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Executive summary
Project background

1. Kenya is an East African country with a total area of 580,367 km² and a population of 46.8 m. inhabitants (2017), of which around 80 per cent of the workforce is linked to the agriculture sector. Forest and landscape degradation are a growing problem throughout the country. The Tana River Delta (TRD), is located in Tana River County and Lamu County on the Central-Northern coast of Kenya, covers a surface area of over 2,500 km² (including adjacent terraces) and has a population of over 135,000 people (2019 census). The Delta is of global significance because it is an Important Bird Area (IBA), a Ramsar Site, a Key Biodiversity Area (KBA) and ranked as a Hotspot for globally important biodiversity. These natural habitats have become increasingly vulnerable to, among others: (i) the expansion of mono-agriculture; (ii) changes in the hydrology and Tana River’s discharge; (iii) the expansion of livestock rearing which is causing overgrazing and erosion; (iv) inter-ethnic conflicts over access to natural resources, fuelled by rapid population growth, poverty and urbanization; (v) upstream activities, especially the construction of multi-purpose dams; (vi) the expansion of tourism along coastal areas; (vii) the growing effects of climate change and variability. Latest studies in 2021 indicate over 123,000 ha is degraded (ROAM).
2. Barriers that prevent the Tana Delta from following a more sustainable and resilient path are: (i) the absence of a legislative framework both nationally and in the Tana Delta that provides the enabling environment needed to actively engage the public, private and non-governmental sectors in the restoration, conservation and sustainable use of natural resources; (ii) the lack of coordination mechanisms both nationally and in the Tana Delta to oversee the delivery of Sustainable Land Management / Forest Landscape Restoration (SLM/FLR) and to respond effectively to public consultations and conflicts over access to natural resources, among others; (iii) limited technical, institutional and financial capacities of public institutions to identify and implement SLM/FLR plans, as well as mobilise resources to develop sustainable financing mechanisms that encourage investment and the scaling-up of SLM/FLR good practices; (iv) low levels of awareness and participation of local actors in SLM/FLR. In particular, there is a lack of information about the economic value of environmental goods and services provided by well managed landscapes and ecosystems, which is important to motivate local communities participate actively in SLM/FLR processes; (v) insufficient employment opportunities and income generating activities for local communities, despite significant eco-tourism potential in the TRD.
This Review
3. The Terms of Reference (ToR) of the MTR specify the review is to assess the following criteria: Strategic Relevance; Effectiveness; Financial Management; Efficiency; Monitoring and reporting; Sustainability; and Factors Affecting Project Performance (focusing on preparation and readiness issues, the quality of project implementation and execution by UNEP and Nature Kenya, degree of stakeholder participation and cooperation, the project’s responsiveness to Human Rights and gender equity, Environmental and Social Safeguards, country ownership and drivenness, communication and public awareness). To fulfil the ToR, the MTR carried out: (i) an Inception Phase (20 February 2023 to 20 March 2023); (ii) a Desk Phase prior to travelling to Kenya (21 March to 16 April 2023), which included a preliminary round of remote interviews with the Project Management Unit and a selection of stakeholders; (iii) a Field Phase (17 April 2023 to 06 May 2023) and a Synthesis Phase (07 May 2023 to 20 June 2023) in order to prepare the present report. All persons interviewed during the MTR are listed in Annex II).
4. Key elements in the MTR process in the Inception Phase included Stakeholder Analysis, the elaboration of an Evaluation Matrix and a review of the project’s Theory of Change (ToC). The work methodology in the Field Phase centred on a review of technical documents and communications, semi-structured interviews (remote and in-person), focal group discussions and site visits. All interviews and group meetings were applied in compliance with UNEG rules. During the field visits to beneficiary groups and communities, every effort was made to ensure vulnerable groups (especially women, youths, elders and the disabled) were not only invited to participate in the interviews and focal group discussions, but to also demonstrate how far they are gaining access to training, information and resources, as well as assuming decision-making roles. On average the MTR team secured a 50 per cent participation rate among women, youths and elders in the group meetings conducted in the field, which is well above the minimum target of 30 per cent targeted in the Inception Report.   
Key findings

5. The MTR Team found the project continues to align with GEF and UNEP’s priorities and goals, and represents an important contribution to national and sub-national commitments to introduce important environmental legislation such as the Forest and Landscape Restoration Plan 2023-2027 to address the degradation of the country’s forest and rangeland landscapes. Similarly, the project’s commitment to establish the Green Heart Initiative in the TRD was found to a highly forward-thinking initiative. Not only does it support GoK’s commitment to establish Special Economic Zones (SEZ), but more importantly establish a Green SEZ in TRD. This would be a first in Kenya and could pave the way to expanding the greening of GoK’s industrialisation policies. These findings confirm that the project’s overall design responds to current needs and aspirations in Kenya. Nonetheless, the Theory of Change was found to include outcomes that focus on actions and outputs, rather than results, which encourages stakeholders to think primarily on reforestation targets as opposed to wider ecosystem restoration targets that recognise the value of restoring biodiversity (such as pollinators and seed distributers) that are crucial to maintaining/upscaling the restoration process.

6. The overall capacity of the project to deliver planned outputs was found to be satisfactory under components 1, 2 and 4 where significant progress is evident in developing the enabling environment for SLM/FLR at the national and sub-national levels. The development of the governance structure for SLM/FLR in the TRD, which includes the establishment/strengthening of the Tana FLR Working Group (TFLRWG), 55 Village Natural Resources and Land Use Committees (VNRLUC), five Community Forestry Associations (CFAs), five Water Resources User Associations (WRUAs) and five Beach Management Units (BMUs), was found to was found to be a major factor behind this achievement. In addition, it has encouraged the County Governments in the TRD to increase the environmental budget allocated in their new County Integrated Development Plan 2023-2027, which in Lamu County has just been officially launched at the time of writing this final report (July 2023). A second factor that has encouraged a major uptake of SLM/FLR activities under component 2 has been the on-going development of county-based extension services through valuable training provided by specialised national institutions responsible for, among others, forestry (KEFRI/KFS), agriculture (KALRO), fisheries (KEMFRI), water resources management (WRA), wildlife management (KWS). This has not only facilitated the restoration of an impressive 6,480 ha to 31/03/2023, but also galvanised rural communities to embark on income generating activities such as apiculture, chilli, sunflower and fruit production that will directly support the development of the restoration economy in the TRD. Having said this, capacity to deliver outputs and positive outcomes under component 3 was found to be less evident. Overall, the MTR Team found the project lacks the business know-how and support of specialised agencies in business development to establish green industrial parks, operate incubator services to stimulate private-public partnerships and identify transformative financing mechanisms that will be needed to support the upscaling of the restoration economy in the TRD.

7. The project’s capacity to manage and report on financial resources received from GEF and co-funding partners was found to be satisfactory and in conformity with UNEP’s financial regulations and procedures. Similarly, the project is achieving satisfactory levels of efficiency. The project has achieved an overall physical advance of 60 percent compared to total expenditure of USD 1,431,501 from the GEF budget to 31/03/2023. Moreover, it is leveraging on average USD 19.28 in co-funding for every US Dollar spent from the GEF budget and currently spending less than USD 79/person on each direct beneficiary recorded to 31/03/2023.
8. The quality of monitoring and reporting was found to be compliant with the needs and requirements of the Global Child Project of TRI, the GEF Secretariat and UNEP. Nonetheless, the MTR team found inadequate attention is given to the monitoring of qualitative indicators, that it considers are important to support learning and enhance reporting on how far stakeholders and local communities are engaging in transformational changes that the MTR team believes are crucial to underpinning the long-term sustainability and upscaling of the SLM/FLR process. Thus, although the project enjoys high levels of support from stakeholders and is successfully engaging women and other vulnerable groups to actively participate in the SLM/FLR process issues such as insufficient integration of risk management into project planning and implementation, together with inadequate buy-in from institutions responsible for business development, are likely to affect the project’s performance.                       
Conclusions 
9. The MTR team concludes the project’s strategic relevance is high in Kenya thanks to the GoK’s decision in 2022 to increase the country’s tree cover target from 10 to 30 percent by 2032. However, its planned outcomes need fine tuning to clarify what it intends to achieve, especially under component 3 where some key stakeholders are missing.              

10. The project’s effectiveness is satisfactory. It is demonstrating it can deliver its outputs to a high standard using participatory and inclusive approaches that are starting to deliver positive outcomes that include political support to adopt the FOLAREP, which is crucial to upscaling the restoration process and supporting adaptation to climate variability and change throughout Kenya. The governance established so far in the TRD is also demonstrating it can deliver high levels of landscape restoration (6,480 ha) and galvanise support from the County Governments to introduce new legislation in support of the SLM/FLR process, which indicates the project is successfully fulfilling its transformational potential, in particular a change in the way local communities perceive and value their natural resources. However, the establishment of the Green Heart industrial zones and the development of business and extension services are unlikely to be achieved unless there is greater leadership and support from specialised institutions who have business development and finance skills to promote the restoration economy in the TRD and elsewhere in Kenya. 

11. The MTR team concludes the project’s financial management and efficiency levels are satisfactory and there is no evidence to indicate it is experiencing major difficulties in converting its resources into results, except under component 3. As a result, it is evident the project will need more time in order to deliver all its planned outputs and outcomes and that adequate monitoring of qualitative indicators should be in place to ensure reporting is not only reporting on targets, but also supporting learning.        

12. The sustainability of the project’s results and main activities is moderately likely. Question marks remain on how far the project is adequately addressing risk management in its planning, implementation and monitoring, especially concerning land tenure conflicts and the growing effects of climate variability, which is causing a major influx of transhumance pastoralists into the TRD in the dry season. Moreover, there are no mechanisms in place to control flow rates in the Tana River to ensure it does not drop below 60 m³/second when entering the TRD at Garsen, or conserve the ecological connectivity that exists between the TRD and neighbouring fragile ecosystems. In addition, the sustainability of the green industrial zones and business incubator services remains uncertain without sound business and financial advice and guidance from MITED.     
13. Finally, the MTR concludes that there are no major external factors affecting the project’s performance, but did find the ESS Checklist should be reassessed more diligently in the PIRs given SS-4 and SS-9 have been triggered. Similarly, the project’s communication strategy is not informing the development of an effective advocacy campaign on the strategic importance of establishing a sustainable, resilient and inclusive economy in Kenya.           

Conclusions on UNEP and GEF’s strategic questions 
14. What evidence is present to suggest that the project is assisting on expansion of the PA network in Kenya? The project is making a direct contribution to expanding the PA network in Kenya through the establishment of up to seven community-run conservancies that together will formalise the creation of the ICCA. The ICCA is projected to cover 116,867 ha, which is equivalent to almost 77 percent of the Ramsar Site established in the TRD in 2012.       

15. What evidence is available that the project activities regarding enhancing management effectiveness of protected areas and capacity building are enhancing (or are likely to enhance) biodiversity conservation and protection of threatened species and habitats? The establishment of the ICCA foresees the application of the two monitoring frameworks to support the conservation of endangered species of flora and fauna including endemic primates, birds and reptiles In addition, the project can support the updating of data in the TRD to inform the Ramsar Convention on biodiversity trends, as well as make the case for including the TRD in the national Annual Birds Census, which is coordinated by NK.   
16. What evidence is present to suggest that the project’s interventions in mainstreaming conservation of biodiversity into national planning have minimized the major drivers of biodiversity loss? The establishment of a new legislative framework and governance structure, based on participation and inclusiveness, is already showing positive signs that it will lead to the reduction of unplanned changes in land-use, the marginalisation of rural communities who have traditionally lacked access to the training, information and resources and vulnerability to climate variability and change. Nonetheless, two significant drivers of biodiversity loss in the TRD have not been adequately addressed so far; namely land tenure disputes and research on the removal of invasive species in critical habitats in the TRD. 
Lessons Learned

17. Lesson 1: Applying two TRI projects at the same time in Kenya is proving to be an effective and efficient approach to push the restoration agenda forward at the national and county levels;
18. Lesson 2: Project’s that aim at establishing a new governance structure to apply SLM/FLR/NTFPs together with the development of services dedicated to creating bio-enterprises and green industrial parks are in fact promoting two separate projects that need their own budgets, timeframes and different sets of stakeholders to implement them. Overloading five-year projects with too many actions and a relatively small budget (USD 3.34 million) is likely to be counterproductive and, therefore, not considered good practice.

19. Lesson 3: Identifying, valuing and integrating local knowledge and technologies into the restoration process enables rural women to be recognised as knowledge holders (even if they are illiterate) and encourages the establishment low-cost nature-based solutions that CBOs can control, steward and enforce by themselves. This is considered to be good practice for TRI projects
20. Lesson 4: Promoting SLM/FLR practices centred on the “training of trainers” principle and “learning by doing” exercises that encourage monitoring of SLM/FLR practices using phone apps, empowers CBOs and their local communities to take ownership of the SLM/FLR process and helps shift extension networks to more efficient remote practices. This is considered good practice for TRI projects.
21. Lesson 5: The establishment of a field office in the TRD with highly committed staff, has enabled NK to change its image as an “executing agency” to one that is more like a “partner for change”. This approach promotes trust and encourages commitment to SLM/FLR and is considered good practice for TRI projects.

22. Lesson 6: The TRI-Tana’s communication strategy promotes a lot of information on the restoration process, but has paid insufficient attention to winning over decision-makers to commit funding for SLM/FLR/NTFPs by advocating the economic benefits of restoration.
23. Lesson 7: The project’s collection of new ground-breaking material on the pollinators demonstrates a need to apply integrated pest and pollinator management in the restoration process, rather than only focusing on the elimination of pests.
24. Lesson 8: Having in place an all-inclusive PSC that is chaired by a representative from the National Treasury who has work experience in the TRD brings together all actors who have a stake in land management to reduce the duplication of resources and leverage support for more coordinated responses to restoration that can continue beyond the project. This is key for project sustainability and considered good practice for TRI projects.
Recommendations 
25. Recommendation 1 to NK, UNEP, PSC (critical): The PSC should consider extending the project for a period of 12 months by way of a no-cost extension in order to recover lost implementation time caused by a combination of the Covid-19 pandemic and the general elections in 2022. At the same time, it should consider including representatives of important line agencies that are currently not actively participating in the PSC, or who do not have a representative. In particular, the MTR team recommends the following institutions be invited to join the PSC/TAC: the Ministry of Lands and Physical Planning (MLPP), the Ministry of Devolution (MoD), the Ministry of Industrialisation, Trade and Enterprise Development (MITED), the WRA.

26. Recommendation 2 to NK, UNEP, PSC (Opportunity for improvement): The Results Matrix should be updated to support monitoring and learning. In particular: (i) the project’s outcomes should be reduced to one main outcome per component that provides greater clarity as to what the project’s outputs under each component are expected to achieve and which can be measured by SMART indicators and the introduction of qualitative indicators that include Knowledge-Attitudes-Practices (KAP) surveys to support learning. To assist this exercise NK and UNEP should consult the assessment of the project’s design in Section B; (ii) targets should be reassessed in accordance with the new implementation plan to be prepared for the extension of the project (if granted); (iii) the Safeguard standards (SS-4 and SS-9) that have been triggered should be reviewed and a mitigation response identified.

27. Recommendation 3 NK, UNEP, PSC, County Governments of TRC and LC , TDCN (critical): The project should produce a detailed map at a high resolution (no less than 1:25,000) clarifying with stakeholders the restoration strategy in the TRD that supports the LUP, but also fully secures the ecological connectivity of its biodiversity through the establishment of corridors, preferably in the form of riverine strips in order to avoid future fragmentation of the ecosystem and enhance disaster risk reduction. To promote this approach, the corridors should be subject to a Total Economic Valuation (TEV) study to demonstrate that the creation of ecological corridors represents an efficient and effective way for GoK to advance sub-national, national and international commitments to combatting the effects of climate variability and change, achieve relevant SDGs and uphold GEF’s focal areas and priorities.    
28. Recommendation 4 to NK, UNEP, PSC, TDCN (critical): The project should assign a qualified staff member, or short-term consultant specialised in CEAPs, to guide the county governments of TRC and LC on the application of CEAP process in order it incorporates the main recommendations from the ROAM report, plus the recommendations from Recommendation 1.

29. Recommendation 5 to NK, UNEP, PSC (critical): The project should conduct a study lead by the PSC Chair to identify an appropriate funding strategy to ensure the governance structure in place in both counties is able to operate in a satisfactory manner to implement SLM/FLR/NTFPs in the TRD and buffer zones.
30. Recommendation 6 to NK, PSC, MITED (Opportunity for improvement): The development of the Green Heart Project should be put on hold. Instead, the project should consider supporting the cooperatives established in the TRD (i) conduct nationally tender to encourage the private sector to bid for forward contracts in order to kick-start the restoration economy in the TRD as soon as possible; (ii) participate in green business and marketing exchanges to see how the supply chain operates and how it can be shortened to improve profitability.

31. Recommendation 7 to NK, UNEP, PSC and County Governments of TRC and LC (Opportunity for improvement): The PSC should explore the possibility of establishing a framework for inter-basin management of river flows and conservation of riparian corridors in the Tana River Basin, as a potential second phase of the TRI-Tana Project.

32. Recommendation 8 to NK, UNEP, NMK (Opportunity for improvement): The project should prepare knowledge products on activities of global interest to TRI and the international restoration community, such as: (i) the biodiversity assessments conducted by NMK and their support to the development of the IUCN Red List in Kenya; (ii) the development of the Geo-Database that has facilitated remote monitoring and extension on restoration thanks to community members trained to apply applications such as ArcGIS Survey 123.  

33. Recommendation 9 to NK, UNEP, FAO (Opportunity for improvement): The following technical issues should be addressed: 

(i) Beekeeping: quality control, development of by-products and properties analysis to determine if honey sales can be directed at specific niche markets. It is suggested an exploratory meeting is held with the African Agency for Arid Resources Ltd., based in Nairobi, which has supported the ASAL project in this field and on development of business incubator services; 

(ii) Conduct a meeting with FAO-Kenya and TRI-Tana to explore development of synergies on: a) registration and management of conservancies based on the TRI-ASAL’s work experience in Laikipia and Isiolo Counties; b) identifying joint cooperation on NTFPs such as sale of honey in Nairobi; c) development of an abattoir in Laikipia and in TRC, based on FAO’s expertise and guidelines in this area of livestock management, including: https://www.fao.org/3/t0034e/T0034E01.htm)

(iii) Distribution of mobile phones to pastoralist community members to track grass seed reproduction and restoration activities and to provide photographic evidence to support learning/extension using ArcGIS Survey 123; 

(iv) Identification of restoration “packages” incorporating trees, shrubs, plants and rainwater water harvesting technologies to enhance resilience around homesteads and schools (covering fodder, fruit, medicinal, cosmetic, construction wood, fencing, firewood, pollinator needs);

(v) Conduct a feasibility study on economic opportunities to develop a) a waste recycling with the private sector to support management of solid waste (a major problem observed in villages such as Kipini and Witu), b) the establishment of a Community-Nature Kenya Reception Research Centre and Boat Tour (with electric motor) at Kipini promoting day trips from Malindi/Lamu to see Sea Eagles and other wildlife.
I. Project Overview
34. The Restoration Initiative (TRI) is funded by the Global Environment Facility (GEF) and is designed to support the restoration of priority degraded and deforested landscapes, while at the same time improve livelihoods of households who are dependent on their goods and services. The overall goal of TRI is, “to contribute to the restoration and maintenance of critical landscapes that provide global environmental benefits and enhanced resilient economic development and livelihoods, in support of the Bonn Challenge”. Its environmental objective centres on, “Biodiversity conservation, protection of climate and other ecosystem services through restoration of critical landscapes in TRI countries and complementary sustainable land management (SLM)”, while its development objective is dedicated to, “Poverty reduction, strengthened food security, and human well-being and livelihoods enhanced in TRI countries through restoration of critical landscapes and complementary SLM”. TRI identifies four principal barriers to forest restoration that need to be addressed in the 10 countries participating in the initiative: a) lack of forest governance; b) cross-sectoral challenges; c) limited understanding and information about REDD+ and payment for ecosystem services (PES); d) a lack of capacity to apply effective forest land restoration techniques.

35. The TRI-Tana project is one of eleven projects funded by TRI covering ten countries. The United Nations Environment Programme (UNEP) is responsible for the implementation of two projects, one in Kenya (TRI-Tana) and the other in the United Republic of Tanzania. The Food and Agriculture Organisation is responsible for the implementation of five TRI projects in: the Central African Republic (CAR), the Democratic Republic of the Congo (DRC), Kenya (TRI-ASAL), Pakistan, and Sao Tome and Principe (STP). The four remaining TRI projects are implemented by the International Union for the Conservation of Nature (IUCN) in Cameroon, China, Guinea-Bissau and Myanmar. 

36. To guide and supervise implementation of TRI, the initiative is supported by a Programme Advisory Committee (PAC), comprised of country representatives, technical experts and partners, members of the private sector and external partners promoting restoration initiatives, such as the Bonn Challenge, Africa Forest Restoration 100 (AFR 100), the Global Partnership on Forest Landscape Restoration (GPFLR), and the Forest and Landscape Restoration Mechanism (FLRM). In addition, TRI is supported by a Global “Child” Project (GCP) that provides support to all the national TRI projects operating in the abovementioned countries. Support includes holding regional and international conferences, seminars, webinars, exchanges and training exercises on the application of new tools, technologies and methods to support the application of forest landscape restoration (FLR), sustainable forest management (SFM), application of payment for ecosystem services (PES) and so forth. The GCP is also responsible for collating data on nine core indicators that are monitored by all TRI national projects to support reporting on TRI’s overall progress and achievements to the GEF Secretariat. A dedicated communication team is responsible for disseminating information, data, lessons learnt, good practices and any other relevant information to the TRI stakeholders, the GEF Secretariat and to the international community engaged in restoration work. An important element of TRI’s communications is to facilitate informed dialogue and decision-making on FLR in support of sustainable rural development and delivering global environmental benefits (GEBs).
37. The TRI-Tana Project responds to the above-mentioned challenges and barriers by demonstrating SLM/FLR can deliver multiple benefits at both the national and subnational level. At the national level it aims to support the Government of Kenya (GoK) deliver on its national and international environmental pledges, targets and goals on restoration. Originally, Kenya’s Vision 2030, called for almost 10 per cent of the country’s land area to be forested by 2030 (Art. 69.1) and made pledges to the Bonn Challenge and the African Forest Landscape Restoration Initiative (AFR100) to restore one (1) million hectares (ha) of degraded forest landscapes, plus 4.1 million ha of grasslands by 2030. However, the new government, which took office in August 2022, launched an ambitious Forestry and Land Restoration Acceleration Programme at the end of 2022 to support local communities combat the effects of climate change by managing, conserving and expanding forest cover to over 30 per cent of the country’s land area by 2032. 
38. At the local level, the project aims to show how SLM/FLR can empower local communities to establish more sustainable livelihoods in agriculture as well as offer opportunities to diversify into alternative livelihood systems. For this reason, the project’s goal (specific objective) is, “to strengthen integrated natural resource management and restoration of degraded landscapes in the Tana Delta, and systemically scale up best practices and lessons learned to other priority landscapes in Kenya” To achieve this objective the project has four main components which aim to achieve seven outcomes through the realisation of 18 outputs as follows:
· Component 1: Policy development and integration - improving the enabling environment for sustainable land management and restoration. Two outcomes are foreseen under this Component. Outcome 1.1: increased county commitment to landscape restoration and Outcome 1.2: Policy, governance, and regulatory frameworks support coordinated and equitable landscape restoration and sustainable land management efforts. Seven main outputs are foreseen in the Project Document (Prodoc) to achieve these two outcomes (i) County governance and regulatory structures established to guide SLM/FLR initiatives and targets in the County Integrated Development Plans (CIDPs) of Tana River and Lamu Counties and in relevant County sector policies; (ii) County landscape restoration working groups established to assess landscape restoration potential and recommend commitment targets; (iii) County landscape restoration targets established; (iv) Public support for landscape restoration and SLM is enhanced at the national and county levels; (v) SLM/FLR mainstreamed into county budgetary processes; (vi) SLM/FLR mainstreamed into policies, regulations, strategies, and planning processes to enhance biodiversity conservation and sustainable use in production landscapes; (vii) multiple sub-national sectors and ministries coordinate SLM/FLR efforts, which includes production landscapes. 
· Component 2: Implementation of Restoration Programmes and Complementary Initiatives - supporting local governments and communities to develop and implement plans for achieving human and environmental goals. The expected outcome is: Outcome 2.1: Improved landscape management through implementation of landscape restoration plans and integrated landscape management practices. Three main outputs are mentioned to achieve Outcome 2: (i) County Restoration Opportunities Assessment Methodology (ROAM) is conducted, sustainable monitoring of carbon stocks established and assessment of non-timber forest products realised; (ii) implementation of SLM/FLR plans, strategies and programmes through training and support to Community Forest Associations (CFAs), Water Resources User Associations (WRUAs) and Village Natural Resources and Land Use Committees (VNRLUCs); (iii) biodiversity conservation and sustainable land use mainstreamed into production landscapes and production sectors through enhanced involvement of private sector organisations in the development of energy saving technologies, biodiversity monitoring and establishment of nature-based enterprises.

· Component 3: Institutions and Finance - building capacity of these actors to carry out restoration plans and access finance. The expected outcomes are: Outcome 3.1: increased private, public and local investment in large-scale landscape restoration through identification and development of sustainable value chains and financing mechanisms and Outcome 3.2: Strengthened institutional capacities facilitating large-scale landscape restoration. Four outputs are planned to achieve these outcomes: (i) Green industrial park framework developed; (ii) innovative and transformative financing mechanisms and incentives developed and coordinated at the national, county, and local level to enhance SLM/FLR in pilot sites where good practices, entrepreneurial capacity and business planning can be documented to guide scaling up of landscape restoration; (iii) County departments are enabled to provide extension services to increase the uptake of landscape restoration and sustainable land management approaches; (iv) a project incubator established as a private, public partnership to provide business readiness support to local entrepreneurs.
· Component 4: scaling up best practices and tools - enhancing stakeholder knowledge and scaling up best practices through the development of comprehensive restoration monitoring systems. Two expected outcomes are: Outcome 4.1: scaled up restoration best practices are enabling men and women across sectors to implement landscape restoration and sustainable landscape management approaches. Outcome 4.2: Monitoring and evaluation systems adopted to support adaptive management of landscape restoration interventions and strategies. Four outputs are foreseen in the Prodoc: (i) stakeholder capacity and knowledge of landscape restoration and sustainable land management best practices and benefits is enhanced; (ii) collect and share landscape restoration best practices among key actors;  (iii) knowledge transfer and lessons sharing promoted within and outside the Tana river Delta and coastal and Western Kenya ecosystems, including cross-county benchmarking, and with the TRI global child partner project; (iv) innovative landscape restoration monitoring tools developed to track progress towards subnational landscape restoration targets and capacity to use these tools enhanced. 
39. The project’s implementation mechanism is based on: (i) a Project Steering Committee (PSC) engaging members from a wide array of national and county government institutions. They include, among others, representatives from: the National Treasury (acting as PSC Co-Chair), the MECCF (acting as Co-Chair), UNEP (acting as Co-Chair), the Ministry of Water and Irrigation (MWI), the Ministry of Agriculture, Livestock, Fisheries and Co-operatives (MALFC), the County Secretaries of Tana River and Lamu, the Kenya Forest Service (KFS), the Kenya Forestry Research Institute (KEFRI), the Kenya Wildlife Service (KWS), the Kenya Water Towers Agency (KWTA), Kenya Marine and Fisheries Research Institute (KMFRI), the Kenya Agriculture and Livestock Research Organisation (KALRO). Among the PSC’s main responsibilities is to meet annually in-person, or remotely, to approve work plans and budgets, oversee the project’s execution and implementation and to deliberate on the recommendations of external audits, reviews and evaluations; (ii) a Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) composed of 13 members from research and technical institutions including: the World Resources Institute (WRI), KEFRI, KMFRI, KALRO, National Museums of Kenya (NMK), the National Lands Commission, and National Environment Management Authority (NEMA), among others; (iii) a Project Management Unit, composed of a Team Leader and supporting staff who work from NK’s main offices in Nairobi, or part of the Site Management Team, based in the Project’s field office in Minjila, Tana River County.    
40. The project’s Executing Agency is Nature Kenya – East African Natural History Society (NK-EANHS). NK is Africa’s oldest environmental Society, established in 1909 to promote the study and conservation of nature in eastern Africa. As a result, NK is one of the most experienced and committed partners in Kenya to advance knowledge of Kenya’s biodiversity, conserve key species, sites, and habitats, and in engaging local communities to actively participate in this conservation work through capacity building and the establishment of sustainable livelihoods. Moreover, it has a long track record in advocating the need for legislative reforms supporting the restoration, conservation and sustainable use of biodiversity and habitats.

41. The United Nations Environment Programme (UNEP) is one of three Implementing Agencies of GEF funding for The Restoration Initiative covering 11 projects in ten countries, which includes the TRI-Tana project in Kenya (USD 3.34 million). UNEP has entrusted its Ecosystems Division/ Biodiversity and Land Branch to: (i) provide overall project supervision; (ii) ensure GEF and UNEP’s policies and procedures are applied correctly, such as UNEP’s Medium-Term Strategy and its Programme of Work (PoW); (iii) support NK and its PMU coordinate with TRI’s Global Child Project (GCP), and the ten other national projects, including the TRI-ASAL project in Kenya. 
42. UNEP’s partnership with the GEF dates back to the 1990s. This means it can draw on significant work experience and contacts with national and international organizations who have supported the advancement of landscape restoration and biodiversity conservation. As such, UNEP is well placed to support NK and its PMU in key areas, such as the development of the legislative framework for SLM/FLR in the TRD, supporting the establishment of national platforms and collaborative partnerships to bring together national and international organizations, the scientific community, civil society organisations and the private sector and to promote green economic growth.
II. Review Methods

43. The work methodology applied by the MTR Team consisted of the following steps:

· A review of the Prodoc, Project Implementation Reports (PIRs), annual reports and other key documents; 
· An assessment of the project’s design. This included a review of the project’s vertical and horizontal logic, an assessment of the outcomes and outputs selected in the Prodoc to determine their strategic relevance and a review of the project’s indicators and attention given to managing risks that may affect the projects relevance and performance. Preliminary findings were provided in the Inception Report (under Section 3) and then reassessed after the field mission in order to present the findings provided in Chapter IV (Section B) in this report. 
· Stakeholder Analysis to identify a wide and representative sample of direct stakeholders and end beneficiary communities to be prioritised for an interview, or a focal group meeting. The MTR team paid particular attention to ensuring female stakeholders, youths (aged 15-25), elders and people with disabilities were fully represented in the interviews and focal group discussions selected in order to apply a participatory MTR in which the principles of equality and inclusiveness were upheld at all times. Moreover, participation rates were not considered an end in themselves, but rather a means to determining how far the project is responding to the specific needs of these vulnerable groups, in particular focusing on their level of access to training, information, resources and public services. 

· The stakeholders who were interviewed remotely/in-person, or who participated in focal group meetings are presented in Annex II. 
· Elaboration of the project’s Theory of Change (ToC). The MTR team produced the ToC in a similar manner to the ones provided in the MTR reports of TRI projects implemented by FAO in Pakistan, Sao Tome and Principe, Kenya and the Central African Republic to facilitate their assessment by TRI stakeholders. The ToC provided in Annex VI, has incorporated feedback and the MTR team’s findings following the field mission to the TRD;

· Development of the Review Matrix to guide the interviews and group discussions, in line with the questions listed in the MTR’s ToR and in conformity with UNEG rules and procedures. All interviews and group meetings were conducted in a semi-structured manner and questions tailored to specific audiences in order to focuc on key issues and avoid interviewee fatigue. This approach was aided by the launch of an e-questionnaire during the Field Phase in which a total of 26 key stakeholders in Nairobi and the TRD were invited to provide comments and observations on the project’s strategic relevance, financial management and factors affecting its performance in delivering on its main outcomes. A total of four (4) stakeholders responded by the deadline on 12 May 2023. Their responses have been used to support the triangulation of findings in this report. Key findings have also been summarised in Section H (under Stakeholder Participation and Cooperation). 
· Site inspections to assess the quality of training activities, capacity to operate and maintain SLM/FLR actions, develop income generating activities and apply administrative obligations such as business planning and book keeping.    
III. THEORY OF CHANGE
Theory of Change at Review

44. The ToC for the TRI-Tana project presented in the Inception Report was developed in accordance with GEF guidelines that recommend starting with a review of the project’s desired impact (overall objective, or goal) and then working backwards to inputs. In addition, assumptions, risks and cross-cutting priorities were identified to transverse the whole ToC process. Emphasis was given to matching outcomes to relevant national and international targets linked to the Bonn Challenge, Aichi Targets, Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs), the Paris Agreement (NDCs) where relevant and possible. 
45. The ToC was reviewed by the Project Management Unit and other key stakeholders during the field phase and comments submitted to the MTR team at the start of the Synthesis Phase. Overall, the decision to present the ToC as a flow diagram was commended by main stakeholders on the grounds it provides a clear and concise pathway on how the project’s resources (inputs) are to be converted into outputs and how these outputs should lead to positive immediate and longer-term outcomes that are considered essential prerequisites to delivering the project’s intended impact; namely the upscaling of SLM/FLR throughout Kenya to achieve national and international pledges, goals and targets, while at the same time improve the livelihoods and resilience of rural communities who participate in the restoration process and the development of the restoration economy (in particular the development of non-timber forest products and services).

46. The ToC provided in Annex VI has been subjected to a second review by the MTR team following its assessment of the comments provided by stakeholders. The revised version has also been used to guide the MTR’s analysis, conclusions and recommendations in this MTR report. In addition, the PMU has stated its intention to use the ToC to guide its work plans as well as its internal monitoring and evaluation system. 
IV. Review Findings

A. Strategic relevance
Alignment to UNEP’s Medium-term Strategy, Programme of Work (POW) and Strategic Priorities

47. The TRI-Tana project was prepared in full alignment with UNEP’s Medium-Term Strategy (MTS) for the period 2018-2021 and its Vision 2030. Specific mention is provided in the Prodoc (para. 81), “to make contributions to UN Environment MTS Priority Areas of climate change, healthy and productive ecosystems, environmental governance and resources efficiency.” Moreover, the proposal to seek funding to develop the Tana Delta Green Industrial Park (para. 227) is significant, because the MTR team’s interviews confirm that this not only aligns with the government’s commitments to create Special Economic Zones (SEZ), but more importantly supports the country establish, de facto, a “Green SEZ”, which MITED confirms would be a first for Kenya. This is important, when considering one of the Kenyan government’s main goals is, “to transform into a newly industrialized middle-income country by 2030”
. Additionally, one of UNEP’s strategic priorities in its latest MTE 2022-2025 and Vision 2030, is to support developing countries transition to low-emission economic development and, at the same time, accelerate their adaptation and resilience to climate variability and change. 
48. Moreover, there is evidence that SEZs only become successful vehicles to deliver economic transformation when key lessons learned from SEZs at the global level, but especially in Sub-Saharan Africa, are addressed. For example, in a study published on the UK Government’s website, one of the key factors behind successful SEZs is the need for, “awareness of potential environmental concerns, and a willingness to address them to create an environmentally sustainable operation.”
 Thus the project’s aim to develop the “restoration economy” through, “a business centre for numerous income generating activities and landscape restoration enterprises” (para. 227), is coherent with UNEP’s latest strategic approaches and its Decade of Action to 2030. The MTR Team found the TRI-Tana project has a high level of strategic relevance with the following priorities in the MTS 2022-2025: 
· Support an integrated and balanced implementation of the 2030 Agenda, in particular building capacity of its Member States to integrate the environment into sustainable development policies and plans;
· Strengthen institutional capacity for gender-responsive programme delivery in order to deliver more effectively poverty reduction, improvements in health, food security and access to energy, among others;
· Deliver long-term, transformational impacts beyond the four years covered by the MTS, aided by network multilateralism;
· Pursue the global aspirations of the Sustainable Development Goals while delivering support in response to national needs and realities (especially in relation to the SDGs);
· Pursue collective action to develop a common approach to integrating biodiversity and nature-based solutions for sustainable development into the United Nations policy and programme planning and delivery
· Promote South-South and triangular cooperation across its policy, programming and partnership activities.
49. More specifically, the TRI-Tana project represents an important contribution to achieving two of the three strategic objectives in UNEP’s Programme of Work (POW) for the first biennium (January 2022 to December 2023) of the MTS 2022-2025; namely: (i) Climate Action where the emphasis is to restore climate stability through restoration of critical habits such as wetlands to restore and conserve the carbon cycle and; (ii) Nature Action where nature-based solutions help local communities to regain and retain harmony with nature.
 However, following completion of the field visits in the TRD it is evident the TRI-Tana Project lacks specific action to support the achievement of the POW’s third strategic objective: establishing a pollution-free planet (Chemicals and Pollution Action). Indeed, the absence of solid waste management was found to be a major problem throughout the TRD, but especially among coastal communities. 
Alignment to Donor/GEF/Partners Strategic Priorities
50. The TRI-Tana Project’s emphasis on delivering SLM/FLR that can be mainstreamed into national policy in order to be scaled up across other forest and grassland landscapes in Kenya aligns strongly with GEF-6 priorities to restore critical ecosystem services that provide important co-benefits at the local, national, and global levels. The MTR Team found significant evidence from its document review, interviews/focal group discussions and site visits to confirm the project is making an important contribution to fulfilling the following GEF-6 Strategic Objectives (SO) listed in the Prodoc: 

· Biodiversity Strategic Objective 4 (BD-4) - Mainstreaming biodiversity conservation and sustainable use in production landscapes/seascapes - through SLM/FLR approaches that, in line with Programme 9 (BD-4-9), are intended to reduce the negative impact of human activity on globally important biodiversity found within the Ramsar site that covers the whole of the TRD;

· Land Degradation Strategic Objective 2 (LD-2) – Forest landscapes – through SLR/FLR that, in line with Programme 3 (LD-2-3), which aims to advance the restoration of forest, agriculture and rangeland production systems as a means to increasing forest cover in support of international commitments and pledges, including to AFR100/Bonn Challenge, the SDGs and the CBD’s Aichi Targets;
· Land Degradation Strategic Objective 3 (LD-3) - Integrated Landscapes – through SLM/FLR that in line with Programme 4 (LD-3-4) make the case for scaling-up regenerative agriculture practices and nature-based solutions designed to recover and maintain grassland areas in and adjacent to the TRD wetlands;
· Sustainable Forest Management 3 (SFM-3) - Restored Forest Ecosystems – through SLM/FLR designed to restore riparian strips, mangroves, wetlands and grasslands in the TRD and its adjacent buffer zones.
51. However, evidence to confirm the project is actively promoting SLM/FLR as a multi-dimensional approach that supports transformational shifts in support of Strategic Objective 4 on climate change mitigation (CCM-4) has only recently been addressed following the recruitment of new officer on carbon trading in April 2023. The potential to develop carbon trading in the Tana Delta will build on the findings of a feasibility study to be conducted by NK and EcoAct in 2023, as well as on lessons learned taken from previous studies, such as the economic activity analysis prepared for the Strategic Environmental Impact Assessment (SEIA) to guide the Land Use Plan that was prepared for the TRD in 2014, and the Economics of Ecosystem Services study conducted by Wetlands International (WI) in 2016-2017. 

52. The MTR team found some interviewees are sceptical on the potential to develop carbon trading opportunities, citing saturation of carbon trading on the international voluntary market. Nevertheless, according to the MTR team’s findings, the economic value of the TRD in reducing natural disasters and maintaining fish stocks alone appears to be very high. For example, the abovementioned Economics of Ecosystem Services study conducted by Wetlands International (WI) concluded the Total Economic Value (TEV) of mangroves in just one fishing community (Kipini) was estimated to be USD 2.5 million/year.
 In addition, the MTR team were informed that nomadic herders brought in as many as one million heads of cattle at the height of the severe drought that affected Kenya between March 2020 and March 2023. Moreover, disaster risk reduction (DRR) is a priority area in the MTS 2022-2025, which is a related area that the new carbon trading officer can review and support its integration into the project’s planning and implementation.
 
Relevance to Global, Regional, Sub-regional and National Priorities

53. The project’s relevance in supporting GoK achieve its national commitments and pledges to Global, Regional and Sub-regional priorities, targets and goals was found to be highly satisfactory. The Prodoc provides in-depth analysis on the project’s direct support to achieving a large number of multi-lateral environmental agreements (MEAs) where Kenya is a signatory. The MTR team found the TRI-Tana project is making an important contribution to the following international agreements and conventions:

· The Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD), with specific mention of the project’s contribution to the achievement of Aichi Target 1 (Awareness on the value and potential benefits of biodiversity conservation and sustainable use), Target 2 (integration of SLM/FLR into the legislative framework), Target 5 (decrease the rate of loss of natural habitats and forests), Target 6 (management of fisheries and aquatic plants), Target 7 (sustainable management of agriculture, aquaculture and forestry), Target 10 (minimise anthropogenic pressures), Target 11 (conservation of terrestrial and coastal waters), Target 14 (ecosystem resilience and the contribution of biodiversity to carbon stocks), and Target 15 (ecosystem resilience and carbon stocks). Moreover, although these Targets have not been officially updated since 2020, they remain valid through Kenya’s National Biodiversity Strategy and Action Plan (NBSAP), the National Environment Action Plan (NEAP) and corresponding County Environmental Action Plans (CEAPs). 
· The Bonn Challenge 2030 and AFR100, where all TRI projects aim to support the global effort to restore 350 million hectares of degraded forests and landscapes by 2030, of which 100 million ha has been targeted in Africa. This is also supportive of the United Nations Strategic Plan for Forests 2017-2023, which aims to increase forest area by 3 percent globally. In Kenya, the GoK originally pledged to restore 5.1 million ha, but this was increased to 10.1 million ha by the new government in 2022. The TRI-Tana Project’s contribution is to restore a total of 10,000 ha of forest landscapes and a further 130,000 ha under SLM by the end of its operations. More importantly, the Prodoc mentions the economic and environmental co-benefits of SLM/FLR, including improved crop yields and forest products, food security, watershed protection and carbon dioxide sequestering.
· The 2030 Agenda for the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs). The Prodoc does not specify which SDGs, but the MTR team found the project directly supports the achievement of several SDGs. The most significant are: (i) SDG 1 – (Poverty Eradication): the project supports achievement of Target 1.3 (By 2030, ensure that all men and women, in particular the poor and the vulnerable, have equal rights to economic resources, as well as access to basic services, ownership and control over land and other forms of property, inheritance, natural resources, appropriate new technology and financial services, including microfinance), and Target 1.4 (By 2030, build the resilience of the poor and those in vulnerable situations and reduce their exposure and vulnerability to climate-related extreme events and other economic, social and environmental shocks and disasters); (ii) SDG 2 (Zero hunger): the project supports achievement of Target 2.4: By 2030, ensure sustainable food production systems and implement resilient agricultural practices that increase productivity and production, that help maintain ecosystems, that strengthen capacity for adaptation to climate change, extreme weather, drought, flooding and other disasters and that progressively improve land and soil quality; (iii) SDG 13 (Climate Action): the project contributes to achieving Target 13.1 (Strengthen resilience and adaptive capacity to climate-related hazards and natural disasters in all countries) and Target 13.3 (Improve education, awareness-raising and human and institutional capacity on climate change mitigation, adaptation, impact reduction and early warning); (iv) SDG 14 (Life below water): the project supports the achievement of Target 14.2 (By 2020, sustainably manage and protect marine and coastal ecosystems to avoid significant adverse impacts, including by strengthening their resilience, and take action for their restoration in order to achieve healthy and productive oceans); (v) SDG-15 (Life on Land): the project directly supports the achievement of Target 15.1 (By 2020, ensure the conservation, restoration and sustainable use of terrestrial and inland freshwater ecosystems and their services, in particular forests, wetlands, mountains and drylands, in line with obligations under international agreements and their respective targets) and Target 15.5 (Take urgent and significant action to reduce the degradation of natural habitats, halt the loss of biodiversity and, by 2020, protect and prevent the extinction of threatened species);
· The Ramsar Convention which in 2012 designated the TRD, which is Kenya’s largest wetland, as a Ramsar site. The site covers a total of 163,600 ha (see Figure 1). The TRI-Tana Project directly supports the implementation of the Convention’s central objective of promoting the conservation and sustainable use TRD’s wetlands in order to maintain their ecological goods and services. The Prodoc explicitly mentions the TRI-Tana project is to be implemented in line with the fourth Strategic Plan of Ramsar Convention (2016–2024) that calls for actions to prevent, stop and reverse the degradation and loss of all wetlands protected under the Convention.

Figure 1: Map of the Tana River Delta Ramsar Site (2012)
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· The United Nations Decade of Ecosystem Restoration 2021-2030, which is led by UNEP and consists of a ten-point action plan to restore degraded ecosystems in support of 2030 Agenda.   

· The United Nations Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples and The African Charter on Human and Peoples’ Rights. This is exemplified by the project’s support to creating an Indigenous Community Conserved Area (116,867 ha). In particular, the ICCA aims to uphold the rights of local tribes who live in the TRD, to conserve and protect their land and water resources traditionally managed for grazing, agriculture and fishing, among other uses
;
· The Convention on Migratory Species (CMS), where the project’s support to identify, demarcate and officially establish conservancies in the TRD and restore degraded landscapes in the TRD is designed to protect the habitats and migratory routes of birds, bats, elephants, buffalos, monkeys and other important animals that are endangered/critically endangered, but which are crucial to forest seed disbursement and the development of ecotourism and the local economy in general. 
· The Convention on International Trade in Endangered Species of Wild Fauna and Flora (CITES). The project’s support to applying Species Threat Abatement and Restoration (STAR) enables the TRI-Tana project to identify endangered species to be managed and conserved through local community stewardship activities to control the unlicensed collections and trade of endangered species.    
54. International and regional agreements where the TRI-Tana Project was found to be less relevant include: (i) the International Plant Protection Convention (IPPC), where the project has not identified so far a strategy to reduce the impact of invasive species such as the plant Prosopis juliflora which was found to be expanding and threatening the TRD’s indigenous ecosystem, especially along roadways where grazing animals are aiding seed dispersion; (ii) the International Treaty on Plant Genetic Resources for Food and Agriculture (ITPGRFA) where there is no evidence of the project’s participation in the multilateral system latest Plan of Action to conserve and sustainably use local crop varieties such as cowpea, sorghum or pearl millet, or grasses, that are protected under the ITPGRFA; (iii) the Sendai Framework where, as stated in the previous subsection, the project is not adequately demonstrating the linkages between the restoration of ecosystem services and disaster risk management (including climate change mitigation); (iv) the Nairobi Convention, which is supporting Kenya strengthen capacity on coastal-zone management and the development of the blue economy, among others, but which has not included the TRD to date.  
55. At the national policy level, the project was found to be highly relevant in supporting the country implement the following legislative framework: 
· The Constitution of Kenya (2010): Article 69 part 2 states among other functions that the state shall (b) work to achieve and maintain a tree cover of at least ten per cent of the land area of Kenya; (c) protect and enhance intellectual property in, and indigenous knowledge of, biodiversity and the genetic resources of the communities; (d) encourage public participation in the management, protection and conservation of the environment; (g) eliminate processes and activities that are likely to endanger the environment. 
· Kenya Vision 2030: originally advocating 10 percent tree cover by 2030, but which has been raised to 30 percent by the newly elected President, William Ruto, in 2022, as part of the country’s commitment to intensify efforts to curb the effects of climate change to 2032. To achieve this, the President has launched the National Tree Growing and Restoration Campaign targeting to plant 15 billion trees covering an area of 11 million ha across Kenya. The initiative requests each individual living in Kenya to plant 30 trees a year over the next 10 years.
· Vision 2030 Development Strategy for Northern Kenya and other Arid Lands (2012). The strategy was developed to complement the Vision 2030 by disentangling how the vison’s goals would be realized in the Northern Kenya region and other arid areas of Kenya. This strategy focuses on reducing the inequality that exists between the north and the rest of Kenya in order to enhance national cohesion and achievement of the Millennium Development Goals. A key element of the Strategy is to establish “holistic and sustainable management of land and natural resources across the Rangelands” based on: (i) integration of traditional systems of natural resource management in all other policies affecting the natural resource base; (ii) recognition in law of the role of traditional institutions in dispute resolution.
 
· Sessional Paper No. 8 of 2012 on National Policy for the Sustainable Development of Northern Kenya and other Arid Lands. The Sessional Paper deliberately addresses the presumed prejudices echoed in the influential Sessional Paper No. 10 of 1965, which perpetuated the biased distribution of public investment established under colonial rule, where resources were directed towards the so-called ‘high potential’ areas of crop production, thereby overlooking the wealth of lowland livestock-based economies. Among other policies the paper directly addresses, “how to ensure food and nutrition security across the arid and semi-arid lands, where unpredictability is certain to increase as the impact of climate change deepens”.

· The Environment Management and coordination Act (1999): Section 25 (1) establishes the National Environment Restoration Fund, as supplementary insurance for the mitigation of environmental degradation where the perpetrator is not identifiable, or where exceptional circumstances require the National Environment Management Authority (NEMA) to intervene to control or mitigate environmental degradation. In recognition of the need to protect wetlands Section 42 (2) further empowers the Cabinet Secretary (CS) of the Ministry of Environment Climate Change and Forestry (MECCF) to declare a lake shore, wetland, coastal zone or river bank to be a protected area and to impose such restrictions as considered necessary, to protect it from environmental degradation following consultations with local communities concerned. 
· The National Climate Change Response Strategy NCCRS (2010): the strategy requires the development and application of National Climate Change Action Plans (NCCAP), the latest being for the period 2018-2022. A key element of these plans is to halt land deforestation and forest degradation and increase forest cover to 10 percent of the country’s total land area, in line with the goals of Kenya Vision 2030. Actions include rehabilitating degraded forest and rangeland landscapes through afforesting/reforesting and increasing the resilience of wildlife and tourism sectors; 
· The National Adaptation Plan (NAP) 2015-2030 whose main aim is to achieve, "Enhanced climate resilience towards the attainment of Vision 2030 and beyond."
 
· The National Climate Change Act (May 2016), which, establishes the legal framework for an effective response to climate change that delivers a low-carbon, climate-resilient development path based on, among others, land degradation neutrality, the scaling up nature-based mitigation solutions and development of clean, efficient, and sustainable energy solutions. 
· The National Forest Policy (NFP) launched in 2015, which sets out to, “explore new measures to halt, and reverse the pace of deforestation and forest degradation in the country and increase forest cover” and to take advantage of the “emerging opportunities for sustainable forest financing both at national and international level to […] maximize the rate of social and economic development and secure optimum welfare of all citizens.” Moreover, these actions are seen as crucial to achieving “sustainable development, the management, utilization and conservation of forest resources and the equitable sharing of accrued benefits for the present and future generations of the people of Kenya”.

· The Forest Conservation and Management Act (FCMA) enacted in 2016 to implement the forest-related provisions of the abovementioned Constitution and guide the country’s population towards green and climate smart growth.  

· The National Forest Programme 2016–2030. The NFP aims at improving environmental, economic, and social sustainability of Kenya's forest industry by attaining goals such as: (i) increase forest/tree cover and reverse forest degradation; (ii) improve the economic, social, and environmental advantages of forests.
· The County Governments Act (2012), which provides important provisions on, for example, on citizen participation and on county planning requirements that include the production and implementation of County Integrated Development Plans (CIDPs), sector plans and spatial plans.  
· The Fisheries Development and Management Act (2016), which includes provisions to develop fisheries management plans at the county level and the establishment of BMUs among others.
· The Wildlife and Conservation Act (2013), which outlines the need to implement a national wildlife conservation and management strategy.
Complementarity with Existing Interventions/Coherence
56. The Prodoc of the TRI-Tana Project has paid considerable attention to building on lessons learned identified from GEF-funded interventions in Kenya. These include: (i) ‘Tana River National Primate Reserve Conservation Project’ where resettlement of communities outside the reserve represents a similar challenge in the Ramsar Site in the TRD; (ii) ‘Improved Conservation and Governance for Kenya Coastal Forest Protected Area System Project’ (2007-2017); (iii) ‘The Dryland Livestock Wildlife Environment Interface Project’ (2006-2014); (iv) ‘Mount Kenya East Pilot Project for Natural Resource Management’ (2006-2014); (v) ‘Strategic Investment Programme for Sustainable Land Management in Sub-Saharan Africa’ (2005-2018); (iv) ‘Western Kenya Integrated Ecosystem Management Project’ (2005-2013); (v) ‘Use of Biochar for Sustainable Land Management Project’ (2014-2019); (vi) ‘Mainstreaming Sustainable Land Management in Agropastoral Production Systems of Kenya’ (2010-2018); (vii)  ‘Integrated Tana Delta Management Programme’ (2012-2015), implemented by Wetlands International (WI) in partnership with NK, UNEP, WRA and others. Moreover, this latter project laid the foundations for the TRI-Tana Project by supporting the development of the LUP for the TRD and the development of CBOs to manage the conservation and sustainable use of natural resources.
57. Meanwhile formal synergies were identified with the following GEF-funded projects in line with the Prodoc’s call to develop “a platform for collaboration around a common sustainable land management and landscape restoration agenda”: (i) the 11 national projects and Global Child Project (GCP) of TRI. Although it is mandatory that all these projects are required to participate in international conferences and training workshops and podcasts offered by the GCP, only in Kenya are there two projects promoting the restoration agenda: The TRI-Tana Project and the TRI-ASAL Project, supporting the restoration of the Mukogodo forest and rangeland landscapes in Laikipia and Isiolo Counties and the Mount Kulal Biosphere Reserve in Marsabit County. This has enabled both projects to coordinate their restoration agendas, aided by the fact the Project Coordinators sit on each other’s PSC. This has facilitated co-development of the Forest and Landscape Restoration Plan (FOLAREP) 2022-2027 and joint training exercises on the Restoration Opportunities Assessment Methodology (ROAM), among others; (ii) the ‘Capacity, Policy and Financial Incentives for Participatory Forest Management in Kirisia Forest and Integrated Rangelands Management Project’ (2017-2022) implemented by FAO and which was the subject of two exchange visits in 2022 to observe participatory forest, wildlife and natural resources management applied by community conservancies in Samburu County.
58. However, collaboration and synergies with the following GEF-funded projects was not evident, nor mentioned in the progress reports, or interviews: (i) ‘Building the Foundation for Forest Landscape Restoration at Scale’ (2017-2023) executed by World Resources Institute (WRI); (ii) ‘Strategic Action Programme for the Protection of the Western Indian Ocean from Land-based Sources and Activities’ (2017-2023), implemented by UNEP under the Western Indian Ocean Strategic Action Programme (WIOSAP); (iii) ‘Establishment of the Upper Tana-Nairobi Water Fund’ (2017-2023) implemented by The Nature Conservancy (TNC) to conserve the Upper Tana River basin to improve water quality and quantity for downstream users;
59. Finally, a rapid review of non-GEF funded projects mentioned in the Prodoc confirms the TRI-Tana Project has drawn on lessons learned and good practices from projects implemented by NK and in some cases leveraged co-funding for the project. They include, among others: (i) the ‘Kenya Coastal Development Project (2012-2018), where institutions such as the Kenya Marine and Fisheries Research Institute (KMFRI), Kenya Wildlife Service (KWS), Kenya Forestry Research Institute (KEFRI), the Ministry of Lands Department of Physical Planning (DPP) and NEMA were engaged in training of CBOs and the development of income generating activities in coastal counties that included Lamu and Tana River Counties and which has been replicated by the TRI-Tana Project; (ii) the ‘Capacity Development Project for Sustainable Forest Management in Kenya’ (2016-2021) funded by the Japanese Cooperation Agency (JICA), where lessons on tree breeding implemented by KEFRI, land cover/use mapping, and monitoring have been applied in the TRD; (iii) projects implemented by NK fand funded by the Royal Society for the Protection of Birds (RSPB), Birdlife International, the Darwin Initiative and the European Union (EU). Moreover, in the case of the Darwin Initiative and the EU, NK has leveraged co-funding (cash and in-kind) to support activities in the TRD. 
Rating for Strategic Relevance:
Highly satisfactory
· Quality of Project Design

B. Quality of project design
60. A review of the project’s goal (overall objective) indicates the main focus is on strengthening integrated natural resource management and restoration of degraded landscapes in the Tana Delta, and systemically scaling up best practices and lessons learned to other priority landscapes). However, because they relate more to actions the MTR team considers the project’s goal should concentrate more on supporting the delivery of greater national and global environmental benefits (GEBs). The delivery of GEBs are also considered crucial to enabling human development to be more sustainable and resilient in Kenya and globally. The Prodoc also does not specify the project’s purpose (specific objective), which, in line with GEF priorities, is to contribute to achieving Kenya’s international commitments through the restoration, conservation and sustainable use of natural resources in the TDR (in particular, the Bonn Challenge/AFR100, the CBD, the Paris Agreement and Sustainable Development Goals 1, 13, 14 and 15). 
61. At the output level the project has established four components in conformity with TRI recommendations that all national “child” projects should address common barriers, legislative gaps and weaknesses in capacity that restrict investment in FLR, SLM and promotion of sustainable products, in particular NTFPs (FLR/SLM/NTFPs). Overall, the MTR team found all four components remain highly relevant to stakeholders in the TRD, because: (i) the legislative and institutional framework needs reforming before good practices associated with FLR/SLM/NTFPs can be systematically scaled up at the national, sector and county levels in Kenya; (ii) implementing FLR/SLM/NTFPs to demonstrate their multiple benefits is an important part of the learning process before stakeholders are willing to commit to transformational change locally and nationally; (iii) training and capacity building is crucial to establishing the governance structures needed to ensure all stakeholders in the TRD work together to ensure FLR/SLM/NTFPs not only leads to sustainable and resilient development, but that it is also inclusive, equitable and rights-based; (iv) capturing learning through effective monitoring of FLR/SLM/NTFPs is crucial to identify good practices and supporting a communication strategy that makes the case for investing in a national strategy dedicated to the restoration, conservation and sustainable use of natural resources over the long-term as key to underpinning Kenya’s economy and social development. 
62. However, in the absence of a specific objective the Prodoc lists seven expected outcomes to be achieved from a total of 18 outputs. To clarify this, each component has an organisational chart showing how the outputs lead to one of the seven expected outcomes. However, the outcomes do not have a causal link to the project goal (national and GEF priorities), but rather to the component’s title. As a result, the design of the project’s outputs and expected outcomes focus too much on capacity issues, rather than what this capacity should be delivering to bring about transformational change in the TRD. The MTR summarises the following shortcomings with this approach: 
· Outcomes 1.1. and Outcome 1.2. give stakeholders only a limited understanding of what strengthening the enabling environment for FLR/SLM/NTFPs is aiming to achieve in the TRD.  Moreover, all outputs dedicated to strengthening the enabling environment should be focusing on achieving one main outcome: improved participatory governance structures are successfully managing restoration efforts in the TRD and ensuring the benefits of restoration are shared and sustained in an inclusive and equitable manner.
· Outcome 2.1. confuses what outputs under component 1 are aiming to achieve through the strengthening of governance structures in support of FLR/SLM/NTFPs. The Prodoc explains that outputs under this component focus on “moving landscape restoration and complementary sustainable land management initiatives forward, including climate smart agriculture, improved cook stoves, community forestry, and development of ecotourism, in the target counties”. Therefore, the MTR team considers the outputs under Component 2 should be expected to deliver the following outcome: the transition to a more sustainable, resilient and inclusive society in the TRD, based on an increase in human, social, environmental and economic capital derived from the restoration process. 

· Outcome 3.1 focuses on increased private, public and local investment in landscape restoration, while Outcome 3.2 focuses on strengthened institutional capacities to take on large-scale landscape restoration. However, outputs under Component 3 aim at increasing capacity on the creation of green industrial parks and the establishment of business and financial services that support the development of the restoration economy. The MTR team concludes the main outcome anticipated from these developments should refocus on: increased economic growth and a reduction of poverty and vulnerability in the TRD, based on the development of business services, PES schemes and inclusive value chains that promote employment in the development of local products derived from the restoration process.   
· Outcome 4.1. focuses on scaling up restoration best practices to enable men and women to implement FLR/SLM/NTFPs, while Outcome 4.2 focuses on establishing monitoring and evaluation (M&E). However, adoption of M&E systems is an output. Instead, outputs under component 4 should be focusing on one main outcome: stakeholders increasingly take informed decisions on planning, implementing, monitoring and upscaling/outscaling the restoration process in the TRD, based on improved access to information and data on FLR/SLM/NTFPs. Adoption of this revised outcome also means outputs 5.1.1 and 5.1.3 can be reassigned to component 4, thus making Outcome 5 redundant.  

63. The project design includes a risk analysis and risk management measures under section 3.5. However, it is unclear if it has built on the findings of the needs assessment conducted during the project’s identification process.  Overall, the eight risks selected were found to be relevant to the project’s main activities, but the risk management responses to mitigate their potential effects are not assessed in relation to the project’s main outcomes, to demonstrate where the risks are likely to have biggest impact on the project’s implementation (realization of activities and outputs in work plans) and its strategic relevance (achievement of outcomes and goals in the RM). As a result, the risk management responses do not appear to be focusing on ensuring the implementing partners and key stakeholders supporting the project’s implementation establish “readiness and preparedness” capacities that ensure they are able to respond to risks before they cause negative impact in the form of implementation delays, delivery of poor-quality outputs and so forth. For example, the risk management response to Risk 1 on inadequate political will (ranked “medium” risk), is that the project will work closely with national and county government representatives, but does not specify the activities where political support is likely to be less forthcoming and need attention. Moreover, the specific link to politicians and their political parties does not appear to have been addressed in addition to government staff. In a second example, Risk 2 centres on inadequate capacity at national and county levels to implement project activities (ranked “medium” risk). The risk management responses correctly include training programmes, but the emphasis is on programmes run by the project rather than by suitable permanent institutions in the TRD that can continue to the training programmes over the long-term. Finally, Risks 5 and 6 concerning upstream damming of the Tana River and insecurity due to terrorism are ranked “high” risks. However, in the risk management responses, there is no mention that environmental and security risk assessments should be conducted at the start of the project to develop: (i) adaptive management strategies to reduce the effects of reduced river flow; (ii) a risk management plan in which security protocols and procedures are established for all stakeholder types (in particular concerning surveillance and communications). 

64. In terms of the project’s horizontal intervention logic, the project’s choice of indicators indicates the main emphasis is on the application of Specific, Measurable, Achievable, Relevant and Time-bound (SMART) indicators. This is satisfactory to track implementation progress and targets, and there is evidence that baselines and targets have been established using the baseline analysis conducted during the design phase, although most of the data used relate to the Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA) conducted in the TRD in 2011 and to the Land Use Plan (LUP) for the TRD produced in 2014. Also evident, is the absence of Subjective, Participatory, Interpreted and communicable Cross-checked and Compared, Empowering and Diverse and disaggregated (SPICED) indicators. As a result, the opportunities to track changes in, for example, Knowledge, Attitudes and Practices (KAP) in the TRD, identify good practices and promote learning are more limited.
Rating for Quality Design:
Moderately satisfactory
C. Effectiveness
Availability of Outputs

65. Progress in delivering the outputs planned under Component 1 has been satisfactory with overall physical progress estimated to be 60% after 45 months of implementation (to 31/03/2023) of the 60 months planned in the Prodoc (to 11/06/2024). This was calculated following an assessment of the following outputs. 
66. Output 1.1.1: County governance and regulatory structures established to guide landscape restoration initiatives, and the equitable access and sustainable use of land. The TRI-Tana Project has made satisfactory progress in developing the governance framework for SLM/FLR at both the county and sub-county levels, especially in the Tana River County (TRC). This based on the following findings: 
· At the county level the project’s stakeholders from both TRC and in Lamu County (LC) have built on the governance assessments, proposals and statements provided in the Tana River Delta Land Use Plan (TRD-LUP) and its accompanying SEA, which were prepared with the support of NK in the period 2012-2014.
 The TRD-LUP has also been instrumental in bringing a wide range of representatives from the public, private and non-governmental sectors to agree on the establishment/strengthening of the following governance structure for SLM/FLR: (i) the Tana Planning and Advisory Committee (TPAC); (ii) the Tana County Environment Committee (TCEC), (iii) the County SLM/FLR Coordination Committee
; (iv) the Tana Delta Climate Change Action Management Committee (TDCCAMC); (v) the Tana Delta Conservation Network (TDCN) to guide the development of the Green Heart Initiative
; (vi) the Tana Delta Community Wildlife Conservancies Association (TDCWCA) to support the seven ranches in the TRD officially apply to become a conservancy and form an integral part of the proposed ICCA; (vii) the ICCA Committee, whose main purpose is to establish the legal rights and tenure of indigenous groups to sustainably manage an area of 116,867 ha in the TRD under multiple-use approaches.
· Developed the governance framework at the sub-county level in the TRC including: (i) a total of 55 VNRLUCs have been formally established to date covering all 54 locations and grouped into a total of 15 wards in TRC. This represents 50 percent of the 109 villages located in the county; (ii) five CFAs have been established at Chara, Kipini, Kilelengwani, Mpozi and Ozi following support and training from KEFRI on their creation and on preparing a Participatory Forest Management Plan (PFMP); (iii) five WRUAs, all of which have received training from the Water Resources Authority (WRA); (iv) five Beach Management Units (BMUs) all of whom have received support and guidance from KEMFRI on their development in conformity with the Fisheries Management and Development Act (2016). In particular, this Act has as one of its main objectives, “to help alleviate poverty and improve the health, welfare and livelihoods of the members through improved planning and resource management, good governance, democratic participation and self-reliance”.
 
· Established the Tana Natural Resource Forum in 2021, which is reported to have facilitated the dialogue on planning, implementing and managing the restoration process at the local community and county levels. 
67. Output 1.1.2: County landscape restoration working groups established to assess landscape restoration potential and recommend commitment targets. Progress in implementing this output has been satisfactory thanks to the establishment of the TPAC, through which selected members have been nominated to develop the Tana FLR Working Group (TFLRWG). Interviews confirm the TFLRWG has played an important role in overseeing the application of the Restoration Opportunity Assessment Methodology (ROAM) applied with the support of UNEP and the GCP of TRI between 2020 and 2022. Indeed, this role has strengthened the TPAC’s capacity to oversee the ROAM process was applied in a participatory manner and that all sites prioritised for restoration were agreed democratically, in line with the principles of devolved government stated in Chapter 11 of the Constitution of Kenya (2010). 
68. An assessment of the ROAM report finalised in January 2023, confirms it has successfully produced a set of up-to-date thematic maps on land use and land cover in the TRD (see Figure 2), on land degradation severity levels (see figure 3), on the areas vulnerable to flooding (see Figure 4), and on the priority areas for restoration actions (see figure 5). This  has been instrumental in: (i) identifying 123,097 ha are highly or moderately degraded (equivalent to 55% of the 221,570 ha assessed in the TRD); (ii) confirming the vast majority of these degraded lands can still be ecologically restored; (iii) determining that the economic benefits of applying any one of four scenarios of restoration selected (ranging from full restoration to build the most resilient ecosystem in the TRD to simple restoration of crop yields and livestock output), can produce returns ranging from KES 2.3 to KES 11.6 for every shilling invested over a 100 year period; (iv) identifying the main barriers (land tenure, insufficient law enforcement and invasive species) that stakeholders feel need to be addressed to sustain the restoration process over the long-term in the TRD
.
Figures 2 to 5: Maps of Land use and land cover, land degradation severity levels, areas vulnerable to flooding and priority areas for restoration in the Tana River Delta (2021)
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Source: ROAM report, January 2023.
69. Output 1.1.3: County landscape restoration targets established. According to the data collected from the ROAM report, the MTR team has calculated that the total area targeted for restoration activities in the TRD is 124,690 ha (56%)
. This is broken down into the following targets: (i) 64,802 ha of degraded rangelands (29.2% of the TRD), which are mainly grasslands susceptible to flooding from sea level rise and shrublands located on terraces that are experiencing high levels of erosion; (ii) 26,918 ha of degraded croplands (12.1% of the TRD); (iii) 26,500 ha of wetland habitats (12.0% of the TRD); (iv) 6,470 ha of forested areas (2.9% of the TRD) that are mainly found in upland terraces and riparian strips. Overall, the MTR Team found the target to restore 56 percent of the TRD is highly satisfactory, especially when comparing it to the national target of restoring up to 30 percent of Kenya’s landscapes by 2032. In addition, this target is significant, because it represents almost five percent of the Forest and Landscape Restoration Implementation Action Plan (FOLAREP) target to restore 2.55 million ha of degraded landscapes in Kenya from 2022 to 2027.
70. Output 1.2.1: Public support for landscape restoration and sustainable land management is enhanced at the national and county level. The project has made highly satisfactory progress in promoting public awareness on the need for, and benefits of SLM/FLR, although as stated earlier in this report the economic benefits of restoration to prevent/reduce the costly impact of natural disasters remains understated. At the national level the project has funded a large number of events and public awareness campaigns aided by the elaboration and application of a policy influencing plan (PIP). The PIP has enabled the project outline its strategy to encourage decision-makers at the national and county level to act on establishing the enabling environment for SLM/FLR. Specific actions realised by the project so far at the national level include: (ii) public forums and consultations (coordinated with the TRI-ASAL project) to generate support for the development and adoption of the FOLAREP in all 47 counties of Kenya; (iii) support to NEMA on promoting SLM/FLR in its international day events, such as World Wetlands Day (2nd February), World Earth Day (on 22nd April), and World Environment Day (on 5th June); (iii) conducting resource assessments and surveys. This latter activity has included the first ever assessment of butterflies and bees in the TRD by the Zoology Department of NMK, which has resulted in new ground-breaking material on the importance of conserving pollinators through SLM/FLR practices that promote integrated pest and pollinator management
.     
71. At the county level, the project has also been highly effective in raising public awareness and stimulating support for SLM/FLR in TRC and LC through the following actions: (i) development and training of the TDCN and community-based organisations (CBOs), such the CFAs, WRUAs and BMUs, through which the project has raised awareness on SLM/FLR at the village, location, ward and county levels; (ii) application of the abovementioned ROAM process through which government staff and the public have gained access to new tools such as Collect Earth Open Foris and Sepal to produce maps that need public support in the form of participatory ground truthing, field surveys to prepare management plans for natural resources, etc.; (iii) diffusion of educational material and radio broadcasts to over 150,000 people on SLM/FLR and the promotion of sustainable development through income generating activities dedicated to producing non-timber forestry products (NTFPs), improved livestock management food processing and ecotourism, among others.         
72. Output 1.2.2: Landscape restoration and sustainable land management mainstreamed into county budgetary processes. Progress in allocating specific funding for SLM/FLR in county budgetary processes has been moderately unsatisfactory to date, although Lamu County did inform the MTR Team of their intention to increase the budget for the environment in their forthcoming CIDP 2023-2027 that is scheduled to be completed and endorsed by July 2023.
 According to the latest Progress Implementation Report to June 2022, public funding for SLM/FLR initiatives has been low in the CIDP 2018-2022.  For example, in TRC only USD 18,500 was allocated for restoration activities, while in LC, USD 82,500 was assigned. This situation is largely because the national and county legislative framework for SLM/FLR was not in place to ensure a percentage of the county budget goes to SLM/FLR actions. The Covid-19 pandemic between 2020 and 2021, together with the general elections in 2022, have contributed to this situation, in particular slowing down the finalisation of the FOLAREP 2022-2027, which is needed to guide the county governments on the integration of SLM/FLR in the CEAPs. Moreover, the CEAPs are needed to inform the elaboration of the CIDPs for 2023-2027. In LC, this has been compounded by the abovementioned inoperability of the CEC. In TRC interviewees confirm the main challenge on mainstreaming funding for SLM/FLR is the general lack of financial resources and the need for capacity building of the County Finance and Economic Planning Committee. This Committee is responsible for chairing meetings on the CIDP’s budgetary allocations, but has limited capacity on funding key SLM/FLR actions, such as extension services or biodiversity monitoring.
73. The MTR team also identified more training and guidance is required to support the county governments access climate finance. For example, during the meeting with LC county government officials, a formal request was made for support from NK on capturing funds from the Financing Locally-Led Climate Action (FLLoCA) Programme launched by GoK in 2022 with the support of the World Bank (and funding from the Governments of Denmark and Sweden). In this particular case, it is evident the county governments need guidance on how to conduct participatory climate risk assessments (PCRAs) in order to identify funding of restoration activities that are specifically designed to support adaptation to climate change and DRR.               
74. Output 1.2.3: Landscape restoration and sustainable land management mainstreamed into policies, regulations, strategies, and planning processes to enhance biodiversity conservation and sustainable use in production landscapes. The project is making satisfactory progress in delivering this output thanks largely to the establishment of the governance framework mentioned under output 1.1.1. To date, a total of 22 legislative documents have been identified for mainstreaming of SLM/FLR into the legal and policy framework at the county and national level. Currently, 10 legislative documents are under review, and 11 have been successfully revised and officially adopted. They include two important national pieces of legislation: (i) Kenya’s Forest Regulations, adopted in 2022, which now allow local communities to actively participate in sustainable forest and landscape management in all 47 counties of Kenya; (ii) the FOLAREP, which was finalised in 2022 to support the county governments plan and apply SLM/FLR throughout Kenya and which is expected to be adopted by NEMA in 2023. 
75. At the county level, SLM/FLR has been successfully integrated into following legislation and approved by the County Assemblies of TRC and LC: (i) the Climate Change Policy Framework for TRC (2021), which includes a Climate Change Policy, a Climate Change Act and Climate Finance Regulations for TRC; (ii) a similar Climate Change Policy Framework for LC (2022); (iii) FLR Action Plans for TRC (2021) and LC (2022); (iv) the TRC Water Act (2021); (v) the LC Forest Policy (2022). In addition, the MTR team understands the project has supported the Taita-Taveta County Government develop its Climate Change Policy Framework in 2022, based on lessons learned from TRC and LC. 
76. The TRI-Tana Project and its partners KEFRI, WRA and KEMFRI have also provided training and support to a large number of the sub-county governance structures mentioned under output 1.1.1. The main achievements so are summarised as follows: (i) supported 30 VNRLUCs develop and approve a Village Restoration Action Plan using data collected from the ROAM process and LUP for the TRD; (ii) supported all five CFAs produce a Community Forest Management Plan (CFMP), of which four are under implementation; (iii) guided all five WRUAs establish five Sub-catchment Management Plans, all of which have been finalised, adopted and are under implementation; (iv) started the identification process of co-management plans with the five Beach Management Units (BMUs) established to date in the TRD; (v) aided the ICCA Committee prepare the ICCA Management Plan, in which biodiversity and landscape restoration monitoring forms an integral part.  

77. Output 1.2.4: Multiple sub-national sectors and ministries coordinate landscape restoration and sustainable land management efforts, including in production landscapes. Progress in delivering outputs 1.1.1 to 1.2.3 has been largely achieved thanks to a strong emphasis on developing cross-sector coordination mechanisms at the national, county and sub-county levels. In particular, the FOLAREP process realised between 2020 and 2022 required a large number of government institutions and civil society organisations to come together to establish the National FLR Advisory Committee, the National FLR Steering Committee and the National FLR Technical Committee. 
78. These developments have facilitated multi-stakeholder representation in the development of the FLR Coordination Committees through which consensus on restoration targets has already been established in the CEAPs and the FOLAREP.
 In TRC and LC these committees have been instrumental in determining the restoration targets agreed under Output 1.1.3 and which have recently been integrated in the CEAP for TRC. Interviews also indicate that the multi-stakeholder approach established in the SLM/FLR governance structure described under Output 1.1.1. has enabled stakeholders at the county and sub-county levels to engage in formal dialogue for the first time on key issues such as identifying measures to manage land conflicts, agreeing on locally-based law enforcement methods and advancing gender equality. For the example, the multi-stakeholder engagement in the TDCWCA and ICCA Committee is demonstrating how different stakeholders need to work together on planning and overseeing the restoration, conservation and sustainable use of the TRD ecosystem.
79. Also significant is multi-stakeholder engagement in the national SLM/FLR Monitoring Technical Working Group (TWG) to track and report on the country’s progress in restoring the 2.55 million ha of degraded landscapes prescribed in the FOLAREP 2022-2027. In response, county governments are required to work with non-government actors on developing new, standardised data management methods on SLM/FLR to support: (i) the development of the National Forestry Monitoring System managed by KFS; (ii) GoK’s capacity to report its national and international restoration pledges and the development of its Monitoring, Reporting and Verification (MRV) capacity under the Reducing Emissions from Deforestation and forest Degradation (REDD+) initiative; (iii) the formulation of bi-annual update reports on Kenya’s NDCs agreed under the Paris Agreement. 
80. Output 2.1.1: County ROAM assessments conducted. This output has been completed to a satisfactory standard following publication and disbursement of the ROAM report mentioned under Outputs 1.1.2 and 1.1.3. Moreover, the ROAM report builds on information and data prepared in an ecosystem services assessment completed in 2017 using the Toolkit for Ecosystem Service Site-based Assessment (TESSA). Focusing exclusively on the land area proposed for the ICCA (116,867 ha), which represents 83.1 percent of the land area covered by the abovementioned LUP and SEA completed in 2014 (covering 140,700 ha), the study assessed the economic value of the TRD’s ecosystem services according to three main scenarios: Scenario C   Hybrid scenario based on conservation and introduction of sugar cane production;  Scenario ‘B Sugar’ (Bs), based on large-scale production of sugar cane in the TRD and; Scenario ‘B No Sugar’ (Bns) allowing commercial development and livestock grazing. 
81. The main results of the study were: (i) carbon stocks will decrease most under the Bs scenario; (ii) the climate cooling effect of the ICCA site will be lost if livestock numbers continue rising at the expense of forest cover; (iii) the total value of harvested goods was estimated at over Ksh 2 billion in 2017, compared to KES 4.65 billion under Scenario Bns, KES 1.75 billion under Scenario Bs and KES 1.13 billion under Scenario C; (iv) livestock grazing was the most valuable harvested wild good valued at KES 1.85 billion in 2017, compared to KES 4.0 billion under Scenario Bns, KES 1.0 billion under Scenario Bs and KES 0.55 billion under Scenario C, although the assessment points out that livestock numbers cannot continue growing indefinitely in the commercial scenario due to limitation of land. Other harvested wild goods with high economic value are fuelwood (charcoal and firewood), construction materials (building poles, thatching material and timber) and honey; (v) flooding was perceived to be a problem by 62% per cent of the residents consulted in the ICCA; (vi) the main areas where there is potential to develop a payment for ecosystem services (PES) scheme are a carbon emission trading scheme (ETS), ecotourism and sustainable livestock production involving breed improvement and value addition of livestock products
; (vii) the introduction of commercial sugar production is not seen as an economic activity that would uplift the income levels of local residents.   
82. Output 2.1.2: Implementation of landscape restoration and sustainable landscape management plans, strategies and programmes. The project has been making highly satisfactory progress in supporting the implementation of SLM/FLR at the national and county levels, based on the following main findings: 
· Chara, Kipini, Kilelengwani and Mpozi CFAs have finalised their PFMPs, which together aim to restore a total of 101,971 ha of degraded forests and landscapes in the TRD. This is 85 percent more than the 55,000 ha of degraded forest habitats targeted in the Prodoc. Moreover, visits to all four CFAs confirm they have started the implementation of the PFMPs, even though KFS has not formally signed the Forest Management Agreements needed to officially operationalise them. Overall, the MTR team were highly satisfied with KEFRI’s trainings of the CFAs (see also Output 1.1.1) and the following achievements identified so far: (i) new capacity in indigenous tree seed collection, sorting, treating, storing and planting, all of which is registered by the CFA to confirm the amount of seeds collected by species, which in total amounts to almost 12.5 metric tonnes (MT) of seeds collected to 31/03/2023; (ii) the establishment of community tree nurseries in all four CFAs, all of which were found to be producing healthy seedlings and maintaining low loss rates, indicating indigenous trees and adapted fruit trees such as mango, tamarind and coconut can be produced in a highly effective and efficient manner using local materials (see figures 6 to 8); (iii) in all cases the CFAs were found to be engaging high participation rates of local women (ranging from 40 to 65%); (iv) a total of 6,480 ha of degraded land has been seeded (using 2,750 kg of locally collected seeds), or had seedlings applied based on assisted natural regeneration (ANR) practices to date, which is equivalent to 6.4% of the restoration target planned by all four CFAs, (11.8% of the Prodoc target); (v) planting success rates of seedlings of indigenous trees and local fruit trees is high (averaging around 80 percent), although it is too early to determine germination rates of the direct seed planting exercises conducted in 2022; (vi) a total of 212 ha of agroforestry and enrichment practices have been initiated to 31/03/2023. 
Figures 6 to 8: Community-based tree nurseries managed by three CFAs in the TRD 
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Source: MTR Team
· Over 50 VNRLUCs have started implementing their Village Restoration Action Plans by: (i) seeding a total of 268 ha with four types of grass seed purchased by the TRI-Tana Project and supervised by KALRO to establish in-situ grass seedbanks
; (ii) introducing 400 energy saving clay-based stoves (jikos) to households in the TRD; (iii) participated in meetings at the County Commissioners’ office in TRC to agree on water access routes, livestock movement corridors and mapping of grazing areas to avoid land potential conflicts with transhumance herders entering restored areas in the TRD.
· 280 participants from the CSOs established under Output 1.1.1. (CFAs, VNRLUCs, WRUAs, BMUs, ICCA) have been trained on applying SLM/FLR good practices in support of the implementation of their respective management plans. However, according to the focal group discussions realised by the MTR team with a selection of members of these CSOs, the main challenges that still need to be addressed are: (i) the need to establish effective livestock grazing practices and control measures; (ii) support to improve the quality of the tree nurseries, in particular the provision of rainwater watering harvesting facilities, fencing and shade nets; (iii) the development and funding of adequate extension services by the County governments to oversee their management plans are implemented correctly and SLM/FLR is consolidated over time.
83. To enable tracking of restoration at scale, the project developed a Geodatabase was created. A total of 30 mobile phones were purchased and given to 30 community representatives who were trained to collect and submit data on community restoration rates using the Arc-Gis Survey 123 application.
84. Output 2.1.3: Biodiversity conservation and sustainable land use mainstreamed into production landscapes and production sectors. Progress under this output has been satisfactory. The main activities foreseen in the Prodoc under this output focus on the establishment of energy-saving stoves, the creation and official registration of the ICCA (in line with the provisions in the LUP and SEIA of 2014) and promotion of the “restoration economy” to conserve biodiversity. Concerning the former, the project has facilitated the installation of the abovementioned jikos in a total of 400 rural dwellings. The jikos are reported to reduce the consumption of firewood by around 25 per cent per day, although further study is needed to determine how far they contribute to reducing the workload of women; (ii) there has been no introduction of solar-powered stoves or production of vegetable-based briquettes to assess the most cost-effective ways of cooking food given charcoal is still the preferred method of cooking due to its higher energy content than firewood; (iii) the development of wood lots to produce fast growing species for firewood and/or research into the exploitation of invasive species such as Prosopis Juliflora has not been assessed so far. 
85. Development of the ICCA, has been guided by KWS representatives based in TRC. First, members of the community groups who live in the seven ranches found in the TRD were trained on the benefits of transitioning into formal “community conservancies” that can be interconnected through the development of the ICCA, or “greater conservancy”. To date, the project has secured the following achievements: (i) establishment of the ICCA Committee to oversee the transition of the ranches into officially demarcated conservancies; (ii) provided training on the role of community conservancies in promoting the restoration, conservation and sustainable use ecosystem services and its biodiversity (through improved livestock management techniques, introduction of agro-ecological practices, ecotourism, sustainable IGAs, etc.); (iii) creation, development and official registration of the Tana Delta Community Wildlife Conservancies Association (TDCWCA) in August 2021; (iv) enabled members of the TDCWCA to learn lessons and identify good practices on wildlife management, livestock management, rangeland management, internal management and administration of a conservancy through an exchange visit to two conservancies in Samburu County; (v) identified road maps for the TRD ranches to gain formal recognition as conservancies, which has also facilitated the identification of the projected total land area of the ICCA (116,867 ha); (vi) supported Shakako Ranch in preparing its application to become the first officially recognised community conservancy in TRD. However, following a meeting with FAO at the end of the field mission, the MTR team found more coordination should be established with the TRI-ASAL Project, given it has supported several ranches in Laikipia and Isiolo Counties become conservancies based on lessons learned from Il Negwesi Conservancy, which is one of the first community-led conservancies in Kenya.      
86. The promotion of IGAs has focused on the development of the “restoration economy”. This has been aided by the creation of the TDCN, which has grown from 2,000 household members in 2020 to over 3,000 households in 2023 who belong to 106 groups. A total of seven IGAs have been promoted through the TDCN to date. An assessment of a sample of these IGAs confirms the following achievements so far: (i) 1,200 people (43% women) trained in beekeeping produced 2,002 litres of honey in 2022. This has contributed to improving household nutrition and generated sales totalling KES 953,100 in 2022. Moreover, co-funding from the REBUILD project funded by the EU has financed the establishment of a processing facility in the Project’s office in Minjila (see Figures 9 to 11).
Figures 9 to 11: TDCN’s honey processing facility, jarred honey and proposed new label 
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87. The facility has recently obtained its food safety certificate and aims to process 7,500 kg (5,280 litres) of honey in 500 ml jars and priced currently at KES 500/each. Nevertheless, honey producers were found to have limited commercial, marketing and administrative capacity as well as in need of specialised support in areas such as quality control, security measures to reduce theft risks and research on the organoleptic characteristics and physicochemical composition of the honey to determine its quality and potential markets; (ii) supported over 240 farmers (57% women) introduce resilient varieties of rice (140 ha) which produced a total of 221,700 Kg of paddy rice (190,200 Kg of milled rice) in 2022. Farmers were found to also need support in marketing given the majority of the rice was consumed, or sold at farmgate prices totalling KES 9.5 million in 2022, whereas its market value was over KES 12.36 million; (iii) assisted over 1,300 farmers (60% women) grow resilient (“climate-smart”) varieties of maize and green grams in 308 ha. However, due to prolonged drought throughout Kenya in 2022, around 80 percent of the seeds distributed by the project were not planted, or were planted in smaller quantities for food security needs. As such, farmers are in need of adopting drought resistant crops, such as local varieties of sorghum, millet and cowpea, as well as support in applying semi-circular bunds and soil conservation techniques; (iv) distributed 180 Galla bucks to 37 villages, which resulted in the reproduction of almost 2,200 Kids in 2022. Beneficiaries interviewed confirmed the Galla goats are more resilient and grow faster than their local goat breeds. Reproduction also appears to be progressing in 2023 (see Figure 12); (v) trained over 150 farmers establish 12 chili production groups. Interviews confirm a over 7,800 kg was sold through a forward contract with a trader from Malindi, which generated sales of over KES 435,000 in 2022. Moreover, chili production is considered good practice by farmers, because crop losses are low thanks to the fact chili plants act as natural deterrents to pests, livestock and even wild animals such as baboons and elephants (Figure 13). Nonetheless, interviewees also stated the forward contract arrangement locks them into lower prices, thus confirming farmers need support to identify alternative markets and expand into chili processing; (vi) trained 120 (49% women) in Tilapia fish farming, including the production of fish food. A visit to Ozi community confirmed no fish were produced in 2022 because of water engineering defects. However, employment of KEMFRI has resolved this and fish production is expected in 2023 (Figure 14).               
 Figures 12 to 14: Galla goat reproduction, chili farming and fish farming in the TRD
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Source: MTR team
88. Output 3.1.1: Green industrial park framework developed. Overall progress in developing the green industrial park framework, which is currently known as the Green Heart Initiative (GHI) has been moderately satisfactory to March 2023. The MTR team found the establishment of the GHI is a significant legal and technical challenge for the TRI-Tana project given it has limited resources and capacity to promote large-scale business investment in sustainable and climate-smart products, also referred to in the TRD as “green products”. Furthermore, MITED confirms it has a mandate to promote the development of SEZ, but has limited experience in establishing “Green SEZ” as foreseen in the TRD. Nonetheless, the project has delivered the following achievements to date: (i) identified the business case for the GHI in 2020. It centres on the establishment of four “Green Heart Industrial Estates” to be established at Garsen (60 ha), Kipini (10 ha) and Tarasa (30 ha) in TRC and Witu (30 ha) to host processing plants for meat, dairy, leather, fruit, vegetables, fish, etc. as well as parking, shops and public services on site. The cost of phase 1 of the development of the industrial estate at Garsen was estimated at KES 308 million (USD 2.86 million); (ii) drafted the Charter for the GHI, which paved the way in 2022 for the establishment of the Green Heart Joint Committee (comprising 16 members from TRC and LC) and the Tana River Investment and Development Corporation, acting as the commercial arm of the Joint Committee
; (iii) established the office of the Secretariat of the Joint Committee in Hola, comprising two staff from the TRC Government and an Enterprise Development Officer (EDO) recruited by the TRI-Tana Project in 2022; (iv) completed the land survey and development plan for the industrial estate proposed at Garsen and secured its approval by the TRC’s Minister for Lands in 2022. Nature Kenya also informed the MTR team that up to 20 potential investors have been identified and profiled, of which 11 have shown an interest to invest in areas such as apiculture, fruit juice production and seafood production and a market centre has been established in Minjila. In spite of this progress, the MTR team found key institutions such as MITED, KIRDI and Kenya’s Investment Authority are not adequately engaged in taking the lead on the development of the GHI. This is considered crucial to attracting private investors and promoting of public-private partnerships (PPPs). In addition, in-depth marketing studies are urgently required to determine which products have a competitive advantage and likely to produce good returns on investment.     
89. Output 3.1.2: Innovative and transformative financing mechanisms and incentives developed and coordinated at the national, county, and local level to enhance landscape restoration at scale. Progress under this output has been moderately satisfactory. The MTR team understands a feasibility study is to be conducted shortly by EcoAct to identify the possibility of raising funds through the trading of carbon credits from FLR activities on the voluntary international carbon trading market and, as previously highlighted, 11 private investors have shown an interest to develop the honey, fruit juice and seafood sectors. Nevertheless, the engagement of MITED and other specialised business development and research agencies was found to be low and data collection on products and markets needs to be improved to support investors take informed decisions on partnering with local producers in the TRD. As a result, only the chili cooperative in Tarasa has a formal contract in place with the private sector. Coordination with the TRI-ASAL Project on developing joint marketing approaches for NTFPs was also found to be low. A rapid assessment of funding mechanisms specifically supporting biodiversity conservation reveals the GEF is the most important, but which stakeholders consider provides limited support for green business developments. However, other climate funds such as the Green Climate Fund (GCF), bilateral and multilateral donor funding, as well as national initiatives such as FLLoCCA, were reported to be viable alternatives to support the implementation of the GHI. The MTR team also found that the GHI has overlooked the development of some local “green” products that local communities can develop without high levels of dependency on external funding sources. These include: (i) linking up the community-based nurseries with the development of a large-scale distribution nursery to supply seedlings, maturing trees, shrubs, palms, ornamental plants and local varieties of grass seed to government programmes, private sector clients, CSOs and pastoralist communities in support of the country’s SLM/FLR commitments to 2030, 2032 and beyond; (ii) the development of woodlots and clearing of prosopis juliflora to produce sustainable charcoal supported by energy-saving technologies. Moreover, this initiative can draw on the lessons learned and good practices identified by other TRI projects, such as the CIRAD report on charcoal production produced in the Central African Republic; (iii) the development of silage to support the development of sustainable livestock production as well as develop emergency stockpiles that can be sold as part of government disaster risk reduction programmes; (iv) development of alternative honey markets linked to the beverage, cosmetic and medical sectors; production of bi-products such as pollen, propolis, royal jelly, bees wax, and venom; development of bee-keeping services and distribution centre for bee-keeping equipment and bees; (v) promotion of same-day birding visits, events and counts, to support the conservation of the RAMSAR site, which the Royal Society of Birds (RSPB) states is “one of the most important wetlands in Africa and has been described as Africa's second Okavango Delta”.
 Considering security concerns and lack of tourism services, the TRI-Tana Project could explore co-funding a reception centre and a one-day circuit of walkways, hides and watch towers to entice the private sector to develop birding and wildlife day visits through networking with the hotel, scientific and tourism sectors in nearby coastal towns and in Nairobi. Studies indicate birdwatching has the potential to become a major revenue earner in the TRD, thanks to its unique wetlands.
     
90. Output 3.2.1: County departments are enabled to provide extension services to increase the uptake of landscape restoration and sustainable land management approaches. The MTR team found the project has made highly satisfactory progress in employing the services of KEFRI, KEMFRI, KALRO and WRA to support the County Governments in the TRD develop their extension services in the forestry, fisheries, agriculture and water management sectors respectively. This approach has also enabled a large number of CBOs to develop their governance structure and plans to implement SLM/FLR activities in their respective villages and wards. Nonetheless, it remains unclear as to whether the contracts with these national institutions will continue to oversee the consolidation of these extension services in the TRD after the project has ended. Moreover, the latest PIR-3 to June 2022 confirms activities under this output have been reprogrammed for 2023, which suggests time will be limited to agree on the development and funding needs of the extension services developed at the county government level in the TRD, as well as in other counties that adopt SLM/FLR activities. This is a concern when considering one of the priorities voiced by the CBOs interviewed is access to extension support (see Output 2.1.2). Also significant is that even though the new Constitution and the Devolution Act call for institutions such as KFS to devolve many of their activities to the county governments, this has still not been completed to date, in part due to funding issues and lack of sufficient human resources. Consequently, the project will need to diagnose where the main barriers lie on this and how they can be overcome to ensure these critical services are established and supported by the county governments.           

91. Output 3.2.2: Project incubator established as a private, public, partnership to provide business readiness support to local entrepreneurs. The project has been unable to kick-start the establishment of a PPP to launch a business incubator in the TRD. The MTR team understands the project’s participation in TRI’s “Restoration Factory” programme in 2021 provided a platform for entrepreneurs and mentors to be matched in order to develop the restoration economy promoted by TRI-Tana and TRI-ASAL projects. However, only one match was identified in the TRD, but which subsequently did not materialise. Participation in the second round of the Restoration Factory in 2023 has resulted in 47 entrepreneurs and 52 mentors applying to participate in the programme in Kenya, but the selection process has not been finalised. Aside from the Restoration Factory programme, the MTR Team observed a new mango processing plant has been built in the TRD, but operational problems have discouraged negotiations to assess the potential of developing incubators services, or a joint venture with local mango producers in the Delta.       
92. Output 4.1.1: Stakeholder capacity and knowledge of landscape restoration and sustainable land management best practices and benefits is enhanced. Overall progress in delivering this output has been satisfactory thanks to the development of the TDCN as one of NK’s Site Support Groups (SSG). The SSGs are responsible for the protection and sustainable management of Key Biodiversity Areas (KBAs) in Kenya.
 Annual meetings of the SSGs have enabled participants to exchange lessons learned and good practices associated with SLM/FLR, the development of sustainable NTFPs and application of PES schemes. Interviews indicate that stakeholders have increased their knowledge on the purpose and benefits of SLM/FLR, as well as its contribution to improving inclusive and democratic processes at the local and county levels. This may also explain why SLM/FLR is becoming more popular. However, knowledge on SLM/FLR has also been enhanced through the project’s commitment to applying the “training of trainers” principle and “learning by doing” exercises, which have encouraged CBOs and their local communities to take ownership of the SLM/FLR process. Similarly, at the executive level there is evidence that the Governors and County Secretaries (CS) of TRC and LC have increased their awareness and support for SLM/FLR. This is clearly demonstrated in their messages at the start of the ROAM Report. For example, the Governor in LC concludes, “As a County, we commit to ensuring the findings of ROAM are mainstreamed in our policies and planning process, programmes and projects. This methodology will be replicated to the entire county to help us identify restoration opportunities… We recognize now that restoration interventions should not only target forest areas but also different landscapes”. 

93. Output 4.1.2: Collect and share landscape restoration best practices among key actors. Despite the Covid-19 pandemic between March 2020 and November 2022, project staff and stakeholders have participated in two Kenya National Landscape Restoration Scaling Conferences held in 2021 and 2022.  These conferences, together with the “Wetlands and Water Conference” held at The University of Eldoret, are reported to have facilitated exchanges on restoration good practices to be considered for scaled up in Kenya. Despite these developments, the MTR team found more could be done to systematise good practices identified at all levels, especially at the grass-roots level, to support learning on good practices that deliver multiple benefits that strengthen human, social, environmental and economic capital all at the same time, or which should be earmarked for scientific research and development, such as integrated pest and pollinator management, (see Output 1.2.1).   
94. Output 4.1.3: Knowledge transfer and lessons sharing promoted within and outside the Tana Delta and coastal and Western Kenya ecosystems, including cross-county benchmarking, and with the TRI global child partner projects. The project has made highly satisfactory progress in developing knowledge transfer within the TRD in other ecosystems in Kenya. This has been aided by: (i) the establishment of the PSC, the TAC, the TPAC all of whom have strong cross-sector membership
; (ii) strong emphasis on partnering with some of Kenya’s main knowledge holders on SLM/FLR research (KEFRI, KEMFRI, KALRO the NMK and national universities), on wildlife management (KWS, KCWCA, NRT, conservancies in other counties), on land use planning and administration (Physical Planning offices, Survey and Mapping departments, adjudication officers, GIS experts); (iii) realisation of  seven exchange visits in Kenya involving 135 stakeholders (23% women) to enhance knowledge and capacity on restoration methods and good practices, participatory forest management planning, community conservancy development and the development of IGAs, among others. 
95. Lesson sharing with the TRI-ASAL project was found to be satisfactory, aided by the fact the Project Coordinators of the two TRI projects in Kenya are members of each other’s PSC. Nonetheless, the number of exchange visits between the two projects has been low, which a number of interviewees suggested should be addressed to enhance effectiveness and efficiency. Lesson sharing through TRI’s GCP was found to be moderately satisfactory. The onset of the Covid-19 pandemic in March 2020 put an end to international and regional training events, international exchanges and workshops planned until November 2022 when the third in-person “Global knowledge sharing workshop” took place in Kenya, involving 50 participants from seven TRI countries). Stakeholders stated in-person meetings are a more effective way to stimulate networking and learning than remote training sessions. 
96. Finally, the project has made satisfactory progress on stimulating knowledge transfer on SLM/FLR matters to the general public. This has included supporting six journalists (33% women) produce a TV documentary, conduct seven radio spots and produce over 50 communications on landscape restoration and its benefits in the TRD.  
97. Output 4.2.1 Innovative landscape restoration monitoring tools developed to track progress towards county restoration targets and capacity to use these tools enhanced. The project has made highly satisfactory progress on developing innovative SM/FLR monitoring tools to track county and national restoration targets. The MTR team found the following tools have been particularly instrumental in supporting informed decision-making in the TRD, especially on the management of Protected Areas (Ramsar site), as well as supporting national reporting on biodiversity and habitats (Aichi Targets) and restoration (Bonn Challenge 2030/AFR100): (i) the KBA monitoring tool to assess the status and trends in Kenya’s KBAs. In the Report on Kenya’s KBAs Status and Trends, 2021, a total of 56 (84%) of Kenya’s 67 KBAs were assessed. It ranked the TRD as one of 44 KBAs where threats to the ecosystem are ranked “VERY HIGH”, citing land use changes, unsustainable agriculture and illegal extraction of natural resources as the main drivers of landscape degradation (p. 9); (ii) the Common Bird Monitoring (CBM) tool, which NK has applied since 2011 with the support of the Darwin Initiative. CBM was applied in the TRD in 2021 to identify changes in bird population levels in the Ramsar site and its forest habitats. However, it was not evident that this tool is used to communicate the impact these changes can have on the restoration process, in particular the role of birds as important seed distributers, among others; (iii) rapid species surveys conducted by the Zoology Department of the NMK between 2022-2023, which have collected important data on the status of biodiversity in the TRD, which is crucial to sustaining restoration processes. These include, the importance of shifting from integrated pest management to “integrated pest and pollinator management” (see also Output 1.2.1), and the importance of identifying fish and crustacean species to support research into the sustainable development of the blue economy and avoid the risks of Tilapia multiplying outside of the fishponds in the TRD where they may prey on indigenous fish species; (iv) rapid flora surveys by the Botany Department of NMK, to assess the impact of invasive species (Cyperus spp.) on endemic aquatic plants in the TRD. 
98. The MTR team also found the project’s engagement of stakeholders and local communities in conducting SLM/FLR surveys and monitoring using ArcGIS Survey123 on smart phones has facilitated learning on key issues such as the location and demarcation of SLM/FLR activities. In fact, the MTR Team found this is highly cost-effective way to track SLM/FLR success rates, enhance community surveillance capacity and manage data. As such, this app should be considered as good practice throughout the TRI community.
99. Output 5.1.3: Project-related best practices and lessons learned systematized and published for a variety of audiences and stakeholder groups. The project is demonstrating satisfactory progress in establishing effective knowledge management. This has been aided by the fact NK collects project data to support the elaboration of an array of publications including ecosystem assessments, the KBA assessments mentioned under Output 4.2.1 and the Tana River Green Heart information booklet. In addition, the project has provided inputs and success stories to support TRI’s GCP prepare the Year in Review publications to 2021.  
Achievement of Project Outcomes

100. Achievement of Outcome 1.1: Increased County commitment to landscape restoration, and Outcome 1.2: Policy, governance, and regulatory frameworks support coordinated and equitable landscape restoration and sustainable land management efforts. In line with the review of the project’s design under Section B, the MTR team found the main anticipated outcome expected from all the outputs under Component 1 should focus on one main outcome; namely: Outcome 1: improved participatory governance structures are successfully managing restoration efforts in the TRD and ensuring the benefits of restoration are shared and sustained in an inclusive and equitable manner. The MTR team found that overall progress on delivering this outcome is moderately satisfactory to date. The county governments of TRC and LC have strengthened the governance structure to identify, discuss, agree and submit the SLM/FLR activities, targets and funding needed to comply with the FOLAREP and the GoK’s national and international restoration commitments. This was demonstrated by the CECs in TRC and LC successfully securing agreements to allocate KES 2.5 million (USD 18,500) and KES 8.2 million (USD 61,000) respectively for SLM/FLR pilot activities in the CIDP 2018-2022. In TRC, the CEC continues to be fully operational and has agreed on the SLM/FLR activities and targets to be included in the CEAP that will be submitted to NEMA shortly for approval, before passing to the County Assembly for appraisal and adoption. In LC, the CEC is not operational, but the County Government has agreed to revitalise it in order to agree on the SLM/FLR targets to be integrated into the CEAP over the coming months. 
101. Nonetheless, neither county has an official CEAP in place to inform the restoration activities and targets to be included and funded in the CIDP 2023-2027. Consequently, an important part of the enabling environment to fund SLM/FLR still has to be concluded in each county before the MTR team can determine how far the targets and benefits of restoration are likely to be met and shared in an inclusive and equitable manner in TRC and LC.   
102. Achievement of Outcome 2.1: Improved landscape management through implementation of landscape restoration plans and integrated landscape management practices. In line with Section B, the MTR team found the anticipated outcome expected from all the outputs listed under Component 2 should focus on one main outcome; namely: Outcome 2: the transition to a more sustainable, resilient and inclusive society in the TRD, based on an increase in human, social, environmental and economic capital derived from the restoration process. The project is making satisfactory progress on delivering this outcome in TRC and LC. Interviews and site visits indicate public support for SLM/FLR at the county and sub-county levels has increased substantially since the project started its operations in 2019. Particularly evident among the CBOs interviewed is a significant shift towards natural resource stewardship, which in turn has stimulated improvements in social dynamics, such as local law enforcement to protect restored areas. A key factor behind this positive outcome has been the application of the “training of trainers” principle, which has placed heavy emphasis on developing women trainers to support the development of the CBOs supported by the project. This was particularly evident in all the CFAs interviewed, where women confirmed they have not only been encouraged to participate, but been empowered to take decisions on SLM/FLR planning, implementation, monitoring and surveillance activities. This was found to be important, given women remain far more in their villages than men.  
103. A second important factor identified by the MTR team is the project’s emphasis on a “learning by doing” approach to SLM/FLR. This has encouraged participants to take ownership of the restoration process, which has been aided by the project’s emphasis on recognising and valuing local knowledge and technologies (in particular local seeds and materials) to deliver low-cost nature-based solutions. Indeed, this approach produced some unexpected outcomes: (i) it enabled CBO members to continue seeding degraded landscapes throughout the Covid-19 pandemic between March 2020 and March 2022 and during the general election in August 2022; (ii) it encouraged the development of remote extension services and remote restoration monitoring using phone apps; (iii) it facilitated the scaling-up of SLM/FLR even without the official approval of the PFMP or the CEAP, thanks to the direct participation of around 4,140 people (2,320 women) in improved agricultural practices and landscape restoration covering 359 ha and 8,213 ha respectively to 31/03/2023, (see Table 4).    
104. A third factor has been the growth in political support for SLM/FLR at the county level, especially in TRC, where the CS was found to be pro-active in developing the restoration agenda and supporting the development of the TDCN. However, in LC the inactive state of the CEC since the general elections in 2022 still needs to be addressed as it has slowed down the legislative reform process of late. As stated under Output 4.1.1. the application of a highly participative ROAM exercise has been instrumental in developing learning on and solidifying this support for SLM/FLR.     
105. Achievement of Outcome 3.1: Increased private, public and local investment in large-scale landscape restoration through identification and development of sustainable value chains and financing mechanisms and Outcome 3.2: Strengthened institutional capacities facilitating large-scale landscape restoration. A review of these two outcomes under Section B, indicates the outputs under Component 3 aim at delivering one main outcome. The MTR team interpreted this as: Outcome 3:  increased economic growth and a reduction of poverty and vulnerability in the TRD, based on the development of business services, PES schemes and inclusive value chains that promote employment in the development of local products derived from the restoration process. The MTR team’s findings indicate the project is making moderately satisfactory progress in achieving this outcome, but acknowledges only limited data are available at this stage to substantiate this rating. Positive developments include: (i) The elaboration of the “Business Case and Investment Rational for the Green Heart Project” in 2020 confirms the restoration, conservation and sustainable use of natural resources in the TRD represents a feasible way to improve food security, improve social conditions and develop the local economy; (ii) the Joint Committee for the Green Heart Project has been formed to oversee the development of up to four green industrial zones in TRC; (iii) a feasibility study on using ecosystem services to generate income for the ICCA management has been presented in 2023; (iv) eleven cooperatives/business groups have been identified (as bankable projects) to sell sustainably produced products produced in the TRD (honey, green grams, sesame seeds, fish, milk, chilis and mangos); (v) the project is successfully mobilising co-finance from new projects such as, the “Source to Sea Project” managed by Wetlands International (USD 7.5 million) and the REBUILD Project funded by the European Union (USD 5.13 million); (vi) a study on potential funding mechanisms to support sustainable economic development in the TRD has been realised; (vii) legal, regulatory and institutional frameworks are being strengthened to facilitate coordinated action on SLM/FLR in 2023-2024. However, identifying green value chains is proving challenging with the private sector.
106. Achievement of Outcome 4.1: Scaled up restoration best practices are enabling men and women across sectors to implement landscape restoration and sustainable landscape management approaches, and Outcome 4.2: Monitoring and evaluation systems adopted to support adaptive management of landscape restoration interventions and strategies. Following the review of these outcomes in Section B, the MTR team identified the outputs under Component 4 focus on delivering the following outcome: Outcome 4: stakeholders increasingly take informed decisions on planning, implementing, monitoring and upscaling/outscaling the restoration process in the TRD, based on improved access to information and data on FLR/SLM/NTFPs. Overall progress in achieving this outcome was found to be highly satisfactory, based on the following main findings: (i) the CBOs supported by the project have all identified their respective management and action plans using data and information collected from several sources including, among others, the LUP, the ROAM report, the FOLAREP, the Ecosystem services assessment report, biodiversity studies and booklets on tree species, guides on sustainable living in rural communities and field exchanges; (ii) all the CBOs supported by the project have started implementing these plans since 2021 aided by capacity building exercises on the application of SLM/FLR exercises in the field; (iii) Standard Media Group and Nation Media have raised awareness and informed decision-making through the production of a total of 28 articles published in newspapers, websites, podcasts, or discussed in radio spots; (iv) IBA monitoring and baseline surveys of key species in the TRD have been conducted and submitted to the National database for IBA monitoring; (v) the ICCA Management Committee and partners have been trained to apply the KBA monitoring protocol and the Species Threat Abatement and Restoration (STAR) methodology in the TRD.
107. Finally, Progress in achieving Outcome 5.1: Project implementation based on Results Based Management and lessons learned/good practices documented and disseminated has been satisfactory, thanks to the application of a communication strategy that has encouraged the identification of good practices on SLM/FLR.
Achievement of likelihood of impact
108. It is difficult to assess the project’s impact at the half-way stage. However, there some early evidence that the project is likely to have a positive impact on expanding the restoration process throughout Kenya in the light of the successful completion of the FOLAREP. Once endorsed by the GoK, all counties will be required to introduce and mainstream restoration action plans to meet Kenya’s afforestation targets. Thus, the lessons learned and good practices established in the TRD, are highly likely to be consulted and applied in the development of these restoration plans. Among these good practices, the application of ROAM is likely to become of strategic importance, because it can be applied in all types of landscapes, including rangeland landscapes. The findings from this MTR and that of the TRI-ASAL project, demonstrate the high level of connectivity between Kenya’s rangelands and forests and wetland ecosystems that provide water, food and refuge in times of drought. Moreover, the growing effects of climate variability and change are highly likely to increase this level of connectivity. Indeed, both TRI projects report increasing numbers of transhumance pastoralists settling permanently in these ecosystems.

109. According to MALFC’s Range Management and Pastoralism Strategy 2021-2031, rangelands currently account for over 83 percent of the Kenya’s landmass, support over 70 percent of the country’s livestock and are crucial grazing grounds for around 85 percent of its wildlife. However, it confirms that the productivity of these rangelands has been declining since the 1970s to date, and that this affecting the integrity of these ecosystems to support over 10 million people who depend upon them for their livelihoods. As a result, the MTR Team concludes the level of impact of TRI in Kenya will ultimately depend not only on how well each county advances its own restoration agenda, but also how well this agenda is managed at the inter-county level to establish effective ecological connectivity networks and corridors. This is particularly pressing for the TRD where sustained river flow is critical for restoration to succeed. 
Rating for Effectiveness:
Satisfactory
D. Financial management effectiveness
Adherence to UNEP’s Financial Policies and Procedures

110. The MTR team found the project maintains a high level of compliance with UNEP’s financial policies and procedures. This includes, among others: (i) the application quarterly expenditure statements that adhere to UNEP’s recommended format, budget lines and codes; (ii) the production of six-monthly progress reports, which provide a full list of all activities undertaken, which facilitates cross-checks on expenditure; (iii) the elaboration of annual PIRs in accordance with the procedures of the GEF Secretariat and UNEP’s reporting obligations to GEF and within the TRI community; (iv) the auditing of the project’s annual financial statements and accounting records, all of which have been prepared and submitted by NK’s Management Committee in conformity with UNEP and GEF’s rules and regulations. In all cases the audit reports found the financial statements are free from material uncertainties and adhere to UNEP’s financial reporting framework (UMOJA) and accounting policies.     
Completeness of Financial Information

111. The MTR team found the PMU’s financial department maintains a full set of expenditure records and was able to provide total expenditure figures to 31/03/2023 within a few minutes of consulting the accounts system. An assessment of financial management capacity is provided in Annex IV. An assessment of the project’s accounts enabled the MTR team to summarise total spending of GEF Funds to 31/03/2023. This is provided in Table 2 below. It confirms USD 1,431,501 (43%) of the total GEF budget has been spent to 31/03/2023. 
Table 2. Summary of annual expenditure of GEF funds to 31/03/2023 (in USD)
	UNEP Budget Line
	GEF Budget in Prodoc
	12/06/2019- 30/06/2020
	01/07/2020-30/06/2021
	01/07/2021-30/06/2022
	01/07/202-31/03/2023
	Total to 31/03/2023 

	Personnel
	1,098,000.00
	85,246.70
	127,972.89
	156,535.73
	97,471.71
	467,227.02

	Sub-contracts
	966,010.00
	87,423.91
	297,914.37
	107,827.68
	20,718.70
	513,884.66

	Training
	648,500.00
	37,167.26
	104,170.38
	85,252.19
	50,816.12
	277,405.95

	Office & Equipment 
	183,413.00
	121,621.05
	3,846.64
	9,811.13
	2,573.84
	137,852.67

	Miscellaneous
	449,490.00
	6,122.43
	16,389.62
	8,301.99
	4,316.93
	35,130.98

	TOTAL
	3,345,413.00
	337,581.35
	550,293.90
	367,728.73
	175,897.29
	1,431,501.27


Source: PMU
112. Financial management of co-finance was found to be satisfactory, although it was not possible to obtain expenditure from 01/07/2022 to 31/03/2023, because the co-funding institutions report their contributions on an annual basis when the PIRs are prepared. The current status of total co-finance is summarised in Table 3. It shows total co-finance (in-kind and in cash) amounted to USD 24,212,810 by 30/06/2022, which is equivalent to 66.3 percent of total co-finance allocated in the Prodoc. In the case of NK co-funding has been provided through contributions from different projects managed by NK. This amounted to USD 1,295,550 at 30/06/2022, which is equivalent to 64.8 percent of NK’s agreed contribution in the Prodoc. It confirms co-finance from the EU-funded REBUILD project and the Darwin Initiative accounted for almost 84 percent of all NK’s contributions in the abovementioned period.   
Table 3. Summary of total expenditure of Co-finance sources to 30/06/2022 (in USD)

	Institution/Organization
	Budget in Prodoc
	In-kind to 30/06/2022
	Cash to 30/06/2022
	Balance-at 01/07/2022

	Kenya Forestry Service 
	5,000,000
	3,940,000
	-
	1,060,000

	Kenya Wildlife Service
	5,000,000
	-
	3,765,000
	1,235,000

	Lamu County Government
	4,195,000
	2,723,500
	-
	1,471,500

	Ministry of Environment CC&F
	2,095,000
	1,305,750
	-
	789,250

	NEMA
	850,000
	505,500
	-
	344,500

	Tana River County Government
	16,886,667
	10,677,510
	-
	6,209,157

	World Resource Institute
	500,000
	-
	-
	500,000

	Nature Kenya
	2,000,000
	-
	1,295,550
	704,450

	- Darwin Initiative 
	
	-
	508,371
	-

	- RSPB-Advocacy & Institutional support
	
	-
	208,158
	-

	- EU-CISP - REBUILD
	
	-
	579,021
	-

	TOTAL
	36,526,667
	19,152,260
	5,060,550
	12,313,857

	Source: PMU
	
	
	
	


Communication Between Finance and Project Management Staff

113. Overall, the MTR Team found the level of communication established by the Project Coordinator and the financial management team is satisfactory (see Annex IV). Weekly meetings are held every Thursday to discuss all aspects of the project’s implementation, including expenditure, funding needs and when to prepare requests for GEF funding replenishments managed by UNEP. Senior NK staff, including the Director, participate regularly in these meetings to oversee proceedings and review any bottlenecks or issues that are likely to affect operations. In addition, the PMU staff hold monthly, quarterly and annual meetings specifically on financial reporting requirements. These meetings support the preparation of key financial documents such as quarterly and annual expenditure reports, which are used to support the preparation of the PIRs as well as prepare the financial statements to be presented to external auditors. The MTR team did not identify any major issues, such as communication breakdowns, to indicate communications need to be improved. In contrast, communications on co-finance contributions were found to be too infrequent to identify timely solutions to co-funding needs/gaps by, for example, WRI, which currently only participates in PSC level meetings. Also, the Financial Officer is not visiting the TRD twice yearly to identify how financial management could be improved. 
Rating for Financial Management:
Satisfactory
· Efficiency
E. Efficiency 
Timeliness of activities 
114. The project had completed 45.5 months of operations to 31/03/2023, which is equivalent to 75.8% of the 60 months assigned in the Prodoc. The MTR team’s estimate of the project’s overall physical advance during this time stands at around 60 percent of planned outputs. This is considered to be moderately satisfactory with only minor delays evident in delivering outputs planned. The main causes of delays in implementation can be traced back to the Covid-19 pandemic when travel restrictions and group meetings and trainings were prohibited. The general elections in 2022, also appear to have caused implementation delays owing to the change of senior officials in local government, which in the case of the CEC in LC has not been resolved to date. Overall, the MTR team estimates the project has lost around nine months due to these delays. 
115. The MTR team’s assessment of physical progress by component is based on its findings in Section C and is summarised as follows:
· Component 1: 65%. Progress on delivering outputs in a timely manner under this component has been satisfactory. However, some key documents that are crucial to establishing the enabling environment and identifying the funding sources for SLM/FLR are taking longer than expected, which suggest it is unlikely the expected outcome for this component (see Section C) can be achieved by June 2024. At the national level the FOLAREP still needs to be officially adopted, while at the sub-national level the County Assemblies still need to adopt the following mandatory legislation: (i) the LUP (TRC), setting out the long-term spatial needs of different sectors, based on sustainable development objectives; (ii) the CEAP (TRC and LC), through which Environmental Management and Coordination Acts and EIAs can be issued to support the implementation of the spatial plan and control major changes of land use, such as agro-industrial projects; (iii) the CIDP 2023-2027 (TRC and LC), which integrates the long-term spatial, sector and urban development plans, plus relevant national government plans and programmes, in order to set out priorities government spending until the next general election in 2027; (iv) conduct the necessary risk assessments required by the FLoCCA in order to capitalise the County Climate Change Funds and fund restoration initiatives that enhance adaptation to the effects of climate variability and change; (v) the official registration, demarcation and funding arrangements for new conservancies to be established in the TRD in order to formally establish the ICCA.    
· Component 2: 70%. The project has made highly satisfactory progress in delivering outputs on time under this this component, especially at the sub-national level where there is growing evidence of local communities embracing SLM/FLR and starting to see the benefits of low impact livestock and agricultural activities. This trend is likely to grow as more follow-on farmers and pastoralists take up these practices, indicating the transition of a critical mass of people committed to the development of a more sustainable and resilient society in the TRD is achievable within the project’s lifetime. Notwithstanding these developments, it is unlikely the project can fully deliver its highly ambitious restoration targets by June 2024. Moreover, risks associated with land tenure conflicts, climate variability and the cost-of-living crisis remain significant threats to the project’s efficiency and effectiveness.  
· Component 3: 40%. The project’s capacity to convert its resources into outputs has been lower than planned under this component, and gaps have been identified that make it is unlikely the project can deliver the expected outcome suggested in Section C by June 2024. Despite the goodwill and commitments to mainstreaming SLM/FLR into the legislative framework, the main gap concerns the general lack of funding mechanisms established to fund the restoration process in the TRD. Moreover, central government leadership to implement the Green Heart initiative (MITED) and develop adequate extension services for the forestry, agriculture and fisheries sectors was found to be low.
· Component 4: 65%. Outputs have been delivered in a timely manner in most cases, with the exception of the international exchanges and training events that were prohibited from taking place during the Covid-19 pandemic. The MTR team is satisfied the project is on track to deliver this outcome, especially as all the outputs are to be generated internally without dependency on external factors.    
Cost-effectiveness of the project
116. A comparison of overall physical progress against total accumulated expenditure of GEF funds shows it has cost USD 1,431,501 (42.7%) to achieve an overall estimated physical advance of 60 percent from the start of the project to 31/03/2023 (see Table 2). Meanwhile, total expenditure of GEF funds to 30/06/2022 amounted to USD 1,255,604 compared to total co-finance contributions of USD 24,212,810 to the same date (see Table 3). This confirms that for every US Dollar spent from the GEF allocation, the project leveraged a total of USD 19.28 in co-finance in this period. This is higher than the USD 3.32 reported in the MTR report for the TRI-ASAL project to 28/02/2022 and suggests the project is delivering a high level of cost-effectiveness with GEF funds, thanks largely to the high level of co-finance mobilised by NK from new projects.
117. However, reference to Table 4 (see Section H below) shows that a total of 18,241 people (5,901 women) has directly participated in the legislative reform process (9,913 people), improved agricultural practices supporting income generating activities (IGAs) and restoration training activities (4,140 people) and monitoring and communications activities (681 people) to 31/03/2023. When compared to total expenditure of USD 1,431,501 of GEF funds, average expenditure per beneficiary is around USD 78.48/beneficiary to 31/03/2023. This is a satisfactory level of expenditure per end beneficiary when compared to average costs per beneficiary identified in the MTRs of other TRI projects, it is similar to the TRI-ASAL project, where average expenditure was estimated to be USD 80.80/beneficiary (at 28/02/2022) and is lower than the TRI project in Pakistan where average expenditure was USD 97.9/beneficiary (at 30/06/2021). It is important to note that this level of cost-effectiveness has been achieved despite the fact the project has to hire boat transport services to reach some of its beneficiary communities, which has become very costly since the pandemic, and especially since the Russian invasion of Ukraine in February 2022. 

118. Areas where the MTR team identified cost-effectiveness could be improved are: (i) reducing some of the project’s restoration targets that are too ambitious and risk stretching project resources and compromising on quality; (ii) employing a dedicated resource mobilisation specialist to identify ways to raise funds and strengthen synergies with the TRI-ASAL project, national and county stakeholders and national research partners such as KEFRI, KEMFRI and KALRO; (iv) engaging UNEP more proactively to cover some of the costs associated with training, mapping, the production of knowledge products, studies and so forth; (v) conducting a cost-cutting study of some operations.
Rating for Efficiency:
 Satisfactory
· Monitoring and Reporting

F. Monitoring and reporting 
Monitoring design 

119. The project’s monitoring plan centres on tracking progress and achievements of outputs and outcomes in accordance with the formats provided in the PIRs that have to be cleared by UNEP before they are submitted to the GEF Secretariat in Washington D.C. In addition, the Project is required to report on TRI’s Nine Core Indicators. These were launched by TRI’s GCP in 2021 and are designed to inform the GEF Secretariat on progress in addressing the main themes that are applied by all TRI national projects. The nine indicators are as follows: 
1) New or improved policy framework 

2) Number of hectares under restoration / Area of land restored 

3) Number of hectares under improved practices 

4) Greenhouse gas emissions mitigated;

5) Number of direct beneficiaries (sex disaggregated);
6) Number of cross-sectoral government-led coordination mechanisms;
7) Value of resources flowing into restoration in TRI;
8) Number of bankable projects developed;
9) Number of knowledge products developed and disseminated.

120. The project indicators are supported by baselines and targets that are segregated into mid-term and end targets to measure the project’s expected outcomes listed in the Prodoc. In line with observations in Section B,  the MTR Team found the indicators to be specific, measurable, achievable, relevant, and time-bound (SMART), to track the project’s targets, ensure participation rates are sex disaggregated and provide narratives on progress and achievement of milestones. Nonetheless, the MTR team identified some important shortcomings in the monitoring design. First, some of the targets established were deemed to be highly ambitious for a five-year project. For example, establishing 95,000 ha under an ICCA in the TRD is highly challenging when there is no history of establishing and managing conservancies in TRC or LC. Similarly, placing 130,000 ha under sustainable farming methods in an ecosystem that is largely wetlands is considered extremely difficult to achieve. The target of sequestering a total of 42,630,872 tCO2eq was also found to be misleading, given such data cannot be measured until around year 10 after tree planting has been completed. Second, there is a general absence of qualitative indicators to support learning on transformational changes developing in the TRD as a consequence of project intervention. For example, there is a lack of tracking knowledge, attitudes and practices (KAP) in the monitoring system to support group assessments on where the project should focus resources to enhance efficiency and effectiveness. Third, the Prodoc places heavy emphasis on identifying and building on lessons learned and the upscaling of best practices. However, there is no specific monitoring of these in the monitoring design.
Monitoring of Project Implementation

121. Monitoring responsibilities were found to be well defined among staff in the PMU. For example, field staff channel significant amounts of data and information to the Monitoring and Evaluation (M&E) specialist in order to support the elaboration of the six-monthly progress reports. Indeed, the MTR Team found that almost all activities and data can be traced to a specific Annex in the progress reports. As a result, these reports were found to have between 100 and 280 annexes. This is testimony to NK’s commitment to not only support the development of the PIRs, but also retain the project’s institutional memory for many years to come. Interviews suggest, nevertheless, that at certain times of the year reporting duties can compromise the amount of time spent in the field. 
122. GEF question: What is the performance at the project’s mid-point against Core Indicator Targets? Monitoring of TRI’s nine core indicators (CI) that are submitted annually to the GCP was found to be satisfactory and are summarised as follows:

· CI-1: New or improved policy framework: 11 new legislations mainstreaming SLM/FLR adopted and 12 under review; 
· CI-2: Number of hectares under restoration: 6,840 ha; 
· CI-3: Number of hectares under improved practices: 195 ha under improved agricultural practices, 116,867 ha under review to establish seven conservancies with multi-use approaches that will constitute the ICCA in the TRD; 
· CI-4: Greenhouse gas emissions mitigated: not possible to assess at the mid-point of the project, but assessments are planned to take place in the final year of the project; 
· CI-5: Number of direct beneficiaries (sex disaggregated): 18,241 (5,901 females) to 31/03/2023; 
· CI-6: Number of cross-sectoral government-led coordination mechanisms: one national for the FOLAREP; two County mechanisms for the ROAM/CEAP/CIDP; and establishment of the Tana Delta Community Wildlife Conservancies Association (TDCWCA) to guide the development of the ICCA; 
· CI-7: Value of resources flowing into restoration in TRI: allocation of funding from the FLLoCCA is under review; 
· CI-8: Number of bankable projects developed: one official (chilli farming); five under development (includes honey, meat processing, fruit processing); 
· CI-9: Number of knowledge products developed and disseminated: 2 documentaries, one radio documentary, 48 communications, one ROAM report published, one Green Heart booklet.   
123. The one caveat that the MTR team identified was that the PMU updates its monitoring data on an annual basis, which meant it was difficult to obtain data after the latest PIR to prepare this report. 
Project Reporting

124. All progress and financial reporting have been prepared in line with the requirements in the Prodoc, prepared to a satisfactory standard and approved where required by the PSC. In most cases, project reports have been presented on time, or endured minor delays of up to one month due to external factors, such as the Covid-19 pandemic, which slowed down data collection. The PMU has also had access to online seminars to support all TRI projects collect data to support the development of its M&E and capacity and participate in TRI’s global programmes such as the Restoration Factory. Finally, specific reporting on, for example, the project’s significant work conducted on flora and fauna studies in the TRD, was found to need strengthening within the project’s communication strategy, because as previously mentioned in this report, important data on biodiversity in the TRD remains largely unknown to the science, academic circles, decision-makers and stakeholders in other TRI countries. 
Rating for Monitoring and Reporting:
Satisfactory
· Sustainability

G. Sustainability
Socio-political Sustainability

125. The sub-section on risks in the Prodoc confirms that the main barriers to achieving the project’s objective have been reviewed and a “commensurate strategy of interventions” has been established to address them. In summary they focus on: (i) Component 1: addressing insufficient legislative frameworks for SLM/FLR through development of the enabling environment for these processes; (ii) Component 2: addressing the lack of strategies and plans for SLM/FLR in the TRD, through the application of ROAM and other methods designed to restore, conserve and sustainably use natural resources in the TRD, based on  participatory and inclusive approaches; (iii) Component 3: addressing technical, institutional and financial incapacity to implement SLM/FLR/NTFPs, together with insufficient employment opportunities, through the introduction of the GHI, business incubators and extension services dedicated to the development of the restoration economy in the TRD; (iv)  Component 4: addressing insufficient awareness and participation of local actors on SLM/FLR/NTFPs by developing M&E and knowledge management to promote knowledge transfer to facilitate the upscaling of good practices to expand the restoration process in the TRD and beyond. The perspectives of sustaining these four main intervention areas are reviewed in relation to socio-political, financial and institutional risks in the following paragraphs. 
Socio-political stability
126. The risks associated with socio-political instability were found to be “moderate”, but with the potential to rise to “substantial”. On the one hand, the political system is currently stable and there is significant socio-political willingness to support the restoration process at the national and county levels. On the other, socio-political understanding of landscape restoration was found to still focus too heavily on the notion that it is achieved by planting of trees and grass seeds in reforestation and re-grassing programmes and projects. The importance of restoring and conserving biodiversity, habitats and ecosystems is still poorly understood at both the strategic and sector level. 
127. At the strategic level, Kenya lacks effective river basin management mechanisms to ensure the damming and extraction of water for major irrigation schemes, do not jeopardise the biodiversity, habitats and ecosystems that people depend upon further downstream, such as in the TRD. However, this risk was rated “low” under Risk 7 in the latest PIR-3, even though decision-makers in both TRC and LC agreed that the Tana River urgently needs mechanisms in place to safeguard its water balance and minimum flow rates into the TRD in line with recommendations in the LUP. At the sector level, the MTR Team identified two socio-political risks that are likely to have a significant bearing on the sustainability of the restoration process in TRD and other parts of Kenya. First, the vast majority of stakeholders interviewed believe the lack of clarity on land tenure coupled with the growing effects of climate variability and change (especially prolonged droughts) continues to leave the door open to disorderly mass incursions of livestock and land grabs. This risk is rated “moderate” in PIR-3, although it only focuses on adverse impacts of climate change. However, because as many as one million cattle entered the TRD in 2022 at the height of the drought, and the fact this risk has linkages with the strategic risk associated with inadequate water management upstream in the Tana River, the MTR team considers land tenure and climate change should be included in the PIRs and rated “high” as the potential for land conflicts and livestock invasions in restored areas is likely to grow. Moreover, this situation is not aided by the fact all TRI projects apply internal monitoring systems that do not monitor risks, even though they are expected to report annually on changes in the Environmental and Social Safeguards (ESS) Checklist (prepared during the design phase). 
128. Second, the political space advocating the importance of conserving biodiversity that provide services such as pollination, seed distribution, soil development, etc. (insects, birds, bats, wild animals) and that are crucial to sustaining the restoration economy, remains limited. However, measures to remove/replace them with pesticides, mechanisation and chemical fertilisers is high on the political agenda. However, in PIR-3 inadequate awareness (Risk 3) is rated “low”. The MTR team considers this risk is “substantial”, because sectors such as agriculture sector confirmed they still believe large agro-industrial projects to produce castor oil and sugar cane are needed to promote economic growth in the Delta. This finding also indicates that more needs to be done to address the information gap on the long-term economic and social value of restoring ecological goods and services in relation to agro-industrial projects that have a history of growing input costs and ecological depletion over time, especially in highly sensitive ecosystems such as wetlands.  
Financial sustainability

129. This risk is not included in the Risk Table in the Prodoc or the PIRs, even though the Prodoc recognises the importance of identifying financial sources to support the restoration process. The MTR team’s assessment indicates the risk of insufficient funding for SLM/FLR after the project has ended is “moderate”, while the financial risks of sustaining the GHI are substantial. The county governments of TRC and LC confirm they have significant funding challenges. On the one hand the funds they raise within the county and from central government are not enough to cover all their needs. This has been made more difficult in recent years because inflation (currently 8.6% in March 2023) has driving up operational costs since the pandemic, and especially since the Russian invasion of Ukraine, which has caused a fuel crisis throughout Kenya. In addition, progress in identifying alternative funding sources for SLM/FLR remains challenging. Interviews indicate that both TRC and LC are working on capturing funding from the FLLoCCA to fund restoration activities that support locally-led climate resilience initiatives and strengthen their capacity to manage climate risks. If successful, the MTR team estimates around 2 percent of the County budget will be available to promote restoration actions. 

130. Meanwhile, sources of finance to fund the infrastructural development planned in the first phase of the green industrial estate in Garsen and valued at USD 2.86 million have not formally been agreed with government, private and international partners. Similarly, initial discussions to identify potential long-term investors to develop livestock and fruit and vegetable products over a 25+ years duration have stimulated interest in the concept, but nothing conclusive has been agreed to so far. Besides, the task of translating this initial interest into firm contracts and development proposals will, “require a highly competent project coordinator” according to the report on the Business Case and Investment Rationale for the Green Heart Project (p.69), but how such a person is to be paid for over the long-term is not clear.
131. Unlike, the TRI-ASAL Project, the TRI Tana project does have a focal point within the National Treasury, who acts as the PSC Chair and who possesses significant knowledge and work experience on land use planning and adaptation to climate change in the TRD. Consequently, the project has an opportunity to receive guidance and support on: (i) how to identify funding for SLM/FLR/NTFP activities from, for example, the Green Climate Fund (GCF); (ii) assessing financial incentives and fiscal breaks to stimulate the production of sustainable NTFPS and promote their “green” certification to increase their added-value. On this latter issue there is also an opportunity to enhance information exchange with other TRI projects supporting green development, such as TRI-ASAL in Kenya and the Project in Sao Tome and Principe (TRI-STP Project), where the Central Bank is committed to introducing a “National Green Code of Conduct” to support investment in the restoration economy.   

132. Finally, the development of income streams at the sub-national level has not been adequately assessed by the project to date, although a feasibility is to be launched shortly to assess the opportunity of raising an income stream from the trading of carbon credits from FLR activities in the TRD. Indeed, the TRI-ASAL project has already demonstrated through the Total Economic Valuation (TEV) study conducted by the KWTA in 2022 on the Mount Kulal Biosphere Reserve, that it stores around 24.1 million tCO2eq, which had a carbon market value in December 2020 of over USD 103 million (KES 11.4 billion) over 30 years. 
Institutional sustainability
133. Institutional risks were found to be “low”, which is the same rating in PIR-3 for Risk 4 concerning institutional capacity at national and county levels. At the PSC level the project has a wide array of government institutions represented, although a representative from the WRA was found to be missing and, as previously mentioned in this report, the representative of MITED in the PSC is adequately engaged in steering the Green Heart Project forward. In addition, the project works closely with KEFRI, KEMFRI and KALRO. At the County Government level, the project has established a high level of political and technical support in TRC and LC, which includes the designation of new staff to support the planning and implementation of the restoration process. At the sub-county level, the project also enjoys a high level of support from the CBOs established. According to stakeholders and end beneficiaries the employment of a highly trustworthy institution such as NK in the project has facilitated these developments and enabled NK to solidify its image as a long-term partner in the restoration process.  

134. Inter-county coordination still has to be strengthened to coordinate the implementation of the CIDPs and to establish inter-county dialogue between county governors who represent the counties found in the Tana River basin. Nevertheless, mechanisms are in operation allowing direct communication and coordination on restoration activities in the TRD. Moreover, the Governor of Lamu is committed to addressing the need for inter-county dialogue between Governors on water management and law enforcement activities. 
135. Finally, the sustainability of the CBOs created/strengthened by the project is likely thanks to growing membership and a strong emphasis from institutions such as KEFRI on applying low cost, self-help, nature-based restoration solutions.  For example, Kipini CFA reported registrations have risen from 32 to 134 members between 2020 and 2023 and following KEFRI’s trainings together with equipment provision from the project (water tank, watering cans, wheelbarrows, etc.) members stated that they have already restored 700 ha of mangroves and 10 ha of local forests largely through their own devices. 
Rating for Sustainability:
Moderately likely
H. Factors affecting performance and cross-cutting issues
Preparation and Readiness

136. Reference to Table 1 indicates the time between the project’s endorsement by the GEF Secretariat on 07/08/2018 and the start-up of operations on 12/06/2018 amounted to ten months. As a result, no significant delays took place in mobilising the executing and implementing partners, or constitution of the PSC. Moreover, the first disbursement of GEF funds took place a little over three months later on 23/09/2018, which confirms the project established its accounting and banking requirements in a satisfactory period of time. Indeed, the MTR team found the Executing and Implementing Agencies have demonstrated a high level of readiness to implement the project, when compared to other GEF-funded projects it has evaluated, where delays in mobilising the PSC and establishing bank accounts has taken far longer to formalise. 
137. Triangulation of progress reports and interviews also provides no evidence to indicate NK needed any significant training inputs, or additional human resources from UNEP, to start the implementation of the project in 2019. This appears to have been aided by the following (i) UNEP has its Headquarters in Nairobi, which has and continues to facilitate the holding of physical and remote meetings, site visits, events, etc.; (ii) NK has a long track record as an executing partner for internationally funded projects, meaning it is well aware of its administrative and reporting duties; (iii) NK has significant work experience and networking in place to facilitate rapid access to  national and county government institutions, as well as prominent national and international NGOs. In addition, reference to Section B, indicates the project design does not have major gaps, or deficiencies, that required major restructuring, or caused major delays in the project’s implementation. However, fine tuning of the project’s targets and outcomes were found to be important to enhance learning and facilitate the systematisation of results, lessons learned and good practices.        
Quality of Project Management and Supervision

138. No evidence was identified to indicate the quality of the project’s overall management by the PSC is affecting performance. Two important strengths of the PSC were identified. First, the PSC brings together almost all the main actors responsible for the restoration, conservation and sustainable development of the TRD ecosystem. However, as previously mentioned in this report, there is a need to formally include a representative from WRA and the representatives from MITED and WRI should be engaged more proactively in the development of the Green Heart Project and restoration networking respectively. Second, the Chair is from the National Treasury who has significant political clout, in-depth knowledge on climate finance and work experience in the TRD, which includes major inputs during the elaboration of the TRD-LUP. Consequently, he is well suited to stimulating inter-institutional coordination and leading dialogue on how to enhance the project’s added value in the TRD and upscale SLM/FLR in Kenya. Indeed, this has included promoting the replication of the LUP process in the Yala Wetlands in Siaya and Busia counties in Western Kenya, through which the PSC has encouraged information exchange on good practices from the TRD to support the restoration of the Yala Wetlands. For example, the MTR Team was informed CBOs are collecting indigenous seeds and successfully developing seedlings based on good practices from the TRD as can be seen in Figures 15 to 17 provided by the PMU.

Figures 15 to 17: Restoration of indigenous tree varieties including the Nile Tulip (Makhamia Lutea) by the Rambugu Hafife CBO in Yala Wetlands, Western Kenya.       
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139. There is no evidence to indicate the executing and implementing agencies have major internal capacity or resource constraints that have, or are likely to affect the project’s performance. For example, a review of NK’s capacity as executing agency was found to be highly satisfactory for the following reasons: (i) NK has qualified staff in a variety of positions who are long-serving, dedicated and fully prepared to defend biodiversity restoration and conservation in meetings with decision-makers, the private sector and the general public. As such it commands significant respect and authority within government circles and the private sector; (ii) it operates a robust progress reporting system that enables it to produce high quality reports and retain high institutional memory of the project. The MTR Team found this is far less the case in other TRI projects that are dependent on contracted expertise; (ii) NK has a strong knowledge management record that has been developed through close coordination with important partners such as the NMK, the RSPB, Birdlife International, the Darwin Initiative, the World Land Trust and many others. Consequently, it has direct access to cutting edge data on, for example, the status and trends of all Key Biodiversity Areas in Kenya, which includes the TRD; (iv) NK has decentralised a large part of the project’s management to the TRD. This makes it one of the few TRI projects to have the majority of its staff operating directly from a field office where it has daily access to stakeholders, especially in TRC. The MTR team found this is also a salient feature of the TRI-Tana Project unlike most other TRI projects. This approach has enabled NK to build trust, dynamise stakeholders and end beneficiaries to engage in project activities and ensure it can closely monitor their needs, interests and progress quickly and efficiently. In addition, this trust has also encouraged stakeholders such as the county governments to request NK’s support in developing and coordinating other initiatives, such as the risk assessments for the FLLoCCA. 

140. Similarly, by engaging UNEP as the implementing partner the executing agency has a strong partner who, on the one hand, has delegated significant duties to NK concerning the project’s implementation. This has strengthened the project’s ownership among main stakeholders and facilitated alignment to national policies and priorities. It has also freed UNEP from entering into the bureaucratic complexities of signing Letters of Agreement (LoA), and applying UN equipment procurement guidelines. Instead, contracting of services and equipment is largely managed by NK, while UNEP provides oversight before contracts are submitted to the PSC for approval. As a result, the MTR Team found the contracting process is quicker and more efficient than the TRI projects managed by FAO, where strict contracting rules and procedures have to be applied. On the other, UNEP is able to provide direct access to expertise and information from its departments based in its Regional Office for Africa (ROA) in Nairobi. This includes the Ecosystems Division, which leads the UN Decade on Ecosystem Restoration and has a lot of information and data on linking restoration to climate change adaptation and mitigation, food security, water management and development of the green economy, among others. Similarly, it provides support from its offices based in Europe, in particular to UNEP’s Climate Finance Unit in Geneva, which is supporting the project identify potential business incubators (through TRI’s Restoration Factory initiative) and committed to providing advice and guidance on the development of SMEs and marketing of green products to aid the development of the Green Heart Project.           

Stakeholder participation and cooperation

141. In line with the observations in the previous sub-section, the MTR Team identified satisfactory levels of stakeholder participation in the planning of the project’s activities and in their implementation and monitoring. This includes highly satisfactory levels of cooperation from co-funding partners, with the exception of WRI, who have provided technical support, office space and financial resources. For example, reference to Figure 9 above shows the honey processing facility was funded by the EU-funded REBUILD Project. TRI’s GCP has also provided a significant amount of online support and guidance through a series of podcasts, training seminars and publications since the start of the Covid-19 pandemic and plans to restart international training events and exchanges in 2023.
142. GEF question: What has been the progress, challenges and outcomes regarding engagement of stakeholders in the project? The MTR team launched an online questionnaire inviting stakeholders to comment on any factors they considered have, or are likely to affect their engagement in the project, or which may prevent the project from achieving its objective. However, despite sending out two reminders only four (4) stakeholders participated. The main findings from the responses are summarised as follows: 

· Project ownership is evident at all levels of governance and this has enhanced support to implement the project;
· Participatory planning and budgeting are key elements in enhancing stakeholders’ sense of ownership and commitment to the project;
· Transparency in sharing budgets and work plans has mitigated against suspicion and mis-trust thereby enhancing participation and ownership;
· The strong sense of community ownership of the project has been key and will continue to play a big role in the project’s sustainability and success; 
· Application of Scientific tools such as ROAM and filed research data to plan and implement activities in this project has been guiding project initiatives and project alignment to national and county development agendas;
· The project has been a reference point with regard to development of policies, laws, regulations, guidelines and strategies, targeted capacity building, support to nature-based solutions and project implementation through a multi-stakeholder and multi-sector approach;
· The project planning adjusted and adapted well to the unforeseen implementation hurdles occasioned by the Covid-19 pandemic to ensure smooth running and effective communication with stakeholders and beneficiary communities continued between March 2020 and March 2022.
143. In addition to the above findings, two areas where stakeholder cooperation still needs to be strengthened concerns the slow approval process of the LUP in TRC, and the need to name the Director of Environment in LC, which has been vacant since 2022nad prevented important meetings of the CEC to take place on, for example, reaching agreement on the restoration targets to be included in the CEAP and on the measures needed to enforce them.
Responsiveness to Human Rights and Gender Equality

144. GEF question: What has been the progress, challenges and outcomes regarding gender-responsive measures and any intermediate gender result areas? Triangulation of progress reports, interviews, focal group meetings and site visits indicate the project has made significant progress in applying the “Human Rights Principle”, through its application of highly participatory and inclusive approaches to decision-making, dealing with the needs and disputes of specific gender groups and by applying rules of conduct that prohibit inequitable or discriminatory acts in the project’s operations. The MTR Team did not identify any evidence that the project has knowingly, or unknowingly, discriminated against, or overlooked, any specific gender or ethnic group. It is also satisfied that the project conforms with UNEP’s Human Rights-based Approach to Ecosystem-based Adaptation and GEF guidelines and priorities relating to gender equality and the rights of indigenous peoples. 
145. Interviews with beneficiaries confirm the project pays particular attention to identifying and removing discriminatory practices and mitigating unjust distributions of power and influence within the local communities. This is done by encouraging all gender groups, to come together to assess their capacities, voice their needs and aspirations and participate in decision-making. As a result, key challenges relating to a lack of education, access to resources and stereotyping are identified and appropriate responses agreed upon. The MTR team observed that the project’s emphasis on identifying and integrating local knowledge and technologies in the restoration process is a particularly effective way of dealing with these challenges, because it captures women’s local knowledge, but demonstrates it is a crucial element in applying low-cost nature-based solutions to land degradation. 
146. The most significant outcome from this approach is a small, but significant shift in the power structure of grassroots organisations participating in the project. Reference to Table 4 shows that activities in the field obtained a female participation rate of 52 percent under Component 2 and 33 percent for all Components. These are significant achievements when considering the majority of women participants come from rural Muslim communities who belong to different ethnic groups found in the TRD. Moreover, in the majority of the CBOs visited, the MTR team observed women actively participate in decision-making and in the development of their CBOs.

Table 4. Summary of participation by gender and hectares under restoration or improved practices to 31/03/2023 

[image: image20.emf]Action Male Female Total % Women Ha*

Component 1

All activities 9,913         3,372         13,285       25% n/a

Component 2

Improved rice farming 103               138               241               57% 139.6

Climate-smart agriculture 521               782               1,303            60% 163.9

Brown & balck sesame 63                 78                 141               55% 37.6

Sunflower production 30                 14                 44                 32% 17.8

Farmer schools 601               969               1,570            62% 0.0

Fish pond farming 61                 59                 120               49% 0.0

Galla goat distirbution  90                 90                 180               50% 0.0

Bee keeping training 160               190               350               54% 0.0

Total participation IGAs 1,629         2,320         3,949         52% 358.9

Pasture seed reintroduction 191               -               191               0% 485.6

Seedlings planted and mapped -               -               -               227.1

Direct tree seed collect-sort-plant  -               -               -               7,500.0

Total participation restoration 191            -             191            0% 8,212.7

Total C2 1,820         2,320         4,140         56% 8,571.6

Component 3

All activities

503 178 681

26%

n/a

Component 4&5

All activities

104 31

135            23% n/a

TOTAL 12,340         5,901            18,241         33% 8,571.6

 Source: PMU; *Includes data provided at the time of writing this report to end April 2023.
147. An important lesson learned from this development is that men’s perception of women changes when they see them as knowledge holders who can deliver benefits for the household and village community. As a result, several male interviewees also stated that they would welcome qualified female extensionists to cater for the needs of men and women in their communities. A second lesson learned is that the ascendency of female decision-makers also acts as a catalyst for other women to participate in the restoration process. Informal discussions with these women during the site visits also reveal that their interest to participate is not only driven by the environmental benefits of restoration, but also an opportunity to enhance their human and social capital. As such, the real driver of restoration for marginalised people is learning.
Environmental and Social Safeguards

148. The MTR Team found UNEP applies a different Environmental and Social Safeguards (ESS) Checklist to the one applied in the design of TRI projects implemented by FAO. One of the main shortcomings with this approach is that there is less scope for the GCP to compare the ratings and responses provided in the PIRs with those provided by the FAO Projects. For example, the ESS Checklist applied by UNEP does not include a specific safeguard on “Climate Change and Disaster Risk Management”, which as previously stated in this report are themes that pose significant threats to the restoration process. 

149. GEF question: What has been the experience at the project’s mid-point against the Safeguards Plan submitted at CEO Approval? An assessment of the ESS Checklist in the Prodoc (Section 3.11) confirms none of the nine safeguards in the checklist were triggered, stating, “the project is not involved in major infrastructural development, introduction of new technologies, displacement of populations or introduction of GMOs... No specific environmental concern was raised with respect to this project. The only social concern related to the need for a more thorough gender engagement strategy. In this regard, the project will also ensure gender equity in the planning and implementation of project activities in each of the target counties.” (p. 90). Furthermore, a review of the PIRs also confirms none of the safeguards have been triggered. However, the MTR team found that in Appendix 16 of the Prodoc the ESS Screening Decision rates the Project as “Moderate Risk”, which is not coherent with the above statement, or the “Low” ratings subsequently applied in the PIRs. 

150. The MTR Team agrees with the Screening Decision that three Safeguard Standards (SS) flagged “Moderate Risk” should have been subject to a review in the PIRs. In two cases, there is adequate evidence to indicate they have been triggered and require mitigation measures to be explained in the PIRs and applied in work plans and budgets. They are:

· SS-4: Involuntary resettlement. Would the project face challenges in implementing the project over population growth, increased new settlements, human‐wildlife conflicts in that region? A majority of stakeholders assert the impact of unclear land tenure coupled with three years of prolonged drought has caused huge incursions of livestock into the TRD is threatens the consolidation and expansion of the restoration process in the TRD, causing conflicts with wildlife also entering the Delta and encouraging permanent settlement of pastoralists in the TRD.

· SS-9: Economic Sustainability. Will the proposed project likely bring immediate or short‐term net gain to the local communities or countries at the risk of generating long‐term economic burden?  The project is promoting Tilapia fish farming that in times of floods could escape and spread into the Ramsar site, where indigenous fish species identified by NMK assessments could be threatened. Measures to mitigate have not yet been adequately reviewed and acted upon. Similarly, the project is promoting rice, maize and sunflower as short-term food crops at the expense of local varieties that are known to be more drought resilient such as sorghum, pearl millet, finger millet, cowpea, pigeon pea and beans, among others. This should be mitigated with the support of KALRO and ICRISAT.   
Country Ownership and Driven-ness

151. There is no evidence to indicate the project has suffered from a lack of country ownership, or that the PSC is steering the project’s implementation in an inappropriate, or misguided manner. The MTR team is highly satisfied with the strong sense of ownership of the TRI-Tana project by key stakeholders, especially the county government for TRC, the TDCN and the CBOs created/strengthened. This has been aided by: (i) the PSC and its Technical Advisory Committee (comprising 16 government institutions plus NK and UNEP) engages members from almost all the line agencies that are directly responsible for development of the legislative framework for SLM/FLR, land administration, land use, SLM/FLR, finance, economic development, research, etc.; (ii) the employment of NK as the executing agency, which is a highly respected Kenyan institution that has been able to mobilise co-finance through partnerships with major donors, such as the EU-funded REBUILD Project; (iii) the establishment of restoration management committees in the county governments of TRC and LC and the creation of the TDCN has stimulated the County Secretaries and Governors to steer the legislative reform process to mainstream SLM/FLR into relevant legal texts, regulations, policies, strategies and plans and coordinate the ROAM exercise; (iv) the development of CBOs who in many cases are demonstrating they can take decentralised decisions on restoration activities within their villages and territories; (v) the strong emphasis on employing Kenyan research institutions such as KEFRI and KALRO.           
Communication and Public Awareness

152. GEF question: What has been the progress, challenges and outcomes regarding the implementation of the project's Knowledge Management Approach, including: Knowledge and Learning Deliverables (e.g. website/platform development); Knowledge Products/Events; Communication Strategy; Lessons Learned and Good Practice; Adaptive Management Actions? The Prodoc places significant importance on establishing a communication strategy action plan to increase public awareness and buy-in into landscape restoration activities. Reference to Section C, confirms that the project has identified its communication strategy and has been implementing an action plan that has resulted in the production of a large number of deliverables. These include the establishment of the project website (within NK’s website), the production of publications, brochures and flyers on the project’s main activities in print and digital formats, the filming and airing of film interviews with beneficiaries carrying out SLM/FLR activities in the TRD and production of a radio programme called “Tumaini la Urejesho” (Hope for Restoration) comprising seven episodes that have been aired on Amani FM radio and Soundcloud.
 Overall, the MTR team found stakeholders are satisfied with quantity and quality of the communication products produced and the fact different communication channels are used. However, as previously observed in this report, the M&E system is not collecting qualitative data to support learning and the systematisation of lessons learned and good practices. In addition, key studies on the economic and social value of restoring ecosystem goods and services in the TRD have not been conducted so far. Consequently, advocacy campaigns designed to win over decision-makers on the socio-economic and environmental benefits of allocating public resources to SLM/FLR and the development of the restoration economy through PPPs have not taken place.
Rating for Factors Affecting Performance and Cross Cutting Issues:
Satisfactory
V. conclusions, lessons and recommendations 
Conclusions 
153. The project’s strategic relevance is highly satisfactory. It builds on the lessons and good practices drawn from a wide array of projects funded by GEF and other donors over the last decade supporting the restoration, conservation and sustainable use of biodiversity. Alignment to current strategic priorities and goals of its main stakeholders is high. Moreover, it can be argued that the strategic relevance of TRI in Kenya has risen significantly since GoK’s decision in 2022 to increase the country’s tree cover target from 10 to 30 percent by 2032. One caveat is that the project’s outcomes are too numerous and do not provide a clear understanding as to what the project’s outputs under each component are aiming to achieve.           
154. The project’s effectiveness is satisfactory. It is demonstrating it can deliver its outputs to a high standard using participatory and inclusive approaches that are starting to deliver positive outcomes. At the national level the TRI-Tana and TRI-ASAL projects are successfully gaining political support to adopt the FOLAREP in order to upscale the restoration process as well as support other related national and international priorities, in particular adaptation to climate variability and change. At the county level the project has secured a high level of support from the Governors and County Secretaries in TRC and LC to establish a new governance structure and enabling environment for SLM/FLR. The governance structure in place so far is already demonstrating it can deliver high levels of landscape restoration (6,480 ha) and introduce new legislation that has been endorsed by the County Assemblies, or which is in the process of review and/or endorsement. The main outcome observed from these achievements is that the project is successfully fulfilling its transformational potential; namely a critical mass of men and women trained and organised in CBOs are no longer gathering fruits and seeds to satisfy their food security, but also to reseed them to enhance their human, social, environmental and economic capital.      
155. Progress in implementing the Green Heart industrial zones and development of business and extension services is moderately satisfactory. The MTR team concludes there is insufficient leadership and support from specialised institutions who have business development and finance skills to promote the case for the GHI and link up with extension services responsible for NTFPs to be sold through the industrial zones. This situation also means the project’s potential impact in developing the restoration economy in the TRD and elsewhere in Kenya remains uncertain for the foreseeable future. 
156. The Finance Department maintains adequate levels of communication with project staff and all external audits have expressed an unmodified opinion on the project’s accounts. Overall, the MTR team concludes the project’s financial management is satisfactory. 
157. The project has experienced no major difficulties in converting its resources into results in a timely and cost-effective manner, except under component 3, where establishing the GHI has been challenging. Overall physical progress of 60 percent has been achieved while spending just 43 percent of the GEF budget and 66 percent of total co-finance allocations to 31/03/2023. Moreover, the project has leveraged USD 19 of co-finance for every GEF US Dollar spent and is spending on average USD78.5/beneficiary, which indicates the project is delivering value for money. As a result, the MTR team concludes the project’s efficiency is satisfactory, but will need more time to deliver all its outputs considering almost 75 percent of the project’s duration has elapsed at 31/03/2023.
158. The project is carrying out its monitoring and reporting duties in line with the requirements of UNEP and TRI and in most cases the quality of the project’s reports were found to be good. The MTR team to concludes the project’s monitoring and reporting is satisfactory, but observes there is inadequate monitoring of qualitative indicators to support learning.        
159. The sustainability of the project’s results and main activities still has question marks due to a lack of adequate risk management integrated into the project’s planning, implementation and monitoring, leading the MTR team to conclude the project’s sustainability is moderately likely. First, the issue of land tenure is a growing source of conflict in the TRD and elsewhere as the effects of climate variability and change increase and force ever larger numbers of transhumance pastoralists into fragile ecosystems such as the TRD to seek grazing land. Second, there is no mechanism in place in the Tana River Basin to ensure the flow rate does not drop below 60 m³/second at Garsen, which the LUP confirms is essential to maintain the Delta’s ecosystem. Moreover, the absence of this mechanism indicates other strategic issues, such as designated livestock grazing and watering points outside the TRD are not adequately assessed. Third, it is unclear how committed decision-makers are to allocating adequate funding for SLM/FLR at the national and sub-national levels, especially while there are major challenges associated with the cost-of-living crisis in the country. Fourth, the abovementioned lack of qualitative monitoring, coupled with inadequate mapping on how restoration must ultimately conserve ecological connectivity within and outside fragile ecosystems, confirms the project is not adequately supporting decision-makers take informed decisions on the upscaling of SLM/FLR/NTFPs. As a result, a large number of decision-makers still consider landscape restoration is achieved by planting trees. Fifth, the development of the GHI has been slow, with difficulties to find investors and markets, partly because it lacks buy-in from national institutions that have experience in business and finance.     
160. Finally, the MTR team identified only minor issues are causing a negative impact on the project’s performance and, therefore, concludes factors affecting performance are satisfactory. These issues include loosely defined outcomes in the project’s design that in some cases are not possible to measure and report and the need to apply UNEP’s ESS Checklist as an integral part of the project’s monitoring plan given SS-4 and SS-9 were found to have been triggered and in need of an adequate response. In addition, the project’s communication strategy is not supporting the development of an effective advocacy campaign designed to win-over decision-makers on the strategic importance of SLM/FLR/NTFPs in establishing a sustainable and resilient economy in rural Kenya.           
Conclusions on UNEP and GEF’s strategic questions 
161. What evidence is present to suggest that the project is assisting on expansion of the PA network in Kenya? The project is making an important contribution to: (i) promoting SLM/FLR through the FOLAREP that is likely to lead to the creation of new protected areas, or expansion of existing ones, especially through the strengthening of their buffer zones; (ii) in the TRD it is supporting the establishment of up to seven community-run conservancies that together will enable the formal establishment of the ICCA covering 116,867 ha. If established the ICCA will cover 71.7 percent of the Ramsar Site established in the TRD in 2012 (see Figure 1), and make a positive contribution to the Ramsar site’s sustainable management by protecting 5,700 ha of dry forest, 35,000 ha of riverine forest and 3,500 ha of mangroves; (iii) stimulating discussions on the creation of new special community marine protected area to support the management of marine areas within and adjacent to the Ramsar Site and which aims to support development of the blue economy in the TRD.       
162. What evidence is available that the project activities regarding enhancing management effectiveness of protected areas and capacity building are enhancing (or are likely to enhance) biodiversity conservation and protection of threatened species and habitats? The establishment of the ICCA foresees the application of the two monitoring frameworks to support the conservation of endangered species of flora and fauna including endemic primates, birds and reptiles through: (i) the application of Species Threat Abatement and Recovery (STAR) assessments; (ii) rapid biodiversity assessments incorporating the Species Information Service (SIS) toolkit from IUCN conducted by taxonomic specialist groups from the Zoology Department of NMK. A number of these assessments (apply time-limit search method) have already taken place producing new data that includes: 195 bird species (2 endemic); 78 species of birds; 103 species of butterflies; 34 species of bees; 15 species of amphibians and reptiles; 25 species of fish; (iii) the application of the KBA assessment in the TRD, which includes the use of the data collected by the abovementioned taxonomic groups to support the development of the IUCN’s Red List in Kenya. In addition, the project can support the updating of data in the TRD to inform the Ramsar Convention on biodiversity trends, as well as make the case for including the TRD in the national Annual Birds Census, which is coordinated by NK. As a result, GoK and institutions such as NK will be able to inform the national and international community on the need to mobilise funds for research and initiatives dedicated to saving endangered species and their habitats in the TRD and, more specifically in the Ramsar site.   
163. What evidence is present to suggest that the project’s interventions in mainstreaming conservation of biodiversity into national planning have minimized the major drivers of biodiversity loss? The establishment of a new legislative framework and governance structure, based on participation and inclusiveness, is already showing positive signs in addressing the following drivers of biodiversity loss in the TRD: 
· Unplanned changes in land-use caused by deforestation, intensive mono-culture and fish farming, over-grazing, urban sprawl;
· The marginalisation of rural communities who lack access to the training, information and resources that they need to initiate the restoration of these unplanned changes in land use;
· Vulnerability to climate variability and change, in particular where nature-based restoration techniques that support adaptive management and in-situ conservation of native species have been established; 
164. The MTR team found more needs to be done to address two other significant drivers of biodiversity loss in the TRD. The first concerns the general lack of land tenure security that has been mentioned in this report and which is often the main cause of unplanned changes in land use and the general degradation of landscapes. Second, there is insufficient research and solutions being identified to remove invasive species that are encroaching on critical habitats in the Delta and buffer areas as highlighted in Output 2.1.3 in Section C. 
 Evaluation Ratings Table
	Criterion* 
	Summary Assessment
	Rating

	A. Strategic Relevance
	
	HS

	1. Alignment to UNEP’s MTS and POW
	Continues to align
	S

	2. Alignment to Donor/GEF strategic priorities
	Continues to align
	S

	3. Relevance to regional, sub-regional and national environmental priorities
	GoK has increased its FLR targets in 2022
	HS

	4. Complementarity with existing interventions
	Complements TRI-ASAL, NK captures co-finance from new projects
	HS

	B. Effectiveness
 
	
	S

	1. Availability of outputs
	Progress on delivering outputs is evident for C1, C2 and C4-5
	S

	2. Achievement of project outcomes 
	Evidence in progress, but outcomes need clarifying
	S

	3. Likelihood of impact 
	More evidence of funding SLM/FLR at scale needed
	MS

	C. Financial Management
	
	HS

	1.Adherence to UNEP’s policies and procedures
	Fully compliant
	HS 

	2.Completeness of project financial information
	Audits confirm compliance
	HS

	3.Communication between finance and project management staff
	Regular contact evident
	S

	D. Efficiency
	The project’s overall physical advance compared to spending of the GEF budget is satisfactory (60% compared to 43% to 31/03/2023). The project is leveraging over USD 19 in co-finance for every GEF US Dollar spent so far and cost-effectiveness in terms of GEF spending/beneficiary currently stands at an estimated USD 78.5/beneficiary.  
	S

	E. Monitoring and Reporting
	
	S

	2. Monitoring of project implementation 
	Compliant with Prodoc
	S

	3.Project reporting
	Compliant with Prodoc
	S

	F. Sustainability**
	
	ML

	1. Socio-political sustainability
	No major risks identified
	L

	2. Financial sustainability
	Funding risks remain
	ML

	3. Institutional sustainability
	No major risks identified, but funding governance not yet clear 
	ML

	G. Factors Affecting Performance and Cross-Cutting Issues

	
	S

	1. Preparation and readiness 


	No major delays at start-up
	S

	2. Quality of project management and supervision

	High aided by NK establishing a Field office 
	S

	3. Stakeholders participation and cooperation 
	High level of trust observed with NK 
	HS

	4. Responsiveness to human rights and gender equity
	No evidence of discrimination
	S

	5. Environmental, social and economic safeguards
	Two SS appear to have been triggered, but not reported
	MS

	6. Country ownership and driven-ness 
	Sense of project ownership is evident at all levels
	S

	7. Communication and public awareness 

	High number of outputs, but not tailored to effective advocacy campaigns for FLR upscaling  
	MS

	Overall Project Rating
	The project is making great efforts to meet it objective, but needs more time to achieve it
	S


GEF Ratings: Highly Satisfactory (HS); Satisfactory (S); Moderately Satisfactory (MS); Moderately Unsatisfactory (MU); Unsatisfactory (U); Highly Unsatisfactory (HU). Sustainability and Likelihood of Impact are rated from Highly Likely (HL) down to Highly Unlikely (HU) and Nature of External Context is rated from Highly Favourable (HF) to Highly Unfavourable (HU).              * Enter each rating into the Weighting of Ratings table to arrive at the rating for each criterion and the overall project rating;      ** The overall rating for Sustainability will be the lowest rating among the three sub-categories);                                                   
Lessons learned
	Lesson Learned #1:
	Applying two TRI projects at the same time in Kenya is proving to be an effective and efficient approach to push the restoration agenda forward at the national and county levels.

	Context/comment:
	Collaboration in areas of mutual interest has been instrumental in producing the FOLAREP, integrating restoration methods and tools into Kenyan institutions and identifying opportunities for knowledge transfer. This is considered good practice to promote TRI throughout the country.


	Lesson Learned #2:
	Project’s that aim at establishing a new governance structure to apply SLM/FLR/NTFPs together with the development of services dedicated to creating bio-enterprises and green industrial parks are in fact promoting two separate projects that need their own budgets, timeframes and different sets of stakeholders to implement them. Overloading five-year projects with too many actions and a relatively small budget (USD 3.34 million) is likely to be counterproductive and, therefore, not considered good practice.    

	Context/comment:
	The TRI-Tana and TRI-ASAL projects include important components dedicated to the establishment of green industrial parks and bio-enterprise developments respectively. Although the idea of these initiatives may seem feasible to create demand for NTFPs produced by the projects’ beneficiary communities, from a business point of view they represent high risk ventures. Thus, unless there are government guarantees, incentives and services in place to reduce these risks, it is unlikely private companies will be willing to invest in these initiatives. However, the establishment of these guarantees, incentives and services are not the same stakeholders supporting the implementation of the restoration process in the TRD.            


	Lesson Learned #3:
	Identifying, valuing and integrating local knowledge and technologies into the restoration process enables rural women to be recognised as knowledge holders (even if they are illiterate) and encourages the establishment low-cost nature-based solutions that CBOs can control, steward and enforce by themselves. This is considered to be good practice for TRI projects.

	Context/comment:
	The project has ambitious SLM/FLR targets that can only be achieved through the active participation of all gender groups, but especially women who are important knowledge holders in areas such as the collection, sorting and planting of seeds. Encouraging women to share their local knowledge stimulates more women to want to impart their knowledge and participate in CBO activities. Furthermore, by stimulating inclusiveness and participation it encourages women figureheads (who are normally educated) to take on decision-making roles through which women’s needs and aspirations can be voiced to develop the local governance structure and transition out of subsistence practices into more sustainable and resilient ones. 


	Lesson Learned #4:
	Promoting SLM/FLR practices centred on the “training of trainers” principle and “learning by doing” exercises that encourage monitoring of SLM/FLR practices using phone apps, empowers CBOs and their local communities to take ownership of the SLM/FLR process and helps shift extension networks to more efficient remote practices. This is considered good practice for TRI projects.

	Context/comment:
	The TRD poses significant logistical challenges that include isolated communities that can only be reached by boat. Project effectiveness and efficiency depends heavily, therefore, on empowering local communities to take control of the restoration process and to monitor it through the latest technologies available.


	Lesson Learned #5:
	The establishment of a field office in the TRD with highly committed staff, has enabled NK to change its image as an “executing agency” to one that is more like a “partner for change”. This approach promotes trust and encourages commitment to SLM/FLR and is considered good practice for TRI projects.

	Context/comment:
	The TRI-Tana’s decision to decentralise its daily operations and the majority of its staff to a field office in the TRD has ensured stakeholders have close and easy access to information, training, advice and resources to support SLM/FLR planning, implementation and monitoring.  This is an essential pre-requisite to delivering efficient and effective restoration activities.


	Lesson Learned #6:
	The TRI-Tana’s communication strategy promotes a lot of information on the restoration process, but has paid insufficient attention to winning over decision-makers to commit funding for SLM/FLR/NTFPs by advocating the economic benefits of restoration.

	Context/comment:
	TRI-Tana Project has some information gaps on the economic and social value of restoring ecological goods and services that has made it harder to secure funding commitments to the restoration process. Consequently, documents such as the PIP are not making a strong case for SLM/FLR among some key sectors (agriculture, tourism, industry, education, finance), based on the premise that restoring and conserving biodiversity, habitats and ecosystems is an investment, rather than a cost for present and future generations.


	Lesson Learned #7:
	The project’s collection of new ground-breaking material on the pollinators demonstrates a need to apply integrated pest and pollinator management in the restoration process, rather than only focusing on the elimination of pests. 

	Context/comment:
	The biodiversity studies conducted by NMK are mainly designed to support monitoring in KBAs and support the application of IUCN’s Red List on endangered species. However, this material is not being used to support learning in KFS, KEFRI, MACCF and KALRO on the importance of conserving pollinators in the TRD.   


	Lesson Learned #8:
	Having in place an all-inclusive PSC that is chaired by a representative from the National Treasury who has work experience in the TRD brings together all actors who have a stake in land management to reduce the duplication of resources and leverage support for more coordinated responses to restoration that can continue beyond the project. This is key for project sustainability and considered good practice for TRI projects.

	Context/comment:
	Establishing effective and sustainable land management in Kenya is complicated by institutions working on sector-based approaches that are poorly coordinated and lack continuity. Establishing multi-sector mechanisms that encourage and facilitate cross-sector dialogue is important to avoid local communities receiving mixed messages when supporting their county governments during the sector and development planning process.  


Recommendations 
	Recommendation #1
	The PSC should consider extending the project for a period of 12 months by way of a no-cost extension in order to recover lost implementation time caused by a combination of the Covid-19 pandemic and the general elections in 2022. At the same time, it should consider including representatives of important line agencies that are currently not actively participating in the PSC, or who do not have a representative. In particular, the MTR team recommends the following institutions be invited to join the PSC/TAC: the Ministry of Lands and Physical Planning (MLPP), the Ministry of Devolution (MoD), the Ministry of Industrialisation, Trade and Enterprise Development (MITED), the WRA.

	Challenge/problem to be addressed by the recommendation:
	The project’s physical progress stands at around 60 percent, but only has just over a year to deliver all its outputs and achieve its objective. This is too short a time to realise around 40 percent of the project outstanding activities. Moreover, the project has only spent 43 percent of the GEF budget to 31/03/2023. Some important government institutions responsible for land administration and use, devolution and enterprise development were also found to be missing in the PSC and in need of addressing to support the project’s sustainability.     

	Priority Level:
	Critical recommendation

	Responsibility:
	NK, UNEP, PSC

	Proposed implementation time-frame:
	By end of July 2023.


	Recommendation #2:
	The Results Matrix should be updated to support monitoring and learning. In particular: (i) the project’s outcomes should be reduced to one main outcome per component that provides greater clarity as to what the project’s outputs under each component are expected to achieve and which can be measured by SMART indicators and the introduction of qualitative indicators that include Knowledge-Attitudes-Practices (KAP) surveys to support learning. To assist this exercise NK and UNEP should consult the assessment of the project’s design in Section B; (ii) targets should be reassessed in accordance with the new implementation plan to be prepared for the extension of the project (if granted); (iii) the Safeguard standards (SS-4 and SS-9) that have been triggered should be reviewed and a mitigation response identified. 

	Challenge/problem to be addressed by the recommendation:
	The project’s proposed outcomes (results) are not adequately clear to enable stakeholders to determine whether the project is on track to meeting its objective and goal. They are also not assessed through qualitative indicators that are designed to detect how far delivering on targets also leads to transformational changes in attitudes and practices. The current situation provides limited scope for learning and internal discussion on determining appropriate responses to achieve results and objectives.

	Priority Level:
	Opportunity for improvement

	Responsibility:
	NK, PSC

	Proposed implementation time-frame:
	By July 2023


	Recommendation #3:
	The project should produce a detailed map at a high resolution (no less than 1:25,000) clarifying with stakeholders the restoration strategy in the TRD that supports the LUP, but also fully secures the ecological connectivity of its biodiversity through the establishment of corridors, preferably in the form of riverine strips in order to avoid future fragmentation of the ecosystem and enhance disaster risk reduction. To promote this approach, the corridors should be subject to a Total Economic Valuation (TEV) study to demonstrate that the creation of ecological corridors represents an efficient and effective way for GoK to advance sub-national, national and international commitments to combatting the effects of climate variability and change, achieve relevant SDGs and uphold GEF’s focal areas and priorities.    

	Challenge/problem to be addressed by the recommendation:
	Conserving ecological connectivity (wildlife corridors and dispersal areas) requires development planning (LUP, CIDP) to work around the corridors identified on the premise that they are not barriers to development, but rather important ecological service providers that are crucial to advancing adaptive processes in major river catchments.

	Priority Level:
	Critical recommendation

	Responsibility:
	NK, UNEP, PSC, County Governments, TDCN

	Proposed implementation time-frame:
	To be completed by September 2023


	Recommendation #4:
	The project should assign a qualified staff member, or short-term consultant specialised in CEAPs, to guide the county governments of TRC and LC on the application of CEAP process in order it incorporates the main recommendations from the ROAM report, plus the recommendations from Recommendation 1.

	Challenge/problem to be addressed by the recommendation:
	The CEAPs is a mandatory sector plan required by law and essential to inform the formulation of the CIDP 2023-2027 in which a budget will be agreed to fund the restoration process during and after the project. The production of CEAPs in TRC and LC is also seen as opportunity to provide a model document that can be used by other county governments to support the out-scaling of the restoration process throughout Kenya.

	Priority Level:
	Critical recommendation

	Responsibility:
	NK, UNEP, PSC, TDCN

	Proposed implementation time-frame:
	To be completed by October 2023


	Recommendation #5:
	The project should conduct a study lead by the PSC Chair to identify an appropriate funding strategy to ensure the governance structure in place in both counties is able to operate in a satisfactory manner to implement SLM/FLR/NTFPs in the TRD and buffer zones.

	Challenge/problem to be addressed by the recommendation:
	Despite significant progress on developing the governance structure for SLM/FLR/NTFPs the funding of this mechanism during the next Parliament remains unclear and cannot be funded exclusively with county government funds given they operate relatively small budgets and are facing funding shortfalls from central government due to several factors including public debt refinancing and the cost-of-living crisis, among others.

	Priority Level:
	Critical recommendation

	Responsibility:
	NK, UNEP, PSC

	Proposed implementation time-frame:
	By the end of September 2023.


	Recommendation #6:
	The development of the Green Heart Project should be put on hold. Instead, the project should consider supporting the cooperatives established in the TRD (i) conduct nationally tender to encourage the private sector to bid for forward contracts in order to kick-start the restoration economy in the TRD as soon as possible; (ii) participate in green business and marketing exchanges to see how the supply chain operates and how it can be shortened to improve profitability. 

	Challenge/problem to be addressed by the recommendation:
	The project is unlikely to have the support and funding to push ahead with the Green Heart Project until it has raised the internal capacity of the cooperatives to produce set quantities of products per week/month/year and which are graded for local, national and export markets. Moreover, local producers of NTFPs and other products in the TRD are not aware of how green supply chains work and need more proactive support from PSC members such as MITED to carry out exchanges to businesses who have Environmental, Social and Governance (ESG) credentials.  

	Priority Level:
	Opportunity for improvement

	Responsibility:
	NK, PSC, MITED

	Proposed implementation time-frame:
	By the end of the next growing season applied by each cooperative. 


	Recommendation #7:
	The PSC should explore the possibility of establishing a framework for inter-basin management of river flows and conservation of riparian corridors in the Tana River Basin, as a potential second phase of the TRI-Tana Project  

	Challenge/problem to be addressed by the recommendation:
	The sustainability of the restoration depends on: (i) the LUP states that in line with environmental flow assessments (EFA), measures are needed to guarantee the flow rate of 60 m³/second, especially considering major new energy and agricultural projects are planned in the upper reaches of the Tana River Basin; (ii) ecological corridors, especially along riparian strips to conserve pollinators and seed distributors.   

	Priority Level:
	Opportunity for improvement

	Responsibility:
	NK, UNEP, PSC and County Governments of TRC and LC

	Proposed implementation time-frame:
	Last quarter of 2023. 


	Recommendation #8:
	The project should prepare knowledge products on activities of global interest to TRI and the international restoration community, such as: (i) the biodiversity assessments conducted by NMK and their support to the development of the IUCN Red List in Kenya; (ii) the development of the Geo-Database that has facilitated remote monitoring and extension on restoration thanks to community members trained to apply applications such as ArcGIS Survey 123.

	Challenge/problem to be addressed by the recommendation:
	Data collection is crucial to learning and supporting informed decision-making, but is costly to collect. As a result, the transformational potential of projects is often lost or unsustainable. The work of NMK is of national and international importance. It has collected data with the support of local communities to demonstrate that research on is crucial to restoration. For example, the study on pollinators throws light in the need to develop effective pest and pollinator management. The TRI-Tana project has also successfully demonstrated that by distributing smart phones to trained members of the community, people, science and government can be connected remotely into networks to exchange data at low cost. This is of significant interest to upscaling SLM/FLR/NTFPs in Kenya and other countries in the TRI community.  

	Priority Level:
	Opportunity for improvement

	Responsibility:
	NK, UNEP, NMK

	Proposed implementation time-frame:
	Last quarter of 2023. 


	Recommendation #9:
	The following technical issues should be addressed: 

(i) Beekeeping: quality control, development of by-products and properties analysis to determine if honey sales can be directed at specific niche markets. It is suggested an exploratory meeting is held with the African Agency for Arid Resources Ltd., based in Nairobi, which has supported the ASAL project in this field and on development of business incubator services; 

(ii) Conduct a meeting with FAO-Kenya and TRI-Tana to explore development of synergies on: a) registration and management of conservancies based on the TRI-ASAL’s work experience in Laikipia and Isiolo Counties; b) identifying joint cooperation on NTFPs such as sale of honey in Nairobi; c) development of an abattoir in Laikipia and in TRC, based on FAO’s expertise and guidelines in this area of livestock management, including:

https://www.fao.org/3/t0034e/T0034E01.htm)

(iii) Distribution of mobile phones to pastoralist community members to track grass seed reproduction and restoration activities and to provide photographic evidence to support learning/extension using ArcGIS Survey 123; 

(iv) Identification of restoration “packages” incorporating trees, shrubs, plants and rainwater water harvesting technologies to enhance resilience around homesteads and schools (covering fodder, fruit, medicinal, cosmetic, construction wood, fencing, firewood, pollinator needs);

(v) Conduct a feasibility study on economic opportunities to develop a) a waste recycling with the private sector to support management of solid waste (a major problem observed in villages such as Kipini and Witu), b) the establishment of a Community-Nature Kenya Reception Research Centre and Boat Tour (with electric motor) at Kipini promoting day trips from Malindi/Lamu to see Sea Eagles and other wildlife

	Challenge/problem to be addressed by the recommendation:
	Specific technical challenges identified during focal group discussions and interviews where opportunities for formal synergies should and could be developed with FAO and the TRI-Tana Project.  

	Priority Level:
	Opportunity for improvement

	Responsibility:
	NK, UNEP, FAO

	Proposed implementation time-frame:
	Over period of 12-18 months from the second half of 2023 


ANNEXES
· nclusions 
Annex I. Response to stakeholder comments

Table 5: Response to stakeholder comments to the MTR draft report presented in June 2023

	Reviewer

(institution)
	Comment

Number
	Section / paragraph number
	Comment/feedback on the draft MTR report (cut and paste relevant text from draft report as appropriate)
	MTR team’s response and actions taken

	Rudolf, Nature Kenya


	1
	Pg 2 Acknowledgement 
	The reviewers would like to express their gratitude to all persons met and who contributed to this review, as listed in Annex 3.

Comment - Change Annex 3 above to read Annex 2. Annex 3 is on documents consulted.  People consulted is under Annex 2.
	Agreed, text has been updated.

	
	2
	Pg 2 Acknowledgement
	The review team would like to thank the project team and in particular Dr Paul Matiku, Executive Director of Nature Kenya – the East Africa Natural Rudolf Nature Kenya History Society and Mr Rudolf Makhanu, the Project Coordinator, for their contribution and collaboration throughout the review process.

Comment - Include Kennedy Olwasi, Ministry of Environment and Climate Change, in the acknowledge. It helps to expressly mention the ministry.

Include George Odera, Project Manager, Tana, Nature Kenya, for contributions and field logistics
	Agreed, the text has been updated to recognise their support explicitly in this section. On reflection we have also included thanks to Philip Kisoyan and his FAO team in Kenya and Kinguru Wahome at MITED for giving his time for an interview after the field visit.

	
	3
	Pg  9 and 10, List of Acronyms
	Comment - Some of the acronyms listed do not appear in the document and need to be removed, such as WIOMSA, WIOSAP, WRI and ROA.  Counter check and remove acronyms that are not part of the document.

Africa is misspelled in the text that explains what ROA is.
	WIOMSA has been removed. WIOSAP has been included in the text (para. 58). WRI is mentioned in the text (para 39, 58 and 113). ROA has been specified (para. 140) and spelling mistake corrected.

Acronyms have been cross-checked and ALAP, AFOLU, CCAMC, FRA, MNPD, REIA have been removed. 

	
	4
	Page 11, Project Partners
	Ministry of Environment Climate Change and Forestry, The National Treasury and Planning, Nature Kenya,  Kenya Forest Research Institute (KEFRI), Kenya Forest Service (KFS), Kenya Wildlife Service (KWS), National Environment Management Authority (NEMA), Kenya Marine and Fisheries Research Institute (KMFRI), Ministry of Tourism and Wildlife, Ministry of Water, Sanitation and Irrigation, Kenya Water Towers Agency (KWTA), National Drought Management Authority, Tana River County Government, Lamu County Government, Kenya Agricultural and Livestock Organization (KALRO),  National Museums of Kenya (NMK), local administration and community-based conservation organizations including Community Forest Associations (CFA), Water Resource Users Association (WRUA), Beach Management Units (BMU), and Village Natural Resource and Land Use Committees (VNRLUC)

Comment - Project partners to be listed under project identification should be those partners as listed in the project document.  It is not all parties taking part in project implementation. You need to refer to the project document. NDMA may not be captured. Others that may not be listed although involved include local administration and community-based conservation organizations including Community Forest Associations (CFA), Water Resource Users Association (WRUA), Beach Management Units (BMU), and Village Natural Resource and Land Use Committees (VNRLUC)

Correct what KALRO stands for in full. It is Kenya Agricultural and Livestock Research Organization

Project scope is National, not Tana.
	The report format requests the partners are taken from the latest PIR (June 2022), but some were missing from the PIR so we added   KEFRI. NDMA and the community organisations have been removed in line with your comment.

	Denvas, Nature Kenya
	5
	Pg 12, Table 1
	In Table 1, on project summary, the USD 24,212,810 

captured as Actual expenditure reported as of 30th June 2022 is co-financing realized. Actual expenditure as of June 2023 is USD 1,515,179 (add this to actual co-finance realized to get the total expenditure)
	We cannot use June 2023 data as the MTR is to 31/03/2023, so instead we have used the PIR-3 data stating actual GEF expenditure of USD 1,111,574 to June 2022. 

Please note all areas in yellow should be completed by NK (see footnote 1), but to assist you most of them were filled in by the MTR team 

	Emily, Nature Kenya
	6
	Pg. 13
	1. Barriers that prevent the Tana Delta from following a more sustainable and resilient path are: Barrier No. (iv) the statement that “there is a lack of information about the economic value of environmental goods and services provided by well managed landscapes and ecosystems, which is important to motivate local communities participate actively in SLM/FLR processes”

Comment - We have the Ecosystems Assessment report for Tana Delta with value of ecosystem goods and services (conducted by Nature Kenya) and the Economics of Ecosystem Services study conducted by Wetlands International. So there is some information available, not “lack of information” as the statement reads 
	This section refers to the project background provided in the Prodoc prepared in 2016-2017 where all five barriers are described (see para. 5). The studies you refer to were conducted shortly after by WI, but has been highlighted later in the report (see para. 51).

	Rudolf, NK
	7
	Pg 20, Paragraph 21
	The ToC provided in Annex VII has been subjected to a second review by the MTR team following its assessment of the comments provided by stakeholders. The revised version has also been used to guide the MTR’s analysis, conclusions and recommendations in this MTR report. In addition, the PMU has stated its intention to use the ToC to guide its work plans as well as its internal monitoring and evaluation system. 

Comment - ToC is provided in Annex VI not VII
	Now para. 43 and 46:

Text has been updated to refer to Annex VI

	
	8
	Pg 23, Para 26
	However, evidence to confirm the project is actively promoting SLM/FLR as a multi-dimensional approach that supports transformational shifts in support of Strategic Objective 4 on climate change mitigation (CCM-4) was less evident. For example, when questioned on this, some interviewees stated that SLM/FLR approaches may support the development of carbon sinks, but were sceptical that this should be promoted to develop carbon trading opportunities on the grounds this market is already saturated. The MTR team found that this situation has not been aided by the lack of adequate use of economic valuation studies conducted on the ecosystem services provided in the TRD. These include the economic activity analysis prepared for the Strategic Environmental Impact Assessment (SEIA) to guide the Land Use Plan prepared in 2014 for the TRD and The Economics of Ecosystem Services study conducted by Wetlands International (WI) in 2016-2017. For example, in the latter the TRD estimated that the Total Economic Value (TEV) of mangroves for the Kipini fishing community alone was estimated to be USD 2.5 million/year.

Comment - Nature Kenya conducted a feasibility assessment of carbon credits trade in Tana Delta following an agreement Nature Kenya entered with EcoAct. Nature Kenya has also engaged an officer dedicated to helping develop carbon trade projects.
	Now para 51 and 52: 

After an exchange of e-mails with NK it has been confirmed the

carbon credit officer was recruited in April 2023, and the feasibility study is an ongoing assessment that is, therefore, not available for the MTR. We can, however, revise the text to mention the recruitment and intention to do the study as well as emphasize the total economic value of natural resources in the TRD is high (considering its DRM value – especially for transhumance pastoralists).

	Meave, KWTA
	9
	Pg 27
	Comment - In assessing the project contribution to the national policy (Page 27), the review can also include County Government Act since the project assisted the counties in area to develop County Spatial Plan and Land Use Policy. The review can also consider the Fisheries Act and Wildlife Act.
	Now para 55 (final bullets):

Agreed, these have been added to the text and an online assessment conducted to outline key elements pertinent to the Tana project. 

Note the Acts have also been included in Annex III.

	Rudolf, NK
	10
	Pg 30, para 35
	A review of the project’s goal (overall objective) indicates a focus on actions (to strengthen integrated natural resource management and restoration of degraded landscapes in the Tana Delta, and systemically scale up best practices and lessons learned to other priority landscapes), rather than focusing on the delivery of national and global environmental benefits in line with national and GEF priorities (Focal Areas) and which are key to establishing and scaling up sustainable and resilient livelihoods in Kenya. The Prodoc also does not specify the project’s purpose (specific objective), which, in line with GEF priorities, is to contribute to achieving Kenya’s international commitments through the restoration, conservation and sustainable use of natural resources in the TDR (in particular, the Bonn Challenge/AFR100, the CBD, the Paris Agreement and Sustainable Development Goals 1, 13, 14 and 15). 

Comment - The outcomes of strengthening integrated natural resource management and restoration of degraded landscapes in the Tana Delta, and systemically scale up best practices definitely leads delivery of national and global environmental benefits in line with national and GEF priorities (Focal Areas) and which are key to establishing and scaling up sustainable and resilient livelihoods in Kenya.
	Now para. 61: 

We partially agree with the comment, but still consider the outcome should avoid referring to actions (NRM/FLR) and focus more the delivery of improvements in GEBs. The text has been partially modified.



	
	11
	Pg 37, para 47
	Output 1.2.2: Landscape restoration and sustainable land management mainstreamed into county budgetary processes. Progress in allocating specific funding for SLM/FLR in county budgetary processes has been moderately unsatisfactory to date. According to the latest Progress Implementation Report to June 2022, public funding for SLM/FLR initiatives has been low in the CIDP 2018-2022.  For example, in TRC only USD 18,500 was allocated for restoration activities, while in LC, USD 82,500 was assigned. This situation is largely because the national and county legislative framework for SLM/FLR was not in place to ensure a percentage of the county budget goes to SLM/FLR actions. The Covid-19 pandemic between 2020 and 2021, together with the general elections in 2022, have contributed to this situation, in particular slowing down the finalisation of the FOLAREP 2022-2027, which is needed to guide the county governments on the integration of SLM/FLR in the CEAPs. Moreover, the CEAPs are needed to inform the elaboration of the CIDPs for 2023-2027. In LC, this has been compounded by the abovementioned inoperability of the CEC. In TRC interviewees confirm the main challenge on mainstreaming funding for SLM/FLR is the general lack of financial resources and the need for capacity building of the County Finance and Economic Planning Committee. This Committee is responsible for chairing meetings on the CIDP’s budgetary allocations, but has limited capacity on funding key SLM/FLR actions, such as extension services or biodiversity monitoring.
Comment - Key subsectors within the wider environment sector lack policies, which usually inform budget allocation. Priority for the project was to support county governments put in place requisite policies that contains restoration targets, as well as  legislations. This has now been accomplished with Lamu County launching six policies in May 2023. This has influenced increased budgetary allocation as can be confirmed by the attached 2023-2027 County Integrated Development Plan for Lamu, that was endorsed in July 2023. When the project started in 2019, existing 2018-2022 CIDPs had already been endorsed, hence the project could not influence them. The attached 2023-2027 CIDP for Lamu, whose budget the TRI project has influenced, had not been endorsed when the draft MTR report for Tri Tana was released. For Lamu County, Ksh. 800.3M is allocated to Natural Resources Management in support of forests, wetlands, wildlife, and rangelands conservation,  Climate Change mitigation and adaptation is allocated Ksh.800M, and Environmental management program is allocated Ksh.3,209 Million.
	Now para 72:

This is a positive development, but we were assessing to 31/03/2023 and agreed to take into account data and findings collected during the field trip to May 2023. We can’t extend the MTR scope. Instead, we can briefly mention the intention to increase the budget and specify the estimated amount in a footnote.

Note: the true level of funding will depend on the General Assembly’s decision and should be reviewed in the end of project evaluation (to determine actually how much was invested in NRM by the County Governments). 

	Dr. David Mirera, KEMFRI
	12
	pg 67 para 125 
	I’m not sure if the MTR understands what invasive means in environmental sense. Tilapia has its origin in Africa and Kenya and can never be invasive anywhere in Kenya waters. Tana river flows through several counties before it finally enters Tana delta. In all these areas there is abundance of tilapia in the river. So what make its invasive in Tana delta and not in the areas where the tana river originates from. 

NB: In short the assumption is out of miss information on the origin and presence of Tilapia in Kenyan waters.

See an extract from one of my published papers (Tilapines are freshwater fish that are native to Africa but have been introduced to many tropical, sub-tropical and temperate regions of the world and are commercially accepted for aquaculture and development of the economy (FAO, 2004; Pillay & Kutty, 2005; Lutz et al., 2010; Qiang et al., 2013; Ninh et al., 2014; Ridha, 2014).
	Now para. 97 and 150:

Point taken. We will remove mention of invasive species as it is indeed factually incorrect. 

What we were trying to do here is to assess the risk better by stating that if the Tilapia (we understood they are the Nile species) escape in floods they may eat up the indigenous species that were identified by NMK, thus causing biodiversity loss. 



	Eva, Nature Kenya
	13
	63
	(iv) completed the land survey and development plan for the industrial estate proposed at Garsen and secured its approval by the TRC’s Minister for Lands in 2022.

(v) In total 20 Investors have been identified and profiled. 11 have shown interest and discussions are on going. These include: Milly fruit processors, Simlaw seeds, Frankly fresh Juice, Frigoken Limited, SAFA, Green connect, Apiculture Ventures, Vesteguard, Olvea Company, Equator Limited, Kumbatia sea food.

 vi) a market center/shop has been established in Minjila where green value products are being sold.
	Now para. 88: 

These points have been added to the text, but we will not mention dates as I believe these points refer to June-July 2023?

	Paul Gacheru, NK
	14
	64
	Output 3.1.2: Innovative and transformative financing mechanisms and incentives developed and coordinated at the national, county, and local level to enhance landscape restoration at scale. Progress under this output has been moderately unsatisfactory, because it remains largely unclear how the green industrial estates will be funded in the TRD

Comment- Part of the innovative and transformative financing mechanisms we have been exploring is on Carbon. Progress has been made in partnership with company like EcoAct where we have reached level of carrying out feasibility study which need financial injection to carry out this study. Overall, TRD has a viable business case for carbon project like REDD etc. 
	Now para. 65: 

We are talking about new developments in June and July. We can’t extend further the MTR report, but we can say they are planned to take place in June. The text has been updated and we can drop “moderately unsatisfactory” for moderately satisfactory on the account the study is planned.



	Rudolf, NK
	15
	Pg 67
	SS-9: Economic Sustainability. Will the proposed project likely bring immediate or short‐term net gain to the local communities or countries at the risk of generating long‐term economic burden?  The project is promoting Tilapia fish farming that could release an invasive species into the Ramsar site. Measures to prevent this have not been addressed. Similarly, the project is promoting rice, maize and sunflower as short-term food crops at the expense of local varieties that are known to be more drought resilient such as sorghum, pearl millet, finger millet, cowpea, pigeon pea and beans, among others. This should be mitigated with the support of KALRO and ICRISAT.   

Comment - KMFRI is the lead technical government institute guiding on aquaculture. Nature Kenya has engaged KMFRI who provides technical guidance on aquaculture. Selection of Tilapia was as advised by KEFRI, whose guidance is that Tilapia is not invasive, and the manner in which it is being farmed does not have a risk of being invasive 
	Agreed. In line with KEMFRI’s comments we have dropped the term invasive species, but still wish to flag the threat to indigenous fish species identified by NMK should be mitigated.



	
	16
	136
	What evidence is available that the project activities regarding enhancing management effectiveness of protected areas and capacity building are enhancing (or are likely to enhance) biodiversity conservation and protection of threatened species and habitats?

Comment- We can include review and Update of TRD Ramsar Information. Inclusion of TRD in the national Annual Water Birds Census schedule coordinated by NMK.
	Now para. 138 

Agreed, this has been included in the text.

	
	17
	137
	What evidence is available that the project activities regarding enhancing management effectiveness of protected areas and capacity building are enhancing (or are likely to enhance) biodiversity conservation and protection of threatened species and habitats? The establishment of the ICCA will include the application of the two monitoring frameworks to support the conservation of endangered species of flora and fauna including endemic primates, birds and reptiles through: (i) the application of Species Threat Abatement and Recovery (STAR) assessments; (ii) rapid biodiversity assessments incorporating the Species Information Service (SIS) toolkit from IUCN conducted by taxonomic specialist groups from the Zoology Department of NMK. A number of these assessments (apply time-limit search method) have already taken place producing new data that includes: 195 bird species (2 endemic); 78 species of birds; 103 species of butterflies; 34 species of bees; 15 species of amphibians and reptiles; 25 species of fish; (iii) the application of the KBA assessment in the TRD, which includes the use of the data collected by the abovementioned taxonomic groups to support the development of the IUCN’s Red List in Kenya. Through this data GoK and institutions such as NK will be able to inform the national and international community to mobilise funds for research and initiatives dedicated to saving endangered species and their habitats.   
Comment - Also include the review and Updating of TRD Ramsar Information, which Nature Kenya supported partner organizations to undertake, and the fact that TRD is among the sites where national Annual Water Birds Census is undertaken coordinated by NMK.
	This has been included in para. 138.

	
	18
	Pg 60, Para 106
	Unlike, the TRI-ASAL Project, the TRI Tana project does have a focal point within the National Treasury, who acts as the PSC Chair and who significant knowledge and work experience on land use planning and adaptation to climate change in the TRD. Consequently, the project has an opportunity to receive guidance and support on: (i) how to identify funding for SLM/FLR/NTFP activities from, for example, the Green Climate Fund (GCF); (ii) assessing financial incentives and fiscal breaks to stimulate the production of sustainable NTFPS and promote their “green” certification to increase their added-value. On this latter issue there is also an opportunity to enhance information exchange with other TRI projects supporting green development, such as TRI-ASAL in Kenya and the Project in Sao Tome and Principe (TRI-STP Project), where the Central Bank is committed to introducing a “National Green Code of Conduct” to support investment in the restoration economy.  

Comment - 1st line, insert the word “poses” between “who” and “significant”.
	Now para. 131

Agreed. Text has been modified.

	
	19
	Pg 60, Para 107
	Finally, the development of income streams at the sub-national level has not been adequately assessed by the project. In particular, no studies have been conducted on the development of fiscal measures or PES schemes to raise funds for SLM/FLR/NTFPs. However, the TRI-ASAL project has demonstrated that the Total Economic Valuation (TEV) study of the Mount Kulal Biosphere Reserve stores around 24.1 million tCO2eq that had a carbon market value of over USD 103 million (KES 11.4 billion) over 30 years in December 2020. 

Comment - The project conducted feasibility for carbon trade in partnership with EcoAct, and carried out a study on Ecosystem Services Assessment 
	Now para. 132. The text has been updated to reflect previous comments and highlight better the significance of the TEV study in Mount Kulal. 

	Patrick Gwada (KMFRI)
	20
	12
	Has this political will been translated into a policy paper or program design that can be cited? I don’t think so
	The FOLAREP is understood to be the main legislation to support implementation of the Forestry and Land Restoration Acceleration Programme

	
	21
	59
	Biodiversity conservation measures are not coming out well, especially for the aquatic resources. What I’m seeing is livelihood support from fish farming only. I think there is an inventory of aquatic resources and their conservation status held at NMK for TRD
	The inventory of aquatic resources (fish amphibians) is mentioned in para. 162. 

	
	22
	65
	This output targets involvement of county-based extension services. However, National institutions (e.g., KEFRI, KEMFRI, KALRO) are listed in this category. Improve communication is suggested
	Now para 90: 

This is an important observation. A large part of the paragraph has been updated according to your comment.


Annex II. People consulted during the Review

Table 5: People consulted during the Review
	Organization
	Name
	Position
	Sex

	Stakeholders based in Nairobi

	Nature Kenya (Executing Agency)
	Dr. Paul Matiku
	Director
	M

	
	Rudolf Makhanu
	Project Coordinator
	M

	
	Denvas Gekonde
	Finance Manager
	M

	
	Emily Mateche
	Policies and advocacy Manager
	F

	
	Eva Nyagahiga, 
	Enterprise Development Officer, Green Heart Initiative  
	F

	
	Paul Gacheru, 
	Manager, species and sites
	M

	
	Carol Kabilu
	Programmes Support Manager
	F

	UNEP
	Daniel Pouakouyou
	GEF Task Manager
	M

	
	Victoria Luque
	Global Environment Facility Portfolio Coordinator
	F

	
	Johan Robinson
	GEF Portfolio Manager
	M

	
	George Saddimbah
	GEF Fund Management Officer
	M

	
	Jonathan Gheyssens
	
	

	Food Agricultural Organization (FAO)
	Meshack Muga
	PSC member, Project Coordinator of TRI-ASAL Project
	M

	
	Patrick Mugi
	M&E Expert of the TRI-ASAL Project
	M

	
	Elijah Mboko
	Bio-enterprise and extension expert
	M

	National Treasury and planning
	Peter Odhengo
	PSC Co chair, TAC
	M

	Ministry of Environment, Climate Change & Forestry
	Kennedy Olwasi
	National GEF Focal point, Co-chair Project Steering Committee (PSC)
	M

	
	Agness Yobterik
	National GEF Focal point, Director, programs, projects and strategic initiatives
	F

	National Environment Management Authority 
	Charles Lange
	PSC and TAC member, NEMA lead responsible for steering
	M

	Kenya Forest Research Institute (KEFRI)
	Musingo Mbuvi
	 Member of PSC and TAC. Provides training to CFAs
	M

	Kenya Forest Service
	James Mwangombe
	Member of PSC and TAC
	M

	
	George Tarus
	Senior Forest Conservator and Lead on FOLAREP with NK
	M

	
	Rose Akombo
	Former Lead, FOLAREP. 
	F

	Kenya Marine Fisheries Research Institute (KEMFRI)
	Patrick Gwada
	Member of PSC and TAC, KEMFRI is providing technical support to TRI Tana project in implementation of aquaculture activities
	M

	
	Dr Miera
	Specialist who has provided technical assistance and training on aquaculture in the TRD
	M

	National Museums of Kenya
	Dickens Odeny
	PSC member, NMK lead in providing technical support on GIS for mapping 
	M

	
	Dr. Esther Kioko
	Lead on supporting TRI Tana project in biodiversity surveys in Tana Delta
	F

	
	Paul Muoria
	Head of Department, Zoology Science advisor to Nature Kenya, Lead consultant in the development of Ecosystem Services Assessment of TRD, consultant in development of Forest Policy and FLR policy for TRC and LC
	M

	Kenya Wildlife Service
	Margaret Mosse
	Chief Licensing Officer, provides technical support for establishment of conservancies
	M

	Ministry of Industrialization, trade and Enterprise Development
	King'uru Wahome
	Member of PSC, Deputy Director, contact person for green value chains development 
	M

	Principal of Planning Green Futures
	Peter Nelson
	Was lead consultant in development of Tana Land Use Plan and provides advisory support on the planning and implementation of Tana Green Heart Project.
	M

	Kenya · Country Manager · Fauna & Flora International
	Serah Munguti
	Formerly Advocacy manager for Nature Kenya, with extensive institutional memory of Nature Kenyas work in Tana, and played lead role in development and kick off of TRI Tana project
	M

	Private consultant on SEA
	John Nyangena
	Part of the lead team that facilitated the preparation of SEA of TRD at the same time the LUP was prepared in 2014. Provides technical services supporting the GHI Investors’ Development Guidelines.
	M

	Stakeholders based in the Tana River County

	Nature Kenya (Field Office)
	George Odera
	Project Field Office Coordinator
	M

	
	Jennifer Adero
	Livelihoods Development Officer
	F

	
	Ibrahim Hassin
	Community Mobilisation Extension Officer
	M

	
	Bonface Musuoka
	Agriculture Extension Officer
	M

	
	Magda Owiti
	Enterprise Office
	F

	County Commission Office
	John Kipsiwa
	Deputy County Commissioner
	M

	Tana River County Government
	Mwanajuma Hiribae
	Acting County Secretary and member of the Tana River County Planning Advisory Committee 
	F

	Tana Delta Conservation Network
	Omara Bocha
	Chairlady of the TDCN and mobiliser of community participation in the project
	F

	Ozi Community Forest Association
	Joka Omar Mwana (focal group meeting with members)
	Chairman of the BMU
	M

	Kipini Community Forest Association
	Islam Abdalla (focal group meeting with members)
	Chairman of the CFA
	M

	Chara Community Forest Association
	Ali Tambo
	Chairman of the CFA
	M

	Nduru Village Natural Resource & Land Use Committee 
	Abdalla Rhova & Mohamed Gobu (focal group meeting with members)
	Co-Chairs for Pokomo and Orma Community Members
	M

	Back to Eden Water Resources User Assoc.
	Focal Group meeting with female members
	Members of the WRUA
	F

	Tana County Green Heart Committee
	Mwanajuma Hiribae (focal group meeting with members) 
	County Secretary presides the Committee that includes delegates from the following departments of the County Government: Forestry, Agriculture, Physical Planning, Economic Development, Land Administration and others
	F

	Stakeholders based in Lamu River County

	Council of Governors
	H.E. Issa Abdalla Timamy and H.E Raphael Munyua
	Governor and Deputy Governor of LC
	M

	Lamu County Government
	Ali Abbas
	County Secretary
	M

	Witu Water Resource Users Association
	Yusuf Hassan (focal group meeting with members)
	Chairman of the WRUA
	M

	Kenya Forest Research Institute
	Emmanuel Karissa
	Research Scientist on Forest Ecology, provided training on mangrove restoration
	M

	Kenya Forest Service
	Peter Mwangi
	Chief County Forest Conservator
	M

	Lamu County Government
	Barrak Azziri
	County Government Environmental Health Officer
	M

	
	
	
	


Annex III. Key Documents Consulted

Project planning and reporting documents

1. Project Document and Appendices (ProDoc)

2. Budget and Expenditure Reports (12/06/2019 to 31/03/2023) 

3. Project Implementation Reports and Annexes for years ending 30/06/2020, 30/06/2021 and 30/06/2022.
4. Project Semi-annual Progress Reports for UNEP to 31/12/2019, 30/06/2020, 31/12/2020, 30/06/2021, 31/12/2021, 30/062022.
5. Annual Audit Reports for years ending 2019, 2020, 2021
6. The Restoration Annual Reviews: 2019, 2020 and 2021
7. Tana River Delta: Business case and Investment rationale for the Green Heart Project (Pre-publication draft, 2020).
8. Annual Work Plans and Budgets to 30/06/2020, 30/06/2021 and 30/06/2022.
Reference documents

9. Nature Kenya: Land Use Plan for the Tana River Delta (2014). Available at:

https://drive.google.com/file/d/15fjBuy2B2PZwhHIaPRqs-29I6KOtN3Zk/view 
10. Nature Kenya: Tana River Green Heart Investment Brochure (2023). Available at:
https://naturekenya.org/wp-content/uploads/2023/06/Investment-Brochure-FINAL.pdf 
11. Nature Kenya: The wetlands of Kenya (2023). Available at: 

12. https://naturekenya.org/2023/01/
13. Nature Kenya: Our Work: Connecting Nature and People for a sustainable future (2022). Available at: https://naturekenya.org/our-work/ 

14. Nature Kenya: Lower Tana Delta Indigenous and Community Conserved Area Ecosystem Services Assessment (2021).
15. Nature Kenya: Summary Factsheet: Tana Delta ROAM (2023).
16. Nature Kenya: Final report on the Forest and Landscape Restoration Opportunities in the Tana River Delta (2023). 
17. Nature Kenya: Key Biodiversity Areas – Status and Trends 2021, 2020 and 2019. 
18. Nature Kenya: Field Progress Report on Restoration through establishment of pasture seed banks (2023).
19. Nature Kenya: Taxa summary report (2022).
20. Nature Kenya: Tree species suitable for restoration in the Tana Delta Ecosystem (2020).
21. Nature Kenya: Tana River Delta – Lessons learned from Nature |Kenya work 20117-2014 (2015).
22. Nature Kenya/UNEP: Sustainable living in rural villages – a guide for village natural resource managers (2021).
23. UNEP. Adopting a Human Rights-based Approach to Ecosystem-based Adaptation: A Contribution to Sustainable Development (2022). Available at: https://wedocs.unep.org/handle/20.500.11822/41325 
24. UNEP. Ecosystem Restoration for people, nature and climate (2021). Available at: 

https://wedocs.unep.org/bitstream/handle/20.500.11822/36251/ERPNC.pdf 
25. UNEP. For people and planet: the United Nations Environment Programme strategy for 2022–2025 to tackle climate change, loss of nature and pollution. Addendum: Programme of work for the biennium 2022-2023, January 2022. Available at: https://wedocs.unep.org/bitstream/handle/20.500.11822/35087/Doc%205-3Add1K2002827.pdf?sequence=3 
26. FAO: Prodoc of the project: Restoration of arid and semi‐arid lands (ASAL) of Kenya through bio‐enterprise development and other incentives under The Restoration Initiative (2018).
27. FAO: Mid-term Review of the project: Restoration of arid and semi‐arid lands (ASAL) of Kenya through bio‐enterprise development and other incentives under The Restoration Initiative (2022). 
28. FAO: Framework for Environmental and Social Management (2022). Available at: 
https://www.fao.org/3/cb9870en/cb9870en.pdf 
29. GoK. The County Governments Act (2012). Available at: 
http://www.parliament.go.ke/sites/default/files/2017-05/CountyGovernmentsAct_ No17of2012_1.pdf 

30. GoK. The Fisheries and Development Act (2016). Available at: 
http://kenyalaw.org:8181/exist/rest/db/kenyalex/Kenya/Legislation/English/Acts%20and%20Regulations/F/Fisheries%20Management%20and%20Development%20Act%20-%20No.%2035%20of%202016/docs/FisheriesManagementandDevelopmentAct35of2016.pdf 

31. GoK. The Wildlife Conservation and Management Act (2013). Available at:

http://kenyalaw.org/kl/fileadmin/pdfdownloads/Acts/WildlifeConservationandManagement%20Act2013.pdf  
32. The National Treasury and Planning. Financing Locally-led Climate Action Programme (FLLoCCA), June 2020. Available at: 
https://www.treasury.go.ke/wp-content/uploads/2021/03/ToR-for-the-Development-of-the-ASSA-Manual-Cleared-by-WB-June-2020.pdf 
33. KWS: Conserving Connectivity – Protecting Wildlife Corridors and Dispersal Areas in Kenya. Available at: https://www.kws.go.ke/file/2518/download?token=2KHCH-7r 
34. Ministry of Agriculture, Livestock, Fisheries and Cooperatives. Range Management and Pastoralism Strategy 2021-2031. Available at: 
https://kilimo.go.ke/wp-content/uploads/2021/06/RANGE-MANAGEMENT-AND-PASTORALISM-STRATTEGY.pdf 
35. Kenya Wildlife Conservation Association. Establishing Wildlife Conservancy in Kenya (2015). Available at: https://sgp.undp.org/all-documents/country-documents/911-establishing-a-wildlife-conservancy-in-kenya/file.html#:~:text=By%2Dlaws%20for%20Board%20elections,making%20and%20Benefit%20Distribution%20Plan.&text=Register%20your%20Conservancy%20through%20your,recognised%20as%20a%20land%2Duse.&text=Apply%20for%20Wildlife%20User%20Rights%20through%20the%20CWCCC%20%26%20County%20KWS%20Warden. 
36. Kenya Wildlife Conservation Association: Wildlife Migratory Corridors and Dispersal Areas (2017). Available at: 

https://kwcakenya.com/wp-content/uploads/2018/01/Report-on-Wildlife-Corridors-and-Dispersal-Areas-Final-July-2017.pdf 
37. Ministry of Devolution and Arid and Semi-Arid Lands: County Governance Toolkit - An Information Guide on County Governance for Citizen, County Officials, and Practitioners (2020). Available at: https://countytoolkit.devolution.go.ke/process/planning/county-integrated-development-plan-cidp
38. Lamu County Government: County Forest and Landscape Restoration Action Plan (LAMU- FOLAREP) 2021-2030.
39. Lamu County Government: Lamu County Forest Policy (2023).
40. Wetlands International: Kenya’s Tana Delta: maintaining biodiversity for people and ecosystems (2015). Available at: 

https://www.wetlands.org/casestudy/kenyas-tana-delta-maintaining-biodiversity-for-people-and-ecosystems/ 

41. Tree Nation: Kenya Commits to plant 15 billion tress to achieve 30% tree cover by 2032 (2022). Available at: 

https://tree-nation.com/projects/save-the-aberdare-forest/article/21147-kenya-commits-to-plant-15-billion-trees-to-achieve-30-tree 

42. Key Biodiversity Areas: Tana River Delta, Kenya, Factsheet (2004). Available at:

https://www.keybiodiversityareas.org/site/factsheet/6412 

43. Green Climate Fund: Republic of Kenya (2023). Available at: 
https://www.greenclimate.fund/countries/kenya 
44. Climate Investment Funds: CIF Funding (2023). Available at: https://www.cif.org/cif-funding 
45. World Bank: Kenya moves to locally led climate action (2021).. Available at:
https://blogs.worldbank.org/nasikiliza/kenya-moves-locally-led-climate-action 

46. Central Bank of Kenya: Inflations Rates (2019-2023). Available at: https://www.centralbank.go.ke/inflation-rates/ 
47. County Government of Laikipia: County Formulating Measures To Protect Environment (2020). Available at: 
https://laikipia.go.ke/902/county-formulating-measures-protect-environment/ 

48. Ramsar Convention: Tana River Delta Ramsar Site (2012). Available at:
https://rsis.ramsar.org/ris/2082 
49. Science Direct: Assessing the relationship between land tenure issues and land cover changes around the Arabuko Sokoke Forest in Kenya (2020). Available at:
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0264837719309019 
50. ICRISAT: Drought-tolerant crops to the rescue in Kenya (2019). Available at: https://www.icrisat.org/drought-tolerant-crops-to-the-rescue-in-kenya/ 
ANNEX IV.  Financial Management
Table 6: Summary of financial management capacity

	Financial management components
	Rating
	Evidence/Comments

	1. Adherence to UNEP’s policies and procedures
	HS
	Audits confirm adherence

	Evidence of shortcomings in the project’s adherence to UNEP/GEF policies and procedures 
	None
	UNEP has a robust working relationship with NK

	2. Completeness of project financial information
	HS
	All expenditure reports are compliant with UNEP’s rules

	Provision of key documents to MTR team:
	HS
	Finance documents were presented to MTR team in the inception phase.

	A. Project Budget including co-funding 
	Yes
	Provided on request in field phase

	B. Revisions to the budget
	N/A
	-

	C. All relevant project legal agreements
	Yes
	Provided on request

	D. Proof of fund transfers
	No
	Not requested but cross-checked during the field phase in NK’s office

	E. Proof of co-financing (cash and in-kind)
	Yes
	Provided on request in field phase. GoK co-funding agencies were interviewed, but not from projects (EU-REBUILD, Darwin Initiative).  

	F. Provision of quarterly expenditure reports
	Yes
	Most recent to 31/03/2023 was provided on request in field phase 

	G. Copies of any completed audits and management responses
	Yes
	Provided in the inception phase

	H. Any other financial information that was required for this project.
	Yes
	Six-monthly reports requested to assess activities against expenditure

	3. Communication between finance and PMU staff
	S
	Financial information is transmitted regularly to accounts team applying standard accounting rules

	Project Coordinator’s level of awareness of the project’s financial status.
	S
	Good knowledge on spending, balances, funding needs, timelines.

	Finance Officer’s knowledge of project progress/status when disbursements are done
	S
	Provided a breakdown of spending of GEF funds at short notice.

	Capacity of Finance Officer and Project Coordinator to identify and resolve financial management and funding issues.
	S
	Weekly meetings are held to iron out financial and funding issues. No major funding delays were identified  

	Level of communication between by Finance Officer and PMU staff during the preparation of financial and progress reports
	S
	Project Coordinator visits field team each month. Meets with Finance Officer to prepare financial reports.   


Annex V. Brief CV of the ReviewerS
Name: Warren Olding (international consultant and lead)
	Profession
	Environmental Planner specialising in the sustainable and resilient rural development in developing countries

	Nationality
	British

	Country experience
	· Europe: European Commission/Belgium, Azerbaijan, Armenia, Belarus, Finland, Georgia, Italy, Moldova, Montenegro, North Macedonia, Norway, Ukraine. 

· Africa: Algeria, Central African Republic, Egypt, Kenya, Malawi, Morocco, Rwanda, Sao Tome and Principe, Tunisia.
· Americas: Bolivia, Brazil, Chile, Colombia, Costa Rica, Ecuador, El Salvador, Guatemala, Honduras, Mexico, Nicaragua, Panama, Paraguay, Peru, Venezuela, Barbados, Belize, Dominican Republic, Jamaica, St. Lucia.
· Asia: Bangladesh, China, India, Indonesia, Laos, Myanmar, Pakistan (homebased), Philippines, Sri Lanka, Thailand, 
· Oceania: None

	Education
	· Master of Arts in Environmental Planning, University of Nottingham


Short biography

Mr. Olding is an independent consultant with over 30 years work experience dedicated to sustainable and resilient rural development. After completing his Master’s Degree in Environmental Planning in 1990, he worked for the Technical Unit for Latin America of the European Commission where rose to manage a project portfolio of integrated rural development and NRM projects worth over EUR 200 million. He has been the project director of three long-term projects in Ecuador, Sri Lanka and St. Lucia where he delivered significant results in terms of capacity and institutional building. These included project cycle management in Ecuador, restoration of irrigation schemes under new water management and agro-ecological practices, coupled with the creation of two farmer companies, in Sri Lanka, and supporting the Government of St. Lucia introduce new legislation and actions supporting spatial planning, forest reserve and coastal zone management, sustainable agriculture, introduction of renewable energy and solid waste management. He has provided many medium/short-term technical services involving studies, assessments and external reviews to guide line agencies in the developing world on enhancing their capacity to protect fragile ecosystems through adaptive governance, resilience, and disaster risk reduction measures. Among his achievements are the publication of the State of the Environment Report 2013: Jamaica and presenting findings on the benefits of in-situ conservation of agro-biodiversity in China, Peru, Chile, Algeria, Tunisia and the Philippines at Seventh Session of the Governing Body of the International Treaty on Plant Genetic Resources for Food and Agriculture. Since 2020, he has been engaged in the mid-term review of four of the five projects implemented by FAO under The Restoration Initiative funded by GEF in Pakistan, Sao Tome and Principe, Kenya and the Central African Republic, where he has provided valuable recommendations to the projects’ main stakeholders.    
Key specialties and capabilities cover:

· Project design

· Project implementation and portfolio management 

· Head of Technical Assistance in long, medium and short-term projects 

· Short-term expert on delivering sustainable and resilient rural development 
· External evaluation, mid-term reviews and monitoring (including Results-Oriented Monitoring ROM-EU)

Selected assignments and experiences
Independent reviews/evaluations (over the last decade):

· Mid-term Reviews of projects funded by GEF under The Restoration Initiative (TRI) and implemented by UN-FAO is the Central African Republic (2023), Kenya (2022), Sao Tome and Principe (2021), Pakistan (2021).
· Evaluation of Swiss Development Cooperation’s contribution to Climate Change Adaptation and Mitigation globally from 2015 to 2021 (2021-2022);
· Mid-term reviews (homebased) of GEF-funded projects implemented by FAO in China between 2020 and 2022: 1) Demonstration of Estuarine Biodiversity Conservation, Restoration and Protected Area Networking in China, funded by GEF (2022); 2) Piloting provincial-level wetland protected area system in Jiangxi Province (2021); 2) Sustainable Forest management to enhance the resilience of forests to climate change in China (2020); 3) A new green line: mainstreaming biodiversity conservation objectives and practices into China’s water resources management policy and planning (2020).
· Country Strategy and Programme Evaluation (CSPE) of IFAD’s credit and non-credit portfolio in Ecuador (2009-2019) managed by the Independent Office of Evaluation.
· Real-time evaluation (2016-2017) of Norway’s International Climate and Forest Initiative (NICFI) including support to Norad conduct an international conference on: “Lessons learned and recommendations for future programming of NICFI”.
· Advisor/reviewer to Oxfam GB (2015-2016) to develop its corporate strategy on sustainable agriculture to enhance food security and inclusive markets.
· Mid-term evaluation (2014-2015) of the Marine Resources Conservation Project in the Mesoamerican Reef, funded by KfW and implemented through the MAR Fund. 
· Final Evaluation (2014) of the GEF-funded initiative: Globally Important Agricultural Heritage Systems, implemented in six pilot countries in Africa, Asia and Latin America.
· Adviser/reviewer (2013-2014) for IFAD’s Environment and Climate Division supporting the integration of adaptation into the design of new projects (using climate finance provided by the Adaptation of Smallholder Agriculture Programme (ASAP).
· Mid-term evaluation (2013) “Inle Lake Conservation and Rehabilitation Project” funded by MFA- Norway, implemented by UNDP and executed by MOECAF.
· Final evaluation (2013) of the Conservation and Sustainable Development Programme in Three Protected Areas funded by Finland under the Debt Swap Agreement.
· Final and mid-term evaluations (2010 & 2012) of the Regional Programme to Reduce Vulnerability and Environmental Degradation (PREVDA) financed by the EU.
Name: Geoffrey Wahungu (national consultant)
	Profession
	 Ecologist

	Nationality
	 Kenyan

	Country experience
	· Americas: United states of America, Canada

· Africa: Kenya, Burkina Faso, South Sudan, South Africa, 

· Oceania: Australia

	Education
	· PhD (Ecology) (Griffith), MSc, BSc (Moi)


Prof. Wahungu is a renowned environmental management and conservation consultant in Kenya and in the East African region. He holds a PhD in Ecology from the Australian School of Environmental Studies, Griffith University. He has consulted for over twenty-five years in training, planning, monitoring, review, enterprise and management of natural resources.  He has taught in Universities in Kenya, USA, Canada, and Sweden. Wahungu has carried out research and published widely in Ecology and conservation. He served for seven years as the Director General of the National Environment Management Authority (NEMA KENYA) dealing mainly on environmental regulation, policy and governance. He is a member of the Environment Institute of Kenya. 

Key specialty and capabilities cover:
· Sustainable environmental Management
· Climate Change and Resource Monitoring
· Environmental Policy
· Waste Management
· Natural Resource Based Enterprises
· Community resource conservation and development
· Environment Impact Assessment

· Restoration and remediation

· Research and Review

Selected assignments and experiences:

Climate Change Adaptation and Environmental Management Plans Developed

· June – August 2014 Development of Kitenden corridor and conservation area plan, Amboseli Ecosystem area, IFAW, Nairobi. (Lead Consultant)
· 2010 (March)- May 2011: ADC (Agricultural Development Corporation) Mutara Ranch Management Plan: African Wildlife Foundation/Agricultural Development Corporation/Chester House Ltd. (Lead Consultant)

· 2009 (Dec) -2010 (June). Development of the General Management Plan for Lake Naivasha Basin and Catchment Funded by WWF/LNRA. (Lead Consultant)

· 2008-2010 Development of the General Management Plan for Samburu, Buffalo Springs and Shaba National Reserves. Funded by AWF/Isiolo and Samburu County Councils/Kenya Wildlife Service. (Lead Ecology expert)

· 2008: Development of Keno Community Conservancy Management plan (AWF) (Samburu) (Lead Consultant)
Community Resilience, livelihoods and enterprise plans in Vulnerable Areas

· March –May 2011: Establishment of a Pasture conservation and grazing management Programme at LUMO community conservancy, Taita-Taveta, Kenya (AWF) (Lead Consultant)
· 2009 (June) -2009 (Sep): Development of Kilitome Community Conservancy Pasture Conservation and Grazing Plan (AWF) (Kimana Group Ranch, Loitokitok) (Lead Consultant)
· 2008 (Dec) – 2009 (June): Development of Osupuko Community Conservancy Pasture Conservation and Grazing Plan (AWF) (Kimana Group Ranch, Loitokitok) (Lead Consultant)
Biodiversity Baseline assessments in Climate Vulnerable Areas for Planning and Resource Use Zonations 
· Environment Impact Assessment of the Lewa Marathon on wildlife and habitat (2006-2016): Assessment of the impacts of the annual safaricom marathon on wildlife and habitats in lewa wildlife conservancy (Lead Consultant, Lewa Conservancy, Safaricom).

· December 2011: Silole Sanctuary ecological assessment study: (AWF). (Lead Consultant)
· 2009: Oldonyo Wuas community Wildlife Conservancy ecological assessment (Chyulu-Mbirikani Group Ranch) (AWF) (Lead Consultant)
· 2008/2009: Kilitome/Osupuko Community Conservancy wildlife and habitat ecological assessment (AWF) (Kimana Group Ranch, Loitokitok) (Lead Consultant)

· 2007: Keno Community Conservancy wildlife and habitat ecological assessment study (AWF) (Samburu) (Lead Consultant)
· Environmental Impact of the Bor-Malakal Road and Dyke Rehabilitation Project on wildlife migration in South Sudan (2004-2006) (Lead consultant USDA, USAID, WFP). 

Development of Monitoring systems for Ecologically sensitive habitats and capacity building 

· 2010 (March)- Samburu National Reserve Ranger Based Natural Resources Monitoring programme (RBM) (AWF) (Lead Consultant)
· 2009: Kilitome/Osupuko Community Conservancy wildlife and rangeland condition monitoring programme (AWF) (Kimana Group Ranch, Loitokitok) (AWF) (Lead Consultant)
· 2007: Naibung’a Conservancy wildlife and habitat monitoring programme (AWF) (Laikipia) (Lead Consultant)
· 2005: Training of UNESCO World Heritage Sites managers in Biodiversity monitoring for Kenya and Tanzania, UNESCO and KWS (Principal Consultant)

· 2005: Training of Game scouts on ‘community and Scout –based monitoring’ of Natural Resources in the Mara Ecosystem. WWF, Darwin Initiative. (Principal consultant)
Independent reviews/evaluations:
· 2006: Mid-term Review of (GEF Funded) African Union Bureau for Animal Resources (AU-IBAR) The World Conservation Union (IUCN) Eastern Africa Regional Programme DRYLANDS WILDLIFE ENVIRONMENT INTERFACE PROGRAMME (DLWEIP) in Kenya and Burkina Faso (July-October 2006). (Lead Consultant, Au IBAR, IUCN)
Annex VI. THEORY OF CHANGE (REVISED VERSION)
Inputs (2018-2023)
Outputs (2019-2023)
Immediate Outcomes (2021-2023)
Final Outcomes (2024-2025)
Impact (2025-2050)

















Assumptions: →political and community willingness to support and upscale SLM/FLR; Cross-sector coordination is effective; private sector applies inclusive value chains for Tana products and reinvests profits in TRD; national/local laws on FLR/SLM/NTFPs are enforced effectively; M&E supports informed decision-making. Risks: risk management is integrated into all planning of SLM/FLR to address barriers and drivers of degradation; Socio-political, institutional and insecurity risks are managed by a risk mitigation strategy; climate variability and change risks are managed by adaptive management approaches in SLM/FLR; Insecurity                                             Cross-cutting priorities: → gender equality (improved access to services for all); rights-based approach is respected; local knowledge/customs recognised and integrated into planning/good governance.
Annex VII. TERMS OF REFERENCE OF THE MTR (without annexes)

Terms of Reference - Mid-Term Review of the UNEP/GEF project
Project Title; Enhancing Integrated Natural Resource Management to Arrest and Reverse Current Trends in Biodiversity Loss and Land Degradation for Increased Ecosystem Services in the Tana Delta, Kenya. GEF ID Number 9526
Section 1: PROJECT BACKGROUND AND OVERVIEW

(This section describes what is to be reviewed. Key parameters are: project timeframe, funding envelope, results framework and geographic scope)

Project General Information 

Table 1. Project summary 

	UNEP Sub-programme:
	Ecosystems Management
	UNEP Division/Branch:
	Ecosystems Division / Biodiversity and Land Branch / GEF Biodiversity and Land Degradation Unit 

	Expected Accomplishment(s):
	EA (a) The health and productivity of marine, freshwater and terrestrial ecosystems are institutionalized in education, monitoring and cross-sector and transboundary collaboration frameworks at the national and international levels

(i) Increase in the number of countries and transboundary collaboration frameworks that have made progress to monitor and maintain the health and productivity of marine and terrestrial ecosystems

(ii) Increase in the number of countries and transboundary collaboration frameworks that demonstrate enhanced knowledge of the value and role of ecosystem services
	Programme of Work Output(s):
	PoW

Nature Action

2022-2023 PoW 



	SDG(s) and indicator(s)
	SDG No.15 Life on Land: Requires countries to protect, restore and promote the sustainable use of terrestrial ecosystems, sustainably manage forests, combat desertification and halt and reverse land degradation and halt biodiversity loss.

15.3.1 Proportion of land that is degraded over total land area

15.4.1 Coverage by protected areas of important sites for mountain biodiversity

15.5.1 Red List Index

15.9.1 Progress towards national targets established in accordance with Aichi Biodiversity Target 2 of the Strategic Plan for Biodiversity 2011-2020

	GEF Core Indicator Targets (identify these for projects approved prior to GEF-7)
	N/A – This is a GEF phase 5 project

	Dates of previous project phases:
	
	Status of future project phases:
	


FROM THE PROJECT ‘S PIR REPORT (use latest version) :

	Identification Table
	Insert GEF ID.: 9526
	Insert Umoja no.: GFL-11207-

14AC0003-SB-007241

	Project Title
	Enhancing integrated natural resource management to arrest and reverse current trends in biodiversity and land degradation for increased ecosystem services in the Tana

	Duration months
	Planned
	60 / Actual Start Date from June 2019 to June 2024

	
	Extension(s)
	Insert date & months added
	Insert date & months added

	Division(s) Implementing the project
	UN Environment Programme

Ecosystems Division  

GEF Biodiversity and Land Degradation Unit  

Biodiversity and Land Branch

	Name of co-implementing Agency 
	N/A

	Executing Agency(ies)
	Nature Kenya

	Names of Other Project Partners
	Kenya Forest Service (KFS), State Department of Environment, State Department of Natural Resources, Kenya Wildlife Service(KWS), National Environment Management Authority (NEMA), Lamu County Government, and Tana River County Government.

	Project Type
	Full Size Project

	Project Scope
	National – Kenya (Child project of Global Program The Restoration Initiative)

	Region 
	Africa

	Countries
	Kenya

	Programme of Work
	Nature Action

2022-2023 PoW 



	GEF Focal Area(s)
	Multi-focal Areas

	UNSDCF / UNDAF linkages 
	Strategic Objective 1: Transformative Governance

	Link to relevant SDG target(s) and SDG indicator(s)
	SDGs 2,3,5,7,13,16

	GEF financing amount
	US$ 3,345,413

	Co-financing amount
	US$ 36,526,667

	Date of CEO Endorsement
	August 07, 2018

	Start of Implementation
	June 12, 2019

	Date of first disbursement
	September 23, 2019

	Total disbursement as of 30 June 2022
	 US$ 2,066,046

	Total expenditure as of 30 June 2022
	 US$ 1,111,574 

	Expected Mid-Term Review Date
	2022

	Completion Date
	Planned
	April 2024

	
	Revised
	

	Expected Terminal Evaluation Date
	October 2024

	Expected Financial Closure Date
	October 2025 


Project Rationale

This Project is part of The Restoration Initiative (TRI) Program which has been developed to make a significant global contribution torestoring ecosystem functioning and improving livelihoods through the restoration of priority degraded anddeforested landscapes, in support of the Bonn Challenge. The TRI program consists of 11 national Child projects in 10 countries in Africa and Asia, and it is supported by a Global Learning, Financing, and Partnerships project (GCP) to develop and disseminate best-practices and tools, catalyze investment in restoration, expand the scope of countries and actors engaged in forest and landscape restoration, and realize benefits at scale. The Kenya Tana Delta project is one of the TRI national Child projects. The project rationale is based on the premise that much of the land degradation that is occurring in Kenya is due to unsustainable management of resources and the ever-increasing demand for these resources by communities. This has resulted in the degradation of not only productive landscapes but natural ecosystems as well. In order to break this cycle of improper management and continued degradation, sustainable management of natural resources needs to be mainstreamed across resource users and policy makers. 

The objective of this project is to strengthen integrated natural resource management and restoration of degraded landscapes in the Tana Delta, and systemically scale up best practices and lessons learned to other priority landscapes in Kenya. The project objectives will be achieved by implementing a four-part strategy to develop a suitable enabling environment forlandscape restoration to take place, and support the implementation of restoration plans and scale up best practices to ensure long-term sustainability of ecosystems. The strategy includes:

-  Improving the enabling environment for sustainable land management and restoration to take 

place;

-  Supporting local governments and communities to develop and implement plans for 

achieving human      and environmental goals;

-  Building capacity of these actors to carry out restoration plans and access finance;

-  Enhancing stakeholder knowledge and scale up best practices through the development of 

comprehensive restoration monitoring systems.

The project activities are implemented through five components: Component 1. Policy development and integration; Component 2. Restoration programmes and complementary initiatives; Component 3. Institutions and finance; Component 4. Scaling-up best practices and tools; and Component 5. Monitoring, evaluation and dissemination of project information.

Expected outcomes of the project include the following: Increased county commitment to landscape restoration; Policy, governance, and regulatory frameworks support coordinated and equitable landscape restoration and sustainable land management efforts;Improved landscape management through implementation of landscape restoration plans and integrated landscape management practices (At least 130,000 ha of land is under sustainable livestock, fish and crop management, and 10,000 ha of degraded landscapes are in the process of restoration);95,000 ha indigenous community conservation areas (ICCAs) in the Tana Delta are being managed for multiple-use to benefit globally-important biodiversity and aligned with restoration targets; Increased private, public and local investment in large-scale landscape restoration through identification and development of sustainable value chains and financing mechanisms (At least two projects are being funded through new sources of sustainable financing in the Tana Delta); Strengthened institutional capacities facilitating large-scale landscape restoration; Scaled up restoration best practices are enabling men and women across sectors to implement landscape restoration and sustainable landscape management approaches;Monitoring and evaluation systems adopted to support adaptive management of landscape restoration interventions and strategies; and Project implementation based on Results Based Management and lessons learned/good practices documented and disseminated.
Project Results Framework

	Project Strategy
	A. Objectively verifiable indicators

	
	Indicator
	A. 
	B. 
	C. 
	Sources of verification
	Assumptions

	Project Objective
To strengthen integrated natural resource management and restoration of degraded landscapes in the Tana Delta, and systemically scale up best practices and lessons learned to other priority landscapes in Kenya
	Number of hectares under sustainable land management and landscape restoration processes
	130,000 ha of land within the Tana Delta is currently under unsustainable land management or undergoing landscape degradation. These include livestock overgrazing, cultivation without applying soil conservation measures, overfishing and use of inappropriate fishing gear 
	At least 55,000 ha of land is being planned for sustainable management, production, and landscape restoration
	At least 130,000 ha of land is under sustainable livestock, fish and crop management, and 10,000 ha of degraded landscapes are in the process of restoration
	· Collect Earth assessments and independent field verifications;

· Final evaluation report


	Kenya maintains current political support towards sustainable land management and landscape restoration as approaches to reaching multiple development and biodiversity targets

	
	Number of hectares of current and newly established multiple use indigenous community conservation areas (ICCAs) which support biodiversity in the Tana Delta
	Overarching land use plan for the entire delta, but no village land use plans exist, leading to 130,000 ha under inadequate protection and unsustainable management (overgrazing, over cultivation, lack of soil conservation measures, overfishing)


	55,000 ha of forests in the Tana Delta (40,000 ha of mangrove and 15,000 ha of other forest) under new or improved protected area status as indigenous community conservation areas
	95,000 ha indigenous community conservation areas (ICCAs) in the Tana Delta are being managed for multiple-use to benefit globally-important biodiversity and aligned with restoration targets


	· County notices;

· Ministry and Departmental Reports;

· Project reports

· Monitoring surveys;

· METT scores

· Landscape plans, maps and GIS files;

· National Reports to Convention on Biological Diversity.
	The Government of Kenya will continue to support the increase in protected areas for the target forest landscapes

	
	Number of direct project beneficiaries (from capacity building, trainings, equipment, jobs, revenue and income, and products) stratified by gender
	Limited number of households demonstrating how livelihoods can be developed or diversified to support the long-term conservation of the Tana Delta’s natural resources
	Climate smart agriculture and value chains identified, and business cases developed and tested for pastoralists, crop farmers, fisher folk, and others 
	Livestock, crop, fish, tourism, beekeeping, nature-based businesses cooperatives that are operational, have capacity and are encouraging their membership to include biodiversity, sustainable land management and restoration in their production processes: Crop farmers (500 households); Pastoralists (500 Households); Fisher folk (100 households); Others (300 households – beekeeping, tourism, fruits etc.) are involved in diversified livelihood options supportive of forest landscape restoration
	· Business cases;

· Project reports and records;

· Household surveys.
	Farmers and other land users understand and see the value of implementing sustainable land management and landscape restoration as a means of increasing productivity, biodiversity and ecosystem service production.

	
	Number of written strategies that support the implementation of sustainable land management and landscape restoration at national and county level
	National Land Policy, Vision 2030 development blueprint, the National Constitution, National Forest Programme, sector legislation and Tana Land Use Plan all provide guidance for sustainable land management but no national strategy or county policies, legislation, regulations or strategies specific to landscape restoration and reaching the 5.1 million ha target exist
	· At least one national and one county policy or legislation have been drafted or amended to include language that supports landscape restoration and sustainable land management;

· National landscape restoration strategy developed;

· At least one county landscape restoration strategy developed;

· Landscape restoration and sustainable landscape management plans developed for one landscape;

· Landscape restoration included into guidance for developing Community Forest Associations (CFAs) and Participatory Forest Management Plans (PFMPs) and approach tested in one county government.
	Tana River and Lamu County governments have established a functional county model process that is systemically adopted by at least two other counties in Coastal and Western Kenya 
	· Relevant policies and legislation that have been made available to the public;

· National Reports, Action Plans and Strategies;

· County Reports, Action Plans and Strategies;

· Stakeholders ;

· Organizational strategies and vision reports.
	Public support for landscape restoration as a means for achieving development and environmental targets remains positive

	Component 1: Policy development and integration

	Outcome 1.1

Increased county commitment to landscape restoration
	Number of county governments that have made new commitments to landscape restoration 
	Tana and Lamu Counties have approved a Land Use Plan with sustainable land management objectives but no county governments have made commitments to landscape restoration linked to the national target of 5.1 million ha
	At least one county government has committed to national target for landscape restoration defined in the County Integrated Development Plans (CIDPs) and/or other county strategies and action plans
	At least two county governments have committed to national target for landscape restoration defined in the County Integrated Development Plans (CIDPs) and/or other county strategies and action plans
	· County Integrated Development Plans (CIDPs);

· Progress reports;

· County policies and regulations on Natural Resources management;

· Other county strategies;

· Minutes of planning meetings.
	· County governments see value in making commitments as a means of meeting targets set in the County Integrated Development Plans (CIDPs) and National objectives

· National government continues to strongly support landscape restoration and is providing resources to support implementation of restoration activities on the ground;

· County governments see value in establishing landscape-level governance and regulatory frameworks to coordinate restoration interventions;

· County governments see value in and have resources to sustain a landscape restoration working group to guide restoration planning.

	
	Number of county landscape restoration governance and regulatory structures established
	Tana Planning Advisory Committee and county house committees exist but no county landscape restoration specific governance and regulatory structures exist
	At least one county landscape restoration governance and regulatory structure has been established and has provided advice to restoration technical working groups 
	At least two county landscape restoration governance and regulatory structures have been established and have provided advice to restoration technical working groups
	Landscape restoration governance body meeting minutes
	

	
	Number of county restoration working groups established
	No county restoration working groups have been established
	At least one countyrestoration working group established
	At least two countyrestoration working groups established
	Working group meeting minutes
	

	
	Number of hectares of  landscape restoration committed to by county governments in their agreed restoration targets 
	No county restoration targets in ha have been considered or agreed upon
	At least one county restoration target in hahas been presented to county representatives for consideration County Integrated Development Plans, strategies and policy targets
	At least one county restoration target in ha  has been accepted and committedCounty Integrated Development Plans, strategies and policy targets
	· County registry;

· County Integrated Development Plans;

· Strategies;

· Policy targets ;

· Minutes of planning meetings.


	

	Output 1.1.1: County governance and regulatory structures established to guide landscape restoration initiatives development of landscape restoration protocols, address land restoration targets in CIDPs to ensure  equitable access and sustainable use of land

  

	Output 1.1.2: County landscape restoration working groups established to assess landscape restoration potential and recommend commitment targets

	Output 1.1.3:Countylandscape restoration targets established 

	Outcome 1.2.:

Policy, governance, and regulatoryframeworks support coordinated and equitable landscaperestoration and sustainableland management efforts at County and National levels
	Progress towards adoption of relevant policies, legislation, plans, or strategies that support the implementation of sustainable land management and landscape restoration, incorporating biodiversity
conservation, low GHG development and emissions

reduction, and sustainable livelihood

considerations
	National Land Policy, Vision 2030 development blue print, the National Constitution, National Forest Programme, sector legislation and Tana Land Use Plan all provide guidance for sustainable land management but no county-level policies, legislation, or regulations specific to landscape restoration and targets exist
	Progress towards adoption of relevant policies, legislation, plans, or strategies 
	Progress towards adoption of relevant policies, legislation, plans, or strategies 
	· Relevant policies, legislation, plans, or strategiesthat have been made available to the public

· TRI Harmonized Tracking Tool (GEF CCM TT and GEF BD TT)
	· Public support for landscape restoration as a means for achieving development and environmental targets remains positive.

· Leadership within the national government on landscape restoration issues remains strong.

	
	Number of women and men providing input to policy planning
	National Constitution requires no more than 2/3rds of either gender be represented in policy planning fora, but practically, these targets are low
	At least 33% of the participants in policy planning fora are women, in accordance with the National Constitution
	Gender equity target has been reached for participants in policy planning fora
	Gender disaggregated participation tracking data
	Women are able, as part of the local culture and norms, to participate in policy planning fora

	
	Number of county governments that include all sectors of their economy and stakeholder groups in policy and decision-making processes on sustainable land management and landscape restoration
	Tana Planning Advisory Committee includes 25 institutions; Tana Delta Conservation Network includes 38 User Groups but there is insufficient inclusion of these groups and private sector into county decision making processes 
	Two county governments include all sectors of their economy in policy and decision-making processes on sustainable land management and landscape restoration
	National, sub national and local initiatives include all sectors of economy in planning and decision making on sustainable land management and landscape restoration
	Sector disaggregated participation tracking data
	County governments are able to bring together all sector groups for decision-making and planning processes.

	
	· Number of high level events

· Number of media articles in print and electronic media

· Number of participants (men and women) attending events 
	· High-level national event was held in September 2016 and was attended by over 100 participants. The event launched Kenya’s landscape restoration commitment of 5.1 million ha. The event had strong support from government officials within the Ministry of Environment and Natural Resources, Ministry of Agriculture, Ministry of Water, and others.

· Media outlets (both print and digital) have published stories about the benefits and importance of landscape restoration and sustainable land management

· 70,000 people from 115 villages in the Tana Delta are aware of the Tana Delta Land Use Plan 
	· Print and electronic media articles discuss landscape restoration and sustainable land management

· High level events (including international celebration days, e.g. World Environment Day) take place that highlight the benefits and importance of landscape restoration and sustainable land management

· Participants (at least 33% women) attend events that highlight the benefits and importance of landscape restoration and sustainable land management
	All members of Community Forest Associations (CFAs) in at least four counties are aware and support forest landscape restoration benefits


	· Meeting reports

· Meeting/event minutes including World Environment Day and others

· Media articles published

· Gender disaggregated meeting and event participant lists
	Media outlets are willing to cover landscape restoration issues

The public will be interested in reading about landscape restoration and how it is impacting Kenyans.

	
	Number of county budgets that include specific allotments for landscape restoration or sustainable land management
	County budgets only include superficial budgets on tree planting
	All sectors of the economy of at least two counties include sustainable land management and restoration budgets
	At least four counties have included landscape restoration in their budgets for all production sectors
	· County budgets

· Reports
	County officials see value in allocating funds to landscape restoration interventions

	
	Number and type of relevant policies, legislation, and strategies that support the implementation of sustainable land management and landscape restoration, incorporating biodiversity
conservation, low GHG development and emissions

reduction, and sustainable livelihood

considerations
	National Land Policy, Vision 2030 development blueprint, the National Constitution, National Forest Programme, sector legislation and Tana Land Use Plan all provide guidance for sustainable land management but no national strategy or county policies, legislation, regulations or strategies specific to landscape restoration and reaching the 5.1 million ha target exist
	· At least one national and one county policy, legislation or regulation have been drafted or amended to include language that supports landscape restoration and sustainable land management

· National landscape restoration strategy developed

· At least one county landscape restoration strategy developed

· Landscape restoration and sustainable landscape management plans developed for one landscape

· Landscape restoration included into guidance for developing Community Forest Associations (CFAs) and Participatory Forest Management Plans (PFMPs) and approach tested in one county government
	Tana River and Lamu County governments have established a functional county model process that is systemically adopted by at least two other counties in Coastal and Western Kenya 

Model to include Livestock, crop, fish, tourism, beekeeping, nature-based businesses cooperatives that are operational, have capacity and are encouraging their membership to include biodiversity, sustainable land management and restoration in their production processes  
	· Relevant policies, legislation and regulations that have been made available to the public

· National Reports, Action Plans and Strategies

· County Reports, Action Plans and Strategies

· Stakeholders 

· Organizational strategies and vision reports
	Public support for landscape restoration as a means for achieving development and environmental targets remains positive

Government officials (national and county) see value in amending or developing new policies, legislation, and strategies that will directly address landscape restoration



	
	Number of county multi-sectoral strategies and action plans that mainstream sustainable land management and landscape restoration in the production process 
	County Integrated Development Plans (CIDPs) have not included sustainable land management across all sectors of the county economy. Biodiversity, restoration, and environment action plans do not exist at the county level 
	Sustainable land management and landscape restoration mainstreamed into national sectors (e.g. energy, mining, infra structure, water), County Integrated Development Plans (CIDPs), and other county strategies and coordination mechanisms


	All County Committees and other coordination structures and sectors (national sectors (e.g. energy, mining, infra structure, water) include sustainable land management and landscape restoration in their terms of reference and mainstream biodiversity, restoration and ecosystem services in their sector operations
	· County strategies and action plans

· Minutes of County Committees

· Sector strategies

· Sector impact assessments

· Sector strategic environment assessments

· Sector implementation management plans 
	Sectors are willing to sustain their business and operations through sustainable natural resources management

	Output 1.2.1: Public support for landscape restoration and sustainableland management is enhanced at the national and county level 

	Output 1.2.2: Landscape restoration and sustainableland management mainstreamed into county budgetary processes

	Output 1.2.3: Landscape restoration and sustainableland management mainstreamed into policies, regulations, strategies, and planning processes to enhance biodiversity conservation and sustainable use in production landscapes

	Output 1.2.4: Multiple sectors and ministries coordinate landscape restoration and sustainableland management efforts, including in production landscapes

	Component 2: Restoration programs and complementary initiatives 

	Outcome 2.1

Improved landscape management through implementation of landscape restoration plans and integrated landscape management practices 
	Number of hectares under sustainable land management;

Number of hectares undergoing restoration process in the landscape, stratified by land management practices and actors such as communities, farmers, private enterprises, etc., and progress on restoration (Index of Restoration Progress, 1-5).
	130,000 ha of land within the Tana Delta is currently under unsustainable land management or undergoing landscape degradation;

130,000 hectares of land within the Tana Delta are currently under unsustainable land management practices
	At least 55,000 ha of land is being planned for sustainable management, production, and landscape restoration;

At least 130,000 ha of land is being planned for sustainable management and landscape restoration
	At least 130,000 ha of land is under sustainable livestock, fish and crop management, and 10,000 ha of degraded landscapes are in the process of restoration through sustainable land management practices;

At least 55,000 ha of land under sustainable forest management as mangrove/riverine vegetation;

At least 40,000 ha of the core of the Tana Delta under community conservation area for sustainable multiple uses;

At least 20,000 ha of production land that had recently been converted is being managed sustainably and undergoing landscape restoration
	· Collect Earth assessments and independent field verifications;

Progress reports.


	Kenya maintains current political support towards sustainable land management and landscape restoration as approaches to reaching multiple development and biodiversity targets;

Sufficient budget is allocated to sustainable land management and landscapes restoration to continue conservation and restoration activities past the end of the project.



	
	tCO2eq emissions avoided/sequestered in the targeted landscapes as a result of restoration initiatives
	2010 estimates for total carbon stocks in the Tana Delta are 50 million tCO2eq
	Low-emission and resilient development pathways are being implemented that will sequester 39,745,285 tCO2eq over 20 year timeframe
	Low-emission and resilient development pathways are being implemented that will sequester 39,745,285 tCO2eq over 20 year timeframe
	· Progress reports

· Ecosystem assessment reports 
	Carbon sequestration curves for the Tana Delta are accurate

Growth and survival rates of trees and other vegetation is high

Government and community members continue to care for and maintain restored landscapes after the project has ended

	
	Number of people, women and men, benefiting from project activities, including income generating activities, capacity building events and trainings
	400 households (3000 people) benefiting from income generating activities through Nature Kenya
	Producer groups cooperatives set up and capacity build to initiate sustainable land management production with restoration
	Pastoralist households (1,530 households, 12,250  people (50% men, 50% women)) are benefiting from secure water access routes for livestock; 90% of farming households (1,530 households, 12,250 people (50% men, 50% women)) are benefiting from secure access to flood recession farming areas;  90% of fishing households (218 households, 1,750 people (50% men, 50% women)) are benefiting from secure access to fishing waters; (220 households, 1,320 of the most vulnerable people) are demonstrating the benefits provided from developing or diversifying traditional sustainable livelihoods activities.
	Gender disaggregated participation tracking data
	Communities and producer groups who will participate in capacity building events see value and are interested in participating

Communities and producer groups are open to adopting new income generating activities

	
	Number of hectares of current and newly established multiple use indigenous community conservation areas (ICCAs) which support biodiversity in the Tana Delta
	Overarching land use plan but no village land use plans leading to 130,000 ha under inadequate protection and unsustainable management


	55,000 ha of forests in the Tana Delta (40,000 ha of mangrove and 15,000 ha of other forest) under new or improved protected area status and showing no loss in extent or quality as compared to baseline 
	95,000 ha indigenous community conservation areas (ICCAs) in the Tana Delta are being managed for multiple-use to benefit globally-important biodiversity and aligned with restoration targets


	· County notices

· Ministry and Departmental Reports

· Project reports

· Monitoring surveys

· METT scores

· Landscape plans, maps and GIS files

· Mid-term Evaluation and Terminal Evaluation

· National Reports to Convention on Biological Diversity                                                                                                                         
	The Government of Kenya will continue to support the increase in protected areas for the target forest landscapes

	
	Number of county landscape restoration assessments conducted
	No county landscape restoration assessments have been conducted at baseline
	Landscape restoration assessment conducted for at least one county
	Landscape restoration assessments conducted for at least two counties
	· Landscape restoration assessment reports including ROAM assessments 

· Workshop minutes
	County governments are cooperative and see value in producing landscape restoration assessments

	
	Number of ha of land under climate smart agriculture for improved management, including those that integrate biodiversity conservation and sustainable use into management
	Pastoralists overgraze, crop farmers do not apply soil conservation measures and fisher folk over fish using inappropriate fishing gear and techniques
	· Pastoralist households have begun planning dry and wet season grazing regimes based on carrying capacity

· Crop farmers are receiving farmer extension services through farmer field schools

· Fisher folk are using fish ponds

· Climate smart irrigation is being planned
	55,000 ha of grazing land by have dry and wet season grazing regimes based on carrying capacity; crop farmers receive farmer extension services through farmer field schools; fisher folks are using fish ponds; climate smart irrigation is demonstrated through the use of green houses
	· 
	Pastoralists, crop farmers, and fisher folk are open to adopting new practices and see value in these.

	Output 2.1.1: County ROAM assessments conducted

	Output 2.1.2: Implementation of landscape restoration and sustainable landscape management plans, strategies and programmes

	Output 2.1.3: Biodiversity conservation and sustainable land use mainstreamed into production landscapes and production sectors through enhanced involvement of private sector organisations in the development of energy saving technologies, biodiversity monitoring and establishment of nature based enterprises;



	Output 2.1.4: Sustainable monitoring of carbon stocks including the assessment  of non-timber forest products and establishment of community groups



	Component 3: Institutions and finance

	Outcome 3.1: Increased private, public and local investment in large-scale landscape restoration through
identification and development of sustainable value chains and financing mechanisms 
	Value of resources flowing to landscape restoration from diverse resources (e.g. PES, small credit schemes, voluntary carbon market)
	At baseline, no resources are flowing to landscape restoration
	Finance sources for landscape restoration have been identified and are planning to fund projects on the ground in the Tana Delta
	At least two projects are being funded through new sources of sustainable financing in the Tana Delta
	Reports;

Investor roundtables;

Audits.
	Private, public and local investors are interested in sustainable value chains as investment opportunities

	
	Number of sustainable value chains, including climate smart agriculture and production identified 
	At baseline, private sector engagement is uncoordinated, resulting as a key driver to land degradation 
	At least two business cases have been developed that detail sustainable value chains for products and services within the Tana Delta
	Lessons learned from sustainable value chain identification in the Tana Delta are applied to at least two other landscapes in Kenya
	Reports;

Economic analysis;

Workshop minutes/reports.
	Counties in other parts of Kenya are interested in assessing sustainable value chains

	
	Number of innovative financing mechanisms, institutions, and legal and regulatory frameworks established;

Number of innovative funding mechanisms, institutions, and legal and regulatory frameworks strengthened to facilitate coordinated national and county action on restoration;

Number of landscape restoration incentives developed to include livelihoods and capacity building.
	No sustainable financing mechanisms exist or are operating within the target landscapes

Landscape restoration funding and programmes are largely uncoordinated among groups, with current actions limited to minimal tree planting, largely as a public relations effort
	At least one private sector company or investor agrees to initiate conservation friendly business, work with local producer groups, and establish mechanisms for supporting sustainable land management as a good practice;

Private sector, government and local community forums convened for selected landscapes to coordinate investment efforts in sustainable land management and landscape restoration;

At least one incentive program has been developed in the Tana Delta that enables restoration best practices to be scaled up.
	Private sector and county governments have established mechanisms that facilitate financing of sustainable landscape restoration across all sectors of the economy;

Key actors and sectors at both the national and county level have processes in place that allow for coordinated and strategic investment in landscape restoration and sustainable land management initiatives;

Incentive programs developed in the Tana Delta are piloted in at least one other county in coastal or western Kenya
	Evaluation reports;

Progress reports;

National and County reports.
	Funding institutions, private sector actors, and national and county governments see value in coordinating investment efforts and are willing to collaborate with one another.

	
	County business case for private sector involvement in sustainable land management and landscape restoration
	At baseline, private sector engagement is uncoordinated, resulting as a key driver to land degradation
	Green Industrial Park business case developed, local producers organised into cooperatives: livestock, food production (leafy vegetables, fruits, honey, fish farming, rice, maize, lentils, poultry, beef, milk); eco-tourism and private sector investors identified
	Local producer groups/cooperatives negotiate business terms with private sector including support for sustainable production and restoration in the production process and begin to engage in commercially viable production following landscape restoration plans and strategies and lessons are replicated in one other landscape 
	Business case;

Mid-term and final evaluation reports;

Progress reports.
	Local producers see value in the Green Industrial Park business case and are eager to organize into cooperatives and seek private sector investment.

	Output 3.1.1: Green industrial park framework developed

	Output 3.1.2: Innovative and transformative financing mechanisms and incentives developed and coordinated at the national, county, and local level to enhance landscape restoration at scale

	Output 3.1.3: The development of pilot sites for demonstrations of  best practices,  development of assessments for entrepreneurial capacity at local level, business plans, establishment of forums, preparation of reports. 



	Outcome 3.2:

Strengthened institutional capacities facilitating large-scale landscape restoration 
	Number of institutions, disaggregated by sector and scale, and number of people, disaggregated by gender, who are trained or participate in sustainable land management and landscape restoration initiatives


	Tree planting initiatives that are not coordinated into large scale landscape restoration efforts
	All key national, sub- national and local actors in at least one county government are aware and embrace sustainable land management and landscape restoration as means to achieving their objectives 
	At least two county governments have fully mainstreamed landscape restoration into their land-use sectors, and lessons learned from this process are replicated in four additional counties
	
	County government officials are open to learning about landscape restoration and sustainable land management and they see value in integrating them into their processes

	
	Number of bankable projects developed and receiving funding
	No bankable sustainable land management or landscape restoration projects 
	At least one investor roundtable held to link projects with investors in the Tana Delta
	At least one private sector business entrepreneur interested in investing in a business in the Tana Delta that is aligned with the land use plan and landscape restoration plans and targets
	Meeting minutes;

Investor roundtable minutes;

Investor roundtable participant lists
	Investors are interested in attending the roundtable and learning about potential projects/businesses in the Tana Delta

	
	Number of extension service programs established that are providing guidance to land users
	Near collapse of farmer field extension services, leading to rampant land degradation and loss of production value
	One county government has developed and implemented an effective system for farmer field schools and producer groups have adopted sustainable production and landscape restoration methods 
	At least two county governments have a functioning farmer field extension service, and these programs are mainstreamed and financed by the county governments and private sector actors
	County reports/records on extension services;

Extension services reports on number of farmers trained by sector;

County financial records;

Interview with private sector actors’.
	County governments, private sector actors, and farmers see the value in re-establishing extension service programs and are eager to learn new approaches.

	Output 3.2.1: County departments are enabled to provide extension services to increase the uptake of landscape restoration and sustainable land management approaches

	Output 3.2.2: Project incubator established as a private, public, partnership to provide business readiness support to local entrepreneurs

	Component 4: Scaling up best practices and tools

	Outcome 4.1:

Scaled up restoration best practices are enabling men and women across sectors to implement landscape restoration and sustainable landscape management approaches
	Number of TRI knowledge products developed, disseminated and accessed through relevant knowledge platforms
	No TRI knowledge products have been developed as of baseline
	Lessons learned from the Tana Delta model restoration process documented and guidance for other landscapes developed
	Lessons learned from Tana Delta model restoration process shared with at least 5 county governments in coastal and western Kenya landscapes
	Knowledge products developed;

Distribution records (mailing list, physical distribution records);

Download records;

Event attendance records.
	

	
	Number of exchange visits between landscapes in Kenya benefiting both men and women
	Lessons sharing limited to national Site Support Groups forum convened by Nature Kenya annually 
	At least two counties participate in inter-county site exchange visits
	At least four counties participate in inter-county site exchange visits
	Exchange visit reports;

Interviews with exchange visit participants;

Participant lists disaggregated by gender
	Stakeholders in counties are keen in learning from other counties in Kenya

	
	Evidence of increased stakeholder capacity in sustainable land management and landscape restoration practices:

Number of capacity building events conducted;

Number of stakeholders receiving training from capacity building events.
	CFAs exist but have no capacity or resources to undertake landscape restoration. There is also very little capacity among farmers, pastoralists, and fisher folk on sustainable land management and landscape restoration.
	CFAs from selected landscapes in at least two counties are trained and aware of their role in landscape restoration;

At least 500 individuals from various land use sectors have received training on sustainable land management and landscape restoration best practices;

At least 5 capacity building events have been conducted.
	CFAs from selected landscapes in at least five counties are trained and aware of their role in landscape restoration;

At least 1,000 individuals from various land use sectors have received training on sustainable land management and landscape restoration best practices;

At least 10 capacity building events have been conducted
	GEF TTs ;

UN Environment Capacity development scorecard;

Knowledge, Attitude, Practice (KAP) methodology

Participant lists from capacity building events;

Minutes from capacity building events
	CFAs are keen and see value in participating in capacity building events for landscape restoration

Local stakeholders see value in participating in capacity building events

	
	Access and sharing of landscape restoration and integrated natural resources management information by stakeholders
	Very little information on landscape restoration and sustainable land management is documented and shared across landscapes or communities in Kenya
	Annually National Community Forest Associations (CFAs) and Site Support Groups (SSGs) conference convened to share lessons, challenges and experiences 
	Private sector engagement in supporting CFAs in landscape restoration
	Online platform metrics (likes, retweets, followers, page hits, views, comments);

References to FLR in global media.
	Access and sharing of landscape restoration and integrated natural resources management information by stakeholders

	
	Number of exchange visits to other TRI global child projects in other countries
	There have been no exchange visits or lessons sharing between Kenya and any of the TRI global child project countries
	At least one exchange visit has taken place between Kenya and one other TRI global project country
	At least two exchange visits has taken place between Kenya and one other TRI global project country
	Exchange visit reports;

Interviews with exchange visit participants’;

Participant lists disaggregated by gender
	Number of exchange visits to other TRI global child projects in other countries

	
	Participation in TRI Annual Knowledge Sharing events, Biennial Restoration Finance events, and TRI-sponsored South-South exchanges that address restoration.
	There have been no TRI sponsored events
	Participation by key stakeholders in at least one TRI sponsored event
	Participation by key stakeholders in at least two TRI sponsored events
	Project Implementation Reports and meeting minutes;

# of TRI exchange events held, attendance at events disaggregated by gender
	Participation in TRI Annual Knowledge Sharing events, Biennial Restoration Finance events, and TRI-sponsored South-South exchanges that address restoration.

	
	Number of media and publicity materials produced and disseminated, disaggregated by channel and level (global, national, and county)
	Anecdotal coverage of landscape restoration in national media
	At least 10 articles and other media including web portals, sites and publications by participating actors and events include coverage of landscape restoration targets and efforts
	At least 4 of the major media outlets in Kenya are covering landscape restoration issues and sharing information across their networks
	Number of media and publicity materials produced and disseminated, disaggregated by channel and level (global, national, and county)
	Media see importance of reporting on landscape restoration and sustainable land management issues

	Output 4.1.1: Stakeholder capacity and knowledge of landscape restoration and sustainable land management best practices and benefits is enhanced

	Output 4.1.2: Collect and share landscape restoration best practices among key actors

	Output 4.1.3: Knowledge transfer and lessons sharing promoted within and outside the Tana Delta and coastal and Western Kenya ecosystems, including cross-county benchmarking, and with the TRI global child partner projects

	Output 4.1.4:  Landscape restoration tools and monitoring framework to be implemented.



	Outcome 4.2:

Monitoring and evaluation systems adopted to support adaptive management of landscape restoration interventions and strategies
	Annual biodiversity surveys and habitat mapping show improved forest cover and biodiversity 
	Important Bird Areas Annual Status and trends report based on basic monitoring without detailed annual biodiversity data
	At least two counties have embraced comprehensive monitoring and annual data collected through this monitoring enriches annual status and trends reports
	At least five county governments and national agencies present at landscape level have mainstreamed landscape and biodiversity monitoring 
	
	

	
	Number of monitoring frameworks or tools developed;

Number of stakeholder trainings facilitated
	Important Bird Areas Annual Status and trends report based on basic monitoring without detailed annual biodiversity data;

Global Forest Watch platform not applied to target landscapes in Kenya;

Basic training done for a subset of site managers to implement Important Bird Areas monitoring framework
	· Monitoring frameworks designed for at least two landscapes;

· Biophysical and biodiversity baselines collected for at least two landscapes;

Two county governments have the capacity and are collecting basic monitoring data fed into national data repository at the National Museums of Kenya
	Monitoring frameworks and tools developed are being used to track progress towards restoration targets;

Five county Governments are engaged in monitoring and annual status and data is included in annual status and trends reports
	
	

	Output 4.2.1: Innovative landscape restoration monitoring tools developed to track progress towards county restoration targets and capacity to use these tools enhanced

	Component 5: Monitoring, evaluation and dissemination of project information

	Outcome 5.1: 

Project implementation based on Results Based Management and lessons learned/good practices documented and disseminated
	M&E system ensuring timely delivery of project results
	NA
	
	M&E system ensuring timely delivery of project results
	Inception report 

M&E strategy document

PIR
	

	
	MTR and 

Final evaluation conducted
	NA
	
	MTR and Final evaluation conducted
	MTR and Final report of the FE
	

	
	Communication strategy designed

Number of communication pieces produced;

Number of dissemination material published
	NA
	Communication Strategy Action plan (CSAP) developed –

Web portal established and updated monthly
	Number of communication pieces produced will be determined in the communication strategy

Project website updated to disseminate project findings and facilitate replication
	
	

	Output 5.1.1: Gender sensitive M&E Plan and system in place


	Output 5.1.2: One midterm review and one final evaluation; implementation and sustainability strategy adjusted to recommendations

	Output 5.1.3: Project-related best practices and lessons learned systematized and published for a variety of audiences and stakeholder groups


Activities and sub-activities

	Activities and sub-activities 

	Component 1: Policy development and integration

	Outcome 1.1: Increased county commitment to landscape restoration

	Output 1.1.1: County governance and regulatory structures established to guide landscape restoration initiatives, and the equitable access and sustainable use of land

	Activity 1.1.1.1: Set up a Tana Delta Sustainable Development Board (TSDB) with membership from the private sector, Lamu and Tana River County Governments, and their chambers of commerce 

	Activity 1.1.1.2: Develop capacity building materials that guide how to coordinate open and transparent access to land allocation for development

	Activity 1.1.1.3: Build the capacity of the TSDB so that it can coordinate open and transparent access and land allocation for development, considering landscape restoration, biodiversity and livelihoods

	Activity 1.1.1.4: Through stakeholder dialogues, develop county and national operational guidelines, that all parties agree on, that guide sustainable access and management of land for development, biodiversity, landscape restoration and climate change mitigation and adaptation

	Activity 1.1.1.5: Develop capacity building materials and evidence on sustainable land management and on how to vet private investor development proposals

	Activity 1.1.1.6: Organize seminars to train county stakeholders (e.g. TSDB, Tana Planning Advisory Committee (TPAC), Tana Delta Conservation Network (TDCN), House Committees and other stakeholders) on land management and vetting of private investor development proposals, in order to catalyse awareness and approval of land access guidelines including the Tana Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA) and Land Use Plan (LUP), Village LUPs and landscape restoration plans 

	Activity 1.1.1.7: Support County Governments to consultatively develop sector policies, and regulatory and institutional frameworks that incorporate landscape restoration, development and biodiversity considerations

	Activity 1.1.1.8: Develop an inter-County protocol and memorandum of understanding, signed by all key counties within the Tana River basin, to help agree on a common shared vision for the sustainable management of water resources and catchment restoration

	Activity 1.1.1.9: Develop capacity building materials and evidence to guide communities on how to jointly manage land and engage in landscape restoration best practices

	Activity 1.1.1.10: Set up local resource user institutions and structures and build their capacity to ensure that farmer, pastoralist and fishing communities can jointly manage land and engage in landscape restoration

	Activity 1.1.1.11: Set up Village Land Use Committees to coordinate land use planning among the different community land-user groups

	Output 1.1.2: County landscape restoration working groups established to assess landscape restoration potential and recommend commitment targets

	Activity 1.1.2.1: In coordination with the Tana Planning Advisory Committee (TPAC), establish a landscape restoration technical working group to assess landscape restoration potential and recommend commitment targets for the Tana Delta (Lamu and Tana River Counties)

	Activity 1.1.2.2: Detailed assessment of the Tana Delta conducted, identifying landscape restoration potential, prioritizing areas, and providing sub-national target recommendations to Lamu and Tana River Counties

	Activity 1.1.2.3: In coordination with the local planning bodies, establish a landscape restoration technical working group to assess landscape restoration potential and recommend commitment targets for at least one other county (Bungoma, Trans-Nzoia, or Kilifi Counties)

	Activity 1.1.2.4: Detailed assessment of the county conducted, identifying landscape restoration potential, prioritizing areas, and providing sub-national target recommendations to at least one other county (Bungoma, Trans-Nzoia, or Kilifi Counties)

	Activity 1.1.2.5: Develop a guideline document that details the steps to establish a sub-working group and conduct a restoration potential assessment so that other counties might replicate this model

	Output 1.1.3: County landscape restoration targets established

	Activity 1.1.3.1: Landscape restoration technical working group presents landscape restoration assessment and hectare recommendations to Lamu and Tana River County Assemblies for consideration and agreement

	Activity 1.1.3.2: Engage with Lamu and Tana River counties to ensure sub-national restoration targets, in hectares, are included in their County Integrated Development Plans (CIDPs)

	Activity 1.1.3.3: Landscape restoration technical working group presents landscape restoration assessment and hectare recommendations to at least one other County Assembly for consideration and agreement (Bungoma, Trans-Nzoia, or Kilifi Counties)

	Activity 1.1.3.4: Engage with at least one other county to ensure sub-national restoration targets, in hectares, are included in their County Integrated Development Plan (CIDP)

	Outcome 1.2.: Policy, governance, and regulatory frameworks support coordinated and equitable landscape restoration and sustainable land management efforts

	Output 1.2.1: Public support for landscape restoration and sustainable land management is enhanced at the national and county level

	Activity 1.2.1.1: Develop materials and evidence that demonstrate the benefits, opportunities and best practices of landscape restoration that can be shared and socialized with key community groups, such as Community Forest Associations (CFAs) and National Site Support Groups (SSGs)

	Activity 1.2.1.2: Organise public forums at the national- and county-level and include groups such as CFAs and National SSGs to build awareness and support for landscape restoration. Where possible, forums will align with relevant international days to raise public awareness, and will work with the media to ensure messages are communicated to the widest possible audience.

	Activity 1.2.1.3: Develop materials and evidence that describe what integrated natural resource management (INRM) is, what the benefits are, how it can be implemented, and how certain groups can get engaged with its principles.

	Activity 1.2.1.4: National and county networks of CFAs set up and materials shared with the network to build support and buy-in to INRM and landscape restoration principles.

	Activity 1.2.1.5: Communication strategy developed to better engage with media outlets and provide them with digestible information on INRM and landscape restoration so that more articles focus on these topics.

	Output 1.2.2: Landscape restoration and sustainable land management mainstreamed into county budgetary processes

	Activity 1.2.2.1: Convene county stakeholder consultations (including relevant committees) to agree on mechanisms for natural capital accounting in county budgetary processes 

	Activity 1.2.2.2: In coordination with national, county and local officials in the Tana Delta, develop budgets for extension services to spread sustainable land management and landscape restoration best practices

	Activity 1.2.2.3: Build the capacity of Community Forest Associations (CFAs) and other stakeholders to engage in county budgetary processes and consultations to mainstream sustainable land use and restoration 

	Activity 1.2.2.4: Develop recommendations for mechanisms that allocate national budget resources per the existence and adoption of landscape restoration or integrated natural resources management (INRM) plans

	Output 1.2.3: Landscape restoration and sustainable land management mainstreamed into policies, regulations, strategies, and planning processes to enhance biodiversity conservation and sustainable use in production landscapes

	Activity 1.2.3.1: Catalyse national government institutions to develop a Land Use Law and regulatory frameworks to guide access and use of land that are in line with the constitution and land policy, so that the country can achieve its national restoration targets

	Activity 1.2.3.2: In coordination with the national landscape restoration committee/taskforce, develop a national, cross-sectoral landscape restoration strategy that will guide land use planning and sustainable land management at the county-level

	Activity 1.2.3.3: Develop sustainable land management and landscape restoration regulations and targets in coordination with county assemblies and have them approved (Lamu and Tana River County and at least one other county (Bungoma, Trans-Nzoia, or Kilifi County))

	Activity 1.2.3.4: Support stakeholders in the Tana Delta to develop and implement landscape restoration plans based on the Land Use Plan (LUP)

	Activity 1.2.3.5: Support the development of county-based policy frameworks and approaches for setting up county special areas for biodiversity, tourism, and multiple use among others

	Activity 1.2.3.6: National and county networks of Community Forest Associations (CFAs) set up and supported to include landscape restoration in participatory forest management plans

	Activity 1.2.3.7: Develop Participatory Forest Management Plans with CFA networks that focus on restoring degraded forest areas through active planting of native trees and natural regeneration

	Activity 1.2.3.8: Support the development of operational strategies and plans on restoration, county biodiversity plans, environment action plans, Village Land Use Plans and policies in the Tana Delta

	Activity 1.2.3.9: Convene stakeholder consultations to harmonize plans and strategies for their effective implementation in support of sustainable land management, landscape restoration, biodiversity and livelihoods

	Activity 1.2.3.10: Support producer groups to develop sector based (livestock, crops, fish, tourism etc.) landscape restoration plans which can be mainstreamed into their routine production schedules

	Activity 1.2.3.11: Develop indigenous community conservation area (ICCA) management plans and set up governance structures

	Activity 1.2.3.12: Develop landscape restoration and sustainable land management plans and programmes at the local producer sector level and county levels

	Activity 1.2.3.13: Develop sustainable offtake levels to support local livelihoods

	Activity 1.2.3.14: Develop national and county guidance for mainstreaming biodiversity into sustainable production

	Activity 1.2.3.15: Guide Village Land Use Committees to produce village land use plans with zones for production, biodiversity and restoration and catalyse village led restoration initiatives

	Output 1.2.4: Multiple sub-national sectors and ministries coordinate landscape restoration and sustainable land management efforts, including in production landscapes

	Activity 1.2.4.1: Set up multi-stakeholder national landscape restoration committee/taskforce, housed at the Ministry of Environment, and including all relevant ministries and stakeholder groups, to coordinate landscape restoration efforts across sectors

	Activity 1.2.4.2: Work with different stakeholders (including Community Forest Associations (CFAs), Water Resource Users Associations (WRUAs), and Site Support Groups (SSGs)) to harmonize plans and policies to ensure effective coordination and implementation of landscape restoration and sustainable land management in selected counties/landscapes

	Activity 1.2.4.3: Advocate for policy, institutional frameworks and national support that ensures water flows in the Tana Delta are maintained at a level that supports ecosystem services, community livelihoods and biodiversity within the counties in the Tana River catchment

	Activity 1.2.4.4: National guidelines for county Land Use regulations developed for systemic implementation of sustainable land management and landscape restoration 

	Activity 1.2.4.5: Convene consultation forums for sectors of the economy at national and county levels to include sustainable land management and restoration initiatives in their strategies, plans and budgets

	Activity 1.2.4.6: Support the development of operational strategies and plans on landscape restoration, county biodiversity plans, environment action plans, Village Land Use Plans and policies

	Component 2: Restoration programs and complementary initiatives

	Outcome 2.1: Improved landscape management through implementation of landscape restoration plans and integrated landscape management practices

	Output 2.1.1: County ROAM assessments 

	Activity 2.1.1.1: Carry out ROAM assessments in the Tana Delta 

	Activity 2.1.1.2: Carry out ROAM assessments in at least one other county (Bungoma, Trans-Nzoia, Taita, Kitui or Kilifi Counties)

	Activity 2.1.1.3: Carry out ecosystem service assessment and develop business case for landscape restoration and sustainable land management in the Tana Delta

	Activity 2.1.1.4: Assess and quantify carbon stocks in forests and other land uses including areas under climate smart agriculture, in the Tana Delta

	Activity 2.1.1.5: Carry out forest resource assessments for non-timber forest products

	Output 2.1.2: Implementation of landscape restoration and sustainable landscape management plans, strategies and programmes

	Activity 2.1.2.1: Assess threats to conservation and high carbon value lands and develop mitigation strategies

	Activity 2.1.2.2: Develop alternative to wood fuel and enhance the adoption of energy saving technologies

	Activity 2.1.2.3: Pilot and demonstrate community based climate smart agriculture as a restoration tactic which can raise income while maintaining biodiversity, improving livelihoods (tourism, livestock, crops, fish, nature-based), and increasing resilience and adaptation to climate change

	Activity 2.1.2.4: Develop an alternative system of county and community gazettals as provisional forests or community conservation areas supported by management plans in order to maintain current forest cover, water quality and quantity, and quality of biodiversity

	Activity 2.1.2.5: Convene forums for sub-national and local community producer groups, Community Forest Associations (CFAs) and others to learn about and adopt landscape restoration plans for their use

	Activity 2.1.2.6: Support producer groups and stakeholders to model landscape restoration in their operations

	Activity 2.1.2.7: Develop materials to guide actors how to implement landscape restoration plans

	Activity 2.1.2.8: Build the capacity of actors to implement landscape restoration plans and support model restoration

	Activity 2.1.2.9: Set up CFAs, Water Resource Users Associations (WRUAs), and village natural resource committees (VNRCs)

	Activity 2.1.2.10: Assess current capacity of CFAs, WRUAs, VNRCs, and other stakeholders to protect forest habitat

	Activity 2.1.2.11: Develop tailored materials to address capacity gaps currently lacking for stakeholders to protect forest habitat

	Activity 2.1.2.12: Build the capacity of CFAs, WRUAs, VNRCs, and other stakeholders to protect 55,000 ha of forest habitat (ca.40,000 ha of mangrove and 15,000 ha of other forests) for water and biodiversity

	Activity 2.1.2.13: Implement the Tana Delta Land Use Plan and Management plans

	Activity 2.1.2.14: Integrated land management approaches that include livelihoods, conservation and restoration developed and implemented including setting up multiple use areas within indigenous community conservation areas (ICCAs) with supported governance systems

	Activity 2.1.2.15: Agroforestry and farmer-managed natural regeneration recognised as important management techniques and build capacity of farmers to implement them 

	Output 2.1.3: Biodiversity conservation and sustainable land use mainstreamed into production landscapes and production sectors

	Activity 2.1.3.1: Set up and manage indigenous community conservation areas (ICCAs) in the Tana Delta for multiple-uses to benefit people and globally-important biodiversity

	Activity 2.1.3.2: Assess current capacity of duty bearers (government and community) to manage and monitor biodiversity in ICCAs 

	Activity 2.1.3.3: Develop materials on biodiversity management and monitoring in ICCAs

	Activity 2.1.3.4: Enhance the capacity of duty bearers (government and community) on ICCA biodiversity management and monitoring

	Activity 2.1.3.5: Set up and build the capacity of ICCA Management Committees to promote biodiversity compatible multiple uses in the ICCAs 

	Activity 2.1.3.6: Implement and establish a suite of biodiversity linked nature-based enterprises inside ICCAs (honey, fish, vegetables, fruits, milk, meat, tourism, etc.)

	Activity 2.1.3.7: Apply national and county guidance for mainstreaming biodiversity into sustainable production 

	Activity 2.1.3.8: Support community based income generating activities that maintain biodiversity while improving livelihoods through the implementation of pilots and demonstrations

	Activity 2.1.3.9: Assess entrepreneurial capacity of local stakeholders and develop entrepreneurial training materials

	Activity 2.1.3.10: Develop business plans and value chains for each income generating activity and support capacity in entrepreneurship 

	Component 3: Institutions and finance

	Outcome 3.1: Increased private, public and local investment in large-scale landscape restoration through identification and development of sustainable value chains and financing mechanisms

	Output 3.1.1: Green industrial park framework developed

	Activity 3.1.1.1: Develop a Tana Delta Green Industrial park business case, which includes climate smart agriculture initiatives as well as pilots and demonstrations for green development pathways for food production and eco-tourism

	Activity 3.1.1.2: Model and publicise the Tana Delta Green Industrial Park at the local, national and global level

	Activity 3.1.1.3: Support the Tana Sustainable Development Board (TSDB) and other actors to convene investor conferences for the Tana Delta Green Industrial Park 

	Activity 3.1.1.4: Develop criteria for selecting private sector companies that could invest in the Tana Delta, based on the Tana Land Use Plan and landscape restoration principles

	Activity 3.1.1.5: Identify and establish the physical location and facilities of the Green Industrial Park (e.g.: meat processing; honey packaging; vegetable collection and distribution, etc.)

	Activity 3.1.1.6: Develop a county-based business case for sustainable natural resource management and landscape restoration with links to the county and national economy 

	Output 3.1.2: Innovative and transformative financing mechanisms and incentives developed and coordinated at the national, county, and local level to enhance landscape restoration at scale

	Activity 3.1.2.1: Develop the business case for the ecosystem services and describe a payment for ecosystem service (PES) scheme

	Activity 3.1.2.2: Produce a guidance document for private sector engagement in production systems that takes landscape restoration into account

	Activity 3.1.2.3: Work with County Government to get private sector engagement guidance document approved

	Activity 3.1.2.4: Engage private sector investors in developing tailored PES schemes within their income streams based on ecosystem services

	Activity 3.1.2.5: Support producer groups to develop locally based PES schemes that enable them to reinvest part of their profits back into the production system as sustainable land management and landscape restoration interventions

	Activity 3.1.2.6: Enhance the capacity of county government to embrace private sector investment needs

	Activity 3.1.2.7: Private sector, government and local community forums convened in selected ecosystems to learn about and agree on sustainable land management and landscape restoration priorities and how best to direct investments

	Activity 3.1.2.8: Set up national, sub-national, and local coordination mechanisms that allow for actors to express their priorities and needs and agree on how to align the allocation of limited resources

	Activity 3.1.2.9: Support the development of sub-national policies that incentive sustainable land management and landscape restoration practices in production

	Activity 3.1.2.10: Develop guidance on link between landscape restoration and livelihoods and share information with stakeholders

	Activity 3.1.2.11: Fish, Livestock, honey, ecotourism, crops business cases developed and implemented to upscale socio-economic status for biodiversity conservation

	Activity 3.1.2.12: Approaches for less consumption of wood fuel developed and applied including energy saving technologies at schools and household levels

	Activity 3.1.2.13: Develop incentives for private sector to invest in the Tana Delta

	Outcome 3.2: Strengthened institutional capacities facilitating large-scale landscape restoration

	Output 3.2.1: County departments are enabled to provide extension services to increase the uptake of landscape restoration and sustainable land management approaches

	Activity 3.2.1.1: Develop training materials on sustainable land management and landscape restoration best practices

	Activity 3.2.1.2: Train individuals and institutions at the national, county and local level across sectors on sustainable land management and landscape restoration best practices and how to enable land managers to implement these practices

	Activity 3.2.1.3: Develop easy-to-use communication materials in the local language that can be shared with farmers, pastoralists and fisher folk on how to more sustainably manage their resources

	Activity 3.2.1.4: Establish local sustainable land management and landscape restoration hubs, run by local community members, that serve as go-to information centres for land users looking for sustainable management guidance

	Activity 3.2.1.5: Create awareness among all key national, sub-national and local actors so that they embrace sustainable land management and landscape restoration in their planning and decision making

	Output 3.2.2: Project incubator established as a private, public, partnership to provide business readiness support to local entrepreneurs

	Activity 3.2.2.1: Convene group of key private companies, investors and public officials to establish a facility that provides business readiness support to local entrepreneurs in order to scale up investment in the Tana Delta

	Activity 3.2.2.2: Develop materials that guide local producer groups and cooperatives on how to negotiate terms of engagement and supply contract

	Activity 3.2.2.3: Build the capacity of local producer groups and cooperatives to negotiate terms of engagement and supply contracts with private sector companies

	Activity 3.2.2.4: Convene investor roundtable in Tana Delta to showcase investment-ready businesses and link them with interested investors

	Activity 3.2.2.5: Establish website for information on businesses and investors in the Tana Delta 

	Component 4: Scaling up best practices and tools

	Outcome 4.1: Scaled up restoration best practices are enabling men and women across sectors to implement landscape restoration and sustainable landscape management approaches

	Output 4.1.1: Stakeholder capacity and knowledge of landscape restoration and sustainable land management best practices and benefits is enhanced

	Activity 4.1.1.1: Develop and disseminate a report or other communication tool to document the model process being implemented in the Tana Delta

	Activity 4.1.1.2: Develop guidance document on how to implement landscape restoration initiatives targeted at Community Forest Associations (CFAs) and other stakeholders in the Tana Delta and other selected landscapes

	Activity 4.1.1.3: Train CFAs at National and sub-national levels on forest landscape restoration

	Activity 4.1.1.4: Support CFAs in the Tana Delta and other selected landscapes to link with governments and agencies to implement landscape restoration initiatives 

	Activity 4.1.1.5: Convene a national CFA and Site Support Group (SSG) forum annually to share lessons and experiences and catalyse systemic adoption of landscape restoration best practices 

	Output 4.1.2: Collect and share landscape restoration best practices among key actors

	Activity 4.1.2.1: Promote landscape restoration understanding among key public stakeholders, such as the Lamu and Tana River County House Committees and Members of County Assemblies (MCAs); and local community structures, such as the Tana Delta Conservation Network (TDCN), Tana Planning Advisory Committee (TPAC) and other county and local community institutions, so that they can implement landscape restoration practices and regulations

	Activity 4.1.2.2: Promote landscape restoration understanding among private sector actors, so that they can include landscape restoration practices in their operations and supply chains

	Activity 4.1.2.3: Link with Ministry of Environment or AFR100 websites to host an online landscape restoration and sustainable land management information hub to share best practices, reports and training materials, as well as to host a directory of organizations, institutions and companies engaged in landscape restoration in Kenya

	Activity 4.1.2.4: Participate in local, national and international meetings and conferences to share and collect lessons and experiences that can then be added to the information hub

	Activity 4.1.2.5: Document and disseminate technical working papers/reports 

	Activity 4.1.2.6: Engage senior officers in launches of products and events including celebrations of internationally important days (World Earth Day, Environment Day, Soil Conservation Day, etc.)

	Activity 4.1.2.7: Document transformative impacts of landscape restoration in Kenya

	Output 4.1.3: Knowledge transfer and lessons sharing promoted within and outside the Tana Delta and coastal and Western Kenya ecosystems, including cross-county benchmarking, and with the TRI global child partner projects

	Activity 4.1.3.1: Organize exchange visits for local community members and County officials between counties in the country where landscape restoration and sustainable land management has been implemented successfully

	Activity 4.1.3.2: Conduct interviews with stakeholders and document experiences and lessons learned

	Activity 4.1.3.3: Organize exchange visits between Kenya GEF6 TRI stakeholders and those in other GEF6 TRI projects in other countries

	Activity 4.1.3.4: Conduct interviews with stakeholders and document experiences and lessons learned

	Activity 4.1.3.5: Support stakeholders to participate in TRI Annual Knowledge Sharing events, Biennial Restoration Finance events, and TRI-sponsored South-South exchanges that address landscape restoration

	Activity 4.1.3.6: Engage media (print and electronic) and use in house publications with local and international reach to communicate best practices and lessons learned to a wide range of stakeholders

	Outcome 4.2: Monitoring and evaluation systems adopted to support adaptive management of landscape restoration interventions and strategies

	Output 4.2.1 Innovative landscape restoration monitoring tools developed to track progress towards county restoration targets and capacity to use these tools enhanced

	Activity 4.2.1.1: Internal Project Monitoring framework developed and implemented 

	Activity 4.2.1.2: Important Bird Areas monitoring framework applied by trained stakeholders to monitor targeted landscapes and biodiversity

	Activity 4.2.1.3: Annual Status and Trends Report based on monitoring and field surveys produced and disseminated to county and national decision makers

	Activity 4.2.1.4: Global Forest Watch platform applied in the Tana Delta to monitor tree cover loss and provide information to local enforcement authorities 

	Activity 4.2.1.5: Baselines collected for selected target ecosystems including current land use and tree cover (using Collect Earth); state, pressure and responses variables; and the natural capital stock including biodiversity and forest cover

	Activity 4.2.1.6: Document the biodiversity value of the forest habitat within the ICCA at baseline and annually to ensure maintained extent or increased biodiversity

	Activity 4.2.1.7: Carry out baseline and end of project surveys of mangrove and forest habitat (using Collect Earth) to monitor riverine and mangrove forest cover within the Tana delta ICCA areas with reference to current levels

	Activity 4.2.1.8: Carry out baseline and end of project surveys of key species in the Tana Delta and submit the biodiversity data to the National Key Biodiversity Areas database for analysis and dissemination as part of the annual Status and Trends Report that goes to decision makers

	Activity 4.2.1.9: Document lessons learned from monitoring efforts and share these with other counties developing monitoring programs

	Activity 4.2.1.10: Coordinate with national institutions to ensure monitoring indicators are aligned across scales so that results can be integrated into a national monitoring system

	Activity 4.2.1.11: Collect and apply lessons learned from other counties on monitoring best practices

	Activity 4.2.1.12: Train stakeholders on the application of the Global Forest Watch platform

	Activity 4.2.1.13: Basic training done for a subset of site managers to implement Important Bird Areas monitoring framework

	Activity 4.2.1.14: Conduct trainings on the use of Collect Earth as a monitoring tool

	Activity 4.2.1.15: Support counties in developing and implementing their own Collect Earth surveys

	Component 5: Monitoring, evaluation and dissemination of project information

	Outcome 5.1: Project implementation based on Results Based Management and lessons learned/good practices documented and disseminated

	Output 5.1.1: Gender sensitive M&E Plan and system in place

	Output 5.1.2: One midterm review and one final evaluation; implementation and sustainability strategy adjusted to recommendations

	Output 5.1.3: Project-related best practices and lessons learned systematized and published for a variety of audiences and stakeholder groups


Executing Arrangements

1. UN Environment’s Division of Ecosystems represents the Implementing Agency (IA) of the Global Environment Facility (GEF), with following roles:
· Providing consistent and regular project oversight to ensure that GEF policies and criteria are adhered to and that the project meets its objectives and achieves expected outcomes 

· Performing the liaison function between the project and the GEF Secretariat

· Application of UNEP policy and criteria to strengthen execution arrangements 

· Ensuring that both GEF and UNEP guidelines and standards are applied and met (technical, fiduciary, M&E)

· As deemed appropriate, facilitate access to information, advisory services, technical and professional support available to UN Environment and assist the Executing Agency to access the advisory services of other United Nations Organizations, whenever necessary
· Ensuring timely disbursement/sub-allotment to executing agencies, based on agreed legal documents

· Approve budget revision, certify fund availability and transfer funds 

· Undertake a mid-term management review of the entire project or request the Evaluation Office (EO) to perform an independent mid-term evaluation;

· Providing technical support and assessment of the execution of the Project

· Providing guidance if requested to main TORs/MOUs and subcontracts issued by the project

· Follow-up with EA for progress, equipment, financial and audit reports

· Certify project operational completion

Nature Kenya

· Responsible for overall project execution

· Coordinate all aspects of project implementation 

· Through the PMU, serve  as the critical link between the project pilot sites, the different groups engaged on project activities and the lead project executing agency, 
· Coordinate engagement of project partners
· Ensure that lessons learned are shared among sites and within national committees and provide visibility of the project at the national and international level. 
· Ensure adequate communication of information to all national and international partners.
· Undertake monitoring and support the mid-term review and terminal evaluation and audit of the project.
Project Steering Committee (PSC)

The project has a project steering committee (PSC) consisting of representatives of the partner institutions, including: the Ministry of Environment and Forestry (The GEF Focal Point of Kenya), UN Environment, Nature Kenya, Kenya Forest Service, Kenya Wildlife Service, National Environment Management Authority, Ministry of Lands and Physical Planning ,National Land Commission, Ministry of Agriculture, Livestock and Fisheries, Ministry of Water and Irrigation, the World Resources Institute and Tana and Lamu County Government will be also a member of the PCS. Site policy officers and staff from counties in areas targeted for up-scaling activities shall attend meetings of the PSC by invitation and only on a need basis. The project manager will serve as the secretary to the project steering committee. Responsibilities of PSC are as follows ;

a) Provide guidance, as well as overall strategic policy and management direction to the Project; 

b) Annually, review and assess the progress of the project, based up on a pre-defined Monitoring and Evaluation Plan, including progress made towards making measurable impacts in terms of improvement of environmental status; 

c) Discuss and review draft strategies for improving sustainability of environmental benefits and replication; 

d) Monitoring and reviewing of co-financing delivered to the project in line with GEF requirements; 

e) Annually, review and provide strategic direction on the implementation of the work plan; 

f) Advice on appropriate mechanisms for interaction with the private sector and local communities; 

g) Seek additional funding to support the outputs and activities of the project; 

h) Review the extent and effectiveness of stakeholder involvement at the county and national level particularly among different sectors of government that have an interest or impact on landscape restoration activities, including resolution of potential conflicts;

i) Review the quality of outputs produced by the project;
j) Review and or monitor the implementation of the project’s outreach and communication strategy
Technical Advisory Committee

· A technical advisory committee (TAC)  is in place, whose main function is to provide expert guidance and advice on the effective technical implementation of the project. The TAC members  provide ongoing technical advice to the project andl participate in PSC meetings as observers. Membership of TAC  are defined based on the specific technical needs of the project. Speficaly, their roles are as follows ; Provide strategic advice for effective project implementation and ensure coordination between the project and other ongoing activities in the country, Provide opportunity for interagency coordination , Provide guidance to the Project Coordination Unit that reviews and approves work plans, financial plans and reports , Monitor project implementation progress , Promote uptake of lessons to other sectors
The composition of the TAC may change according to project needs, and will meet as necessary to guide specific project activities.  The Project Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) is composed of the following key national partners:
1. Nature Kenya

2. World Resources Institute (WRI)
3. Kenya Forest Research Institute (KEFRI)

4. National Lands Commission (NLC)

5. National Museums of Kenya (NMK)
6. Kenya Forest Service (KFS)

7. Kenya Wildlife Service (KWS)

8. National Environment Management Authority (NEMA)

9. Kenya Marine and Fisheries Research Institute (KMFRI)

10. The National Treasury and Planning

11. UN Environment

12. Ministry of Environment and Forestry

13. Ministry of tourism and wildlife

14. Ministry of Water, Sanitation and Irrigation

15. Kenya Water Towers Agency (KWTA)

16. Tana River County Government

17. Lamu County Government

18. Kenya Agricultural and Livestock Organization (KALRO), and other as required
The Technical Advisory Committee  meets on need basis at least once annually 

Project partners

Project partners are ; Kenya Forest Service (KFS), State Department of Environment, State Department of Natural Resources, Kenya Wildlife Service(KWS), National Environment Management Authority (NEMA), Kenya Forestry Research Institute,  Lamu County Government, Tana River County Government, and World Resources Institute (WRI).

· DESCRIBE THE INTERNAL STRUCTURE

A Project Management Unit (PMU) is in place. The PMU  serves as the project secretariat and operate day-to-day activities. The PMU is designed to consist of a project coordinator (PC), project assistant and thematic consultants (on a need basis).. The full time Project Coordinator in-charge of the PMU facilitates the execution of project activities by the project partners involved.

The PMU serves as the critical link between the project pilot sites, the different groups engaged on project activities and the lead project executing agency, Nature Kenya, to ensure that lessons learned are shared among sites and within national committees and to provide visibility of the project at the national and international level. The PMU will be responsible for ensuring adequate communication of information to all national and international partners.

· DESCRIBE THE EXTERNAL STRUCTURE

The PSC, Co-chaired by the Ministry of Environment and Forestry, National Treasury and planning, and UNEP, is in charge of the project oversight and overall guidance. It  meets at least once annually or according to the project's needs. Participation in PSC meetings is possible also via video link or skype and decisions and consultations might also take place in email exchange form.

· DESCRIBE THE OVERSIGHT MECHANISM

The main oversight body for the project is its Steering Committee, comprised of the Implementing Agency, the Executing Agency, the beneficiary (Ministry of Environment and Forestry) and representatives of all main partners and stakeholder groups. Further monitoring and evaluation procedures of the project, including regular reporting duties, are detailed in Annex G. The Executing Agency can undertake field visits at any stage and is tasked to support the mid-term review and terminal evaluation and audit of the project.
GRAPHICAL REPRESENTATION OF THE PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION ARRANGEMENTS:
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Project Cost and Financing

	
	Project Preparation a
	Project

 b
	Total

c = a + b
	Agency Fee
	For comparison:

GEF and Co-financing at PIF

	GEF financing
	150,000
	 3,345,413
	3,495,413
	
	

	Co-financing 
	0
	36,526,667
	36,526,667
	
	

	Total
	150,000
	39,872,080
	40,022,080
	
	

	Project Components 
	GEF Financing*
	 

Co-financing*
	 

Total ($)

	
	($) a
	%
	($) b
	%
	c=a+ b

	1. Policy development and integration
	576,300


	44
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A

	2. Restoration programs and complementary initiatives
	855,813
	
	
	
	

	3. Institutions and finance
	639,710
	38
	
	
	

	4. Scaling up best practices and tools
	691,381
	37
	
	
	

	5. Monitoring, evaluation and dissemination of project information
	430,490
	37
	
	
	

	6. Project Management
	151,719
	28
	
	
	

	Total Project Costs
	3,345,413
	
	
	
	


Project co-financing

	Partner
	Total Co -finance planned (USD0
	Cumulative Actual Co-finance (USD)
	 % Contribution

	Kenya Forest Service
	5,000,000
	3940000
	78.8

	Lamu County
	4,195,000
	2723500
	64.9

	National Environment Management Authority (NEMA)
	850,000
	505500
	59.47

	Tana River County
	16,886,667
	10677510
	63.2

	Kenya Wildlife Service
	5,000,000
	3765000
	75.3

	Nature Kenya
	2,000,000
	1295550
	64.8

	Ministry of Environment and Forestry
	2,095,000
	1305750
	62.3

	
	36,026,667
	24212810
	67.2


Implementation Issues

There is not any implementation issues to record here.

Section 2. OBJECTIVE AND SCOPE OF THE MID-TERM REVIEW

Objective of the Review

In line with the UNEP Evaluation Policy
 and the UNEP Programme Manual
, the Mid-Term Review 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 supporting their sustainability.

Key Review Principles

Mid-Term Review findings and judgements will be based on sound evidence and analysis, clearly documented in the Review Report. Information will be triangulated (i.e. verified from different sources) as far as possible, and when verification is not possible, the single source will be mentioned (whilst anonymity is still protected). Analysis leading to evaluative judgements should always be clearly spelled out. 

As this Review is being undertaken at the mid-point of project implementation, particular attention will be given to identifying implementation challenges and risks to achieving the expected project objectives and sustainability, which will support potential course correction. Possible questions to be considered include:

· Does the TOC properly reflect the project’s intended change process?

· Is the stakeholder analysis still appropriate and adequate to support the project’s ambitions?

· Are results statements in keeping with both UNEP and GEF definitions (e.g. outcomes are expressed as the uptake or use of outputs)

· Are roles and responsibilities commonly understood and playing out effectively?

· Is there an effective monitoring mechanism for the project’s implementation (this is separate from, and supports, reporting in the annual PIR)?

· Is the rate of expenditure appropriate for the mid-point?

· Have plans for inclusivity (human rights, gender considerations, disability inclusion etc) been implemented as planned, or does more need to be done?
· Are safeguard identification and mitigation plans being monitored and steps taken to minimize negative effects?

· Is there an exit strategy in place and are the elements needed for the project’s benefits to be sustained after the project end, being incorporated in the project implementation?

· Have recommendations from previous performance assessments (where they exist) been appropriately addressed?

· (Where relevant) What changes were made to adapt to the effects of COVID-19 and how might any changes affect the project’s performance?

A Mid-Term Review is a formative assessment, which requires that the consultants go beyond the assessment of “what” the project performance is and make a serious effort to provide a deeper understanding of “why” the performance is as it is. (i.e. what is contributing to the achievement of the project’s results).  This should provide the basis for the lessons that can be drawn from the project at the mid-point and the recommendations that support adaptive management for the remainder of the project.

Attribution, Contribution and Credible Association: In order to attribute any outcomes and impacts to a project intervention, one needs to consider the difference between what has happened with, and what would have happened without, the project (i.e. take account of changes over time and between contexts in order to isolate the effects of an intervention). This requires appropriate baseline data and the identification of a relevant counterfactual, both of which are frequently not available for evaluations. Establishing the contribution made by a project in a complex change process relies heavily on prior intentionality (e.g. approved project design documentation, logical framework) and the articulation of causality (e.g. narrative and/or illustration of the Theory of Change). Robust evidence that a project was delivered as designed and that the expected causal pathways developed supports claims of contribution and this is strengthened where an alternative theory of change can be excluded. A credible association between the implementation of a project and observed positive effects can be made where a strong causal narrative, although not explicitly articulated, can be inferred by the chronological sequence of events, active involvement of key actors and engagement in critical processes.

A key aim of the Mid-Term Review is to encourage reflection and learning by UNEP staff, the Executing Agency and key project stakeholders.  The Review Consultant should consider how reflection and learning can be promoted, both through the review process and in the communication of review findings and key lessons. Clear and concise writing is required on all review deliverables. There may be several intended audiences, each with different interests and needs regarding the report. The Task Manager will plan with the Review Consultant which audiences to target and the easiest and most effective way to communicate the key review findings and lessons to them.  This may include some or all of the following: a webinar, conference calls with relevant stakeholders, the preparation of a review brief or interactive presentation. Draft and final versions of the Main Review Report will be shared with key stakeholders by the Task Manager and a copy of the final version will be submitted to the UNEP Evaluation Office, who will provide an assessment of the quality of the Review Report based on a standard UNEP template.
Key Strategic Questions 
In addition to the evaluation criteria outlined in Section 10 below, the Review will address the strategic questions listed below. These are questions of interest to UNEP and to which the project is believed to be able to make a substantive contribution. Also included are five questions that are required when reporting in the GEF Portal and these must be addressed in the MTR.

· What evidence is present to suggest that the project is assisting on expansion of the PA network in Kenya ?

· What evidence is available that the project activities regarding enhancing management effectiveness of protected areas and capacity building are enhancing (or are likely to enhance) biodiversity conservation and protection of threatened species and habitats?

· What evidence is present to suggest that the project’s interventions in mainstreaming conservation of biodiversity into national planning have minimized the major drivers of biodiversity loss?

Address the questions required for the GEF Portal in the appropriate parts of the report and provide a summary of the findings in the Conclusions section of the report:

a) Under Monitoring and Reporting/Monitoring of Project Implementation:

What is the performance at the project’s mid-point against Core Indicator Targets? (For projects approved prior to GEF-7, these indicators will be identified retrospectively and comments on performance provided).
b) Under Factors Affecting Performance/Stakeholder Participation and Cooperation:

What has been the progress, challenges and outcomes regarding engagement of stakeholders in the project/program? (This should be based on the description included in the Stakeholder Engagement Plan or equivalent documentation submitted at CEO Endorsement/Approval)
c) Under Factors Affecting Performance/Responsiveness to Human Rights and Gender Equality:

What has been the progress, challenges and outcomes regarding gender-responsive measures and any intermediate gender result areas? (This should be based on the documentation at CEO Endorsement/Approval, including gender-sensitive indicators contained in the project results framework or gender action plan or equivalent)
d) Under Factors Affecting Performance/Environmental and Social Safeguards:

What has been the experience at the project’s mid-point against the Safeguards Plan submitted at CEO Approval? The risk classifications reported in the latest PIR report should be verified and any measures taken to address identified risks assessed.  (Any supporting documents gathered by the Consultant during this review should be shared with the Task Manager for uploading in the GEF Portal)
e) Under Factors Affecting Performance/Communication and Public Awareness:

What has been the progress, challenges and outcomes regarding the implementation of the project's Knowledge Management Approach, including: Knowledge and Learning Deliverables (e.g. website/platform development); Knowledge Products/Events; Communication Strategy; Lessons Learned and Good Practice; Adaptive Management Actions. (This should be based on the documentation approved at CEO Endorsement/Approval)
Evaluation Criteria
All evaluation criteria will be rated on a six-point scale. Sections A-G below, outline the scope of the criteria and a link to a table for recording the ratings is provided in Annex 1. A weightings table will be provided in excel format (see notes in Annex 1) to support the determination of an overall project rating. 

A. Strategic Relevance

The Review will assess the extent to which the activity is suited to the priorities and policies of the target group, recipient and donor. The Review will include an assessment of the project’s relevance in relation to UNEP’s mandate and its alignment with UNEP’s policies and strategies at the time of project approval, as well as each country’s UNDAF. Under strategic relevance an assessment of the complementarity of the project with other interventions addressing the needs of the same target groups will be made. This criterion comprises four elements:

i. Alignment to the UNEP Medium Term Strategy
 (MTS), Programme of Work (POW) and Strategic Priorities
The Review should assess the project’s alignment with the MTS and POW under which the project was approved and include, in its narrative, reflections on the scale and scope of any contributions made to the planned results reflected in the relevant MTS and POW. UNEP strategic priorities include the Bali Strategic Plan for Technology Support and Capacity Building
 (BSP) and South-South Cooperation (S-SC). The BSP relates to the capacity of governments to: comply with international agreements and obligations at the national level; promote, facilitate and finance environmentally sound technologies and to strengthen frameworks for developing coherent international environmental policies.  S-SC is regarded as the exchange of resources, technology and knowledge between developing countries.

ii. Alignment to Donor/Partner Strategic Priorities 
Donor strategic priorities will vary across interventions. The Review will assess the extent to which the project is suited to, or responding to, donor priorities. In some cases, alignment with donor priorities may be a fundamental part of project design and grant approval processes while in others, for example, instances of ‘softly-earmarked’ funding, such alignment may be more of an assumption that should be assessed.

iii. Relevance to Global, Regional, Sub-regional and National Environmental Priorities
The Review will assess the alignment of the project with global priorities such as the SDGs and Agenda 2030.  The extent to which the intervention is suited, or responding to, the stated environmental concerns and needs of the countries, sub-regions or regions where it is being implemented will be considered. Examples may include: UN Development Assistance Frameworks (UNDAF) or, national or sub-national development plans, poverty reduction strategies or Nationally Appropriate Mitigation Action (NAMA) plans or regional agreements etc. Within this section consideration will be given to whether the needs of all beneficiary groups are being met and reflects the current policy priority to leave no-one behind.

iv. Complementarity with Existing Interventions/Coherence

An assessment will be made of how well the project, either at design stage or during the project inception or mobilization
, took account of ongoing and planned initiatives (under the same sub-programme, other UNEP -programmes, or being implemented by other agencies within the same country, sector or institution) that address similar needs of the same target groups. The Review will consider if the project team, in collaboration with Regional Offices and Sub-Programme Coordinators, made efforts to ensure their own intervention was complementary to other interventions, optimized any synergies and avoided duplication of effort. Examples may include work within UNDAFs or One UN programming. Linkages with other interventions should be described and instances where UNEP’s comparative advantage has been particularly well applied should be highlighted.

B. Effectiveness

The Review will assess effectiveness across three dimensions: delivery of outputs, achievement of project outcomes and, where appropriate and feasible, likelihood of impact. At the mid-point more emphasis is placed on performance at the output and outcome levels, but observations about likelihood of impact may be helpful for course correction or adjusting the emphasis of the project’s efforts.

Availability of Outputs
 

The Review will assess the project’s success in producing the programmed outputs and achieving targets and milestones as per the project design document (ProDoc). Any formal modifications/revisions made during project implementation will be considered part of the project design. Where the project outputs are inappropriately or inaccurately stated in the ProDoc, a table should be provided showing the original formulation and the amended version for transparency. The delivery of outputs will be assessed in terms of both quantity and quality, and the assessment will consider their usefulness and the timeliness of their provision. It is noted that emphasis is placed on the performance of those outputs that are most important to achieve outcomes. The Review will briefly explain the reasons behind the success or shortcomings of the project in delivering its programmed outputs and meeting expected quality standards. 

i. Achievement of Project Outcomes

The achievement of project outcomes is assessed as performance against the project outcomes defined in the Project Results Framework
. These are outcomes that are intended to be achieved by the end of the project timeframe and within the project’s resource envelope. Emphasis is placed on the achievement of project outcomes that are most important for attaining intermediate states.  As with outputs, a table can be used where substantive amendments to the formulation of project outcomes is necessary to make them consistent with UNEP guidelines. Where possible, the Review should report evidence of attribution, contribution or credible association between UNEP’s intervention and the project outcomes. 

ii. Likelihood of Impact 

Based on the articulation of longer-term effects as defined in the project objective or stated intentions, the Review will, where possible, assess the likelihood of the intended, positive impacts becoming a reality. 

The Review will also consider the likelihood that the intervention may lead, or contribute, to unintended negative effects (e.g. will vulnerable groups such as those living with disabilities and/or women and children, be disproportionally affected by the project?). Some of these potential negative effects may have been identified in the project design as risks or as part of the analysis of Environmental, Social and Economic Safeguards
 . The Review will consider the extent to which the project is playing a catalytic role or is promoting longer-term scaling up and/or replication
.

C. Financial Management

Under financial management the Mid-Term Review will assess: a) whether the rate of spend is consistent with the project’s length of implementation to-date, the agreed workplan and the delivery of outputs and b) whether financial reporting and/or auditing requirements are being met consistently and to adequate standards by all parties. This includes an assessment of whether UNEP’s financial management policies and the GEF’s fiduciary standards are being met. Any financial management issues that are affecting the timely delivery of the project or the quality of its performance will be highlighted.

D. Efficiency

The Review will assess the cost-effectiveness and timeliness of project execution. Focusing on the translation of inputs into outputs, cost-effectiveness is the extent to which an intervention has achieved, or is expected to achieve, its results at the lowest possible cost. Timeliness refers to whether planned activities were delivered according to expected timeframes as well as whether events were sequenced efficiently. The Review will describe any cost or time-saving measures put in place to maximize results within the secured budget and agreed project timeframe and consider whether the project is being implemented in the most efficient way compared to alternative interventions or approaches. The Review will also assess ways in which potential project extensions can be avoided through stronger project management.
E. Monitoring and Reporting

The Review will assess monitoring and reporting across two sub-categories: monitoring of project implementation, and project reporting. 

i. Monitoring of Project Implementation

Each project should be supported by a sound monitoring plan that is designed to track progress against SMART
 results towards the achievement of the project’s outputs and outcomes, including at a level disaggregated by gender, marginalisation or vulnerability, including those living with disabilities. The Review will assess the use and quality of the monitoring plan. In particular, the evaluation will assess the relevance and appropriateness of the project indicators as well as the methods used for tracking progress against them as part of conscious results-based management. This assessment will include consideration of whether the project gathered relevant and good quality baseline data that is accurately and appropriately documented. The Review will assess whether the monitoring system is operational and facilitates the timely tracking of results and progress towards project milestones and targets throughout the project implementation period. It will also consider the quality of the information generated by the monitoring system during project implementation and how it was used to adapt and improve project execution, achievement of outcomes and ensure sustainability. The Review should confirm that funds allocated for monitoring are being used to support this activity.

The performance at the project’s mid-point against Core Indicator Targets should be reviewed. For projects approved prior to GEF-7, these indicators will be identified retrospectively and comments on performance provided.

ii. Project Reporting

Projects funded by GEF have requirements with regard to verifying documentation and reporting (i.e. the Project Implementation Reviews, Tracking Tool and CEO Endorsement template
), which will be made available by the Task Manager. The Review will assess the extent to which both UNEP and GEF reporting commitments have been fulfilled. Where corrective action is indicated in the annual Project Implementation Review reports (e.g. as an identified risk), the Review Consultant will record whether this action has been taken.

F. Sustainability 

Sustainability
 is understood as the probability of the benefits associated with the project outcomes being maintained and developed after the close of the intervention. The Review will identify and assess the key conditions or factors that are likely to undermine or contribute to the persistence of benefits at the outcome level. Some factors of sustainability may be embedded in the project design and implementation approaches while others may be contextual circumstances or conditions that evolve over the life of the intervention. Where applicable an assessment of bio-physical factors that may affect the sustainability of project outcomes may also be included. 

The Review will ascertain that the project has put in place an appropriate exit strategy and measures to mitigate risks to sustainability. The Review Consultant will consider: a) the level of ownership, interest and commitment among government and other stakeholders to take the project achievements forwards, b) the extent to which project outcomes are dependent on future funding for the benefits they bring to be sustained and c) the extent to which the sustainability of project outcomes is dependent on issues relating to institutional frameworks and governance. It will consider whether institutional achievements such as governance structures and processes, policies, sub-regional agreements, legal and accountability frameworks etc. are robust enough to continue delivering the benefits associated with the project outcomes after project closure.

I. Factors Affecting Project Performance and Cross-Cutting Issues 

These factors are rated in the ratings table but can be discussed as cross-cutting themes as appropriate under the other evaluation criteria, above. Where the issues have not been addressed under other evaluation criteria, the consultant(s) will provide summary sections under the following headings)
i. Preparation and Readiness

This criterion focuses on the inception or mobilisation stage of the project. The Review will assess whether appropriate measures were taken to either address weaknesses in the project design or respond to changes that took place between project approval, the securing of funds and project mobilisation. In particular the Review will consider the nature and quality of engagement with stakeholder groups by the project team, the confirmation of partner capacity and development of partnership agreements as well as initial staffing and financing arrangements. 

ii. Quality of Project Implementation and Execution 

Specifically for GEF funded projects, this factor refers separately to the performance of the Executing Agency and the technical backstopping and supervision provided by UNEP, as the Implementing Agency.

The Review will assess the effectiveness of project management with regard to: providing leadership towards achieving the planned outcomes; managing team structures; maintaining productive partner relationships (including Steering Groups etc.); maintaining project relevance within changing external and strategic contexts; communication and collaboration with UNEP colleagues; risk management; use of problem-solving; project adaptation and overall project execution. Evidence of adaptive project management should be highlighted.

iii. Stakeholder Participation and Cooperation 

Here the term ‘stakeholder’ should be considered in a broad sense, encompassing all project partners, duty bearers with a role in delivering project outputs and target users of project outputs and any other collaborating agents external to UNEP. The assessment will consider the quality and effectiveness of all forms of communication and consultation with stakeholders throughout the project life and the support given to maximise collaboration and coherence between various stakeholders, including sharing plans, pooling resources and exchanging learning and expertise. The inclusion and participation of all differentiated groups, including gender groups, should be considered.

The progress, challenges and outcomes regarding engagement of stakeholders in the project/program should be reviewed. This should be based on the description included in the Stakeholder Engagement Plan or equivalent documentation submitted at CEO Endorsement/Approval.

iv. Responsiveness to Human Rights and Gender Equity 

The Review will ascertain to what extent the project has applied the UN Common Understanding on the human rights-based approach (HRBA) and the UN Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous People.  Within this human rights context the Review will assess to what extent the intervention adheres to UNEP’s Policy and Strategy for Gender Equality and the Environment
. 

The report should present the extent to which the intervention, following an adequate gender analysis at design stage, has implemented the identified actions and/or applied adaptive management to ensure that Gender Equity and Human Rights are adequately taken into account. In particular, the Review will consider to what extent to which project design, the implementation that underpins effectiveness and monitoring have taken into consideration: (i) possible gender inequalities in access to, and the control over, natural resources; (ii) specific vulnerabilities of disadvantaged groups (especially women, youth and children and those living with disabilities) to environmental degradation or disasters; (iii) the role of women in mitigating or adapting to environmental changes and engaging in environmental protection and rehabilitation. 

The progress, challenges and outcomes regarding gender-responsive measures and any intermediate gender result areas should be reviewed. This should be based on the documentation at CEO Endorsement/Approval, including gender-sensitive indicators contained in the project results framework or gender action plan or equivalent.


v. Environmental and Social Safeguards

UNEP projects address environmental and social safeguards primarily through the process of environmental and social screening, risk assessment and management (avoidance or mitigation) of potential environmental and social risks and impacts associated with project and programme activities. The evaluation will confirm whether UNEP requirements
 were met to: screen proposed projects for any safeguarding issues; conduct sound environmental and social risk assessments; identify and avoid, or where avoidance is not possible, mitigate, environmental, social and economic risks; apply appropriate environmental and social measures to minimize any potential risks and harm to intended beneficiaries and report on the implementation of safeguard management measures taken. 

The evaluation will also consider the extent to which the management of the project is minimising UNEP’s environmental footprint.

The Safeguards Plan submitted at CEO Approval should be reviewed, the risk classifications verified and any measures taken to address identified risks assessed.  Any supporting documents gathered by the Consultant should be shared with the Task Manager.

vi. Country Ownership and Driven-ness

The Review will assess the quality and degree of engagement of government / public sector agencies in the project. The Review will consider the involvement not only of those directly involved in project execution and those participating in technical or leadership groups, but also those official representatives whose cooperation is needed for change to be embedded in their respective institutions and offices.  This factor is concerned with the level of ownership generated by the project over outputs and outcomes and that is necessary for long term impact to be realised. Ownership should extend to all gender and marginalised groups.
vii. Communication and Public Awareness

The Review will assess the effectiveness of: a) communication of learning and experience sharing between project partners and interested groups arising from the project during its life and b) public awareness activities that were undertaken during the implementation of the project to influence attitudes or shape behaviour among wider communities and civil society at large. The Review should consider whether existing communication channels and networks were used effectively, including meeting the differentiated needs of gender or marginalised groups, and whether any feedback channels were established. Where knowledge sharing platforms have been established under a project the Review will comment on the sustainability of the communication channel under either socio-political, institutional or financial sustainability, as appropriate.

The progress, challenges and outcomes regarding the implementation of the project's Knowledge Management Approach, including: Knowledge and Learning Deliverables (e.g. website/platform development); Knowledge Products/Events; Communication Strategy; Lessons Learned and Good Practice; Adaptive Management Actions should be reviewed. This should be based on the documentation approved at CEO Endorsement/Approval.

Section 3. REVIEW APPROACH, METHODS AND DELIVERABLES

(This section has both standard text and parts that are specific to the project, to be filled in)

The Mid-Term Review will use a participatory approach whereby key stakeholders are kept informed and consulted throughout the review process. Both quantitative and qualitative evaluation methods will be used as appropriate to determine project achievements against the expected outputs, outcomes and impacts. It is highly recommended that the Review Consultant maintains close communication with the project team and promotes information exchange throughout the review implementation phase in order to increase their (and other stakeholder) ownership of the review findings. 
Where applicable, the Review Consultant should provide a geo-referenced map that demarcates the area covered by the project and, where possible, provide geo-reference photographs of key intervention sites (e.g. sites of habitat rehabilitation and protection, pollution treatment infrastructure, etc.)
The findings of the Review will be based on the following: 
a. A desk review of:

Relevant background documentation, inter alia: TRI Tana project document, CEO Endorsement document, Project Monitoring Plan, Project Implementation Review reports –PIR, Semi Annual Progress Reports, Technical Project Reports, Minutes of PSC and TAC Meetings, Annual Budgets, Annual Audit Reports)

Project Document and Appendices

Project design documents (including minutes of the project design review meeting at approval); Annual Work Plans and Budgets or equivalent, revisions to the project (Project Document Supplement), the logical framework and its budget;

Project reports such as six-monthly progress and financial reports, progress reports from collaborating partners, meeting minutes, relevant correspondence and including the Project Implementation Reviews and Tracking Tool etc.;

Evaluations/Reviews of similar projects.

b. Interviews (individual or in group) with:

UNEP Task Manager (TM) and team members; Johan Robinson, Aska Ochiel, Elizabeth Goro, Geoge Saddimbah, Rachel Kagiri [add people as appropriate]
Project Manager (PM) and team members; Dr. Paul Matiku, Paul Gacheru, Denvas Gekonde, Carol Kabilu, Emily Mateche, James Mutunga, George Odera, Eva Nyakahiga [add people as appropriate]
UNEP Fund Management Officer (FMO);

Representatives from civil society and specialist groups (such as women’s, farmers and trade associations etc).

c. Field visits: [indicate number of proposed country visits, as appropriate]
d. Other data collection tools: If needed, to be decided by the Review Consultant at the inception phase

Roles of the Implementing Agency and Executing Agency as relates implementation of MTR

Role of Implementing Partner/ Task Manager

· Select and recruited the Review Consultants under an individual Special Service Agreement (SSA) on a “fees only” basis

· Provide the consultant access to UNEP’s information management systems (Addis, Anubis, PIMS etc) under conditions

· Provide overall responsibility for the MTR, in consultation with the Portfolio Manager, and the Fund Management Officer.

· Responsible of briefing the MTR team on the MTR methodology and process and lead the organization of MTR missions.
· Liaise with the consultant on any procedural and methodological matters related to the Review.

· Review the draft and final MTR reports to assure their quality in terms of presentation, compliance with the terms of reference, timely delivery, quality, clarity and soundness of evidence and analysis supporting the conclusions and recommendations. 

· Facilitate stakeholders input by sharing out draft MTR reports and consolidating stakeholders comments.

· Prepare a Recommendations Implementation Plan 

· The Task Manager in liaison with the Executing Agency/ project team will, where possible, provide logistical support (introductions, meetings etc.) allowing the Review Consultants to conduct the Review as efficiently and independently

Role of Executing Agency

· In liaison with the Task Manager draft the Terms of Reference

· Provide the consultant with relevant background documentation inter alia; Tana project document, CEO Endorsement document, Project Monitoring Plan, Project Implementation Review reports –PIR, Semi Annual Progress Reports, Technical Project Reports, Minutes of PSC and TAC Meetings, Annual Budgets, Annual Audit Reports

· Provide logistical support (introductions, meetings etc.) allowing the Review Consultants to conduct the Review as efficiently and independently as possible. 

· Facilitate participation of project partners in MTR process

Review Deliverables and Review Procedures

The Review Consultant will prepare:

· Inception Report: (see Annex 3 for guidance on structure and content) containing confirmation of the results framework and Theory of Change of the project, project stakeholder analysis, review framework and a tentative review schedule. 

· Preliminary Findings Note: typically, in the form of a powerpoint presentation, the sharing of preliminary findings is intended to support the participation of the project team, act as a means to ensure all information sources have been accessed and provide an opportunity to verify emerging findings. 
· Draft and Final Review Reports: (see Annex 4 for guidance on structure and content) containing an Executive Summary that can act as a stand-alone document; detailed analysis of the review findings organised by evaluation criteria and supported with evidence; lessons learned and recommendations and an annotated ratings table.
Review of the draft review report. The Review Consultant will submit a draft report to the Nature Kenya project coordinator and the UNEP Task Manager, revise the draft in response to their comments and suggestions. Once a draft of adequate quality has been peer-reviewed and accepted, the Task Manager will share the cleared draft report with key project stakeholders for their review and comments. Stakeholders may provide feedback on any errors of fact and may highlight the significance of such errors in any conclusions as well as providing feedback on the proposed recommendations and lessons. Any comments or responses to draft reports will be sent to the Task Manager for consolidation. The Task Manager will provide all comments to the Review Consultant for consideration in preparing the final report, along with guidance on areas of contradiction or issues requiring an institutional response. 
At the end of the review process and based on the findings in the Review Report, the Task Manager will prepare a Recommendations Implementation Plan in the format of a table, to be completed and updated at regular intervals, and circulate Lessons Learned.

The Review Consultant 

The Review Consultant will work under the overall responsibility of the Nature Kenya project coordinator in collaboration with the GEF Task Manager, Daniel Pouakouyou and the Portfolio Manager, Johan Robinson, the Fund Management Officer, George Saddimbah. The consultant will liaise with the Task Manager on any procedural and methodological matters related to the Review. It is, however, the consultants’ individual responsibility to arrange for their travel, visa, obtain documentary evidence, plan meetings with stakeholders (with assistance from the Executing Agency), organize online surveys, and any other logistical matters related to the assignment. The Task Manager and project team will, where possible, provide logistical support (introductions, meetings etc.) allowing the Review Consultants to conduct the Review as efficiently and independently as possible. 

The Review Consultant will be hired over a period of 5months [From January   to May  2023 and should have the following: An advanced university degree in environmental sciences, international development or other relevant political or social sciences area is required;  minimum of 7years of technical / evaluation experience, including of evaluating large, global programmes, including overseeing project teams, managing complex budgets, interacting with oversight personnel or committees and demonstrating adaptive management when necessary is required. Hands-on experience in managing national and international natural resources projects, in particular, concerning biodiversity, natural resources management, protected area management, environmental information management, capacity building etc is highly desirable. Working experience in an international environment is desirable. Experience in the project target area Tana River and Lamu County is an asset. English and French are the working languages of the United Nations Secretariat. For this consultancy, fluency in oral and written English is a requirement and proficiency language skills in oral and written Swahili is desirable. Working knowledge of the UN system and specifically the work of UNEP and GEF is an added advantage. The work will be home-based with possible field visits.

The Review Consultant will be responsible, in close consultation with the Task Manager, for overall management of the review and timely delivery of its outputs, described above in Section 11 Evaluation Deliverables, above. The Review Consultant will ensure that all evaluation criteria and questions are adequately covered. 

Schedule of the Review

The table below presents the tentative schedule for the Review.

Table 3. Tentative schedule for the Review

	Milestone
	Indicative Timeframe

	Inception Report
	Jan 2023

	Review Mission 
	Jan 2023

	Telephone interviews, surveys etc.
	Jan –February 2023

	Powerpoint/presentation on preliminary findings and recommendations
	March 2023

	Draft Report to Task Manager 
	20th March 2023

	Draft Report shared with the wider group of stakeholders
	10th April 2023

	Final Main Review Report
	20th April 2023

	Final Main Review Report shared with all respondents
	20th  May 2023


Contractual Arrangements

Review Consultants will be selected and recruited by the Task Manager under an individual Special Service Agreement (SSA) on a “fees only” basis (see below). By signing the service contract with UNEP/UNON, the consultant(s) certify that they have not been associated with the design and implementation of the project in any way which may jeopardize their independence and impartiality towards project achievements and project partner performance. In addition, they will not have any future interests (within six months after completion of the contract) with the project’s executing or implementing units. All consultants are required to sign the Code of Conduct Agreement Form.

Fees will be paid on an instalment basis, paid on acceptance by the Task Manager of expected key deliverables. The schedule of payment is as follows:

Schedule of Payment for the Consultant:

	Deliverable
	Percentage Payment

	Approved Inception Report (as per annex document 3)
	30%

	Approved Draft Main Evaluation Report (as per annex document 4)
	30%

	Approved Final Main Evaluation Report
	40%


Fees only contracts: Air tickets will be purchased by UNEP and 75% of the Daily Subsistence Allowance for each authorised travel mission will be paid up front. Local in-country travel will only be reimbursed where agreed in advance with the Task Manager and on the production of acceptable receipts. Terminal expenses and residual DSA entitlements (25%) will be paid after mission completion.

The consultants may be provided with access to UNEP’s information management systems (Addis, Anubis, PIMS etc) and if such access is granted, the consultants agree not to disclose information from that system to third parties beyond information required for, and included in, the Review report.

In case the consultants are not able to provide the deliverables in accordance with these guidelines, and in line with the expected quality standards by the Task Manager, payment may be withheld at the discretion of the Head of Branch/Unit until the consultants have improved the deliverables to meet UNEP’s quality standards. 

If the consultant(s) fail to submit a satisfactory final product to the Task Manager in a timely manner, i.e. before the end date of their contract, UNEP 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 or completion. 

Annex 1: Tools, Templates and Guidance Notes for use in the Review

The tools, templates and guidance notes listed in the table below are available from the UNEP Evaluation Office (cecilia.morales@un.org) and are intended to help Task Managers and Review Consultants to produce review products that are consistent with each other and which contribute to UNEP results reporting. (Three key templates are also attached below). This suite of documents is also intended to make the review process as transparent as possible so that all those involved in the process can participate on an informed basis. It is recognised that the review needs of projects and portfolio vary and adjustments may be necessary so that the purpose of the review process (broadly, accountability and lesson learning), can be met. Such adjustments should be decided between the Task Manager and the Review Consultant in order to produce review reports that are both useful to project implementers and that produce credible findings. 

	Document Name 

	Evaluation Ratings Table (see below)

	Weighting of Ratings (excel sheet)

	Matrix Describing Ratings by Criteria 

	Structure and Contents of the Inception Report (see below)

	Guidance on Stakeholder Analysis

	Use of Theory of Change in Project Evaluations

	Possible Evaluation Questions

	Structure and Contents of the Main Review Report (see below)

	Cover Page, Prelims and Style Sheet for Main Review Report 

	Financial Tables

	Template for the Assessment of the Quality of the Review Report (this will be completed by the UNEP Evaluation Office and annexed to the Review Report)


Annex 2: Evaluation Ratings Table
The review will provide individual ratings for the evaluation criteria described in the table below. The Evaluation Office website (https://www.unenvironment.org/about-un-environment/evaluation/our-evaluation-approach) holds all support tools, templates and guidance notes mentioned below.

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 and Likelihood of Impact are rated from Highly Likely (HL) down to Highly Unlikely (HU) and Nature of External Context is rated from Highly Favourable (HF) to Highly Unfavourable (HU). A Ratings Matrix is available to support a common interpretation of points on the scale for each evaluation criterion. These ratings are ‘weighted’ to derive the Overall Project Rating (see ‘Weighting of Ratings’ on the Evaluation Office website).

In the conclusions section of the Main Mid Term Review Report, ratings will be presented together in a table, with a brief justification for each rating, cross-referenced to findings in the main body of the report.

	Criterion (Enter each rating into the Weighting of Ratings table to arrive at the rating for each criterion and the overall project rating)
	Summary Assessment
	Rating

	A. Strategic Relevance
	
	HS ( HU

	1. Alignment to UNEP’s MTS and POW
	
	HS ( HU

	2. Alignment to Donor/GEF strategic priorities
	
	HS ( HU

	3. Relevance to regional, sub-regional and national environmental priorities
	
	HS ( HU

	4. Complementarity with existing interventions
	
	HS ( HU

	B. Effectiveness
 
	
	HS ( HU

	1. Availability of outputs
	
	HS ( HU

	2. Achievement of project outcomes 
	
	HS ( HU

	3. Likelihood of impact 
	
	HL( HU

	C. Financial Management
	
	HS ( HU

	1.Adherence to UNEP’s policies and procedures
	
	HS ( HU

	2.Completeness of project financial information
	
	HS ( HU

	3.Communication between finance and project management staff
	
	HS ( HU

	D. Efficiency
	
	HS ( HU

	E. Monitoring and Reporting
	
	HS ( HU

	2. Monitoring of project implementation 
	
	HS ( HU

	3.Project reporting
	
	

	F. Sustainability (the overall rating for Sustainability will be the lowest rating among the three sub-categories)
	
	HL ( HU

	1. Socio-political sustainability
	
	HL ( HU

	2. Financial sustainability
	
	HL ( HU

	3. Institutional sustainability
	
	HL ( HU

	G. Factors Affecting Performance and Cross-Cutting Issues

	
	HS ( HU

	1. Preparation and readiness 


	
	HS ( HU

	2. Quality of project management and supervision
 
	
	HS ( HU

	3. Stakeholders participation and cooperation 
	
	HS ( HU

	4. Responsiveness to human rights and gender equity
	
	HS ( HU

	5. Environmental, social and economic safeguards
	
	HS ( HU

	6. Country ownership and driven-ness 
	
	HS ( HU

	7. Communication and public awareness 

	
	HS ( HU

	Overall Project Rating
	
	HS ( HU


Annex 3: Guidance on the Structure and Contents of the Mid Term Review Inception Report
Guidance on the Structure and Contents of the Review Inception Report

(NOTE: This report should be written as original text and not copied from the TOR)

	Section
	Notes
	Data Sources
	Recommended no. pages

	Preliminary pages
	Review and complete (where necessary) the Project Identification Table that was in the Terms of Reference.
	TOR, ProDoc, PM
	1

	1. Introduction


	Summarise:

Purpose and scope of the review (eg learning/accountability and the project boundaries the review covers)
Project problem statement and justification for the intervention.

Institutional context of the project (MTS, POW, Division, umbrella etc)
Target audience for the review findings.
	TOR and ProDoc
	1

	2. Project outputs and outcomes
	Confirm the formulation of planned project outputs and expected outcomes. The project should be assessed against its intended results, but these may need to be rephrased, re-aligned etc.  Where the articulation of the project’s results framework, including outputs, outcomes, long term impacts and objectives/goals, needs to be revised, a table should be provided showing the original version and the revisions proposed for use in the review. 

SPECIFY WHICH GEF CORE INDICATOR TARGETS WERE IDENTIFIED AT CEO ENDORSEMENT/APPROVAL (For projects approved prior to GEF-7 these will be identified retrospectively and progress against them assessed).


	ProDoc, Revision documents, consultation with Project Manager (PM)
	1 /2

	3.  Review of project design
	Complete the template for assessment of Project Design Quality, including ratings, and present as an annex (template available) 
Summarise the project design strengths and weaknesses within the body of the inception report.
	Project document and revisions, MTE/MTR if any
	1 page narrative and completed  assessment of PDQ template 

	4. Stakeholder analysis

	Identify key stakeholder groups and provide an analysis of the levels of influence and interest each stakeholder group has over the project outcomes. Give due attention to gender and under-represented/marginalised groups. (guidance note available)
	Project document

Project preparation phase.

PM
	1

	5.  Theory of Change
	The Project Design document should have a Theory of Change. Review and revise (or reconstruct) the Theory of Change at Review Inception
 (TOC at Review Inception) based on project documentation, formal revisions, annual reports etc. Present this TOC as a one-page diagram, where possible, and explain it with a narrative, including a discussion of the assumptions and drivers (guidance note and samples available). Identify aspects of the TOC at Review Inception that need to be explored further during the review process with the project team and stakeholders.

Note if the needs of different groups (vulnerable, gender groups etc) need to be reflected in the TOC

Identify any key literature/seminal texts that establish cause and effect relationships for this kind of intervention at higher results levels (eg benefits of introducing unleaded fuel)  
	Project document narrative, logical framework and budget tables. Other project related documents.
	Diagram and up to 2 pages of narrative 

	6.  Review methods
	Describe all review methods (especially how sites/countries will be selected for field visits or case studies; how any surveys will be administered; how findings will be analysed etc)

Methods to ensure that potentially excluded groups (excluded by gender, vulnerability or marginalisation) are reached and their experiences captured effectively, should be made explicit in this section.

Summarise date sources/groups of respondents and method of data collection to be used with each (e.g skype, survey, site visit etc) 

Create a review framework that includes detailed review questions linked to data sources. Note that the Evaluation Office provides a matrix for rating each of its evaluation criteria. Include any new questions raised by review of Project Design Quality and TOC analysis. Present this as a table/matrix in the annex (samples available)
Design draft data collection tools and present in the annex (eg interview schedules, questionnaires etc)
	Review of all project documents.  
	1 page narrative. The review framework as a matrix and draft data collection tools as annexes.

	7. Team roles and responsibilities
	Describe the roles and responsibilities among the review team, where appropriate 
	
	½ 

	8. Review schedule
	Provide a revised timeline for the overall review (dates of travel and key review milestones)
Tentative programme for site/country visits
	Discussion with PM on logistics
	½ (table)

	9. Learning, communication and outreach 
	Describe the approach and methods that will be used to promote reflection and learning through the review process (eg opportunities for feedback to stakeholders; translation needs etc)

See EOU website (https://www.unenvironment.org/about-un-environment/evaluation) for examples of Evaluation Briefs -  2-page summaries of main findings.


	Discussions with the PM 
	½ 

	TOTAL NARRATIVE PAGES
	
	
	8-12 pages, plus annexes

	Annexes
	A - Review Framework

B - Draft data collection tools

C - Completed assessment of the Project Design Quality

D - List of documents and individuals to be consulted during the main review phase

E - List of individuals and documents consulted for the inception report


	
	


Annex 4: Guidance on the Structure and Contents of the Main Mid Term Review Report 
NOTE: Review Consultants are kindly advised to refer the reader to paragraphs in different parts of the report instead of repeating material.

	Preliminaries


	Title page – Name and ID number of the evaluated project, type of evaluation (mid-term review), month/year evaluation report completed, UNEP logo. Include an appropriate cover page image. 

Disclaimer text- ‘This report has been prepared by an independent Review Consultant and the findings and conclusions expressed herein do not necessarily reflect the views of UNEP or its staff.’
Acknowledgements – This is a maximum of two paragraphs. 
Short biography of the consultant(s) – giving relevant detail of experience and qualifications that make the consultant a suitable candidate for having undertaken the work. (Max 1 paragraph)

Contents page – including chapters, tables and annexes

Abbreviations table – only use abbreviations for an item that occurs more than 3 times within the report. Introduce each abbreviation where it appears first in the report and ensure it is in the abbreviations table. Where an abbreviation has not been used recently in the text, provide its full version again. The Executive Summary should be written with no abbreviations.

Paragraph numbering – All paragraphs should be numbered, starting from the Executive Summary  

Header/footer – Name of evaluated project, type of evaluation and month/year evaluation report completed. Page numbers, header and footer do not appear on the title page

	Project Identification Table
	An updated version of the Project Identification Table 

	Executive Summary

(Kindly avoid all abbreviations in the Executive Summary)

Start numbering paragraphs from the Executive Summary.
	The Executive Summary should be able to stand alone as an accurate summary of the main review product. It should include a concise overview of the review object; clear summary of the review objectives and scope; overall evaluation rating of the project and key features of performance (strengths and weaknesses) against exceptional criteria (plus reference to where the evaluation ratings table can be found within the report); summary of the main findings of the exercise, including a synthesis of main conclusions (which include a summary response to key strategic evaluation questions) and selected lessons learned and recommendations. (Max 4 pages)   

	I. Project Overview (describe the Evaluand)
	

	
	Provide an overview of the project, covering, inter alia:

· its institutional context within UNEP (where managed from etc)

· implementation structure (with diagram)

· the problem/issue the project aims to address

· project parameters for the review (start and end date; geographic reach; total budget etc)

· project results framework  - Theory of Change diagram to be included under Review findings below (justify any revisions to the formulation of results statements to conform to UNEP definitions and/or international standards)
· description of targeted groups/stakeholders and their relationship with the project (including, stakeholder analysis diagram)
· any major and agreed changes to the project (e.g. formal revisions, additional funding etc)

· any external challenges faced by the project (eg conflict, natural disaster, political upheaval etc

· financial tables ((a) budget at design and expenditure by components (b) planned and actual sources of funding/co-financing

(Max 3 pages)

	II. Review Methods
	This section is the foundation for the review’s credibility, which underpins the validity of all its findings.

The section should include: a description of review methods and information sources used, including the number and type of respondents; justification for methods used (e.g. qualitative/quantitative; electronic/face-to-face); any selection criteria used to identify respondents, case studies or sites/countries visited; strategies used to increase stakeholder engagement and consultation, including different gender groups; details of how data were verified (e.g. triangulation, review by stakeholders etc). The methods used to analyse data (e.g. scoring; coding; thematic analysis etc) should be described. 

It should also address limitations to the review such as: low or imbalanced response rates across different groups; extent to which findings can be either generalised to wider review questions or constraints on aggregation/disaggregation; any potential or apparent biases; language barriers and ways they were overcome. 

Ethics and human rights issues should be highlighted including: how anonymity and confidentiality were protected and strategies used to include the views of marginalised or potentially disadvantaged groups and/or divergent views. (Max 2 pages)

	III. Review Findings

	**Refer to the TOR for descriptions of the nature and scope of each criterion**
	This chapter is organized according to the evaluation criteria presented in the TORs and reflected in the evaluation ratings table. The Review Findings section provides a summative analysis of all triangulated data relevant to the parameters of the criteria. Review findings should be objective, relate to the review objectives/questions, be easily identifiable and clearly stated and supported by sufficient evidence. This is the main substantive section of the report and incorporates indicative evidence
 as appropriate. 

“Factors Affecting Performance” should be discussed as appropriate in each of the evaluation criteria as cross-cutting issues. Ratings are provided at the end of the assessment of each evaluation criterion and the complete ratings table is included under the conclusions section, below.

Evaluation Criteria:

A. Strategic Relevance

B. Effectiveness (includes availability of outputs, achievement of project outcomes and likelihood of impact within the context of the Theory of Change - include TOC diagram)

C. Financial Management

D. Efficiency

E. Monitoring and Reporting

F. Sustainability

(Max 15 pages)

	Factors Affecting Performance
	These factors are not discussed in stand-alone sections but are integrated in criteria A-F as appropriate. A rating is given for each of these factors in the Project Performance Ratings Table. 

	IV. Conclusions and Recommendations

	A. Conclusions
	This section should summarize the main conclusions of the review following a logical sequence from cause to effect. The conclusions should highlight the main strengths and weaknesses of the project, preferably starting with the positive achievements and a short explanation of how these were achieved, and then moving to the less successful aspects of the project and explanations as to why they occurred. Answers to the key strategic evaluation questions, including an answer to the questions on Core Indicator Targets, stakeholder engagement, gender responsiveness, safeguards and knowledge management, required for the GEF portal, should be provided. All conclusions should be supported with evidence that has been presented in the evaluation report and can be cross-referenced to the main text using paragraph numbering. The conclusions section should end with the overall assessment of the project, followed by the ratings table. 

Conclusion section should have a table summarizing the findings of the following questions:

a) What is the performance at the project’s mid-point against Core Indicator Targets? 

b) What has been the progress, challenges and outcomes regarding engagement of stakeholders in the project/program?

c) What has been the progress, challenges and outcomes regarding gender-responsive measures and any intermediate gender result areas?

d) What has been the experience at the project’s mid-point against the Safeguards Plan submitted at CEO Approval? 

e) What has been the progress, challenges and outcomes regarding the implementation of the project's Knowledge Management Approach, including: Knowledge and Learning Deliverables

The conclusions section should not be a repeat of the Executive Summary but focuses on the main findings in a compelling story line that provides both evidence and explanations of the project’s results and impact. (Max 2 pages)

	B. Lessons Learned
	Lessons learned should be anchored in the conclusions of the review, with cross-referencing to appropriate paragraphs in the review report where possible. 

Lessons learned are rooted in real project experiences, i.e. based on good practices and successes which could be replicated in similar contexts. Alternatively, they can be derived from problems encountered and mistakes made which should be avoided in the future. Lessons learned must have the potential for wider application (replication and generalization) and use and should briefly describe the context from which they are derived and those contexts in which they may be useful. 

Specific lessons on how human rights and gender equity issues have been successfully integrated into project delivery and/or how they could have could have been taken into consideration, should be highlighted.

	C. Recommendations
	All recommendations should be anchored in the conclusions of the report, with paragraph cross-referencing where possible. 

Recommendations are proposals for specific actions to be taken by identified people/position-holders 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 order that the project team/Head of Branch/Unit can monitor and assess compliance with the recommendations.
It is suggested that a succinct and actionable recommendation is stated first and is followed by a summary of the finding which supports it. In some cases, it might be useful to propose options, and briefly analyse the pros and cons of each option. Specific recommendations on actions that could be taken within the available time and resources to ensure the delivery of results relevant to human rights and gender equity should be highlighted.

In cases where the recommendation is addressed to a third party, compliance can only be monitored and assessed where a contractual/legal agreement remains in place. Without such an agreement, the recommendation should be formulated to say that UNEP project staff should pass on the recommendation to the relevant third party in an effective or substantive manner. The effective transmission by UNEP of the recommendation will then be monitored for compliance.

Where a new project phase is already under discussion or in preparation with the same third party, a recommendation can be made to address the issue in the next phase.

	Annexes 


	These may include additional material deemed relevant by the Review Consultant but must include: 

1. Response to stakeholder comments received but not (fully) accepted by the Review Consultant, where appropriate. 

2. List of respondents

3. List of documents consulted

3. Review itinerary, containing the names of locations visited and the names (or functions) and of people met/interviewed. (A list of names and contact details of all respondents should be given to the Project Manager for dissemination of the report to stakeholders but contact details should not appear in the report). 
4.Summary of co-finance information and a statement of project expenditure by activity or component

5. Any communication and outreach tools used to disseminate results (e.g. power point presentations, charts, graphs, videos, case studies, etc.)

6. Any documents provided to implement the Safeguards Plan

7. Brief CVs of the consultants 8. Mid Term Review TORs (without annexes).




Annex VIII. MTR agenda during the field phase
Annex VIII:  MTR Agenda during the field mission
	Date
	Hour
	Action
	Interview method / Comments

	Thursday, 13/03/2023
	11h00 – 13h00 (UK) /           14h00 – 16h00 (Kenya)
	Remote interview with NK/PMU on Strategic Relevance, Financial Management and Factors Affecting Performance
	Remote 

	Tuesday,  31/03/2023
	14h00 – 15h00 (UK)

16h00 – 17h00 (Kenya)
	Coordinate with national consultant Geoffrey Mwahungu and PMU Team Leader, Rudolf Makhanu, on the launch of the e-questionnaire (list of stakeholders to be targeted).
	Remote

	Tuesday,  11/04/2023
	14h00 – 15h00 (UK)

16h00 – 17h00 (Kenya)
	Meeting with FAO on project coordination between TRI-ASAL and TRI-Tana
	Remote

	Thursday,  13/04/2023
	09h00 – 11h00 (UK)

11h00 – 13h00 (Kenya)
	Presentation of progress of project by NK and main issues to be reviewed in the field visit 
	Remote 

	Friday, 14/04/2023
	12h00 – 13h30 (UK)

14h00 – 15h30 (Kenya)
	Preliminary interview with Daniel Pouakouyou (Project Task Manager) at UNEP 
	Remote



	Field visit 
	
	
	

	Saturday, 16/04/2023
	16h00 – 07h25
	Flight to Nairobi
	International flight (TBC)

	Monday 17/04/2023
	09h00 -10h00 
	Meeting with NK Director, Dr Paul Mitiku 
	Group meeting

	
	10h30 – 13h00
	Meeting with the Project Coordinator, Rudolf Makhanu
	Individual meeting

	
	14h00-15h30
	
	

	
	16h00-17h30
	Meeting with GIS-Mapping expert from NMK and PSC member
	Individual meeting 

	Tuesday

18/04/2023
	09h00 – 10h00
	Interview with Serah Munguti Country Manager · Fauna & Flora International (former lead in TRI Tana project design)
	Individual meeting

	
	11h00 – 12h00
	Interview with John Nyangena (private consultant who worked on the SEA of TRD and technical advice on the development of the Green Heart
	Individual meeting

	
	12h30 – 13h30
	Interview with Peter Nelson, consultant who led the LUP for the TRD and advises on planning
	Remote meeting (from UN complex)

	
	14h00-15h30
	Meeting with, Daniel Pouakouyou, Task Manager at UNEP and Victoria Luque, UNEP’s GEF Portfolio Coordinator and Jonathan Gheyssens, Programme Officer in the Climate Finance Unit (based in UNEP Geneva)
	Group meeting 

	
	16h00 – 17h30
	Meeting with James Mwan’gombe, Rose Akombo and George Tarus at the Kenya Forestry Service  
	Group meeting

	Wednesday, 19/04/2023
	08h30 – 09h30
	Interview with Esther Kioko, Biodiversity surveys Zoology Department National Museums of Kenya 
	Individual meeting

	
	10h00 – 11h00
	Interview with Paul Muoria Head of Zoology Department, NMK and lead on ecosystem services assessment in the TDR 
	Individual meeting

	
	11h30-12h30
	Interview with MTE Mbuvi, KEFRI on support to CFAs on forestry management plans and FLR techniques
	Remote individual meeting

	
	14h00 – 15h30
	Interview with Patrick Gwada Kenya Marine Fisheries Research Institute (KEMFRI) and member of the PSC and Dr Miera, aquaculture specialist
	Remote individual meeting

	Thursday, 20/04/2023
	08h30 – 09h30
	Meeting with Kirsty Smith, the Sheldrick Wildlife Trust
	Individual meeting

	
	10h00 – 11h30
	Interview with Margaret Mosse, Kenya Wildlife Service and member of the PSC
	Individual meeting

	
	14h00 – 15h30
	Interview with Kennedy Olwasi, Agness Yobterik National GEF Focal Points in the Ministry of Environment and Forestry/GEF Focal Points
	Group meeting

	
	16h30 – 17h00
	Interview with King’uru Wahome, Ministry of Industrialization, Trade and Enterprise Development and member of PSC
	Individual meeting (cancelled)

	Friday 21/04/2023 (Public holiday)
	12h00 - 18h00
	Review of the TRD LUP and Lower Tana Delta ICCA Ecosystems Services Assessment
	Hotel

	Saturday 22/04/2023
	05h30 - 17h00
	Travel to Malindi by car
	Travel

	Sunday, 23/04/2023
	11h30 – 13h30
	Travel to Minjila, Tana River Delta
	Travel

	Monday, 24/04/2023
	08h00 – 09h00
	Meeting with John Kipsiwa, Deputy County Commissioner 
	Individual meeting 

	
	09h00 – 10h00
	Meeting at NK Field Office with NK field team George Odera  
	Group meeting

	
	10h30 - 12h30
	Travel to Ozi community by car and boat 
	Travel

	
	12h30 – 14h00
	Site visits to tree nurseries, fish farming ponds and meeting with CFA 
	Site visits and focal group discussion

	
	14h30 – 15h30
	Travel to Kipini 
	Travel

	
	15h30 – 16h30
	Meeting with Kipini CFA and inspection of tree nursery
	Focal group discussion 

	Tuesday, 25/04/2023
	08h30 – 09h30
	Interview with Mwanajuma Hiribae, Acting CS Tana River County at County Government Office in Hola
	Individual meeting  

	
	11h00 – 14h30
	Meeting with members of the Tana Delta Green Heart Initiative in Hola
	Focal group discussion

	
	16h00 – 17h30
	Meeting with the Tana Delta Conservation Network members
	Focal group discussion

	Wednesday, 26/04/2023
	08h30 - 09h30
	Interview and site visit to observe chilli farming in Chara
	Individual meeting and visit

	
	10h00 – 11h00
	Meeting with Jilo Abio, Chairman of the Chara CFA plus members 
	Focal group discussion (site visit abandoned due to rain)

	
	10h00 – 11h00
	Meeting with Nduro VNRLUC and site visit to see galla goat reproduction 
	Focal group discussions in an Orma village

	
	12h30 – 14h00
	Interview with Ali Tambo and visit to his farm to inspect climate smart agriculture, reforestation and bee-keeping (27 hives)
	Individual meeting and site visit

	
	15h00-16h30
	Meeting with the Tana Delta Farmers’ Cooperative and visit to their tree nursery and restoration work
	Focal group discussion 

	Thursday, 26/04/2023
	07h30 – 09h30
	Travel to Malindi
	Travel

	
	11h00 – 16h00
	Presentation and launch of Lamu County Policy Documents – Climate Change Policy Framework (Policy, Act, Financing Regulation), Disaster Risk Management Policy, Forestry Policy, Forest and Landscape Restoration Plan, Lamu County Integrated Development Plan 2023-2027 (draft)
	Participation in event (funded by the USAID “Kuza” Programme)

	
	16h00 – 16h15
	Briefing on the MTR with H.E. Issa Abdalla Timamy to arrange meeting on 02/05/2023 in Lamu
	Courtesy meeting

	
	16h30 – 18h30 
	Return to hotel in Minjila, TRD
	Travel

	
	19h00-20h00
	Group meeting with NK field staff
	Focal group meeting

	Friday 28/04/2023
	08h00 – 09h00
	Interview with Magda Owiti, Enterprise Officer and Visit to the TDCN Honey bulking centre and store
	Site visits and focal group discussion

	
	09h30-10h30
	Interview with members of the Tarassa Farmer School 
	Focal group discussion and site visit

	
	11h00-12h00
	Visit to TDCN poultry farming member
	Individual interview and visit to chicken coop

	
	12h30-13h30
	Meeting with the Back to Eden Ladies group 
	Focal group discussion and visit to tree nursery and seed bank

	
	13h30-14h30
	Meeting with Amani grass seed producer and bee-keeping group
	Focal group discussion

	
	14h45 – 15h45
	Interview with Witu WRUA
	Focal group discussion

	
	16h00 – 19h00
	Travel to Lamu 
	Travel

	Saturday, 29/04/2023
	10h00 – 11h00
	Interview with KEFRI
	Individual meeting

	
	11h30 – 13h30
	Site visit to mangrove restoration work
	Site visit

	
	14h00 – 15h00
	Interview with KFS
	Individual meeting

	Sunday, 30/04/2023
	10h30 – 14:30
	MTR team review of field notes and findings
	Internal MTR meeting

	Monday 01/05/2023

(Public Holiday)
	09h00 – 16h00
	Coordination meeting with Project Coordinator on (i) pending data needs; (ii) interviews to be conducted on return to Nairobi
	Lamu hotel

	Tuesday, 02/05/2023
	09h00 - 10h30
	Meeting with County Government staff in Lamu on legislative reforms, CEAP, CIDP
	Group meeting

	
	10h30 – 11h30
	Visit to Lamu Port-South Sudan-Ethiopia-Transport (LAPSSET) Corridor project 
	Site visit

	
	12h00 – 13h30
	Meeting with Vice Governor, CS and County Gov. Heads of Department 
	Group meeting

	Wednesday, 03/05/2023
	10h50 – 11h40
	Return to Nairobi 
	Internal flight

	
	14h30 – 15h30
	Meeting with Denvas Gekonde, Finance Manager of the TRI-Tana Project at NK
	Individual meeting

	
	15h30 – 16h30
	Meeting with the Enterprise Development Officer for the GHI 
	Individual meeting (NK office)

	
	16h30 – 17h30
	Meeting with Policy and Advocacy Officer 
	Individual meeting (NK office)

	
	17h30 – 18h30
	Meeting with Species and Sites Officer 
	Individual meeting (NK office)

	Thursday 04/05/2023
	07h00 – 09h00
	Meeting the PSC Chair, The National Treasury
	Individual meeting

	
	15h00-17h00
	Debriefing with Nature Kenya Director, Project Coordinator and staff
	Group meeting

	Friday 05/05/2023
	09h00-10h30
	Debriefing with UNEP Task Manager and GEF Portfolio Coordinator
	Remote group meeting (rom NK office) 

	
	11h00-12h30
	Courtesy debriefing and next steps meeting with FAO-Kenya, representatives from the TRI-ASAL project and the TRI-Tana Project Coordinator
	FAO Office (UN Complex)

	
	14h00-14h30
	Visit to NK store at NKM
	Group meeting

	
	18h30-06h50
	International return flight to London, UK
	International travel

	Post-Field visit 
	
	
	

	Friday 12/05/2023 (from the UK)
	13h00-14h00
	Meeting with PSC Member from NEMA 
	Remote 

	
	14h00-15h30
	Meeting with PSC Member from Ministry of Industrialisation, Trade and Enterprise Development
	Remote 


Mid-Term Review of the UNEP-GEF Project
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Enhancing integrated natural resource management to �arrest and reverse current trends in biodiversity loss and land degradation for increased ecosystem services in the Tana Delta, Kenya 
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Conduct ROAM, ecosystem assessments, training to raise awareness on benefits of SLM, FLR and investing in NTFPs to develop restoration economy and employment in the TRD. 





Sub-county governance structure in place to: (i) plan and implement SLM, FLR, NTFPs in line with LUP and CIDP; (ii) monitor and enforce conservation, sustainable use 





Access to national and local services and finance sees larger numbers of public-private partnerships investing in the restoration economy in the TRD and in other part of Kenya thanks to application of lessons learned, good practices and knowledge management  





Cooperatives for NTFPs, livestock, crop, and fish products are increasingly using the Tana Delta Green Industrial Park to market their products in short and inclusive value chains.     





New investment in training and application of SLM, FLR, INRM tools and methods (CEOF, ROAM, GIS, STAR, etc.) is reported in other county governments of Kenya and supporting national reporting on BC/AFR100, on NDCs, CBD, etc.





Training & TA to develop local governance structures in TRD (TPAC, TDCN, VNRLUC, CFA, WRUA, BMU, SSG, ICCA, etc.) to apply SLM, FLR, NTFPs in line with CEAP and CIDP.








Support knowledge products, exchanges, communications, monitoring on SLM, FLR, INRM, NTFPs, PES, in coordination with TRI-ASAL and TRI-GCP.





Public, private and non-gov.  sectors plus academia have capacity to apply and/or access new tools and methods to manage data and report on SLM, FLR, INRM, NTFPs, PES.





GoK reports it is achieving restoration targets and NDCs in the TRD and elsewhere in Kenya thanks to the upscaling of the SLM/FLR process and development of new mechanisms for FLR, SLM and promotion of NTFPs.





National FLR Strategy and Plan adopted, national and county legislative framework updated, and participatory budgetary processes in place, to fund SLM, FLR, NTFPs Green Heart 





County governance structure in place to: (i) mainstream SLM, FLR, NTFPs in sector policies and CIDP to support application of LUP; (ii) rule out unsustainable projects in GHI; (iii) monitor results and lessons





Train county staff to develop business development support services, new financial facilities, extension services and research and development services to develop sales of Tana products through the Green Heart Initiative in TRD.





New services established in TRD to research, produce, collect, process, pack, distribute Tana products thru GHI in short and inclusive value chains. Extension services established in both county governments support    





At least 70,000 people transitioning to sustainable and resilient knowledge attitudes and practices thru participatory and inclusive approaches in the TRD





National & at least 4 County Govs.  are committing more human and financial resources to SLM, FLR, INRM and NTFPS in their dev. plans in line with the National FLR Strategy and Plan.





Transformational change is increasingly evident among local inhabitants and private investors as they reap the benefits of SLM, FLR, INRM, NTFPS and encourage others to adopt similar sustainable and resilient practices in Kenya.   





At least 130,000 ha of the TD are under long-term processes of restoration, conservation, sustainable use supported by effective local- national governance structures that have a gender and rights focus.





Project directly contributes to: (i) major upscaling of SLM, FLR by GoK to meet national and international targets and goals (ii) halting biodiversity loss and conservation of endangered biodiversity and habitats in TRD and elsewhere; (iii) local communities are applying adaptive management and improving their livelihoods.





Main stakeholders apply law enforcement, monitor data using phone apps to develop FLR Geo-database and start planning to upscale, SLM, FLR, INRM to grow to the restoration economy based on lessons/good practices that inform planning and decision-making at all levels of the governance structure. 








Working groups, consultations, training to define and integrate SLM, FLR, INRM and NTFPs in national/county legislation and applied through CEAP/CIDP.





      A  S  S UM P  T   I  O N S     


&


R  I   S  K S








� Fields with an * sign (in yellow) should be filled by the Fund Management Officer


� Only if different from first disbursement date, e.g., in cases were a long time elapsed between first disbursement and recruitment of project manager.


� If there was a “Completion Revision” please use the date of the revision.


� Information to be provided by Executing Agency/Project Manager


� See above note on co-financing


� Ref: Kenya Invest, 2023: � HYPERLINK "http://www.invest.go.ke/special-economic-zones/" �http://www.invest.go.ke/special-economic-zones/� 


� Ref: Special Economic Zones: Lessons from the Global Experience, Douglas Zhihua Zeng (2016), p. 10. Available at the UK Government’s website: � HYPERLINK "https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/media/586f9727e5274a130700012d/PEDL_Synthesis_Paper_Piece_No_1.pdf" �https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/media/586f9727e5274a130700012d/PEDL_Synthesis_Paper_Piece_No_1.pdf� 





� Ref: For people and planet: the United Nations Environment Programme strategy for 2022–2025 to tackle climate change, loss of nature and pollution. Addendum: Programme of work for the biennium 2022-2023, January 2022. Available at: � HYPERLINK "https://wedocs.unep.org/bitstream/handle/20.500.11822/35087/Doc%205-3Add1K2002827.pdf?sequence=3" �https://wedocs.unep.org/bitstream/handle/20.500.11822/35087/Doc%205-3Add1K2002827.pdf?sequence=3� 


� Wetlands International, How to open development when the Tana Basin is closing (2017). Available at: � HYPERLINK "https://www.wetlands.org/news/how-to-open-development-when-the-tana-basin-is-closing/" �https://www.wetlands.org/news/how-to-open-development-when-the-tana-basin-is-closing/� 


� The MTS 2022-2025 states that one of its priorities is: “Special attention will be paid to the Sendai Framework for Disaster Risk Reduction 2015‒2030” (Para. 41, page 13).


� The three main tribal communities found in the TRD are Pokomo farmers and Orma and Wardei pastoralists. Smaller ethnic groups found in the TRD are Bajuni, Luo, Luhya, Wataa, Malakote and Munyoyaya peoples.


� GoK (2012) Vision 2030 Development Strategy for Northern Kenya and other Arid Lands.  Office of The Prime Minister Ministry of State for Development of Northern Kenya and Other Arid Lands October 2012.


� GoK (2012) Sessional Paper No. 8 of 2012 on National Policy for the Sustainable Development of Northern Kenya and other Arid Lands ‘Releasing Our Full Potential’.  Office of The Prime Minister Ministry of State for Development of Northern Kenya and Other Arid Lands October 2012.





� Ministry of Devolution, County Governance Toolkit, 2016. 


� Ministry of Environment, Climate Change and Forestry, Draft National Forest Policy, 2020. Taken from the Forward, p.1. 


� The TRD-LUP was endorsed by Lamu County’s Assembly in 2017, and by the Cabinet of the Governor of TRC in 2022, but its adoption by the TRC Assembly is still pending, but anticipated in 2023.


� This Committee was established In line with the requirements of the Forest and Landscape Restoration Plan (FOLAREP) that was supported by the TRI-Tana and TRI-ASAL projects between 2020 and 2022 to become the GoK’s main national framework document to achieve its international commitments to the Bonn Challenge 2030/AFR100 and relevant MEAs and SDGs.


� The Prodoc proposed the creation of the Tana Delta Sustainable Development Board (TDSDB), but was changed to the TDCN in 2019 to remove the legal obligations that are associated with the creation of Boards in Kenya.


� Beach Management Units Regulations, (2020), Arrangement of Regulations, Part II, Section 5 (c), which form part of The Fisheries Management and Development Act (2016).


� This involved an assessment of stakeholder feedback on: (i)  motivating factors (level of stakeholder commitment to FLR), which was considered high; (ii) implementing factors (level of capacity and resources for FLR), which was considered low, but could be resolved due to positive motivating factors; (iii) enabling factors (level of favourable ecological, market, policy, social, and institutional conditions in place), which was considered low citing land tenure, a lack of law enforcement and the presence of invasive species as problems for FLR.


� The total restoration target of 123,097 ha is 1,593 ha less than the targets established for each of the four land use categories stated in the ROAM report.  


� The study includes important information on how some indigenous trees and plants in the TRD are dependent on night pollinators, which suggests the introduction of agro-industrial practices and pesticides in the Delta could have a major impact on their restoration.   


� The initial indications are that the County Government in LC is committed to increasing its budget for the environment to around KES 800 million (over USD 5 million) in its new CIDP.


� The CEAPs have to be presented for approval by NEMA, before the County Government Ministers for CECs can present them to the County Assembly for endorsement.  According to the TRI-Tana Project, a total of 2.55 million ha has been earmarked for SLM/FLR in the FOLAREP 2022-2027 which, if endorsed by the National FLR Steering Committee, is equivalent to 50% of the GoK’s original FLR target of 5.1 million ha, or 21.8% of the new target of 10.1 million ha agreed by the new government for the period 2022-2032. 


� Tourism potential includes the promotion of jobs associated with bird watching at two Important Bird Areas (IBAs) in the TRD and Delta tours, but this would have to be supported with improved security and infrastructural development.


� Due to heavy rain the MTR team had to abandon the site inspections planned to a grassland restoration initiative in Chara.


� This was aided by the adoption of the LUP by the TRC Cabinet in 2022, which calls for the establishment of a green industrial business park.


� RSPB, Tana River Delta (2015), available at: � HYPERLINK "https://www.rspb.org.uk/our-work/casework/cases/tana-river-delta/" �https://www.rspb.org.uk/our-work/casework/cases/tana-river-delta/� 


� Market Analysis of Bird-based Tourism (2021) states bird watching is reported to be the fastest growing outdoor activity in America since the pandemic.  It calculated that expenditure on daily birding tours ranges from USD 70 to USD 400 per person (p.4). Available at: � HYPERLINK "https://www.responsibletravel.org/wp-content/uploads/sites/213/2021/03/market-analysis-bird-based-tourism.pdf" �https://www.responsibletravel.org/wp-content/uploads/sites/213/2021/03/market-analysis-bird-based-tourism.pdf� 


� Kenya’s KBA Status and Trends Report (2021), states there are a total of 67 KBAs (p. 21). Available at: � HYPERLINK "https://drive.google.com/file/d/1pmZF27Era_A0prsA7GcJqIx5uTMHWA1s/view" �https://drive.google.com/file/d/1pmZF27Era_A0prsA7GcJqIx5uTMHWA1s/view� 


� Message from Lamu County Governor, His Excellency Issa Timamy, p. vii.


� The PSC of the TRI-Tana project has one of the highest levels of multi-stakeholder representation of the eleven national projects of TRI.


� Taken from NK’s website (2023). Available at: � HYPERLINK "https://naturekenya.org/the-restoration-initiative-tana-river-delta/" �https://naturekenya.org/the-restoration-initiative-tana-river-delta/� 


� Where a project is rated, through the assessment of Project Design Quality template during the review inception stage as facing either an Unfavourable or Highly Unfavourable external operating context, ratings for Effectiveness, Efficiency and/or Sustainability may be increased at the discretion of the Review Consultant and Project Manager together. Any adjustments must be fully justified.


� While ratings are required for each of these factors individually, they should be discussed within the Main Reivew Report as cross-cutting issues as they relate to other criteria. Note that catalytic role, replication and scaling up are expected to be discussed under effectiveness if they are a relevant part of the TOC.


� In some cases, ‘project management and supervision’ will refer to the supervision and guidance provided by UNEP to implementing partners and national governments while in others, specifically for GEF funded projects, it will refer to the project management performance of the Executing Agency and the technical backstopping provided by UNEP, as the Implementing Agency.





� Wetlands International, How to open development when the Tana Basin is closing (2017). Available at: �HYPERLINK "https://www.wetlands.org/news/how-to-open-development-when-the-tana-basin-is-closing/"��https://www.wetlands.org/news/how-to-open-development-when-the-tana-basin-is-closing/� 


� � HYPERLINK "https://www.unenvironment.org/about-un-environment/evaluation-office/policies-and-strategies" �https://www.unenvironment.org/about-un-environment/evaluation-office/policies-and-strategies�


� � HYPERLINK "https://wecollaborate.unep.org/" �https://wecollaborate.unep.org�


� UN Environment’s Medium Term Strategy (MTS) is a document that guides UN Environment’s programme planning over a four-year period. It identifies UN Environment’s thematic priorities, known as Sub-programmes (SP), and sets out the desired outcomes, known as Expected Accomplishments (EAs), of the Sub-programmes.  � HYPERLINK "https://www.unenvironment.org/about-un-environment/evaluation-office/our-evaluation-approach/un-environment-documents" �https://www.unenvironment.org/about-un-environment/evaluation-office/our-evaluation-approach/un-environment-documents�


� � HYPERLINK "http://www.unep.fr/ozonaction/about/bsp.htm" �http://www.unep.fr/ozonaction/about/bsp.htm�


� This sub-category is consistent with the new criterion of ‘Coherence’ introduced by the OECD-DAC in 2019.


�  A project’s inception or mobilization period is understood as the time between project approval and first disbursement. Complementarity during project implementation is considered under Efficiency, see below.


� Outputs are the availability (for intended beneficiaries/users) of new products and services and/or gains in knowledge, abilities and awareness of individuals or within institutions (UNEP, 2019)


� Outcomes are the use (i.e. uptake, adoption, application) of an output by intended beneficiaries, observed as changes in institutions or behavior, attitude or condition (UNEP, 2019)


� UNEP staff are currently required to submit a Theory of Change with all submitted project designs. The level of ‘reconstruction’ needed during an evaluation will depend on the quality of this initial TOC, the time that has lapsed between project design and implementation (which may be related to securing and disbursing funds) and the level of any changes made to the project design. In the case of projects pre-dating 2013 the intervention logic is often represented in a logical framework and a TOC will need to be constructed in the inception stage of the evaluation.


� Further information on Environmental, Social and Economic Safeguards (ESES) can be found at � HYPERLINK "http://wedocs.unep.org/handle/20.500.11822/8718" �http://wedocs.unep.org/handle/20.500.11822/8718�http://www.unep.org/about/eses/


� Scaling up refers to approaches being adopted on a much larger scale, but in a very similar context. Scaling up is often the longer term objective of pilot initiatives. Replication refers to approaches being repeated or lessons being explicitly applied in new/different contexts e.g. other geographic areas, different target group etc. Effective replication typically requires some form of revision or adaptation to the new context. It is possible to replicate at either the same or a different scale. 


� SMART refers to results that are specific, measurable, achievable, relevant and time-oriented. Indicators help to make results measurable.


� The Consultant(s) should verify that the annual Project Implementation Reviews have been submitted, that the Tracking Tool is being kept up-to-date and that in the CEO Endorsement template Table A and Section E have been completed.





� As used here, ‘sustainability’ means the long-term maintenance of outcomes and consequent impacts, whether environmental or not. This is distinct from the concept of sustainability in the terms ‘environmental sustainability’ or ‘sustainable development’, which imply ‘not living beyond our means’ or ‘not diminishing global environmental benefits’ (GEF STAP Paper, 2019, Achieving More Enduring Outcomes from GEF Investment)


�The Evaluation Office notes that Gender Equality was first introduced in the UNEP Project Review Committee Checklist in 2010 and, therefore, provides a criterion rating on gender for projects approved from 2010 onwards. Equally, it is noted that policy documents, operational guidelines and other capacity building efforts have only been developed since then and have evolved over time.   � HYPERLINK "https://wedocs.unep.org/bitstream/handle/20.500.11822/7655/-Gender_equality_and_the_environment_Policy_and_strategy-2015Gender_equality_and_the_environment_policy_and_strategy.pdf.pdf?sequence=3&isAllowed=y" �https://wedocs.unep.org/bitstream/handle/20.500.11822/7655/-Gender_equality_and_the_environment_Policy_and_strategy-2015Gender_equality_and_the_environment_policy_and_strategy.pdf.pdf?sequence=3&isAllowed=y�


� For the review of project concepts and proposals, the Safeguard Risk Identification Form (SRIF) was introduced in 2019 and replaced the Environmental, Social and Economic Review note (ESERN), which had been in place since 2016. In GEF projects safeguards have been considered in project designs since 2011.


� Where a project is rated, through the assessment of Project Design Quality template during the review inception stage as facing either an Unfavourable or Highly Unfavourable external operating context, ratings for Effectiveness, Efficiency and/or Sustainability may be increased at the discretion of the Review Consultant and Project Manager together. Any adjustments must be fully justified.


� While ratings are required for each of these factors individually, they should be discussed within the Main Reivew Report as cross-cutting issues as they relate to other criteria. Note that catalytic role, replication and scaling up are expected to be discussed under effectiveness if they are a relevant part of the TOC.


� In some cases ‘project management and supervision’ will refer to the supervision and guidance provided by UNEP to implementing partners and national governments while in others, specifically for GEF funded projects, it will refer to the project management performance of the Executing Agency and the technical backstopping provided by UNEP, as the Implementing Agency.





� Evaluation Office of UNEP identifies stakeholders broadly as all those who are affected by, or who could affect (positively or negatively) the project’s results. At a disaggregated level key groups should be identified, such as: implementing partners; government officials and duty bearers (e.g. national focal points, coordinators); civil society leaders (e.g. associations and networks) and beneficiaries (e.g. households, trade speople, disadvantaged groups, members of civil society etc). 


�The project’s TOC at Evaluation Inception is prepared during the inception phase of the evaluation and refined during the evaluation process to become the TOC at Evaluation. For the TOC at Evaluation Inception the evaluation team will need to examine the result statements and their causal logic from the project logframe and the drivers and assumptions from the narrative sections from the ProDoc (in particular from the critical success factors and risks sections). Stakeholder roles may be available from the description of the project intervention and the stakeholder and partner analysis sections.


� This may include brief quotations, anecdotal experiences, project events or descriptive statistics from surveys etc. The anonymity of all respondents should be protected. 
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		Action		Male		Female		Total		% Women		Ha*

		Component 1

		All activities		9,913		3,372		13,285		25%		n/a

		Component 2

		Improved rice farming		103		138		241		57%		139.6

		Climate-smart agriculture		521		782		1,303		60%		163.9

		Brown & balck sesame		63		78		141		55%		37.6

		Sunflower production		30		14		44		32%		17.8

		Farmer schools		601		969		1,570		62%		0.0

		Fish pond farming		61		59		120		49%		0.0

		Galla goat distirbution 		90		90		180		50%		0.0

		Bee keeping training		160		190		350		54%		0.0

		Total participation IGAs		1,629		2,320		3,949		52%		358.9

		Pasture seed reintroduction		191		- 0		191		0%		485.6

		Seedlings planted and mapped		- 0		- 0		- 0				227.1

		Direct tree seed collect-sort-plant 		- 0		- 0		- 0				7,500.0

		Total participation restoration		191		- 0		191		0%		8,212.7

		Total C2		1,820		2,320		4,140		56%		8,571.6

		Component 3

		All activities		503		178		681		26%		n/a

		Component 4&5

		All activities		104		31		135		23%		n/a

		TOTAL		12,340		5,901		18,241		33%		8,571.6






