia and Papua New Guinea.  

 At least one instalment was transferred by June 2013, to Cook Islands, Marshall Islands, Niue, Palau, 
Samoa, Tonga and Vanuatu. 

 Quarterly Expenditure Reports (QERs) were prepared and submitted by the national coordinators to 
reflect the following quarters: Jul-Sept 2012, Oct-Dec 2012, Jan-Mar 2013 (Apr-Jun 2013 will be 
submitted soon). QERs for the same three quarters were submitted by SPREP to UNEP (the one 
relative to the 2nd quarter 2013 will be submitted shortly, by the deadline of 31 July 2013). 

 
COMPONENT 5: MONITORING AND EVALUATION 

 The last inception workshop was completed in Kiribati in August 2012. 
 
General overview on challenges 
 
There was a significant under-spend in relation to BL 2100 of the project budget as per the project document 
(Subcontracts for cooperating agencies) largely due to the phasing of the project. The official project start 
date is  when SPREP received the first advance from UNEP (12 September 2011). The inception workshops 
were not all completed until August 2012 which resulted in the project phasing being 11 months behind 
schedule and effectively causing a lag phase in the project where there was much inactivity. Where possible 
we have revised work plans to accommodate the shorter implementation period, however for the management 
action component it will be difficult to increase the action required within the current timeframe. 
 
To compound this lag phase, the FSM and PNG are still yet to sign their Project Management Agreements. 
SPREP and FSM National lawyers have agreed on the terminology of the agreement and a signed copy  was 
sent to FSM on 9 May 2013, we are awaiting the returned agreement. Following an extended period of 
strained communications, PNG is now only just beginning to focus on getting this project underway. Initial 
discussions have begun on what can realistically be achieved with the remaining time frame. In effect the 
project implementation and  the provision of funds has stalled for FSM and PNG until the agreements have 
been signed.  
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The next “bottle- neck” in the implementation of activities occurs with the appointment of National 
Coordinators. Without these integral people the activities cannot take place so no funds can be provided. 
Kiribati has appointed a national coordinator only in May 2013 (the position is not formalized yet). In Samoa, 
the recruitment of the national coordinator was delayed due to Public Service requirements of MNRE in 
relation to the salary level of the national coordinator. This was followed by the  withdrawal of the first 
selected coordinator in March 2013. A new coordinator has now been recruited. Niue selected a national 
coordinator as early as June 2012, but this position has not been formalized yet due to lengthy negotiations 
with the public service. We are liaising with these three countries to assist in accelerating this process. 
 
Due to the three factors that have affected the start up process as discussed above, spending on this project is 
behind schedule by at least 12 months. We anticipate that once these few bottlenecks are passed the project 
and expenditure will increase dramatically.  
 
A 1-year re-phasing of the project budget has been just submitted to UNEP in mid June 2013 which proposes 
a new official date of termination for the project of August 2016.    
 
 
 
 
Please provide a narrative of progress towards the stated GEF Strategic Priorities and Targets if identified in project 
document 47(not more than 200 words) 
 
To date the project has focused largely on building foundations. This has contributed towards an 
understanding and awareness of the targets BD1, BD3, BD4 and SP7, and is setting a platform from which 
these targets can be addressed through the following stages of the project. 

Common advances for countries who are preparing National Invasive Species Strategies and Action Plans 
(NISSAP’s) within the project are the use of global databases for baseline information sharing and a much 
closer alignment to the “Guidelines for Invasive Species Management in the Pacific. 

We anticipate that with good foundations laid, that progress towards the targets will accelerate through the 
rest of the project. 

 
 

                                                            
47 Projects that did not include these in original design are encouraged to the extent possible to retrofit specific targets. 
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TOR ANNEX 9: IIB PROJECT SUMMARY  
 
 

1. PROJECT GENERAL INFORMATION 
 

Project Title: Implementing the Island Biodiversity Programme of Work by integrating the 
conservation management of island biodiversity  

[known as Integrated Island Biodiversity (IIB) project] 
 
Executing Agency: SPREP 
 
Project partners:  
 
Geographical Scope: Regional  
 
Participating 
Countries: 

Cook Islands, Nauru, Tonga, Tuvalu 

 
GEF project ID: 4023 IMIS number*48: GFL-2328-2740-4B50 
Focal Area(s): BD GEF OP #: Unknown 
GEF Strategic 
Priority/Objective: 

BD1 
GEF approval date*: 

19 December 2011 

UNEP approval date: 
2nd March 2012 Date of first 

disbursement*: 
20 March 2012 

Actual start date49: 20 March 2012 Planned duration:        36  months 
Intended completion 
date*: 

20 February 2015 Actual or Expected 
completion date: 

December 2015  

Project Type: FSP GEF Allocation*: US$1,740,600 
PPG GEF cost*: US$77,000.00  PPG co-financing*: US$ 94,330.00  
Expected FSP Co-
financing*: 

US$802,663 
Total Cost*: 

US$ 4,473,982 

Mid-term review/eval. 
(planned date): 

Dec 2013 Terminal Evaluation 
(actual date): 

n/a 

Mid-term review/eval. 
(actual date): 

n/a 
No. of revisions*: 

No 

Date of last Steering 
Committee meeting: 

14 May 2013 
Date of last Revision*: 

n/a 

Disbursement as of 30 
June 2013*: 

US$ 406,397.68  Date of financial 
closure*: 

n/a  

Date of Completion50*:  
 
 
n/a  

Actual expenditures 
reported as of 30 June 
201351: 

US$ 343,284.83 

Total co-financing 
realized as of 30 June 
201352: 

US$57,985 Actual expenditures 
entered in IMIS as of 
30 June 2013*: 

US$212,897.68  

Leveraged financing:53 N.A.   
 
Project summary54 1. The unique challenges of biodiversity conservation on islands were 

recognised in the decision of the 8th Conference of the Parties (COP) to the 
Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD) to adopt the Programme of Work on 
Island Biodiversity (IBPOW). That decision (VIII/I) requested the GEF to 

                                                            
48 Fields with an * sign (in yellow) should be filled by the Fund Management Officer 
49 Only if different from first disbursement date, e.g., in cases were a long time elapsed between first disbursement and recruitment of project 
manager. 
50 If there was a “Completion Revision” please use the date of the revision. 
51 Information to be provided by Executing Agency/Project Manager 
52 Projects which completed mid-term reviews/evaluations or terminal evaluations during FY12 should attach the completed co-financing table as per 
GEF format. See Annex 1 
53 See above note on co-financing 
54 As in project document 
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recognise the programme and its relevance to developing countries, particularly 
least developed countries and Small Island Developing States (SIDS) and to 
provide support to its implementation. This project is a manifestation of that 
support and focuses on SIDS: Cook Islands, Nauru, Tonga and Tuvalu who 
have previously received relatively little support for biodiversity conservation.  

2. The decision also encouraged Parties to take into account the Ecosystem 
Approach in implementing biodiversity conservation. Ecosystem-based 
management has been characterised (Clarke & Jupiter 2010) as:  

1. Emphasising connectivity within and between systems such as between 
land and sea  

2. Focusing on the consequences of human actions within a specific 
ecosystem  

3. Emphasising the protection and restoration of ecosystem structure, 
function and key processes  

4. Integrating biological, socioeconomic and governance perspectives.  
 

3. There are currently few examples and limited capacity for the application of 
the Ecosystem Approach in the Pacific. This project will assist the participating 
countries to develop that capacity and build a foundation for their future 
biodiversity conservation work.  

4. Distinguishing between the two main components of the proposed project 
(not including components related to training, monitoring & evaluation and 
project management by the Executing Agency) is somewhat arbitrary because 
they are so closely linked. The first focuses on management actions for 
threatened species and ecosystems, particularly conservation area development. 
The second is headed sustainable use and has some specific activities related to 
this, but it is also a key part of the community-based conservation areas 
anticipated in component one. Most of component two activities address 
improving systems and processes for biodiversity conservation and applying the 
ecosystem approach approach. The two are summarized as follows:  

5. Component 1: Conservation and restoration of priority species and 
ecosystems at risk in each of the countries’ archipelagos, as identified in the 
Island Biodiversity Programme of Work. The expected outcomes within 
Component 1 are:  

- Improved conservation status of priority threatened species, consistent with 
selected outcomes set out in the Island Biodiversity Programme of Work 
(IBPOW).  

- Improved conservation status of priority threatened terrestrial ecosystems, 
consistent with selected outcomes set out in the Island Biodiversity 
Programme of Work (IBPOW).  

- Improved conservation status of priority threatened marine ecosystems, 
consistent with selected outcomes set out in the Island Biodiversity 
Programme of Work (IBPOW).  
Component 2: Sustainable Use of island biodiversity through improved 
systems and processes including resource assessment and monitoring, 
legislation, information management, capacity and awareness building. Two 
outcomes are identified:  
 
- Plans for the sustainable use of native species are developed with full 
stakeholder participation. 
 
- Improved systems, processes and information management are planned or in 
place in relevant agencies, to support implementation of the IBPOW  

 

6. Three further components cover supporting activities required to deliver the 
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project and to monitor and evaluate it:  

7. Component 3: Technical support and training by the Executing Agency. 
SPREP will utilize a range of its technical staff to provide support and training 
across marine & terrestrial biodiversity conservation, public awareness and 
information services. This component includes an inception process that will 
involve a multi-country workshop including training of project coordinators 
from the four countries in management and UNEP reporting procedures 
followed by four in-country workshops.  

8. Component 4: Monitoring and evaluation. This includes the work to monitor 
and report on the project together with mid-term and terminal evaluation of 
project outcomes and outputs carried out by independent evaluators determined 
by UNEP according to the standard guidelines (Appendix 9).  

9. Component 5: Project management by Executing Agency. SPREP will 
manage the project through its Terrestrial Ecosystems Management Officer 
(TEMO) with assistance from administration and financial staff.  

10. SPREP’s role as executing agency will be to foster national implementation 
and to work through its biodiversity contacts with all the countries of the Pacific 
to deliver wider benefits across the region.  
 

 
 
Project status FY55 Under Implementation
 
Project status FY56 Under Implementation 
 
Planned contribution to 
strategic 
priorities/targets57 

GEF strategic long-term objective: BD1 

Strategic programme for GEF IV: BD-SP3 supported by SP2, 4, 7 and 8 

 
 
 
2. PROJECT OBJECTIVE 
 
State the global environmental objective(s) of the project58 
 
Contribute to the implementation of the Convention on Biological Diversity’s Island Biodiversity 
Programme of Work by supporting an integrated ecosystem approach to biodiversity conservation 
management at local level in four Pacific countries. 

 
 
 

                                                            
55 Please add additional lines to keep prior year implementation status (if any) 
56 Progress made during current reporting period (one paragraph stating key changes since previous reporting period) 
57 For Full Size Projects this information is found in the front page of the project Executive Summary; for Medium-Sized Projects the information 
appears in the MSP brief cover page. 
58 Or immediate project objective 



 

  Page 102 of 135

Please provide a narrative of progress made towards meeting the project objective(s). Describe any significant 
environmental or other changes (results) attributable to project implementation. Also, please discuss any major 
challenges to meet the objectives or specific project outcomes (not more than 300 words) 
 
 
In the first 12 months of the GEF-PAS IIB project, implementation started in three of the four participating 
countries, namely in the Cook Islands, Nauru and Tonga, following as much as possible the CBD's ecosystem 
approach. Implementation started in components 1 and 2 of the project (Priority Species & Ecosystems and 
Sustainable Use of Island Biodiversity, respectively), that are well aligned with points i, ii, iii, iv and vi of 
IBPOW.  
 

 Surveys conducted on targeted species: 
Preliminary data was collected on collection of megapode eggs on the outer island of Niua (Tonga) in 
September 2012. A second but more detailed survey of the megapode will take place in September 2013 on 
the island of Late in Tonga. Data collected will be analyzed to assess the impacts of traditional activities on 
the sustainability of the megapode; with recommendations to ensure guidelines for long term sustainable use 
are established and followed.This survey will also include a preliminary assessments of invasive species that 
may be present on the island of Late.  

 Surveys and assessments to identify potential conservation sites 
A scoping exercise was conducted utilizing an integrated approach to identify potential sites for terrestrial and 
marine protected areas on Vavau Island in Tonga. A positive outcome was realized in terms of support from 
the Governor of Vavau who was receptive to a concept which was prepared by SPREP to establish a 
terrestrial and marine park in the Vava'u group. This concept was discussed and compiled with input from 
key stakeholders in Vavau and was subsequently submitted for approval by local and central authorities. 
A major biodiversity survey was undertaken in Nauru in June 2013, which looked at the status of the endemic 
reed warbler, noddies, and key terrestrial and marine biodiversity and ecosystems. Outcomes of this survey in 
Nauru will provide useful information to guide options for establishing marine protected area sites as well as 
immediate to long term options to improve status of the reed warbler, noddies and terrestrial biodiversity of 
Nauru.  
Similar survey activities are under preparation for the cloud forests of the Cook Islands.  
Information systems and knowledge management 
A desktop review of available biodiversity and protected areas information for Tonga was undertaken which 
provided useful information on status of biodiversity of Tonga. An internet server of the Cook Islands' 
National Environmental Service, hosting the biodiversity database and related information, was upgraded and 
renewed at the end of 2012. 
 
 
 
Please provide a narrative of progress towards the stated GEF Strategic Priorities and Targets if identified in project 
document 59(not more than 200 words) 
 
Progress has been made under SP 2 and 3 as demonstrated through work already undertaken in Tonga and 
Nauru to establish systems for protected areas. Activities under SP 4, 7 and 8 will very much base on 
outcomes of SP2 and 3 activities and these will mostly be implemented in Year 3 of the project.   

Legend 
 
GEF strategic long term objectives: 
BD1: To catalyze sustainability of protected area (PA) systems  
Strategic Programs for GEF-4: 
SP 2: Increasing representation of effectively managed marine PA areas in PA systems 
SP3: Strengthening terrestrial PA networks 
SP4: Strengthening the policy and regulatory framework for mainstreaming biodiversity 
SP7: Prevention, control and management of invasive alien species 
SP8: Building capacity on access and benefit sharing 
 
 
 

                                                            
59 Projects that did not include these in original design are encouraged to the extent possible to retrofit specific targets. 
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Annex 2: List of Interviewees and Evaluation Timeline 

 
Name Institution/Method Date interviewed 
   
 COOK ISLANDS  
Elizabeth 
Munro 

Individual questionnaire; also contributed Mid-term 
Questionnaire and Work Plan Questionnaire and supplementary 
documents  

18 April 

  
 KIRIBATI 
Marii Marae In-person interview/individual questionnaire  23 April 
Keebwa 
Teremita 

Individual questionnaire/in-person interview; also contributed 
Mid-term Questionnaire and Work Plan information through 
discussion  

17/23 April 

  
 NIUE 
Huggard 
Tongatule 

Mid-term Questionnaire and Work Plan Questionnaire and 
supplementary documents 

31 May 

   
 PALAU  
Joel Miles Individual questionnaire, Mid-term Targets and Work Plan 

Questionnaire 
18 April 

Yalap Yalap Individual questionnaire  23 April 
   
 SAMOA  
Albert Peters Individual questionnaire/in-person interview  16/17 April 
Faleafaga 
Toni Tipamaa 

Individual questionnaire; also contributed Mid-term 
Questionnaire and Work Plan Questionnaire and supplementary 
documents 

15 April/29 May 

   
 TONGA  
Hoifua  
Aholahi   

Individual questionnaire  17 April 

Viliami 
Hakaumotu 

Individual questionnaire; also contributed Mid-term 
Questionnaire and Work Plan Questionnaire and supplementary 
documents  

16 & 22 April 

Pelenatita 
Kara  

Individual questionnaire  17 April 

Siosina Katoa Individual questionnaire  17 April 
Mafile’o Masi Individual questionnaire  17 April 
   
 VANAUTU  
Lilly Fatdal Individual questionnaire; also contributed Mid-term 

Questionnaire and Work Plan Questionnaire and supplementary 
documents  

15 May 

Donna 
Kalfatak 

Individual Questionnaire  19 May 

   
 SPREP 
Anna Bartram In-person interview/individual questionnaire 15/16 April & 2 May (& multiple 

email exchanges during Review) 
Stuart Chape In-person interview/individual questionnaire  16 April 
David 
Moverley 

Individual questionnaire  15 April 

Gianluca Serra Individual questionnaire/in-person interview  15/16 April (& multiple email 
exchanges during Review) 

Posa Skelton Individual questionnaire/in-person interview  17 April 
   
 UNEP  
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Greg Sherley Individual questionnaire/in-person interview  13/14 April (& multiple email 
exchanges during Review) 

   
 OTHER  
James 
Atherton 

Individual questionnaire/in-person interview (Independent 
consultant) 

14/17 April 
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Annex 3: A List of Documents Reviewed / Consulted 
 
Overall 
Annual Audit by Betham&Co to David Sheppard (SPREP), 28 June 2013 
Budget re-phrasing IAS project, final, August 2011-2014 (Excel spreadsheet) 
Co-finance report 31 December 2013 (spreadsheet) 
GEF-PAS IAS Quarterly Expenditure Statement (QER) 2013 3rd qrt final (Excel spreadsheet) 
GEF-PAS Project GFL 3664, Prevention, Control and Management of Invasive Alien Species in the Pacific Islands, 
Inception Workshop Report 
Miscellaneous expenditure reports (Excel spreadsheets) and cash advance statements 
Project status summary diagram provided by the GEF Project Coordinator (SPREP), April 2014 
Project Steering Committee Minutes 7 November 2013 and 21 March 2014 
UNEP GEF PIR Fiscal Year 12 (1 July 2012 to 30 June 2013) 
United Nations Environment Programme Half Yearly Progress Report; 9 December 2011 to 30 June 2012 
United Nations Environment Programme Half Yearly Progress Report; 1 July 2012 to 31 December 2012 
United Nations Environment Programme Half Yearly Progress Report; 1 July to 31 December 2013 
United Nations Environment Programme Project Document for Prevention, Control and Management of Invasive 
Alien Species in the Pacific Islands 
 
Kiribati 
Compile and Review of Invasive Alien Species Information for the Government of Kiribati by Shyama Pagad of the 
Invasive Species Specialist Group (ISSG) for the Ministry of  
 Environment, Lands, Agricultural Development, draft, February 2014 
Onotoa Island Mynah Management Report by the Invasive Alien Species Project Coordinator for the Environment and 
Conservation Division, March 2014 
 
Palau 
Micronesia Regional Invasive Species Council (RISC) Reports for 4-6 December 2013,4-6 June 2014,  
Paulau National Invasive Species Committee, Strategic Action Plan 2013-2017 by Dosebelii Belau, adopted May 2013 
 
 
Tonga 
Articles, Tonga’s Invasive Species Council 
Bird Surveys of Late and Fonualei Islands, Vava’u, Kingdom on Tonga By David J. Butler for the Ministry of Lands, 
Environment, Climate Change, and Natural Resources ,  
 (MLECCNR), September 2013 
Feasibility Assessment for the Removal of Pacific Rats (Rattus exulans) from Late Island by J. Bonham and R. Griffiths, 
31 Mary 2014 
Operational Plan for the Removal of Pacific Rats (Rattus exulans) from Late Island by J. Bonham and R. Griffiths, 31 
Mary 2014 
Kingdom of Tonga, National Invasive Species Strategy and Action Plan, 2013-2014 by the Ministry of Lands, 
Environment, Climate Change, and Natural Resources 
Inception Workshop Report, Prevention, Eradication and Control of Invasive Alien Species in the Pacific Islands, 
Tonga, 8 August 2012 by Viliami Hakaumotu (Project  Coordinator) for the Ministry of Lands, Environment, 
Climate Change, and Natural Resources 
Poster for Tonga’s NISSAP 
Project implementation status spreadsheet provided by the National Coordinator, April 2014 
 
Vanuatu 
United Nations Environment Programme Half Yearly Progress Report; 13 February to 30 December, 2013 
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Annex 4: Mid-term Project Costs and Co-Financing Tables 
 
Project Costs for Countries 

Component/sub-
component 

Estimated cost (USD) Actual Cost (USD) at 
mid-term 

Expenditure ratio 
(actual/planned) 

Comp #1 Foundations 842,508 273,284 0.32 

Comp #2 Problem 
Definition, Prioritization and 
Decision-Making 

257,213 44,987 0.17 

Comp #3 Management 
Action 

935,517 69,599 0.07 

Total:                                         2,035,238                               378,870 

Notes from the SPREP-based GEF Project Coordinator: “Figures above are relative to 8 countries only. The other two, 
FSM and PNG, have not signed a PMA yet nor received any transfer. "Estimated costs" are relatively to the total project 
duration (4 years) and were taken directly from Appendix 6 of prodoc.  "Actual costs" are relative to what reported as 
expenditures at country level by the 1st qrt 2014, except for Niue (2013 3rd qrt), RMI (2013 1st qrt) and Samoa (2013 
4th qrt). [605,312 USD were transferred by SPREP to countries by 31.3.14 out of 2,035,238 planned for the whole 
project duration = 0.30. This accounts for the fact that countries are holding unspent money that is being used currently 
for the implementation.] All of these 8 countries have not reached yet the actual mid-term of their project 
implementation (longest duration is 1 year and a half, in 2 countries). This is especially true for Kiribati, Vanuatu and 
Samoa that have started with a significant delay. Below is the list of countries with the approx. date of starting 
implementation (i.e. date of first transfer and/or recruitment of coordinator) and the actual time they have been engaged 
in implementation of workplan so far (in parenthesis): Cook Islands: Sept 2012 (1 year and half); Niue: Sept 2012 (1 
year and a half), Tonga: July 2012 (1 year and 3 quarters), Palau: Oct 2012 (1 year and 1 qrt), RMI: Oct 2012  (1 year 
and 1 qrt), Kiribati: January 2013 (1 year), Vanuatu: February 2013 (1 year), and Samoa: July 2013 (3 quarters).” 

Co-financing 

Co financing 
(Type/Source) 

IA own 
 Financing 
(US$) 

Government 
 
(US$) 

EA 
 
(US$) 

Total 
 
(US$) 

Total 
Disbursed
(mill 
US$) Planned Actual Planned  

 
Actual Planned Actual Planned Actual 

 Grants *     272,500 230,000 272,500 230,000  
 Loans           
 Credits          
 Equity 

investmen
ts 

         

 In-kind 
support 

0? 51,000 
** 

1,376,034 
 

443,617 
 

60,000 398,672 1,436,034 893,289  

 Other (*) 
- 
- 
 

      
 

   

Totals 
      1,708,534 1,123,289  

Notes: * : cash co-finance; ** : time and duty travel of UNEP Task Manager; Above estimates, planned and actual, are 
relatively to the 2 calendar years 2012 and 2013. 
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Annex 5. Short Profile of the Evaluator 
 
Jamie K. Reaser has more than 20 years of experience in the fields of environmental conservation and sustainable 
development, largely at the science-policy interface. She also has extensive experience in communication psychology, 
programmatic management, and leadership development. Through her consulting firm (Congruence, LLC), Jamie 
frequently conducts project reviews and training courses (e.g., communications, social marketing, project management) 
for governments and United Nations agencies implementing projects funded by the Global Environment Facility. She 
has worked in over 50 countries as a conservation biologist, environmental negotiator, project analyst, and trainer. 
 
BS in Field Biology (College of William and Mary) 
PhD in Biology, with emphasis in Conservation Ecology (Stanford University)  
Master Practitioner & Trainer Certifications in Neuro-linguistic Programming (NLP; NLP Comprehensive) 
 
For more information – http://www.jamiekreaserconsulting-blogspot.com 
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Annex 6: Responses to the Individual Questionnaire 

 
1. What has been your role(s) in the project? How long have you been engaged in the project? 

 All of the respondents have been directly involved in the IAS project, many of them since the onset of the 
project 

2. What do you perceive to be the major project accomplishments to date? 
 

Administrative/Managerial/Financial 
 Following a difficult start, the IAS project has eventually taken off and traction at national level is 

currently tangible in at least four to six countries; as the core component of the SPREP's IAS programme, 
the IAS project is now driving the program to achieve some key targets set by the SPREP's Strategic Plan 
2011-15 

 Establishing national project coordinators and national projects in about half of the 10 countries in the 
programme/project 

 Long-term coaching of five national coordinators (in project coordination, management and 
implementation, reporting and also on technical issues): Two or three of these people seem promising and 
recommendations will be made to national counterpart to employ them beyond the project termination 

 Setting foundations for country project action and to provide sustainability and future upscaling of current 
projects. Foundations have been set in countries that had little or no environmental IAS management in 
the past. This will allow future participation in further GEF funding rounds because they have concrete 
actions they would like to implement, and will be in a position to upscale to larger projects. This is 
anticipated in the GEF,6 cycle with a major regional IAS project to be submitted 

 The project has brought well needed funds for some countries to start developing NISSAPS, and to build 
country capacity to start implementing these strategies.   

 The profile of IAS has been raised and capacity building is underway. There will always be more 
priorities than we can possibly achieve but this IAS project has been well designed and has set a good 
platform for future success to build upon.  The key thing is to ensure continuity of effort and a focus on 
priority actions, not just more and more planning 

 
Palau-specific 

 Re-activation of the National Invasive Species Committee 

 Review and update of the five-year strategic plan 

 Active participation in the Regional Invasive Species Committee (RISC) 

 Political will and support from the president of the republic 
 

Samoa-specific 
 In consultation with our key stakeholders and our project team, we have developed the work plan of 

activities to be implemented throughout the duration of the project  

 Identified personnel and staff to carry out tasks and responsibilities in each activity 

 Allocated the budget and have set time frames to complete each activity  

 Some tasks have already been implemented  
 
        Tonga-specific 

 Regular meetings  

 Proposed development of the national plan is going to be a precedence initiative which Tonga could 
truly benefit from 

 A sense of togetherness as all stakeholders were collated and seated around the same table to discuss 
such a challenging issue, especially on IAS 

Scientific/Technical/’On-the-ground’ Conservation 
 Connecting the country projects to regional support networks 
 IAS desktop reviews were carried out and completed in four countries (Cook Islands, Niue, Tonga and 

Vanuatu) 
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 NISSAPs were prepared from scratch, using a full consultative approach, in Niue and Tonga; NISSAP 
was revised and updated in Palau and it is under preparation in the Cook Islands 

 The generation of regionally versatile tools and processes. The utilization and customization of regional 
publications. These desktop studies provide known information to help stakeholders discuss, agree and 
prioritize actions for their NISSAPs. This process has been used in Tonga, Niue, Vanuatu and the Cook 
Islands, and will soon be completed for Kiribati. This has become a standard process in the Pacific and 
other countries have had their own desktop studies completed under other complementary non-GEF 
funding arrangements 

 Increased regional networking amongst country coordinators and other practitioners in the Pacific. The 
project has provided opportunities for some of the new coordinators to meet and network with other 
invasive species practitioners from the Pacific. This was evident at the 9th Pacific Islands Conference on 
Nature Conservation and Protected Areas where coordinators featured some of their project activities, and 
while learning at a Regional Inter-Island Biosecurity Workshop held here in Samoa last August. These 
resulted in increased knowledge which coordinators can use in their countries and helped formed working 
relationships between the different coordinators 

Cook Islands-specific 
 Two successful IAS management field activities were carried out in two different outer islands of the 

Cook Islands:  rat eradication completed in Suwarrow island (leveraging funds and building up on a 
project initiated by BirdLife); control of passion fruit is well underway on the island of Mauke with 
good achievements recorded so far 

 Completed a desktop review of IAS to assist with the development of an early detection-rapid 
response programme 

 Assist with the eradication program of Oriental fruit fly on Rarotonga and Aitutaki 

Palau-specific 
 Progress made so far toward biological control of Mikania 

 
Tonga-specific 

 Tonga had no previous experience with environmental IAS at the project inception. Even the native 
fruit bat was classified as an IAS. Now Tonga has an elevated political awareness of IAS, a Pacific 
Invasive Learning Network (PILN) Team, a working dedicated coordinator, a baseline desktop study 
and associated data detailing IAS, valuable ecological areas and threats from neighboring transport 
links, a NISSAP, and a feasibility study and operational plan to eradicate invasive predators off a 
large ecologically valuable island. Tonga is also making progress on revising their legislation, 
planning for invasive species introduction to the school system and the restoration of key sites for 
education and awareness. This is exactly the type of outcome this project seeks to achieve, increasing 
capability and adherence to the regional guidelines for managing invasive species in the Pacific. It is 
worth noting that Tonga has had increased technical support and mentoring, something I believe has 
increased  the current success of the Tongan activities beyond the large majority of the other 
participating countries  

 Based on Tonga's NISSAP indications on national priority sites: 
o A baseline IAS field survey was undertaken on Late Island in the Vava’u group, in 

cooperation with the IIB project. Following recommendations from the survey, a 
partnership with Islands Conservation was established, envisaging leverage of funds, 
aimed at rat eradication. A feasibility and operational plan have  been recently discussed 
and agreed; 

o A IAS survey was organized and carried out, in cooperation with IIB project, in the 
Talau (designated-to-be) national park of the Vava’u group (part of the Biorap in 
Tonga); 

o A restoration project was discussed and agreed with Tonga Govt. with the aim to focus 
on the Toloa rainforest of Nukualofa, which will become a demonstration site to be used 
for awareness and education purposes;  field operations are scheduled to start in June 
2014 

 Generating strategic an action plan where it lays proper foundation and managements for the 
implement activities in order to reduce the risk from IAS 

 From the vegetation point of view, we have been able to set up networks between local 
counterparts relating to the identification of the top 10 invasive plants in Tonga and exchange of 
experiences among other issues of IAS 

 
Vanuatu-specific 
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 Desktop review of existing IAS in Vanuatu and their impacts on biodiversity and protected areas 

 Identification and mapping of priority IAS in the country 

 Development of the draft NISSAP 
 
Conservation Education, Legal & Cultural Affairs 

 
Cook Islands-specific 

 Awareness of IAS in the community and the schools 

 An IAS awareness, education and training program was performed in the Cook Islands during the 
outbreak of fruit fly which occurred in early 2013 in Rarotonga 

 
Palau-specific 

 A comprehensive IAS education programme in schools has been carried out and still is underway 
in Palau 

Vanuatu-specific 
 Awareness of Vanuatu IAS to schools during the national environment week in year 2013 

 
3. What are the major challenges that you have observed?  What processes have been used to overcome them? 
How successful has this been? 

 
Administrative/Managerial/Financial 
 Project designed in a way that execution and implementation of workplans are to be driven and lead by 

national environment agencies. SPREP, despite recognized as the regional executing agency, has very 
limited authority to make things happen on the ground if there is not enough capacity and/or commitment 
at national level. Due to this very reason, there are currently three countries of that have not started the 
project yet: PNG, FSM and RMI. Due to the same problem, another four countries are implementing their 
workplans at a very slow rate, communication is insufficient and their outcomes may not be of the quality 
expected: these are Kiribati, Niue and Samoa   

 Establishing the country projects – this has failed completely in PNG and nearly so in at least one other – 
Samoa.  Other countries have presented challenges.  Extensive efforts by the SPREP and to a lesser extent 
by UNEP have been made to capture countries and commence in-country programmes originally designed 
and approved by them in the programme planning phase 

 A ca. 85% cut of project budget and workplan was proposed to PMG at the end of 2013 in order to ease 
and facilitate their involvement. No response was obtained. As a consequence, the Project Support Unit 
(PSU) has recently discussed and agreed to initiate the process to close the project in this country. The 
‘non- performing’  five countries have been notified that cuts and reallocations of their  budgets and 
workplans may be soon considered unless prompt activation is not undertaken 

 The project is designed in a manner than lends itself to insufficient manpower. There are three other 
regional projects at SPREP that may be considered equivalent to the combination of the GEF-PAS IAS 
and IIB projects in terms of number of countries involved, total budget, number of activities and duration. 
These four SPREP regional projects seem relatively equivalent in all the variables considered except for 
the manpower: the combination of the two GEF-PAS projects appear as the most under-staffed project 
among the four run at SPREP. The direct consequence of this situation is a reduced power of assist/push 
countries to implement their workplans and a reduced power in ensuring the quality of the outcomes, 
compared to the other three regional projects 

 At least one country has expressed dissatisfaction at having to comply with the project operational process 
– PMG/reporting etc.  Discussions have been held via the PMG, UNEP and SPREP are intending to visit 
Cook Islands to try to redress this issue 

 Overall the project has been extremely slow to gain traction and actually get underway.  This has been due 
to countries being slow to respond to SPREP setting up their interagency agreements.  This problem has 
been intractable despite the best efforts discussing with relevant country representatives at meetings at 
every opportunity.  Basically, the countries are over-committed and relatively small scale projects such as 
these get eclipsed with the bigger ones like climate change related ones.  This is especially significant 
given the same people in the country ministries are involved 
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 The project document envisages a form of co-management between the national agencies and SPREP in 
the execution and implementation of the national workplans. The roles and responsibilities are not well 
defined and understood at national level. There have been insufficient discussions on key operational 
issues at the stage of the project inception 

 Some national coordinators have been appointed very late or there is not a dedicated national coordinator 
for the project and the person doing the coordinating is busy with other projects/responsibilities  

 Most of the national coordinators and managers of both projects did not attend the inception workshops 
(the coordinators did not because they were not hired yet at the time). As a consequence, while some 
countries are happy to co-manage the project with SPREP and to get our assistance others do not accept 
this as they see this as a limitation to their authority and feel to be micro-managed 

 Some countries are trying to actively to avoid sharing plans with SPREP because they see the offer of 
assistance as interference. This makes it very challenging for SPREP to help ensure the best outcomes for 
the project  

 Project management has been a challenge due to country coordinator lack of experience. This has been 
addressed by assisting countries to develop TOR’s and the procurement process, and in providing country 
advice and mentoring. Again more resources would assist this challenge 

 The coaching of national coordinators requires a major allocation of time due to: (a) the remarkable gap 
between the TORs for national coordinator (as specified in the prodoc, Appendix 11) and the real 
qualifications and experience of coordinators recruited. Most of them are freshly graduated (often in 
disciplines that have no relation whatsoever to IAS and biodiversity) and have no experience in project 
coordination (this applies to most cases, with the exceptions of Cook Islands and Palau) and (b) a high rate 
of turn-over of national coordinators: during the period  May 2012-December 2013 we have already 
experienced five countries (out of ten that started implementation) that have seen a turning-over in the 
position of national coordinator (Samoa, Vanuatu, Kiribati). This means that in 50% of cases the 
investment done in project coaching during the past year and a half had to be reset 

 Human resource capacity is also very limited in most of the participating countries in regard to operational 
staff for implementation. Most of the agencies with the responsibility of managing environmental issues 
have no ground staff working on invasive species management. To some degree countries have envisaged 
employing other government agencies (such as Agriculture and Quarantine) or NGO’s (in the case of 
Cook Islands). This has been effective in some cases but is noted that these staff already have full time 
jobs so integration with environmental work programmes may provide additional stresses to the 
workforce. Again an increase in technical support is needed to train new staff required or adjust staff 
operationally from other sectors to ensure their methods are compatible with environmental issues 

 Often the Country Project Managers are too busy with other obligations to fulfil their role in the project. 
This has been particularly relevant in Kiribati, FSM, RMI and Niue. The requirement of reporting is large 
on the countries, not from this project but from all projects other obligations required in their position.  
The Project Facilitator has continued to follow up with the Country Project Managers, but this position is 
also stretched. Again reallocation of funds and a suggested change to the Project Facilitator by spending 
100% of his time on the IAS project as opposed to the current 70% 

 Staff procurement and turnover has also provided challenges within the project. In some cases country 
coordinators have resigned from their coordinator role in favor of accepting a full-time core position 
within the agency or another organisation. This has occurred in Samoa, Kiribati and the financial position 
in Tonga. In Vanuatu the original coordinator left due to sickness 

 In some instances the procurement process has taken almost two years to be completed in the worst case 
scenario. But several others also took an extended period of time. We have applied for and have been 
granted an extension until August 2016. This will allow some activities of a long duration to be 
completed. However, we hope that the majority will be completed before then. This situation is very 
difficult to manage as the executing agency has no control over these challenges except to advise, which 
we have done. Following this the Project Coordinator has spent considerable time up-skilling the newly 
appointed coordinators in the requirements of the project. Hopefully, for the second half of this project we 
are beyond this challenge although from some countries results we will need to address this challenge 
again. In future where the coordinator position becomes vacant we will investigate more closely whether it 
would be better to get a part-time consultant to coordinate the activities rather than going through the 
procurement process again as time will be much more limited 
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 Implementation challenges. Due to the lack of skills, experience and confidence it has been difficult for 
some country coordinators to initiate activities in country. We have assisted with direct interventions at 
times when it has been agreeable to the country and resources have allowed. Examples of this are 
providing the procurement process and service for activities and providing in country assistance. This has 
resulted in successful outcomes however it requires more resources than we currently have to do this for 
all the countries. 

 Some countries have lacked commitment to the project. In the worst case scenario, PNG still hasn’t signed 
a Project Management Agreement. Many phone calls, emails, discussions with representatives, official 
letters has still not resolved this. A smaller PMA was offered following discussions which would enable 
PNG to complete a NISSAP, at least providing a foundation to move forward on, and this too has not been 
signed. 

 Lack of commitment. Others such as FSM, RMI, Niue, Samoa and Kiribati have been lacking to commit 
in 2014 and are lacking behind with reporting and implementation. These countries have been sent 
‘official letters’ advising them of their shortcomings and warnings that failure to fulfil these obligations 
could result in reallocation or rationalization of their funds 

 With further resources this could be addressed through extra assistance to directly intervene in the projects 

 Role perception. Some countries are not fulfilling their role as agreed in the Project Document and the 
Project Management Agreement which dictates the roles of the country and the executing agency. Some 
perceive the executing agency as a disperser of funds only rather than as a partner in the project. Again I 
believe that this has resulted from this project not being regional in nature but rather as single country 
projects with which the belief is that they are not accountable to SPREP. Most of these issues have been 
sorted out with one on one discussion but several countries still have this belief. Country visits will 
address this issue in the near future 

 Communication. Communication has been a challenge due to the large spatial area the project covers and 
the amount of resources available. Although regular communication is initiated some countries are very 
slow to respond or do not respond at all. The Project Facilitator and the Project Manager attempt email 
and telephone communication regularly as time and resources permit. However, the best response comes 
from face to face contact. It is hoped that reallocation of resources will permit more regular 
communication and in particular in-country visits 

 Communication with some countries is an issue, as well as the reporting. Some countries are very good, 
while others are not that well organized. Some countries are not answering at all emails, but the 
communication is good with the ones that reply 

 In the most situations, the most contact and help comes via email which is not always the best way and 
can be very confusing. It is not easy for the coordinators to find the way through the sometimes 
complicated and, for them, totally new reporting 

 
Cook Islands-specific 

 Identify a person or a group to implement some of the project activities especially in the outer islands 

 Working in partnership with the other ministries, especially those that have staffs in the 
outer islands such as the Ministry of Agriculture and Ministry of Marine 

 
Kiribati-specific 

 Need greater capacity building, training for project management staff (communication, project 
management, community relations, accounting/financial) 

 
Palau-specific 

 Getting cash co-finance for the Coordinator’s salary and for travel to RISC meetings.  This is still 
being worked on through the national budgeting process 

 
Samoa-specific 

 The major challenge has been contracting a National Invasive Species Coordinator which was 
delayed a year or so due to a reduction in the salary band for the position directed by Samoa’s Public 
Service Commission (the government agency tasked with human resource development) after the 
position was advertised and a person was appointed (the appointee turned down the job when the 
salary was dropped). The position had to then be readvertised and the coordinator who was eventually 
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hired is often sick and not able to perform his job properly. Thus IAS work in Samoa under this 
project has been put back perhaps 1 ½ years. (Note: The extension of the project into 2016 will help 
make up for lost time) 

 There seems to be a lack of focus on actual project implementation, perhaps due to confused 
leadership, or a lack of leadership or simply too many other Government priorities to implement. 
Furthermore, the governance arrangements in country for IAS management need to be followed in 
order to advise the coordinator and to share experiences and to guide IAS work- in the case of Samoa 
there is a coordinating body called the Samoa’s National Invasives Task Team (SNITT), but  the 
group hardly meets and is, therefore, not being used effectively 

 
Tonga-specific 

 Lack of skills and knowledge (on financial matters) and least of information (division level) or 
database to trace the trend of IAS existence. During the process is also the learning process. It 
successfully overcomes especially communication with SPREP facilitators for advices and guidance 

 Staff turnover.  Recruitment of another staff.  Very slow at first but it has picked up early this year 

 It is obvious from the dialogue and meeting called that this is such a technical intensive area that has 
received so little attention and budget allocation from the government. Given the destructive nature of 
IAS and the potential harm is posted for the biodiversity of Tonga, you would have thought that there 
might be some major allocation going to curb this growing concern.  Quarantine division from 
agriculture seems to be the only division that is specific to IAS. They have existing data but not many 
pay attention until it becomes a concern. I noted that there is also an acute level of supervision and 
enforcement but regulators….even some of the bio-control species that were deliberately introduce to 
Tonga are now invasive and posing problems. Having this project mean these issues are being flagged 
and relevant agencies are trying to do something about it 

 The inability to cope with time, especially when things are supposed to be handed in as planned but 
some things (also important) are on the way. Not growing within this sector. The lack of resources, 
experts and materials here in Tonga to complete activities. Processes to overcome them include the 
challenge to “be punctual” at all times, strive to work as planned and having national consultants and 
services to lend a hand. These processes have been a success and having things up to date 

 
Vanuatu-specific 

 Limited funds allocated to some project activities. Process used to overcome the above challenge: The 
Project Coordinator revised the work plan against budget as well negotiating with relevant existing 
projects within DEPC and an NGO called ‘Live & Learn’ to share cost with other project activities to 
reduce cost of activity implementation 

 Too many relevant projects happening in Vanuatu. Therefore, it is not possible to hold regular 
committee meetings as planned , as well as not full committee members participated. Processed used 
to overcome the above challenge: At least a meeting is held when there is a need to hold the meeting 
to discuss important activities and where few are present the meeting still progressed 

 As the project supervisor and with my busy schedules with other relevant projects and activities I am 
not always available for the Project Coordinator for technical inputs/advice when needed. Process 
used to overcome the above challenge: Make time after hours to meet with the Project Coordinator 
and review project activities or documents after hours and weekends. Also the Project Coordinator 
keeps reminding me to have time with her or provide my comments. Long term process for future 
IAS project – current structure is revised to have an Invasive and Biosafety Officer to be responsible 
for invasive and biosafety matters and provide supervision role to project funded officers 

 Getting used to the government system, especially financial tasks 

 Limited technical experts within the country, so completing task on time takes a while since we have 
to wait for  them to be available from their schedules  

 Expensive and lack of office equipment (e.g., GPS, camera and database software) 

 Personal lack of experience and skills required for some of the project activities (e.g., analysis of 
strength/level  of invasiveness of  IAS, economic loss that they may cause to people and the native 
ecosystems in order for the local people to see and understand the importance of IAS) 
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Scientific/Technical/’On-the-ground’ Conservation 
 The quality of the final project outcomes heavily depends upon the engagement of sufficiently qualified 

expertise to implement activities. Because it is widely recognized that Pacific island countries lack IAS 
and biodiversity capacity, country workplan allocations were designed in a way that the hiring of 
international technical assistance could be afforded. Some countries still prefer to engage national experts, 
even though sometimes they are not sufficiently qualified, so that they can save money from the activity 
allocations 

 Technical capacity is very limited or non-existent in most of the projects participating countries.  
Although TOR’s for project positions both within country and regionally specified such knowledge and 
experience, in the Pacific Island context such personnel are very difficult to procure. The Council of 
Regional Organisations in the Pacific (CROP agencies), such as SPREP, are mandated to provide 
assistance in this regard as countries are often too small to provide this expertise on their own. However, 
capacity of such organisations to provide assistance at the scale of ten countries, with such a diverse 
portfolio and over this concentrated period of time does not exist and no provision was made within the 
project to allow for the increase in capacity required. This has resulted in a slower pace of implementation, 
particularly of complex and major project activities. This has been overcome in a few cases with extra 
technical support and mentoring where countries have been ready to move forward and resources have 
been provided. To upscale this process and move all participating countries forward it is recommended to 
reallocate funding from non-performing countries, and country activities that are unlikely to achieve the 
desired outcome within the remaining timeframe of the project, towards providing this support 

 The existing support mechanisms in the region have been under-utilized (e.g., Pacific Invasives Network, 
Pacific Invasives Learning Network) 

 The focus has been exclusively on environmental issues. There are clear advantages is linking the IAS 
issue to food security, climate change, human health, and other top government priorities. 

 
Kiribati-specific 

 Enforcement is a challenge – including how to identify IAS and their pathways 

 Need biodiversity enforcement training 

 The agricultural sectors needs to be engaged more in what we are doing 

Palau-specific 
 IAS has not always been included in the creating of management plans of protected areas.  There are 

no real processes, but through a series of meetings by the NISC (legislation to require IAS to be 
included in plans and programs is needed) 

 
Conservation Education, Legal & Cultural Affairs 
No comments 
 

4. What are the major lessons that have been learned from the project thus far?  How will these lessons be 
incorporated into the second term of the project? 
 

Administrative/Managerial/Financial 
 The scale of the country projects are too small and too many for the size of budget – this and other related 

issues is a design issue which originates with the GEF Secretariat and hence nothing is possible to redress 
this at this stage except to maximize inclusive benefits/ cooperation as much as practicable 

 Possibly the PMG system and technical support from it and the likes of the Pacific Invasives Partnership 
are not working as well as they might – this will be investigated with the SPREP 

 Be more careful and realistic when planning for sufficient manpower during the project formulation stage. 
Project managers should be full-time involved on large regional projects and roles and responsibilities of 
all project staff should be clear and fully acknowledged. This is something that could be still adjusted 
during the second half of the projects, by following the suggestion discussed during last PSU meeting to 
re-allocate SPREP Project Coordinator time to 100% on the IAS project for the remainder of the contract 
(March 2015) 

 In general terms, more investment should be planned on clarifying roles with national counterparts at the 
project inception stage: the inception should take place only when national coordinators are on board so 
that they can attend the inception workshop together with the project managers. For the second term, 
clarification should be sought with Cook Islands, Kiribati, Niue and Samoa, with the assistance of the 
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UNEP Task Manager, about the co-management structure and philosophy. This would certainly enhance 
collaborative work and ultimately the quality of the outcomes from the implementation of the activities of 
the workplans 

 More effective and efficient project execution/implementation arrangements and design should be sought 
at the stage of the project formulation, avoiding that all responsibility for project execution and 
implementation rests at national level. This lesson cannot be incorporated for the second term of the two 
projects 

 The selection of the National Project Coordinator has a strong influence on the destiny of the project at 
national level. Involvement of project regional level (SPREP and UNEP in our case) should be planned for 
the selection process of national coordinators in order to ensure that the best candidates nationally are 
recruited, according to qualifications and experience - but also according to smartness, good will and 
motivation. This lesson cannot be taken on board for the second term of the two projects 

 Regional support is essential if these countries are to progress. It is hoped that through reallocation this 
can be provided 

 Project documents should be realistic in their assumptions of what experience, knowledge and skills exist 
within countries in invasive species management 

 IAS management in the Pacific is dependent on building on the ground capacity in these skills and 
providing a constant mentoring service. It is hoped that reallocation will address this 

 Some countries have failed to realize the benefits that this project offers their country. More time will 
need to be spent fostering this in some countries in the second half of the project 

 It is key to develop a clear mandate, TOR and pay conditions for a National Invasive Species Coordinator 
and hire that person early on and then allow that person to lead the project. It is also important to focus on 
project implementation and to build on existing activities and to fully use the existing governance 
arrangements and expertise in country for IAS management, eg the SNITT in Samoa and other groups 
elsewhere. Timeframes will often need adjusting, but it seems that the GEF are often okay with doing that, 
if there is clear justification 

 Have a workshop for all coordinators – which is also just possible if all coordinator get appointed to the 
same time – to give them a good training and to help them to feel confident in their position if they do not 
(some do) 

 Regular visits to the countries are important to work with them together on certain activities  

 There needs to be a more effective use of partnerships 

 The projects need to be reviewed for what can be meaningful done given the current capacities and 
remaining money and time 

 Human capacity building, including technical assistance, needs to be consistent over the course of the 
project 

 
Papua New Guinea-specific 

 The project needs to be dropped and funds reallocated 
 

Samoa-specific 
 It took some time in the beginning of the project to plan activities through consultations with key 

stakeholders and staff, and now it is just a matter of implementation and monitoring these activities 
and most important is the evaluation component 

 We have learned during the first quarters since the start of project the proper and correct processes, 
procedures and formats of required reports to be submitted to donor and co-donor agencies and 
according to time frames set. Now that these have all been cleared and settled, we do not foresee any 
major challenges during the second term of the project 

 
Tonga-specific 

 How to dealt with the processes like implementation steps of activities, procurement procedures, 
arrangement and dealing with other stakeholders etc 

 Capacity buildings and skills are learned during various workshop made such as the biosecurity 
workshop. This event provides technical skills and way forwards to fight IAS. Management 
methodologies, doing the progressive and financial reports, consultation with communities and setting 
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up work plans of each activity. Those lessons learned could support and prompt the upcoming term 
activities of the project 

 
Vanuatu-specific 

 The current project was under budget especially for some major activities including the Project 
Coordinator position.  Budgeting should have taken into consideration the inflation rates.  For future 
projects and not second term of the project  

Scientific/Technical/’On-the-ground’ Conservation 
 Effectively addressing IAS in the region will take more money and time than GEF projects allow for 

 
Cooks Islands-specific 

 It is important to have partnerships with Te Ipukarea Society, a local NGO, as well as international 
NGOs with the implementation of some component of the project as well as the analysis of 
eradication data  

 
Kiribati-specific 

 NISSAP completed 
 Engagement of local people in the various IAS activities 

 
Palau-specific 

 Host-specificity testing is expensive!  In the future, if we undertake other biocontrol projects, we will 
be sure to budget appropriately for this 

 
Tonga-specific 

 Some of the stakeholders are interested in controlling of invasive plants rather than eradication of 
invasive animals on remote areas. Although this will be a costly move to make but priorities are set 
within the next phases of the project like the proposed identification and control of invasive plants in 
Toloa – the last remaining rainforest on Tongatapu 

 Protecting the biodiversity of Tonga by the control and management of IAS as a priority in the Project 
and understanding why there is a need for this, thus it saves today and the future 

 
Vanuatu-specific 

 Some hands on skill training at the national and provincial level on IAS, especially on determining 
the level of IAS impact and economic assessment of the impact the IAS have on natural 
resources/biodiversity.  I guess there might not be funding available to do this  

 Always seek advice, local knowledge and information from the local experts or in-country experts 
and verify with international experts  

 Project activities are to be planned well with the in-country experts to reduce the chances of having 
low budget for some activities  

 Carry out some of the activities as training and hands -on field work 
 
Conservation Education, Legal & Cultural Affairs 
 IAS should be mentioned whenever addressing island biodiversity conservation 

 
Cooks Islands-specific 

 It is important to work partnership with the community to assist with eradication programs such as 
providing information on IAS found on their land 
 

Tonga-specific 
 IAS is everybody’s concern because even with the regulatory framework in place there is lack of 

funding for enforcement. Each sector has a part to play and they collectively could allocate some 
human and financial resources to policing and curbing the growing issues of invasiveness whether 
terrestrial or marine based 

 Need to promote public education and awareness 

 Should develop and implement an awareness plan on IAS and include the plan in the awareness 
component of the project 

 Ensure the ideology is understood by a wider populace not only us (outreach programs) 



 

  Page 117 of 135

 
5. What do you ultimately hope the project achieves? 
 

Administrative/Managerial/Financial 
 About half of the project documents original outputs including national projects with substantive outputs 

in seven of the ten original countries included in the Project Document 
 The project will ultimately will be successful in at least six countries out of the original ten, for a total of 

ca. 65-70%  of total country activities specified in the overall workplan of the Project Document (n=78). 
This could be best achieved by closing during the next weeks/months the project in PNG, FSM and RMI. 
Kiribati is a project that may need a revision and reduction following a thorough review to be done within 
6-12 months 

 A GEF 6 program will be able to build up the achievements of the IAS GEF-PAS (GEF 4) project. This 
will ensure to keep the momentum created by IAS project at national level and may hold the potential to 
make the outcomes of IAS project sustainable in the long term 

 Completion of all activities within the Project Document. However, I realize nothing will be achieved in 
PNG, except hopefully that they realize the opportunity that they have missed 

 Most activities to date that have been successful have had the benefit of receiving extra technical support, 
mentoring and personal attention. Therefore, without reallocation of funds it is likely that this will not be 
possible for all project activities to be completed and the outcome quality is expected to be reduced.  
However, I believe that it is not too late to rectify this situation with a restructure of the components to 
include regional technical support. If this is implemented I believe the project will be ultimately successful 
with concrete achievements in the project components: 

o Building solid foundations,  
o Problem definition, prioritization and decision-making 
o Management action (pilot projects) 

 
Palau-specific 

 All that it set out to do, and we are well on our way to that.  I also hope that the activities will 
continue once the project ends.  I am working with the NISC to find ways to ensure that the 
Coordinator’s salary, travel for RISC meetings, and school outreach continue to be funded when 
project funding ends 

 
Samoa-specific 

 Prevented the introduction of new IAS into the country from outside and we have managed to reduce 
and control the already existing IAS to an acceptable level and especially to reduce and control the 
negative impacts of IAS in Samoa in order to benefit our people and the environment 

 
Tonga-specific 

 100% implementation when the project duration completed…with a regulatory framework in place 
and some financial commitment from both government and donors to manning and policing IAS 

 
Vanuatu-specific 

 Lessons learned for future project proposal development 

 
Scientific/Technical/’On-the-ground’ Conservation 

 
Cook Islands-specific 

 That the community is well informed on the risks of IAS, such as the Oriental fruitfly and the major 
impact these IAS can cause on the economy and to prevent the introduction of IAS into the country.  

 That the community assist with any of the eradication program when carried out 
 

Kiribati-specific 
 The community learns how to eradicate IAS 

 There is a sustained level of knowledge and skills transfer 

 The Environmental Youth Club gets well engaged 
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Samoa-specific 
 The project support IAS action and forest restoration work on-the-ground (e.g., the Mt Vaea 

restoration as well as the restoration of the OLPPP national park), as well as a revision of Samoa’s 
NISSAP, a clarification of the conflicting roles of the Disaster Management Office (DMO) and the 
Samoa National Invasives Task Team (SNITT) and also the MNRE and MAF with regard to 
managing IAS incursions in Samoa and other actions in the NISSAP.  

 Real action. We need less on words and a clear idea at the end of the project of how activities will be 
sustained and by whom 

 Communities and the public involved in actual IAS action – (e.g., in doing surveys for IAS, or in 
killing invasive weeds in reserves and national parks or in restoration work). Ideally such work would 
be voluntary, but Samoa does not have a strong culture for volunteerism for this kind of work, which 
may have be paid for (at relatively low day labourer rates) 

Tonga-specific 
 Three terrestrial conservation areas of Tonga namely, the Toloa Forest Reserve, Mt. Talau and ‘Eua 

National Park have undergone eradication of some of the priority invasive plants 

 Reduction in IAS 

 The Kiribati NISSAP revised for use in Tonga 

 Adequately trained technical staff 

 Improved biosecurity facilities 

 The IAS project can assist Tonga to find a way to fund the rat eradication plan of Late Island. The 
most promising way would be to advocate with the Tonga government the use of their GEF 6 
allocation for the purpose (at least a part of it). Then other financial arrangements could be sought 
(matching and leveraging of funds with other projects, Tonga government cofinance etc.). Late was 
indicated by national stakeholders as a priority site. Once rat free, a new plan for translocation of 
Polynesian Megapode from Niuafo'o or Fonualei could be discussed (the first translocation taken 
place in the 1990s probably failed due to the presence of rats). Tonga as the potential to become a 
case study for the IAS project. Not much had been done in this country on IAS management before 
this project 

Vanuatu-specific 
 A NISSAP with road maps for work to undertake to control, manage and eradicate IAS 

 Vanuatu map showing distribution of types of invasive species and extend of invasion 

 Invasive survey results and database 

 Eradication of some key priority IAS where necessary especially African tulip, Mynah birds, little red 
fire ant introduced in small colonies to new sites/places 

 Have a national plan for the country to control, managed and eradicate IAS  

 Have a mechanism that managed the import of live organisms (plant and animal) into the country to 
assess the invasiveness and risk they may have on peoples livelihood and native biodiversity 

Conservation Education, Legal & Cultural Affairs 
 Understanding island ecosystems and island species services’ connectivity, which makes IAS understood 

more better 
 
Tonga-specific 

 Increase public awareness and education 
 

Vanuatu-specific 
 The nation must know about IAS and understand the impacts of  IAS  

 Awareness to different levels of audiences on IAS through different means of media 

 Differentiate the difference between the agricultural pest and diseases from IAS  

 Subsidiary legislations developed under existing relevant legislations for management of IAS 
 
       6. What challenges do you perceive for the second half of the project? How do you anticipate they can be  

 overcome? 
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Administrative/Managerial/Financial 
 See comments made under the previous question. Try to improve the efficacy of the PMG and SPREP 

implementation – this will be monitored by UNEP 

 There is mismatch between the duration of the project (4 years) and the duration of the GEF Facilitator 
position contract (3 years): while the current IAS project (extended) official end is September 2016, the 
contract ends in March 2015 (more than one year earlier). The total budget allocation initially planned to 
cover the GEF Facilitator position for four years (345,000 USD, covered by both projects according to 
different percentages and over different periods) has proven to be insufficient. Therefore in order to bridge 
the gap between the contract and the end of the IAS project, an extension for another 1.5 year would be 
needed. This will entail a budget reallocation, possibly using part of the funds saved from the proposed 
dropping of the 3 mentioned countries (an estimated 34-38% of their total)  

 Funds will run out for the Project Facilitator position before the project ends. Use of PNG funds should 
resolve this 

 Continued progress of activities at the country level will require constant mentoring, country visits and 
attention. Those that do not get up to scratch will need to have their country project reduced or 
rationalized 

 The projects are too narrow (environment only) and, as a result, are unlikely to become institutionalized at 
the level that they could be if they were better linked to other government priorities (e.g., food security, 
climate change, and human health) 

 
Palau-specific 

 Support and political will from the Palau National Congress 
 
Samoa-specific 

 Governance and commitment to action. With all the delays, it may not be possible to achieve all the 
project objectives. It all comes back to leadership and for countries to take their commitments and 
strategies seriously and to put the resources in to implement them. The new CEO of the Ministry of 
Natural Resources is cognizant of IAS issues and the importance of IAS management action- the 
project needs to work with him to ensure that there is progress on project objectives and activities and 
that any blockages to progress are dealt with. For example, if the National Coordinator cannot do his 
job because he is sick, then unfortunately he should be replaced. If no one is suitable to replace him, 
then consider hiring a consultant on a part-time arrangement to do this work 

 It is also important to get some clear early successes to promote the need for IAS management within 
the government and the public sectors 

 Get more members of the public involved in IAS management 
 
Tonga-specific 

 Timeliness, getting output anticipated and just getting some really public awareness going. People 
seriously need to understand, comprehend and fully commit to stopping IAS from entering Tonga 
 

Vanuatu-specific 
 Shortage of funds for the Project Coordinator salary.  The project team is trying its best to share cost 

of activities with relevant projects in order to have sufficient fund to meet this shortfall 

 To be able to complete all of the activities of the project in the project document  

 Short fall of funding with some of the activity budgets  

Scientific/Technical/’On-the-ground’ Conservation 
 Several countries need extensive mentoring in project management and training in skills relevant to 

implementing IAS eradication, control and restoration activities. I believe this can be overcome with 
partnering with experts and further training in skills and measuring success. It is anticipated that funds not 
required by PNG could be used for this purpose 

Cook Islands-specific 
 Implementing the project activities in the northern part of the Cook Islands when travel costs are 

high and availability of transport is limited 
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 Kiribati-specific 
 Procedures for identifying new species 
 Addressing the Mynah with information from Cooks Islands, pride campaigns etc. 
 Need guns and licensing to eradicate the Mynah 

 
Tonga-specific 

 Monitoring of Ballast water from foreign vessels is not yet undertaken and unequipped of x-ray 
scanner for detecting fruit products and plants brought by travelers are the major challenges in the 
second half of the project. However, this project in collaborative government bodies such as 
quarantine and custom office and fisheries to reduce the risk and looking for further funding to 
support those anticipations 

 Being out on the field for upcoming activities. They can be overcome by teamwork and efforts into 
the work 

 Funding for some project components (e.g., Late eradication, Toloa forest restoration) 

Vanuatu-specific 
 Local biodiversity experts need to be trained on GIS mapping so that they can make use of the 

opportunities when they are out in the field to map out species etc 

 Provide more funding either by eliminating some activities so that funds are focused on some major 
activities of the last segment of the project implementation  

 Train local more experts to do the work since hiring consultants are expensive and used more funds 
that using local officers  

Conservation Education, Legal & Cultural Affairs 
 

Palau-specific 
 More approaches are needed to raise the level of understanding of the IAS issue 
 

7. What opportunities/resources etc. are you aware of that the project has not yet taken advantage of? How can 
these be capitalized on during the second half of the project? 

 
Administrative/Managerial/Financial 
 Several countries need extensive mentoring in project management and training in skills relevant to 

implementing invasive species eradication, control and restoration activities. I believe this can be 
overcome with partnering with experts and further training in skills and measuring success. It is 
anticipated that funds not required by PNG could be used for this purpose 

 Increased use of the existing technically capable regional IAS related projects such as the PILN and the 
PIP.   Discuss methods of improving this via the PMG through the EA 

 Full-time allocation of the SPREP Project Coordinator on IAS project starting from August 2014 and a 
specific focus on the 5-7 more promising countries (instead of the original 10) would result in a boost and 
acceleration of country workplan implementation and in an improved quality of the outcomes. Saved 
funds of possible reallocations from the 3 countries could also be used to engage international expertise, 
directly hired from SPREP, to assist coordinators at country level 

 A link and discussions were prompted last December aimed at possibly matching funds with the GEF-
PAS FAO Forestry and Protected Area Project. Discussion with the FAO project manager enabled to 
identify several potential objectives in common between the two projects in Niue and in Vanuatu (while 
no overlap was identified for Samoa) 

 Remaining funds could be used, at least in part, for organizing a training at SPREP in the benefit of 
national coordinators and managers. This training could focus on strategic thinking, fund raising and 
leverage/matching of funds. All skills that could be used during the second term of both projects by the 
national staff in order to ensure a continuation and sustainability of the efforts. This training could take 
place realistically early next year (2015) 

 
Palau-specific 

 We are beginning to develop an IAS project for GEF 6, as well as looking into sources of smaller 
amounts of funding  
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Samoa-specific 
 We have not taken advantage of the expertise in various areas of our collaborating agencies and 

organizations as yet, but we will ensure to take full advantage of their expertise as we move along 
 
Tonga-specific 

 Training opportunities-should be utilized by the project to build capacity and awareness 

 Strengthen collaboration with relevant stakeholders and communities 

 Getting a pool of local farmers and fishermen who had real experiences with the negative effect 
of IAS to talk share their experience with other people 

 National and regional expansion of the project’s priorities and recognition to be taken into 
serious consideration by government and stakeholders at different levels 

 
Vanuatu-specific 

 Seek opportunities for co-financing especially develop project proposals with relevant 
organization inputs to uptake some important identified activities during this term that cannot be 
financial met with the project budget    

 Regional meetings for the project coordinators to report on progress of activities at country level 
as well as sharing their experiences with project implementation 

 Provide more training opportunities or train National Coordinators on some of the skills and 
knowledge that they may lack 

 The SPC needs to be more engaged in the project during the second half 

 Engage the private sector more, they have major roles in pathway management 

 GEF 6 funding should be pursued. There are discussions already happening under the PIP. 

 More efficient use of potential partners, such as the Pacific Invasives Initiative and Island 
Conservation 

 
Scientific/Technical/’On-the-ground’ Conservation 
 To date there has been underuse of existing knowledge and skills available to the region due to lack of 

resources assigned to this within the project. It is hoped that this will be able to be increased on an activity 
basis by reallocating funding towards this in the second half of project implementation. It is particularly 
important to provide direct regional assistance to plan, organize and motivate the countries into activity 
implementation and also to enable them to provide meaningful, successful and measurable outcomes. 
With reallocation of funding it is hoped to provide training in best practice for invasive species 
management followed by direct support. Where this has been done to date such as providing an expert to 
assist with NISSAP’s, desktop studies and biocontrol assistance to Vanuatu and Palau the activities are 
looking like they will be successful 

 The project is not taking advantage of the many existing structures in the Pacific focused on IAS, nor the 
numerous technical experts 

 PILN could play a larger role in sharing information about the project and promoting successes 
 Engage CABI to play a role in invasive plant management and biocontrol. The CABI Compendium is an 

important resource for the countries to know about 
 Island Conservation should be more engaged on vertebrate eradication issues – at least from an 

information provision (databases) and training perspective 
 

Samoa-specific 
 Samoa has the chance to link and build up strategically on the JICA reforestation and restoration 

project (Mt Vaea and O Le Pupu Pu’e Natl. Park). One major activity of IAS Samoa workplan was in 
fact designed exactly for this purpose of continuing the efforts of JICA project (ca. 110,000 USD in 
total). Feasibility and operational plans and expertise from JICA project are ready to be linked to IAS 
project. A reallocation from other activities aimed at increasing this amount could be discussed. This 
activity is going to become the core of IAS Samoa project, and I have great hopes that it will be 
successful 

 There should be a discussion with the GEF project “Economy wide integration of CC adaptation and 
DRM/DRR to reduce climate vulnerabilities of communities in Samoa” on cost sharing and 
collaboration to implement project activities”. There may also be opportunities for cost sharing with 
other projects too (e.g., the UNDP GEF small grants program and the Australian Government’s Civil 
Society Support Program; CSSP) 

 Need training in inventory and monitoring of IAS, as well as citizen science projects 
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Tonga-specific 

 Capacity building on eradication for invasive birds especially shooting (license) and methodologies 
for IAS identification mainly on new terrestrial plant. These could be capitalized to the project 
through workshop training, hiring an expert to work with communities and coordinators and provide 
facilities such as digital micro-scope and other supportive equipment 

 
Conservation Education, Legal & Cultural Affairs 
 
Samoa-specific 

 Need training in effective education/outreach (social marketing) campaigns 
 Need training on working with local communities (communication skills) 

 
 
8. Other observations/comments? 
 

Administrative/Managerial/Financial 
 SPREP project manager is over-burdened with the reporting requirements for the project which prevents 

him from performing in a technical support/advisory function which was initially intended in pairing these 
projects.  At least part of this work should be the responsibility of the SPREP finance section. Relieving 
this situation may result in improvements generating outputs at country level including managing such 
things as a support network which was envisaged originally 

 As a direct consequence of the limited manpower and time available to run the projects, and due to the 
other mentioned constraints, we had to interpret and simplify the role of the Technical Advisory Group in 
relation to the ToRs specified in Appendix 11 of Project Document. The role of the Technical Advisory 
Group so far, for both projects, has been an informal and consultative one rather than a formal and 
supervisory one (as per Project Document). The Pacific Invasive Partnership has played the role of 
Technical Advisory Group for the IAS project on an annual basis. This issue has been raised and 
discussed again during the last PSU meeting. Unless more human resources are added to the project, it 
will be extremely challenging to activate a frequent formal supervisory process through a Technical 
Advisory Group 

 In general terms this project is behind schedule, as activity progress suggests, but it is hoped that with 
the one year extension that has been granted that many of the issues associated with this will be 
minimized. 

 This project demonstrates the limitations of such projects that don’t have a regional component and is 
based primarily on country allocations and activities without increasing support to the regional 
support structure. It is noted that particularly with invasive species management there is a very broad 
knowledge and skill base required to be effective. Although ToR’s for project positions both within 
country and regionally specified such knowledge and experience, in the Pacific Island context such 
personnel are very difficult to procure. 

 To succeed in the project overall goal of implementing the “Guidelines for Invasive Species 
Management in the Pacific,” it will require reallocations of funds from non-performing countries (or 
from activities unlikely to succeed) towards increasing technical support and activities for those that 
are performing. It will also require some of these funds to support the existing role of Project 
Facilitator to the end of the extended project term. 

 It is noted that the original proposal included the funding of the regional support structure before the 
size of the project was decreased and the fund split between countries with only support for the 
Project Facilitator position included as technical support 

 If the above reallocation was supported I believe that the countries with the lager projects, PNG aside 
(Tonga, Vanuatu, Niue, Samoa, Kiribati, Cook Islands) would not only be more successful in 
reaching the projects objectives, but would also result in a more sustainable outcome including the 
willingness to support future invasive species management initiatives and projects. The current 
structure of the project results in countries struggling with their projects and at best reinforcing past 
mistakes by applying pressure to obtain effective and efficient results without the knowledge and 
expertise which is available elsewhere. I believe that the intention of the project was to avoid this 
situation 
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 Although this project is behind schedule (as most projects in the Pacific), there is still enough time 
and resources for most countries to realize the positive outcome of having solid foundations for 
invasive species management and to complete some substantial pilot projects as has been shown by 
countries who have received technical support and mentoring. However to achieve this reallocation 
and rationalization will be required 

 It is fundamental that before the project ends there is a clear idea of how activities will be sustained 
and by whom 

 
Samoa-specific 

 We have learned a lot during the first and second quarters of the project and now our project team 
are fully committed to continue with the implementation of activities in the hope of achieving 
project goals and targets set in the beginning 

 
Tonga-specific 

 For donors, consultants and regional advisers to be more understandable because having the 
project in such a strong ethnic country needs perseverance, patience and an open mind to respect 
decisions that may arise from the IAS Tonga’s team 

 
Vanuatu-specific 

 More communication needs to be done with the National Coordinators to assist with problems 
they are facing with the project activity implementation since some may be similar and have been 
addressed but can help another who is going through the same problem  

 Plan activities well to allow for officers to attend to and provide feedback when they are not busy  
 
Scientific/Technical/’On-the-ground’ Conservation 
 A website for the IAS project was created last year (https://www.sprep.org/ias). Operational instructions 

and reporting requirements (including templates and examples) on the project are provided at the "Help 
Desk" lateral link. Unfortunately, due to time constraints, we were not able to use much the Updates and 
News feature up to present 

 
Tonga-specific 

 Accomplishment of NISSAP could outline and prioritize activities of the IAS project 

 This is such a good initiative and I wish there were bigger scope for more awareness building and 
capacity building so farmer, grower, fishermen/women will be able to learn how to combat IAS 
so they can curb the growth right where they see it 

Conservation Education, Legal & Cultural Affairs 
No comments 
 
Needs/Desires 
 
Palau-specific 

 Need more border trainings to raise understanding and commitments from  the border controllers 



 

  Page 124 of 135

Annex 7: Responses to the Mid-Term Targets Questionnaire 
 

1. A. What has been done to increase IAS awareness among the public and decision makers, and how is 
impact being measured? Please provide copies of products developed. 

 
Cook Islands 

 Awareness on IAS is being carried out thru TV and newspaper articles. Radio programs were also  
carried out on IAS especially on the island of Mauke 

 Awareness on the IAS project activities are released on CITV with an interview of the Mauke 
Environment Officer on the progress of the eradication program of red passionfruit on the 
island of Mauke 

 A weekly radio talkback show are being carried out on Mauke on the impacts of IAS on the island. A 
weekly biodiversity and IAS ‘Did you know’ advertorial are being placed in the Cook Islands Newspaper 
for awareness 

 School students are being taken on a Cross Islands trek program. The purpose of the program is to 
promote the awareness of invasive species threats to biodiversity and pointing out the different types of 
invasive plants along the track and the threats they cause to native plants and the environment. Maps were 
created and given out to each group of students as an exercise to map out the plants that were discussed or 
pointed out along the track 

 A community training on IAS and ways to eradicate them were also carried out 
 
Kiribati 

There are IAS awareness have been conducted publicly through outer-island visits (Maneaba Consultation) 
such as Marakei, Abaiang, North Tarawa, Abemaama, Beru, Onotoa and South Tarawa.  Other awareness 
convey via radio program and posters (e.g Yellow Crazy Ants ) 

 
Niue 

The Department of Environment has a fortnightly program of an hour and a half on our local radio station 
where environment issues and news is shared with the public.  Invasive species issues are always shared on 
this program. We also hold our annual environment day at the office where we produce information boards 
including one on invasive species and invite the whole public to come over and have a look.  Our only 
broadcasting corporation is always present to produce a segment for their local television news.  We have 
purchased some computer software’s that will enable us to produce pamphlets and posters.  We are currently 
working on this at the moment. 

 
Palau 
 States: non-applicable 
 
Samoa 

Public awareness programme, such as Community Consultations, posters and media advertisements. Displays 
at annual events commemoration day 

 
Tonga 

 My key activity to increase awareness among public is to insert invasive species to the education 
curriculum on secondary school level …I am now collating information on invasive species in Tonga 
context to submit to the ministry of education to start developing the syllabus 

 Media – radio and television program on awareness is about to start in the third quarter of this year – 
targeting the whole public and is under designing 

 For decision makers – there is a poster available and a documentary include invasive species from Tonga, 
which is available 

 
Vanuatu 

Few things have been done: poster development  
 
       2.    In what ways is the project being supported by community involvement? How could this be      
              improved? 
 
Cook Islands 

Community participation and support on the prevention and spread of IAS such as the Oriental fruit fly to  
other islands in the Cook Islands. The community also support the eradication of invasive plants by  
allowing the officers to remove these invasive plants from there land 
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Kiribati 
The IAS project has been supported by Otowae village for the eradication of Mynah birds (Onotoa Islands) 
after the survey trip made in 2012. Perhaps they used instinctive knowledge using their own resources.  Since 
Mynah birds could not eradicate rapidly, there capacity buildings need to improve this 

 
Niue 

The project is widely supported by the community.  Our NISSAP involved the participation of different 
stakeholders from the community.  However, we are looking for more involvement from the community 
especially when we get to the management stage of our plans.  We plan to have every village take 
responsibility for the removal and control of invasive species in their villages. 

 
Palau 
 States: non-applicable 
 
Samoa 

Support the field work programme and participation 
 
Tonga 

There is a need for a holistic foundation like awareness, so the community take interest and involve, improved 
implementation of answer in question 1 helps to improve 
 

Vanuatu 
 Involving communities in the workshop consultations discussions, field visits and survey planning of 

invasive species activities 

 These activities will involve and require the local knowledge of their native ecosystem services  

 These can be improved further with more community awareness while conducting field activities within 
the communities and provinces 

       3.    A. What is the status of sub-regional councils and engagement in political forums? How could  
 this be improved? 
 
Niue 

Not a lot happening on this area at the moment.  This is one area to strengthen in the future. 
 

Palau 
 States: non-applicable 
 
Samoa 
 States: non-applicable 
 
Tonga 

 Tonga Invasive Species Council (TISC) was establish to deal with IAS issues, we are also a member of 
the PILN under the SPREP 

 TISC is expecting to deal with such IAS issue here in Tonga and collaborate with PILN 
 
Vanuatu 

No yet formed  
 
              B. What mechanisms have been developed to ensure that decision makers consider IAS? How is  
     effectiveness being measured/monitored? 
 
Cook Islands 

That IAS are incorporated into other national strategies and sector strategies. 
 

Kiribati 
Maneaba Consultation on remote islands is the most effective mechanism. Old men are decision makers thou 
they would initiate the action and it measurable if they understood the concepts 

 
Palau 
 States: non-applicable 
 
Samoa 
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Cooperation and coordination amongst government ministries.  Special National Invasive Task Team (SNITT) 
has been developed to monitor and measure the effectiveness of operations and work carried out for IAS 

 
Tonga 

National Invasive Species Strategy and Action Plan (NISSAP) for Tonga is almost ready, so effective 
implement and monitoring of the NISSAP is needed in the second half 

 
 

       4.    A. When was your National IAS Coordinator appointed? 
 
Cook Islands 
 2012 
 
Kiribati 

The former Coordinator recruited since February 2013 up to July, the new recruited Coordinator continued on 
August 2013 up to date 

 
Niue 

Coordinator was appointed July 2013 however he has been working on this project for some time before being 
appointed 

 
Palau 
 December 2012 
 
Samoa 

First appointment was in early 2013 and second one in late 2013 
 
Tonga 

June 11, 2011 
 
Vanuatu 

12.02.13 
 
 

B. When was the IAS Committee formed? How could it be improved? 
 
Cook Islands 

The Cook Islands does not have an IAS committee but the Cook Islands Biodiversity Committee 
acts as the IAS committee as they are the same stakeholders. The Cook Islands don’t see the need to form an 
IAS committee when stakeholders are the same as those in the Biodiversity committee who can guide and 
advice on IAS 

 
Kiribati 

IAS Committee established in 2013 
 
Niue 

There has always been an IAS Committee here in Niue from the early days with people coming and going 
from the committee.  There has always been a high turnover of people on the committee due mainly to the 
changing dynamics of our small population here in Niue.  Individuals are already committed to their primary 
roles and finding time for the IAS Committee to meet has always been difficult 

 
Palau 

2003.  We have a problem with non-participation by a couple of agency members, and we have not yet figured 
out how to get them more involved.  We are also considering whether creation of the committee by law rather 
than by executive order would make it more effective 

 
Samoa 

About 10 or more years ago 
 
Tonga 

1st March, 2014 – refer answer for question 3 
 
Vanuatu 
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 This NISTAC committee was formed in 2011 
 Provide extra funding for the teams advice and time to participate in the invasive species field works 

 
       5.    What is the status of your country’s NISSAP? Please provide a copy. 
 
Cook Islands 

The Cook Islands has yet to develop its NISSAP 
 
Kiribati 

The Desktop Survey Final report has now pending from the International Consultant. The draft report is now 
available 

Niue 
The country’s NISSAP has been completed and is currently in the process of being send down to cabinet to get 
endorsed 

 
Palau  

Complete.  Copy attached 
 
Samoa 

Need to be reviewed 
 
Tonga 

In the endorsement process, will provide a copy – refer attachment 
 
Vanuatu 

Currently under development, drafting and consultation  
 
       6.    (for Kiribati, Niue, PNG, Samoa) What training needs have been identified and how/when will  
 they be met? 
 
Niue 

There are ongoing needs here in Niue especially for our border officials to be fully aware and updated on 
biosecurity threats to Niue.  Biosecurity training has already been undertaken at the start of the project and was 
proven to be very useful.  Another follow-up training will be held this year but the date has yet to be finalized. 
 

7.  (for Niue/Kiribati) Have surveys been carried out to determine priority needs for equipment and    
facilities? What are the findings? How will these needs be met? 

 
Kiribati 

IAS sub-committee has prioritized the major needs for IAS and as supported by most of the representatives 
which is a X-ray scanner since June 2013. The IAS project is secured funding for this concern while 
Quarantine Office and Kiribati Custom services would further looking for other funds to support this need. 
Since it the boarder clearance so it is recommended to install there (airport ) 

 
Niue 

Some equipment has been acquired for the project needs at the present time but more equipment will be needed 
for the management phase of the project. 
 

      8.     (for Niue) What resource needs for IAS information tools have been identified? How/when will  
 they be met? 
 
Niue 

IAS Desktop review was done by a consultant IUCN SCC Invasive Species Specialist Group and they are 
willing to update our data over time 

 
 
      9.     (for Kitibati) What IAS capacity building needs have been identified, and how/when will they be  
 met? 
 
Kiribati 

 Methodologies on species identification such as Pacific invasive ants procedures but especially on plants 
species i.e shrub, vine 
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 Training on using guns for eradications and other effective responses to decline and remove IAS for 
instance, Mynah birds 

 These trainings would meet the needs of IAS in future activities 
 
 
    10.    What biosecurity bills (legislation) have been proposed? What have been the outcomes? Please  
 provide copies. 
 
Niue 

Further review of the bill has been the primary focus for Quarantine, the Niue crown Law Office and the 
Drafter from the NZ Government Parliamentary services as to finalize the bill and get it enacted in parliament.  
All of work surrounds the completion of the bill, however this has been the furthest that the bill gone into ever 
since its progress slowed considerably in 2009.  This was mainly due to lack of funding for further review, lack 
of law professionals that were willing to take on the task and the consultations process with other relevant 
agencies that needs to undertake before enactment. The bill would be an on-going task but at this point in time, 
it is showing a lot of progress and it would be soon to go through the first reading in parliament 

 
Palau 

A bill developed as part of the SPC biosecurity harmonization project has recently passed one house (the 
House of Delegates) of the national legislature (Olbiil Era Kelulau – OEK), and is now being considered by 
the Senate.  We are optimistic it will be passed this year, and signed by the President.  A digital copy is not 
available at this time.  This has no direct relation to this project in Palau 

 
Samoa 

Biosecurity Act by the Ministry of Agriculture and Fisheries 
 
Tonga 

Biosecurity bill for Tonga is under revise to address the IAS 
 
Vanuatu 

Draft Biosecurity Bill has undergone provincial consultations and waiting to be gazette in the Parliament   
 
Component 2: Problem Definition, Prioritization and Decision-making 
 

1. What IAS monitoring systems have been developed? Who is managing them? 

Cook Islands 
 Red passionfruit – National Environment Officer - Mauke 
 Rat – National Environment Officer – Suwarrow Island Ranger 

 
Niue 

Quarantine Division manages our IAS monitoring systems 
 
Palau 
 States: non-applicable 
 
Samoa 

Reporting from communities any new discover, investigate and carry out emergency response by the Division 
of Environment & Conservation (DEC), of the MNRE. Manage and coordinate by MNRE through DEC 

 
Tonga 

TISC, NISSAP – managing is leading by MLECCNR, other relevant ministry and NGO (Member of the TISC) 
can helps 

 
Vanuatu 

None is developed yet except for the risk analysis and boarder regulations by the Bio-security Vanuatu  
 

2. What IAS surveys and databases (national or regional) have been designed, and how is data collection 
being undertaken? Who is managing this work? 

Cook Islands 
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The Cook Islands already has a biodiversity database, an online multimedia biodiversity database, designed to 
include all species in the Cook Islands whether it is endemic or invasive. The Cook Islands also recently 
completed a desktop review and compilation of relevant documents and literature on IAS in the Cook Islands 
to assist with EDRR for the Cook Islands 

 
Kiribati 

PIER managed by ISSG, SPREP database 
 
Niue 

Niue has completed a desktop review of all the available IAS information relevant to Niue with the help of 
Shyama Pagad who is a Program Manager OF Invasive Species Information Management at the University of 
Auckland and is also part of the IUCN SCC Invasive Species Specialist Group.  This information is now 
available for us to use 

Palau 
 States: non-applicable 
 
Samoa 

National Invasive Species Action Plan (NISAP) has been developed which lay out actions and lists of IAS 
discovered in Samoa.  Prioritization of worst species has also identified 

 
Tonga 

 Survey has been started in some of our pilot site , one in September last year – co-funding with IIB Project 
(report is available and refer to the attachment) and one in Feb this year – co-funding with IIB again 
(report will be available in June) 

 Database has been developed and it was launch last month. MLECCNR manage this work under 
environment department. The website is http://ecc.gov.to/core/index.php/front/projects/32/19 

Vanuatu 
Data collected by the literature review 2013 by Shyama Pagad (ISSG) under a consultation work with the 
project and is being updated and managed by Shyama and the team 
 

3. (for Niue) What IAS risk assessment methods have been identified? 

Niue 
At the present time the Quarantine Division is responsible for this in Niue. They usually evaluate the invasiveness 
and impact that a species may pose to the environment here in Niue and may refuse any entry of species that may 
cause damage here in Niue.  There is still some work to strengthen up this area though and will be in due course 

 
4. (for Samoa and Vanuatu)  

A. What IAS research needs have been identified? 
 

Samoa 
 Biological research for IAS needs to be carried out for each individual species 
 Forest Restoration pilot project has been carried out at the Mt. Vaea National Reserve area 

 
Vanuatu 

Needs to carry out training for research works, like sampling , taxonomy and other activities for more local 
officers 
 
B. What methods for research have been generated? 

 
Samoa 

Using various chemical to see what is best to kill invasive plant species.  Applied chemical, monitor and  
get the results 
 

Vanuatu 
Procedures in place to conduct research works in Vanuatu but no methods of research have been done 
C. What research projects are planned and by whom? 

 
Component 3: Management Action  
 
Niue  
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Niue has yet to enter the management action phase of this project.  However there is continuous work being 
carried out by the Quarantine division on any IAS they may find to pose a serious threat to the environment 
here in Niue   
 

       1.   What biosecurity capacity needs have been identified for your country? 
 
Cook Islands  

Internal quarantine with key stakeholders especially in the outer islands, upskilling of officers from the outer 
islands, upskilling of Agri staff, building capacity on awareness of pest and weeds incursions 
 

Kiribati 
Scanner (x-ray machine) and training of staff for operational and technical assistance 

 
Palau 
 States: non-applicable 

 
Samoa 

Need more training 
 
Vanuatu 

 Need to provide training opportunities to develop mechanism to strengthen the inter-island biosecurity  
 Training needs for assessing invasive aspects of plants and animals  
 Develop a mechanism to detect and identify invasive species before imported 

 
       2.   What is the status of Early Detection and Rapid Response (EDRR) planning? Please provide copies  
 of relevant documents. 
 
Cook Islands  

The EDRR for the Cook Islands haven’t commenced yet however the Cook Islands have completed a desktop 
review and compilation of relevant documents and literature on IAS in the Cook 
Islands to assist with the review of its out dated EDRR 
 

Kiribati 
Mynah birds managements on Onotoa island. Report is available upon request 

 
Palau 
 States: non-applicable 
 
Samoa 

Effective but still need improvement 
 

Vanuatu 
An emergence pest and disease response plan was developed but not active with the Bio-Security Vanuatu 

 
       3.   What best practices have been developed for which priority IAS? Please provide copies of 
             relevant documents.   
 
Cook Islands 

Red passionfruit on the island of Mauke  
 
Palau 
 States: non-applicable 
 
Samoa 

Field and people survey, investigate and actually carry out eradication. Regular monitoring carry out    
 
Vanuatu 

None 
 

 
       4.   What priorities have been identified for biocontrol? What  host testing has been done? Please  
              provide copies of relevant documents. 
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Cook Islands 
The Cook Islands with LandCare research have identified a list of priority IAS to carryout testing of 
 biocontrol agents 

 
Niue 

Biocontrol has not been considered for any IAS at the present moment.  NISSAP has identified some IAS 
priorities however we have not started the plans for the management phase of these priorities 

 
Palau 

We have an activity for biocontrol of Mikania under this project.  This builds on work done a few years ago in 
PNG, Vanuatu, and Fiji.  Three plants found in Palau need to be tested for host-specificity 

 
Samoa 
 States: non-applicable 
 
Vanuatu 

In the past until today, bio-control projects of weeds have carried out to control both agricultural and 
environmental weeds. Weeds which were targeted as high priority were the ones that have already been 
successful controlled through biological means and the bio-control agents were proven to be safe (not affecting 
other plants or living organisms). Today, water hyacinth, water lettuce, broom stick weed, lantana, parthenium 
and mile-a-minute are the weeds which have been targeted for bio-control. Some of these weeds are already 
under control and some still have the agents spread into other islands. DAFF Australia is the main agency in the 
region that has conducted hosts specificity tests. At the Ecoscience Prinsinct complex in DAFF, Brisbane hosts 
specificity tests are conducted and Biosecurity Vanuatu is utilizing the results of these tests to import bio-control 
agents for the targeted weeds. To date, Vanuatu has imported 6 agents and released them in islands where weeds 
are problematic 

 
5. What sites have been identified of IAS control, and what is the status of this work? 
 

Cook Islands 
 Suwarrow Rat Eradication - as of November 2013 there was no presence of rat on the island 

however continuous monitoring will be carried out this year upon the return of the officers to the 
island 

 Red passionfruit eradication on Mauke – monitoring of the site still continues with minimal 
presence of mature plants and it’s at a stage where locating shoots are difficult and the 
exhausting of the seed bank 

 
Niue 

Again we have not started on this process yet but will be looking mainly at our historical sites and 
conservation areas as priority areas for IAS control 

 
Palau 

No sites have been identified yet 
 
Tonga 

 I have 3 site in the NISSAP to control, Late island, Toloa Rainforest and Mt. Talau 
I had completed the survey, feasibility study and draft operational plan for Late island, eradication of Late 
in the next step (refer all to attachment) 

 Mt Talau was included in Feb survey – a BIORAP, am waiting for the report to available in June 
 Toloa Rainforest is to survey  in May in order to write up a restoration plan, and it will be completed in 

June and the next step is to implement the restoration plan 
 
Vanuatu 

Specific site for IAS control cannot be determine prior to the establishment of the IAS. Once the species it 
established then, control means can be applied. In the past, little fire ant works have been conducted in Santo 
and Efate where LFA population was established. The management of the LFA could not eventuate to the lack 
of funds and the non commitment from the government to continue with the treatment of the infested areas. 
For the invasive weeds, water hyacinth, water lettuce and sida acuta, areas in the islands where the weeds were 
causing problem are now cleared from these weeds 

 
       6.   (for Samoa)  

A. What methods have been identified for IAS monitoring, control and restoration of the two 
                    forest sites? 
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Samoa 

The recovery potential of native forest re-growth 
 
              B.   What is the management status of the 40 ha? How could this be improved? 
 
Samoa 

Natural regeneration ability and carry out rehabilitation replanting programme 
 
Component 4: Project Management and Coordination 
 

1. On a scale of 1-10 (10 being ‘perfect’), how on track are the project outcomes and outputs at      
 mid-term? Please briefly explain your ranking. 

Cook Islands  
5: This is because there are still activities that has not been implemented due to the limited experienced  
human resources in country to implement these activity. Also the distance of the island where the activity  
is to be carried out 

 
Kiribati  

5: I made the ranking depends on the performances undergone according to the designed work-plan. For 
instance, the Revise and Update of KNISSAP must accomplish in the second quarter (2014) while I ranked it 
to 5 since it has done the half-way of a process 

 
Niue 

7:  We are currently a little bit behind where we would like to be at this present time but we are still confident 
that we can achieve all the project outcomes and outputs at the end of the project 

 
Palau  

8/ 9: The only thing that is behind schedule is the host-specificity testing for Mikania biocontrol 
 
Samoa 
 9/10: the project outputs and outcomes so far must be in the scale of 8 to 9. This is because most  
 of the activities of the project have been fully or half way done by the DEC, which could be  
 identified as co-finance to this project 
 
Vanuatu 

5: since most of the project activities are yet to be done. 
 
Component 5: Monitoring and Evaluation 
 

1.    What is the status of the national inception workshop and audits? Please provide copies of  
               products.  
 
Cook Islands 

Inception for IAS completed by SPREP in 2012 
 
Niue 

National inception workshop was completed in Dec 2012.  No audits have been done at this present time 
 
Palau 

Inception workshop completed in 2011.  There have been no audits 
 
Tonga 

It was completed 
 
Vanuatu 

None 
 
Additional Questions 

1. A. Has the project management group system been effective? Please provide a brief explanation.  
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Kiribati 
Yes, project management group system has demonstrated the great support through communications via email 
and during trainings and conferences. Special meetings during the conferences’ period 

 
Niue 

Yes. We are all able to work closely together and share our experiences and knowledge with each other in 
many areas 

 
Palau 

Yes.  The National Invasive Species Committee (NISC) is the project management group.  The Coordinator 
reports to the NISC every other month 
 

Samoa 
Staff members of the DEC are well supportive to the project working very hard to achieve the project  
targets 

 
Tonga 

Yes, all activity is in progressing in moving forward 
 
Vanuatu 

 Yes the project management has been very effective. The finances are well discussed and explained for 
the standard reporting templates. Most of the advice and guidance done by SPREP was great and helpful 
through emails and phone/Skype talks.  

 Except for national coordinators, there is need for more communications to discuss similar problem and 
ways to address them 

         B.  What could be improved and how? 

Niue 
Everyone to share information on a regular basis 

 
Samoa 

Have an active Project Co-ordinator on board soon 
 
Tonga 

Opportunity for funds is needed in order to complete some eradication project like Late Island 
 
Vanuatu 

Activity implementations, proper planning and seek right experts for advice to implement the activities. 
 
        2. A. Has regional agency support been readily available, and has this been employed? Please provide 
               one or more examples. 
 
Kiribati 

The regional agency supported the project promptly in according to the tasks set by the executing agency. For 
this case, ECD provides guidance in updating and revising NISSAP and outer-island visit 

 
Niue 

The regional agency support has been incredibly helpful over this project.  They have made a few trips over to 
Niue to help out with some components of the project which is greatly appreciated.  They have also been 
useful in helping to point us towards individuals in the area of invasive species that may help us achieve the 
goals and outputs in certain activities.  They helped us quite a bit with our NISSAP and IAS Desktop Review 

 
Palau 

We received support from SPREP for developing and printing a poster for the school outreach activity.  Staff 
at SPREP have been very responsive to various inquiries.  SPC provided a tour of Mikania biocontrol sites 
around Suva when the Coordinator was there for a meeting last year 

 
Samoa 
 Yes 
 
Tonga 
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Yes, SPREP is helping much in facilitating some activity 
 
Vanuatu 

Good support for now but would expert more to come when more activities are under way 
 
          B. What could be improved and how? 
 
Cook Islands  

The Cook Islands have been utilizing PII with community training and the analysis of red 
passionfruit on the Island of Mauke and also to analyze the redpassionfruit data. 
Have also utilized Birdlife International with the eradication of rats on the island of Suwarrow 

 
Niue 

A few more in-country visits would ensure that the project will be on track and help out especially with trying 
to move things forward with decision makers here in Niue 

 
Samoa 

Communication and collaboration 
 
Tonga 

Supporting them to seeking funds 
 
Vanuatu 

More discussions on project activities to be done instead on in-country visits. Make good use of email and Skype 
 
      3. A. Has support from non-government organizations been readily available, and has this been    
               employed? Please provide one or more examples. 
 
Cook Islands  

The project worked closely with the Te Ipukarea Society a Cook Islands NGO and Birdlife International in the 
implementation of the Eradication of Rats on the island of Suwarrow. Have also used community groups on 
some of the eradication program on Mauke 

 
Kiribati 

The non-government organization has a great inputs supports by joining IAS sub-committee and integrate their 
services to include IAS supporter. For instance, Environmental Youth Club is always assisting in delivering of 
activities 

 
Niue 

Non-governmental organizations will only help with some monetary funding for their assistance 
 
Palau 

We have not requested support from NGOs 
 
Samoa 

Not fully 
 
Tonga 

Yes, Tonga civil society was involved in all the project matters 
 
Vanuatu 

 Yes non-government organizations has been very useful and done. 
 Reports on previous and current  activities are shares and commented. 
 Help of sharing cost and implementing activities. e.g., Biosecurity Bill consultation with its stakeholder, 

NISSAP consultation with Live and Learn  
 

       B. What could be improved and how? 
 
Niue 

Awareness on the benefits of working closely together with non-governmental organizations 
 
Vanuatu 
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More  communication  should  be  done  with  the  non‐government  teams  and  discussions  to 
implement activities 

 
      4. Is the UNEP-GEF project being effectively integrated with other IAS-relevant programmes? If so,    
          which ones. 
 
Cook Islands 

Yes, the Ministry of Agricultures eradication program of the Oriental fruitfly that occurred in 2013 
and also the control of Mynah on the island of Atiu 

 
Kiribati 

Yes it is. NBSAP UNEP-GEF Project and IAS project have a financially support the outer-island visited due to 
their outcomes (collection of data and review and update report) 

 
Niue 

Yes.  This project has been great as the outputs it is trying to achieve is the same as those that the Quarantine 
division is trying to achieve for us in Niue and the project has been able to help them out in many ways 

 
Palau 
            States: non-applicable 
 
Samoa 

The Project Coordinator should be committed to the work and attach closely with other organizations for a 
collective effort required for implementation of activities 

 
Tonga 

Yes , IAS is now integrated with quarantine in revising the biosecurity bill for Tonga 
 
Vanuatu 

Yes, E-U Funded IAS project with Live and Learn and NZ-Aid weed project with Biosecurity 
  
      5. Is the project currently perceived as being relevant to the government’s current priorities? How     
          could this be improved? 
 
Kiribati 

Yes, this project is perceived and served government issues on IAS. In 2013 (Parliament meeting), Mynah bird 
is raised as an issue on Onotoa, however, this project (ECD) has solved this case by training the locals how to 
construct Mynah traps  

Niue 
We have just finished our elections last month and the newly appointed government has appointed their new 
cabinet and priorities recently.  Invasive Species has been identified by the new government as one of the 
priority areas to target over the next few years and this is great news for the environment and people of Niue.  
The project will be at the forefront of this fight to help protect our beautiful nation from the impacts of IAS 

 
Samoa 
 Yes 
 
Tonga 

Yes, under the environment department 
 
Vanuatu 

Yes, with the help of NISSAP being developed this will help guide the priorities for Vanuatu's IAS with the 
relevant government priorities. The activities has helped the government met some of its priorities as well 

 
 

 
 

 


