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Executive summary

Project Background

1. The project aims to develop national capacities to protect globally significant habitats and species in South Sudan and combating Illegal Wildlife Trade, through the provision of institutional strengthening and capacity building at the central and national level, as well providing support to the conservation of selected globally important Protected Areas. The project envisages the following three components:

Table 2 - Project Components
	Component 1
	National Frameworks and Coordination Mechanisms for Wildlife Protection

	Component 2
	Improved wildlife conservation demonstrated through strengthened management of Nimule National Park

	Component 3
	Wildlife Protection Initiative in the Sudd Ecosystem and associated PAs (Shambe, Meshra, Zeraf and Fanyikang
)


2. The project is implemented under the oversight of the GEF Biodiversity Team in the Biodiversity and Ecosystem Services Branch of the Ecosystems Division of UNEP (acting as the ‘funding’ and ‘GEF oversight’ division). The current
 executing partners in South Sudan are the Ministry of Wildlife Conservation and Tourism of South Sudan (MWCT), and the Ministry of Environment and Forests (MoEF), supported by the UNEP Regional Office for Africa (UNEP ROA, based in Nairobi) that is acting as the UNEP ‘executing’ arm by: (a) executing some project activities directly, (b) issuing a sub-contract to the MWCT for the execution of the bulk of project activities, and (c) indirectly by providing technical support to MWCT and MoEF for project execution and reporting to the GEF. A description of the project is provided below in Section I. Project Overview.
This Mid Term Review

3. This Mid-Term Review (MTR) presents a contextual review of the project, based on a standard UNEP methodology and on an evaluation, framework agreed in the MTR Inception Report.

4. This MTR was theoretically undertaken well over the project implementation’s mid-point from the standpoint of its GEF approval date (2019) and the actual administrative start within the UNEP system (September 3rd, 2020). However, in effect, the project situation and level of implementation in South Sudan appeared as not being reflective of two full years of operations from a delivery perspective, especially at the target protected areas (components 2 and 3).  Therefore, a key focus of this MTR was of assessing progress being cognizant of an estimated actual ‘operational’ start date, on reviewing the effectiveness of the managerial, administrative, reporting and operational set-up, and on if to re-orient and how best to re-orient the mode of operations of the project in view of changed execution arrangements, and the extent to which it is possible to deliver the full package of interventions in the time remaining. The MTR’s review methods are described below in Section II.

Key Findings

5. The project objectives and expected outcomes remain highly relevant and fully aligned with the need and priorities of the Republic of South Sudan and are supporting its commitments towards major International Conventions.

6. The original project design and Theory of Change remain entirely valid today, and they are fully consistent with the current complex reality on the ground. This MTR suggested objective-level indicators, in line with overarching GEF core indicators for GEF BD focal area projects (ref. Annex XI). The TOC and stakeholder analysis table in the UNEP project document do also include key assumptions and indicators pertaining to the key objectives of empowering women and local community groups, to clarify the contribution of this project towards combating increasing inequality across all groups, which is a part of UNEP’s mandate on human rights (Ref. assumptions A.2, A.3 and A.8 and Indicators n: 1,9,18,20,21, and 23 in the UNEP project document section 3.4).
7. Despite the significant initial delays and thanks to the adaptive management measures applied by UNEP and Executing Partners in the Republic of South Sudan (RSS), the MWCT and MoEF, the new operational set up is now starting to show positive results and project activities are gradually gaining momentum.

8. The situation on the ground at target Protected Areas remains critical as basic skills, facilities and equipment are simply not available for the government staff to perform their duties. The implementation of the project’s planned interventions under Components 2 and 3 is now even more relevant and urgent than at the time of project design.

9. The tangible progress achieved under Component 1 on policy and legislation, with the approval of two major pieces of legislation during the project’s life, is quite significant when considering the constraints faced by the executing partners, and this component remains essential to underpin and support the implementation of all field activities in the other project components.
Conclusions

10. Based on the findings from this review and considering initial delays, the project now demonstrates overall performance at a ‘Moderately Satisfactory’ level (a table of ratings against all review criteria is found below), with a prospect of moving to ‘Satisfactory’ should the current momentum be maintained and consolidated during the remainder of the project implementation period, and should the security situation in the country remain stable. The rating takes into consideration the slow start as well as the operational capacity being gradually acquired by the MWCT and MoEF, and the current positive momentum of project activities. 

11. The project has demonstrated satisfactory performance in the areas of adaptive management, development of policy and legislation, preparations for accessing international conventions and training needs assessments (Component 1). Activities under Components 2 and 3 in target protected areas are behind the original schedule, however these are now taking first steps and the MTR’s assessment of ongoing preparatory work is satisfactory. However, it is way too early to adequately assess project impact on the ground in target Protected Areas. Project success will largely depend on steps taken in the coming year to deploy trained staff, essential facilities and operational capacity at field sites. 

12. Areas that would benefit from further attention by the project team and enhanced support by UNEP include: Capacity development and Training; Partnerships; Gender Mainstreaming and Human Rights; Knowledge Management; Communications and Reporting; Execution Arrangements, Administration & Fund Management; Monitoring & Evaluation; resources mobilization and sustainability post-project. Specific recommendations are provided below on each of these areas.

13. Considering the current rates of delivery and projected operational context, it is possible that a further no-cost extension may be considered for the project. However, that possibility should only be considered at a later stage, based on the continued assessment of project progress and delivery rates, especially on components 2 and 3.

Table 3 - Project Performance Ratings
 - Summary Responses to Review Questions
	Criterion
	Summary assessment
	Rating

	Strategic Relevance
	
	HS

	1. Alignment to UNEP’s, Donors and Country (global, regional, sub-regional and national) Strategic Priorities 
	Project objectives are even more relevant, strategic and urgent than at the time of project design, considering the deteriorating situation of conservation efforts in the country
	HS

	2. Complementarity with existing interventions/ Coherence 
	The project remains fully complementary with other initiatives however, more can be done to enhance coherence through improved coordination facilitated by MOWCT
	S

	Quality of Project Design 
	
	S

	Effectiveness
	
	S

	1. Theory of Change
	The TOC was well designed, is simple straightforward and remains fully valid – the MTR suggests there is no need to amend the TOC. The TOC and stakeholder analysis table in the UNEP project document do also include key assumptions and indicators pertaining to the key objectives of empowering women and local community groups, to clarify the contribution of this project towards combating increasing inequality across all groups, which is a part of UNEP’s mandate on human rights (Ref. assumptions A.2, A.3 and A.8 and Indicators n: 1,9,18,20,21, and 23 in the UNEP project document section 3.4). 


	HS

	2. Availability of outputs
	Satisfactory for Component 1 and component 2-3 (field operations in protected areas) are not initiated or just taking first steps. However, preparations for Components 2 and 3 appear to be well on track
	MS

	3. Progress towards project outcomes 
	Moderately satisfactory and steadily picking up as essential operational capacity -initially suboptimal- has now gradually come into place
	MS

	4. Likelihood of impact 
	Moderately likely and largely dependent also on external factors (e.g. safety and security, limits due to seasonal access to target areas)
	ML

	5. Adaptive management
	Slow at project start but now improving -– major efforts performed to adapt to the impact of the Covid19 pandemic and to the change of execution arrangements
	S

	Financial Management
	Initially suboptimal, recently becoming moderately satisfactory but needing attention with continued support and guidance from UNEP ROA, and close oversight from UNEP GEF
	MS

	Efficiency
	Initially suboptimal, and now steadily improving since project outset, as operational capacity gradually increases
	MS

	Monitoring and Reporting
	
	MS

	1. Monitoring of project implementation 
	Technical support by UNEP ROA and project oversight by UNEP GEF have been suboptimal especially at project outset, and areas for improvement are recommended in this MTR (ref. recommendations n. 9,12,13 and14)
	MU

	2. Project reporting
	Has been suboptimal and requires significant improvement to properly reflect progress and ‘do justice’ to commendable project achievements
	MS

	Exit Strategy and Sustainability
	Long-term sustainability is largely dependent on external factors. Sustainability was enhanced by the new government-led execution approach adopted in recent years
	ML

	Factors Affecting Performance
	
	ML

	1. Project inception
	UNEP GEF oversight at inception was suboptimal but is now improving
	MU

	2. Quality of project management and supervision
	
	MS

	2.1 UNEP/Implementing Agency:
	Initially suboptimal but now improving
	MS

	2.2 Partners/Executing Agency:
	Initially suboptimal due to limited capacity and operational constraints at the country level, but has been steadily improving
	MS

	3. Stakeholders’ participation and cooperation 
	Satisfactory in Component 1 and now just taking first steps in Components 2 and 3– requires attention in the coming period especially at field sites
	MS

	4. Responsiveness to human rights and gender equality
	This aspect is being addressed but requires continued attention and strengthening
	MS

	5. Environmental and social safeguards
	Same as above
	MS

	6. Country ownership and driven-ness 
	This aspect is highly satisfactory with very high feelings of country ownership demonstrated during the MTR, resulting from the country-led execution approach adopted in recent years
	HS

	7. Communication and public awareness
	This aspect was initially lagging behind and is recently taking first steps and has potential to improve and contribute significantly to project success
	MS

	Overall Project Performance Rating at Mid-Point
	Based on averaged scores it is already almost at the half-way point between MS and S (at 4.42 over 6) – so there is potential to reach and S rating (5) or more, if the current momentum is maintained.
	MS


Lessons Learned

14. Some initial lessons emerge from this MTR. Some are general and applying to many other projects similar nature (lessons 2-3-4). While lesson no.1 is very specific to the unique context in which the project operates in the Republic of South Sudan. They are just listed below, and then further are elaborated in section 4.B of the report.

Lesson 1. Allow for a pace of implementation that is commensurate with local capacity and operational context: 

GEF-funded Conservation and Development projects such as this one in the RSS must consider local operational conditions and the level of existing capacity, and UNEP should continue to offer all the technical support required for sound national execution.
Lesson 2. National execution equates to increased ownership and sustainability:

Before the move to National Execution by MWCT and MoEF, there were signs of suboptimal ownership of the project by the National Government, due to the heavy engagement of International NGOs that tend to operate in isolation in remote areas.
Lesson 3. Mobilizing experts from the region has multiple benefits:

Project Implementation to date highlighted the importance and positive aspects of the Ministries’ adopted approach entailing the mobilization of conservation experts from the East Africa Region
Lesson 4. Advance planning and careful logistical arrangements are critical:

Lessons learned from this project continue to highlight the importance of adequate logistics and advance planning due to seasonal floods and operational constraints on site.
Recommendations

15. A total of 21 individual Recommendations are offered by this MTR, and some of them are clustered under a common theme. The list of Recommendations is provided here just as a short title. Each recommendation is then further elaborated below in section 4.C of this report, including a problem and recommendation description, priority ranking, type of recommendation, party(ies)responsible and implementation time-frame. 

Recommendation Cluster 1. Capacity Development:

Recommendation 1.1 – extend and prioritise the training programme:

The level and quantity of professional capacity in combating IWT and enhancing Biodiversity Conservation and PA management in government agencies in South Sudan is suboptimal and needs major investments over an extended period, to meet the challenges at hand. The training programme for national staff should therefore be prioritised and enhanced using multiple approaches as described in Section IV C.
Recommendation 1.2 - emphasise on-the-job training across all components:

The classroom training approach is not sufficient to offer the field-work experience required by the South Sudanese professionals assigned to work in Protected Areas. The implementation of a long-term on-the job training programme targeting especially junior professionals is recommended.
Recommendation 1.3 – offer targeted re-training opportunities for senior Rangers:
The expertise of existing Senior Rangers should be retained and redirected to a new set of managerial, guidance and/or training roles that are more suitable for senior and experienced staff.
Recommendation 1.4 – extend the scope Training Programme through partnerships:

Several other conservation NGOs are also investing in training for South Sudanese staff, hence such opportunities for synergy and joint training programs should be captured whenever possible also through this project.
Recommendation 1.5 - Follow-up on the activation of the collaboration with UNODC for the ICWCC ‘Wildlife and Forest Crime Toolkit’ application in RSS:

The ICWCC ‘Wildlife and Forest Crime Toolkit’ helps to systematically assess the IWT situation in the country, to build national professional capacity in the process, to guide next steps on national efforts on IWT and to inform the efforts of the revived IWT task force. It is recommended to follow-up on ongoing efforts and apply the toolkit in South Sudan. 
Recommendation 2. Strengthen Partnerships: formalise and strengthen collaborative arrangements with South Sudanese Academic Institutions and Conservation NGOs:

The MWCT and MoEF clearly do not yet have all the required range of professional skills, nor the financial resources needed to entirely fulfil their mandate, unless they mobilise support from a wide range of partners and donors in the process. The MTR recommends strengthening existing collaboration with the University of Juba to conduct on-demand scientific assessments to underpin the design of Protected Areas Management Plans and as an opportunity for engaging and training junior South Sudanese professionals for on-the-job training opportunities.
Recommendation 3. Establish/strengthen a visible and effective MWCT-MoEF presence at field sites: 

The numerous staff assigned to Protected Areas lack even the essential professional skills, equipment, and facilities to carry out their mandate. Priority should be assigned to adequately equipping and training of Rangers and reinforcing the project’s team presence and operational capacity at field sites  
Recommendation 4. Strengthen Gender Mainstreaming: engage a full time Gender Mainstreaming specialist and ensure gender representation in the team conducting the preparation of General Management Plans (GMPs) for targeted protected areas:

Two main issues: (a) the number of women representatives involved in community meetings is still limited, and (b) government’s female staff (rangers) in the field are not always assigned the level of responsibility that they could carry. The project team should continue to strive towards improved gender balance in all aspects of project implementation. 
Recommendation 5. Human Rights: Include Human Rights principles as a key element of all training programmes for all staff and project stakeholders:

This applies to all government staff and project stakeholders. Some field rangers exhibited a suboptimal understating of basic Human Rights principles and yet regularly interact with indigenous peoples and local communities within and around Protected Areas. Human Rights principles have now been included and should continue to prominently feature in the project’s training programmes.
Recommendation 6. Establish a National IWT task force:

High-level communication and exchange of intelligence among key government agencies engaged in combating IWT is currently suboptimal but it is essential. A new inter-institutional task force would help fill this gap.

Recommendation Cluster 7. Knowledge Management, Communications and Awareness

Recommendation 7.1 Enhance Knowledge Management, Communications and Reporting systems:

Currently, progress reports from the project are suboptimal and lacking depth, detail and supporting evidence, some technical reports and other project outputs are not readily available for review. This situation is not adequately reflecting and not doing justice to the actual good progress being achieved by the project team on component 1 and in preparing component 2. Improved reporting would help address this issue. 
Recommendation 7.2 strengthen capacity for environmental awareness raising at central and local levels:

There is high demand by local stakeholders combined with clear opportunities for the project to develop simple, inexpensive, but extremely effective environmental awareness raising programmes, especially at targeted protected areas. The project team can and should focus on this low-investment and high-return effort to increase project impact.
Recommendation 7.3 Link information systems within in MoEF, MWCT and partner NGOs:

A centralised information system is currently missing. This would provide an opportunity to develop synergies and ensure coordination with all major actors in IWT and protected areas management in the RSS such as Flora and Fauna International (FFI), African Parks (AP) and others. Ongoing efforts to establish this system should be prioritised.
Recommendation 8. UNEP should strengthen Project Implementation Arrangements and enhance the provision of technical support to Executing Partners:

The adjusted Execution Arrangement with no UNEP presence in Juba and with major execution roles and responsibility assigned to MWCT and MoEF for the first time in a large project of this kind, clearly implies the need for provision of increased and more consistent technical support and oversight by UNEP Nairobi, in both the Implementation and Execution functions.
Recommendation 9. UNEP should enhance support for the executing partners MWCT and MoEF specifically on administration & fund management:

The new project execution arrangements imply that UNEP-ROA as the lead Execution Partner has the task to ensure the timely, frequent and thorough technical support and capacity development for executing partners MWCT and MoEF. This support by UNEP-ROA can focus not only on the technical aspects of the project but also and particularly on fund management, administration, procurement and financial reporting. The MTR recommends the intensification of such efforts.
Recommendation 10. Revise and enhance the project Monitoring & Evaluation framework to fully reflect the revised project approach:

The current M&E framework tables in the UNEP project document revised after the Maanzoni planning meeting (2022) are not entirely up to date and require further adjustments to reflect the current situation. It is most important to update the M&E framework now, as this will be used later at the stage of Independent Terminal Evaluation. Recommendations to the project team for updating of the M&E framework are provided in Annex XI to this report. 
Recommendation 11. Initiate Resource Mobilization at project mid-term stage:

It is highly unlikely that the current levels of MWCT and MOEF budget allocated by the central government can sustain project efforts once the GEF funding will be exhausted. Hence it recommended that the project team initiates fund-raising effort early during project execution. 
Recommendation 12. Exclusion of the renovation of the NNP Lodge from the project scope

This activity is clearly not eligible for support through GEF funding, and the MTR finds that this expenditure should not have been included in the project scope that was revised after the Maanzoni Planning meeting (2022). The MTR recommends that this activity should now be deleted from the project workplan.
Recommendation 13. Inclusion of the renovation of the NNP Training Centre:

As agreed at the project’s ‘Maanzoni Planning Meeting’ (2022) the gradual renovation of the NNP Training Centre is in line with the project’s intervention logic, it is eligible for GEF support, and the MTR Recommends the confirmation of this inclusion in the project scope. 
Recommendation 14. Inclusion of Fanyikang Game Reserve in the project’s scope:

The inclusion of Fanyikang Game Reserve in the scope of the project (also agreed at the Maanzoni meeting, 2022) appears adequately supported by scientific evidence and based on a sound management rationale. A policy paper was produced by the project team and the rationale is solid. The MTR supports this inclusion.

Recommendation 15. Wherever appropriate the development of General Management Plans in the Sudd should build upon existing local traditions:

As witnessed during the MTR visits, RSS government resources to protect biodiversity and combat IWT are currently clearly insufficient, especially in remote protected areas. Collaboration with local communities is essential, especially when existing local traditions that aim to protect habitats and species that are considered as sacred and owned and conserved by the local tribal leaders (as illustrated in the initial assessment report underpinning the preparation of the General Management Plans for targeted Protected Areas, especially in the Sudd ecosystem – MWCT/OIKOS, February 2025) are conducive and supportive of biodiversity conservation, as in some areas of the great Sudd ecosystem. 
1. Project Overview

16. The project aims to develop national capacities to protect globally significant habitats and species in South Sudan and combating Illegal Wildlife Trade, through the provision of institutional strengthening and capacity building at the central and national level, as well providing support to the conservation of selected globally important Protected Areas. (Project Objective: ‘To combat illegal wildlife trade by strengthening PA legislative and management systems through institutional strengthening, improved information management and monitoring, and community empowerment through both national and site level actions’).

17. The project was designed in the period 2017-2019 and it is therefore important to consider how the country’s situation has evolved since then, as well as the social, economic, security and safety situation as this is an essential context to ongoing conservation efforts at the time of this MTR. In order to adequately consider the current country context, a short summary is provided here from a recent World Bank assessment: (Source: The World Bank https://www.worldbank.org/en/country/southsudan/overview - updated Oct 1st, 2024).

18. ‘South Sudan’s vulnerability to climate change and natural disasters compounds the country’s humanitarian crisis, jeopardizing recovery, and undermining development efforts’ (The World Bank, 2024)

19. The Republic of South Sudan became the world’s youngest nation and Africa’s 54th country on July 9, 2011. However, outbreaks of civil war in 2013 and 2016, persistent subnational violence, weak management of public resources, and political contestation have undermined post-independence development gains and intensified existing humanitarian needs. More than a decade after independence, South Sudan remains impacted by fragility, economic stagnation, and instability. Poverty is ubiquitous, exacerbated by conflict, displacement, and external shocks.

20. The signing of the Revitalized Agreement on the Resolution of the Conflict in the Republic of South Sudan (R-ARCSS) in September 2018 and the formation of a Transitional Government of National Unity in February 2020 have contributed to greater stability.  The transitional period was recently further extended to February 2027. However, a modest economic recovery recorded following the peace agreement has been upended by the COVID-19 pandemic, historic floods, the conflict in Sudan, and challenges in public financial management. South Sudan’s economic outlook is now clouded by crippling shocks to its heavily oil-dependent economy, highlighting the need for diversification. As South Sudan depends on neighboring Sudan as the only route to export oil to international markets, the conflict in Sudan significantly impacted South Sudan’s macroeconomic stability. The fiscal capacity to mitigate significant declines in oil production or shocks in global oil and food prices remains severely constrained by substantial challenges in the governance of oil sector revenues and weak fiscal discipline.

21. South Sudan’s vulnerability to climate change and natural disasters compounds the country’s humanitarian crisis, jeopardizing recovery, and undermining development efforts. Since its independence in 2011, the country has suffered from severe droughts (2011, 2015) and floods (2014, 2017, 2019, 2020, 2021, 2022, and 2024), resulting in high numbers of fatalities, displacements and loss of livestock which have severely impacted people’s livelihoods. As of September 2024, a new web of flooding has affected more than 735,000 people across 38 of 78 counties in South Sudan, worsening an already critical humanitarian situation marked by severe food insecurity, economic decline, continued conflict, disease outbreaks, and the repercussions of the Sudan conflict.

22. South Sudan remains in a serious humanitarian crisis. An estimated 9 million people, including refugees in South Sudan, will experience critical needs in 2024. An estimated 7.1 million individuals of South Sudan's total population of 12.4 million will require food assistance during the lean season from April to July 2024. Women and children continue to be the most affected. The humanitarian crisis has been further exacerbated by the recent conflict in neighboring Sudan, which has led to an inflow of refugees and returnees into South Sudan. As of September 2024, 797,189 returnees, refugees, and asylum seekers have arrived in South Sudan, approximately 78% of whom are South Sudanese refugee returnees.

23. Looking forward, ensuring the implementation of the peace agreement, as well as strengthening service delivery institutions, governance, and economic and public financial management systems, and addressing the root causes of fragility will prove critical as the country seeks to build resilience against future shocks and lay down the building blocks for a diversified, inclusive, and sustainable growth path’.

24. To address the above threats and overcome the identified barriers the GEF project intervention was designed around three components that focus on the strengthening of the institutional and legal framework at the central level and on the provision of direct support to selected Protected Areas:
Table 4 - Project Components with Target Areas
	Component 1
	National Frameworks and Coordination Mechanisms for Wildlife Protection.

	Component 2
	Improved wildlife conservation demonstrated through strengthened management of Nimule National Park

	Component 3
	Wildlife Protection Initiative in the Sudd Ecosystem and associated PAs (the Shambe NP, and the Meshra, Zeraf and Fanyikang
 Game Reserves)


25. The above three components will deliver 27 outputs, to achieve eight results-oriented specified outcomes (Ref. Annex XI to this report).

26. The Map below shows the national network of Protected Areas in South Sudan, including the location of the Protected Areas targeted by the project as listed above under Component 2 (Nimule) and Component 3(in the greater Sudd wetlands: Shambe NP, and the Meshra, Zeraf and Fanyikang GRs) (source: UNEP Project document):
Figure 1 - Map of the Protected Areas of South Sudan
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Institutional context of the project

27. This GEF-funded project is implemented under the oversight of the GEF Biodiversity Team in the Biodiversity and Ecosystem Services Branch of the Ecosystems Division of UNEP (acting as the ‘funding’ and ‘GEF oversight’ division). The current
 executing partners in South Sudan are the Ministry of Wildlife Conservation and Tourism of South Sudan (MWCT), and the Ministry of Environment and Forests (MoEF), supported by the UNEP Regional Office for Africa (UNEP ROA, based in Nairobi) that is acting as the UNEP ‘executing’ arm by: (a) executing some project activities directly, (b) issuing a sub-contract to the MWCT for the execution of the bulk of project activities, and (c) indirectly by providing technical support to MWCT and MoEF for project execution and reporting to the GEF. The original project operational structure diagram is pasted below (source: UNEP project document). 
Figure 2 - Original Project Organization Diagram
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28. The current project operational structure is the similar but not the same as the original. The principal differences are that (a) the functions of the UNEP PMU Office in Juba have been absorbed by the UNEP-ROA Office in Nairobi (as the UNEP Office in Juba was closed) and (b) the MWCT and MoEF in Juba now receive funds directly from UNEP-ROA and report directly to and work closely with UNEP-ROA in Nairobi and these three entities are now responsible for execution of all project components.
Figure 3 - Current Project Organization Diagram
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Unique features of the project

29. At its core, the project aims to provide critical institutional strengthening to combat illegal wildlife crime and support Protected Areas, by acting both at the central level and at local level in globally important ecosystems of South Sudan.

30. The project rationale focuses on the root causes and barriers, particularly through creating a package of activities at the national and local level that strengthens both institutional and individual capacity among MWCT and MoEF staff and their partners.

31. From a review of relevant project documentation, there are some distinctive elements to this project which are unique and worth noting here:

32. The social and political context in the country do present significant challenges to the smooth execution of the project in target protected areas especially in the Sudd wetlands, as most of the Protected Areas targeted by the project are located in vast and remote parts of South Sudan that are difficult to reach for most of the year due to both weather conditions (i.e. seasonal rains and flooding) as well as unstable social and security contexts especially in proximity to the national borders.

33. Notwithstanding the enormous potential in terms of the infrastructure and human resources (e.g. employed Rangers) potentially available to the MWCT and MoEF, the local professional capacity and financial resources for Protected Area management and for combating Illegal Wildlife Trade remain well below the levels required. Rangers at the two National Parks visited during the MTR have limited professional capacity, no suitable facilities nor equipment to perform their mandate, and i.e. they have not even received their salary for the past year. And yet they continue to do their work. 

34. Therefore, a concerted and well organised capacity building programme, and the provision of financial support for basic operations are urgent and essential. That will however also have to include direct support towards ensuring adequate financial controls and adequate technical and financial reporting on project progress. These ingredients together, will be of paramount importance to ensure the continued flow of GEF funding and underpin the success of all aspects of project implementation, and these ingredients will be needed over an extended period, to ensure the sustainability of project impact.

Brief history of the Project’s implementation to date

35. The project concept was approved in the GEF Fiscal Year 2017, and the design phase occurred between 2017 – 2019. Approved for implementation by the GEF on 12 December 2019, the project was originally intended to run for 48 months (four years) With a total planned budget of US$ 17,865,452—comprising a US$ 5,329,452 GEF allocation and US$ 12,152,000 in co-financing (US$ 3,500,000 as a grant and US$ 8,652,000 as in-kind contributions).

36. The project was originally designed to be executed by three partners, namely:  South Sudan Ministry of Wildlife Conservation and Tourism (MWCT) to be responsible for component 1, IUCN for component 2 and Wildlife Conservation Society (WCS) for component 3. The project was also designed expecting it to be coordinated by the UNEP South Sudan office which however was closed soon after the project had been approved by the GEF.

37. The implementation of the project encountered significant delays due to several reasons, including the global outbreak of the Covid19 Pandemic that severely limited all project operations and staff movements in the period February 2020 to February 2021.

38. In September 2020 UNEP formalised the internal agreement between its ‘funding and oversight’ Ecosystem Division and the ‘executing’ UNEP Regional Office for Africa (UNEP ROA – that took over the originally expected roles of the UNEP country Office in South Sudan). In November 2021 the UNEP ROA signed a Project Cooperation Agreement (PCA) with the MWCT of South Sudan as the lead executing partner. 
39. However, in the same period, the withdrawal of two key project implementing partners also posed significant management challenges for the project: 

· In March 2021, the WCS (the Wildlife Conservation Society) was suspended by the Government of South Sudan from operating in the country, and the GEF Operational Focal Point in the MoEF of South Sudan wrote to UNEP requesting to remove WCS from the project, and

· In March 2022, the IUCN (International Union for Conservation of Nature), informed UNEP of their withdrawal from the project for technical, operational and budgetary reasons.

40. The above partners had played a major role in the design of the project and were expected to provide critical co-financing and technical support especially for the on-site activities in the Protected Areas targeted by the Project. This situation clearly required significant adjustments to the project’s scope, execution and operational set-up, to reflect the new situation on the ground.

41. In this context, UNEP and the Government of South Sudan hosted a first project planning meeting held at the Maanzoni Lodge in Machakos, Kenya on 27-29 June 2022. The meeting aimed to review and agree on new project execution arrangements and define an associated budget re-distribution, reflecting the above changed circumstances in the project, and the evolving situation in the country. 

42. The ‘Maanzoni Meeting’ resulted in agreed changes to the project’s execution arrangements. In essence the UNEP ROA, MWCT and MoEF assumed all execution roles. Some changes were also agreed to the scope of the project document, to reflect new legislation recently issued in the country, to enhance project impact by adding a new protected area (Fanyikang Game Reserve) to the scope of the project, to re-direct or adjust some project activities, and to re-distribute budgets accordingly. Subsequently, the UNEP project document and the agreement between UNEP ROA and MWCT (and MoEF) were revised to reflect the changes agreed at the Maanzoni meeting. 

43. This MTR has reviewed the agreed changes to the project document and provides several recommendations in this regard, including advice on how to review the project M&E framework (MTR Recommendation n.10).
Stakeholder Analysis

44. During the project development phase, a thorough stakeholder analysis was carried out. However, at the time of the MTR the situation and especially the project execution set-up has now significantly changed (see previous sections), with the disappearance of the Wildlife Conservation society and the IUCN as key project partners in the original project set-up. This is reflected above and in the findings of the MTR. 

45. The list and role of key stakeholders is summarised in Annex XIII, proving a detailed stakeholder analysis table.
2. Review Methods

46. This Mid-Term Review (MTR) of the UNEP-GEF project "Capacity Development in Reducing Illegal Wildlife Trade and Improving Protected Area Management Effectiveness in South Sudan (GEF ID 9551)" (hereafter referred to as ‘’the project") presents a contextual review of the project, based on a standard UNEP methodology and on an evaluation framework and tentative evaluation schedule agreed in the MTR Inception Report.

47. In line with the UNEP Evaluation Policy
 and the UNEP Programme Manual
, normally the MTR is undertaken approximately halfway through project implementation. However, the MTR recognises that major delays and external constraints were incurred by all project partners during project outset, resulting in suboptimal levels of implementation to date. The MTR therefore aims to analyze whether, or not the project is on-track, what problems and challenges the project is encountering, and which augmentative / corrective actions might be warranted to put it back on the right footing towards realizing its stated objective and outcomes. 

48. The MTR is intended to also achieve two underlying functions: (i) to meet accountability requirements by providing evidence of results achieved by the project in relation to funding provided and expectations based on the project design; and (ii) to promote operational improvement, learning and refinements, as well as to generate lessons from the experience of project implementation to date that will support delivery optimization, strengthen the formulation and delivery of other UNEP / GEF projects and support the sustainable management of South Sudan’s Protected Areas in the future. The MTR also hopes to provide more generic observations, management insights and perspectives that may be widely applicable to project design and implementation within and outside UNEP and the GEF.

To meet these expectations, the MTR assesses whether the project is on-track in terms of implementation, delivery and budgetary considerations, review and attempt to understand any challenges the project has faced in its implementation to date, and consider what steps (both corrective and augmentative) may be taken to correct any concerns or shortcomings identified, and give praise where it is due for notable achievements and adaptive management. The review therefore presents findings on the performance of the project and discusses whether it is likely to deliver the outputs and achieve the outcomes and impacts towards which it was designed.

49. The MTR was executed using a framework for evidence‐based information that is credible, reliable and useful. The MTR consultant followed a participatory and consultative approach ensuring close engagement with the Task Manager and project team in South Sudan and Nairobi throughout the assignment.  

The Terms of Reference specify seven core evaluation criteria for the assignment. These are Strategic Relevance; Effectiveness; Financial Management; Efficiency; Monitoring and Reporting; Sustainability; and Factors and Processes Affecting Performance (see details for each criterion in the bullets below). The project was assessed against each of these and rated in accordance with the defined requirements for performance described by the UNEP Evaluation Office. These gave rise to an overall project rating on a six-point scale between highly satisfactory and highly unsatisfactory.

· Strategic Relevance: an assessment of how the project “fits” in relation to UNEP’s mandate and its alignment with UNEP’s policies and strategies at the time of project approval.  An assessment of the complementarity of the project with other interventions addressing the needs of the same target groups was also made, including: 

· Alignment to the UNEP Medium Term Strategy
 (MTS) and Programme of Work (POW) and the GEF Strategic Priorities

· Relevance to National Environmental Priorities

· Effectiveness: This was assessed across three dimensions including delivery of outputs, achievement of direct outcomes and, where appropriate and feasible, likelihood of impact. While emphasis was largely be placed on performance at the output and outcome levels against identified mid-term targets, observations about likelihood were made where this could lead to course corrections or an adjustment of the emphasis of the project’s efforts. From this perspective the MTR is forward-looking, identifying problems faced by the project and addressing those problems by providing options on how they can be solved.

· Financial Management: whether the current “burn rate” is consistent with the project’s length of implementation to-date against the agreed workplan and the delivery of outputs and whether or not financial accountability and reporting requirements are being met to adequate standards by all parties. 

· Efficiency: the MTR examined the cost-effectiveness and timeliness of delivery, and efforts by the project to make use of pre-existing methods and data sources, as well as to exploit complementarities and synergies between related internal and external initiatives.  The review also assessed ways in which potential further project extensions can be avoided through stronger project management.

· Monitoring and Reporting: whether the monitoring system in the Project Document was operationalized and facilitated the timely tracking of results and progress towards results as well as an assessment of the extent to which both UNEP and GEF reporting commitments have been fulfilled.

· Sustainability: the extent to which the project’s direct outcomes are being maintained and developed after the close of the intervention. The MTR assessed the key conditions or factors that are likely to undermine or contribute to the persistence of achieved direct outcomes, as well efforts to put in place a credible exit strategy and measures undertaken to mitigate risks to sustainability.
· Factors and Processes Affecting Project Performance: formative reflections and observations of cross-cutting themes such as readiness, quality of execution, stakeholder engagement and participation, gender responsiveness and human rights, country ownership and communications.
50. In general terms the review assessed “what” the project has achieved to date, but also provides a deeper understanding of “why” and “how” it performed as it did during its inception phase. It also compared and established differences between what actually happened under the project with what would probably have happened without the project.

51. The MTR undertook an in-depth evaluation of the project to the extent that circumstances, resources and time allowed. It followed a participatory approach and made every effort to reach and record the perspectives of all relevant stakeholders. Key stakeholders were consulted on the evaluation process and kept informed of progress throughout the MTR. Both quantitative and qualitative methods were used to assess project achievements against the outputs and outcomes indicated in the Project Document, and their potential impacts on high order project objectives. 

Approach

52. The MTR approach and proposed methodology were informed by:

· A desk review of all available project documentation (a full list of documents reviewed by the MTR is provided in Annex III to this report)

· Informal discussion(s) with the Task Manager, UNEP FM Team, UNEP ROA team, and Project Management Team at MWCT and MoEF.

53. The MTR was conducted in three stages, as follows:

1 - Inception: this largely involved a detailed review and analysis of key project documentation, preliminary interviews and development of an inception report and work plan based on the TOR and the evaluation consultant’s understanding of the assignment from any preliminary discussions.

	Inception Phase: Objectives, Approach and Deliverables

	Objectives:
	To develop common understanding between the consultant and client regarding: 

· Reasons the MTR is being undertaken  

· Scope and objectives of the MTR

· Any timing constraints

· Sensitive areas

· Ascertaining team and stakeholder dynamics

· The organization and planning of the engagement approach and methodology

· Collection, organization and review all relevant documents

· Evaluability assessment of the Results Framework

· Conducting a stakeholder mapping and visualization

· Support preparation of MTR matrix

· Support drafting of Inception report ensuring all feedback from the Task Manager and peer reviewers has been integrated and tracked for transparency.

	Approach:
	The MTR consultant met with the designated UNEP Task Manager several times to collect some key program artefacts for preliminary analysis and to confirm areas of concern.


During this stage it was important to elicit and document exactly what the assignment hoped to accomplish and what are the main priorities.  Based on the above, the MTR developed a preliminary inception report with an indicative work plan for review and approval (September/October 2024).

	Deliverables:
	1. Key project documentation reviewed at MTR inception , included (and a full list of documents reviewed by the MTR is provided in Annex III to this report):

· 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.

· GEF focal area strategic program objectives
2. Preliminary interviews held

3. Approved Inception report, including:

· Confirmed scope and objectives for the engagement

· Documented priorities

· Consolidated list of key stakeholders

· List of engagement constraints

· List of engagement risks

· Actionable work plan and detailed mission itinerary


2 - Fact-Finding: this stage commenced with preparatory activities for the forthcoming interviews and meetings during the mission to Nairobi and to Juba and to target Protected Areas in South Sudan (site visit undertaken in February/March 2025).  Introductory tone-setting discussions with key project stakeholders, as well as deployment of a short questionnaire were also undertaken during this stage.  The mission to meet the MWCT and MoEF in South Sudan and/or UNEP Nairobi office teams included an initial kick-off meeting with the core project team followed by a series of in-depth interviews, deeper document reviews and documentation of interview findings. 

	Fact-Finding Phase: Objectives, Approach and Deliverables

	Objectives (achieved):
	· Supporting evaluation tools were designed (i.e. interview guides, survey questions)

· Gauged attitudes and perceptions on the project through individual and group discussions with the project team and key stakeholders

· Supported interviews and consultations by taking detailed notes

· Prepared kick-off presentation deck as a basis for MTR presentation and discussion with the project team

· Conducted results mapping

· Undertook qualitative and quantitative data analysis (including survey analysis) and produced a draft summary report

· Created a presentation of a short set of early findings 

· Field visits to project sites in South Sudan undertaken with the project team, to determine progress in line with project documentation 



	Approach:
	This stage involved gathering detailed information about the project in two steps.  The first was a series of interviews with key staff and stakeholders, conducted to develop a deeper understanding of the ‘on the ground’ operation and results of the project to assess its overall status impact towards results using the UNEP-GEF criteria of relevance, effectiveness, efficiency, sustainability and impact. 

The second pillar of this phase was a detailed review of key products (eg any project deliverables produced so far that may include eg consultants’ TOR drafted by the project team; consultants’ reports and/or other products; new legislation drafted; reports from trainings, missions or meetings conducted, etc.) to assess extent to which end of project targets have been achieved (ref full list of documents reviewed by this MTR, provided in Annex III).


Interview preparation entailed having a clear understanding of what information should be elicited and understanding which stakeholders need to be involved in the interviews.  The goal of the interviews is to obtain information, as detailed as possible, regarding the results of the project and plans thereafter. The information from these interviews provided specific evidence for further analysis into obstacles and barriers to performance by recording stakeholders’ impressions about the scope, responsibilities, issues, governance / meeting cadence, concerns, interpersonal dynamics, turnover management style, etc. 


Each interview lasted approximately 60 minutes depending on the number of participants and the risk / priority areas to be covered.  If the stakeholders had further artefacts or more recent versions of artefacts previously shared, the consultant obtained a copy for review and compared this with baseline information received by the Project Management Team.

During the fact-finding stage special attention was paid to uncovering issues related to business value, leadership, ownership, governance & meeting cadence, resources’ skills set, execution capabilities (including at remote sites), availability of resources, known constraints at the execution level and any communication flows erected / lack thereof.

	Deliverables:
	· Updated list of program stakeholders interviewed

· Interview schedule

· Tailored list of face-to-face interview questions

· Kick-off meeting agenda and minutes

· PowerPoint Presentation articulating initial / preliminary findings used at the stakeholder MTR meeting held in Juba at the outset of the field mission (February 2025)


3 - Reporting: this stage analyzed and synthesized findings into this final MTR report.  This final report identifies key achievements, shortcomings, opportunities and recommendations. The recommendations evolved out of the MTR process can be grouped into two categories: augmentative, and corrective. The augmentative recommendations are those which are intended to expand upon, strengthen, or replicate project actions which have shown relative success thus far in achieving project results (or leading in that direction). The corrective recommendations are those which are meant to provide a means for strengthening or putting back on-track those aspects of the project which have shown deficiencies, or which have met persistent obstacles which have hampered successful implementation. An effort was made to assign priority rankings for each of the recommendations. In addition, consideration was given to identifying who the primary responsible party or parties will be for guiding their implementation, and to providing an indication of a desirable timeline.

	Reporting Phase: Objectives, Approach and Deliverables

	Objectives (achieved):
	· Drafted this MTR report (providing substantive input to findings, conclusions and recommendations) and annexes

· Supported editing (minimum 2 rounds of revision) of this MTR evaluation report including annexes, ensuring all feedback from the Task Manager project team was integrated and tracked for transparency

· Communicated the MTR recommendations for the review and the supporting information that led to the recommendations, through dedicated meetings held with project team and Steering Committee members and GEF focal Point at MWCT and MoEF in Juba at the end of the field mission (7-8 March 2025) and with ROA in Nairobi (12 March 2025), and (b) an MTR de-briefing with the GEF Task Manager and project team from ROA, MWCT and MoEF held from Nairobi on March 17.

· Consolidated the MTR findings and articulated underlying root causes for the areas of concern

· Identified opportunities for improvement and made a set of recommendations based on MTR objectives, findings and conclusions.

	Approach:
	The MTR consultant validated and organized the information collected during the fact-finding stage, together with the documentation review. The summary information was then analyzed and developed into key findings, lessons and conclusions. The key findings became the basis for recommendations and can geode the project team towards a short-term adaptive management plan. 

The UNEP GEF Task Manager team was briefed on progress throughout the MTR process and the MTR de-briefing presentation for stakeholders was shared with the GEF Task Manager in advance.  

	Deliverables:
	The deliverable from this activity was this Final MTR Report


Methodology and data collection

54. The MTR collected and analysed data from a range of sources to triangulate and deepen understanding. The MTR consultant used the following tools for mixed methods of primary and secondary data collection:

Desk review: A review of secondary resources (see full list of documents reviewed in Annex III to this MTR report) was carried out largely during the inception and field mission stages, to analyze the UNEP-GEF project, including strategic documents, external GEF and UNEP documents thematically related to the assignment, internal monitoring information and activity reports and project outputs.

Site visit(s): The MTR consultant visited project team’s offices in the MWCT and MoEF in Juba and also visited some key field sites in South Sudan (Nimule and Shambe National Parks) during the fact-finding stage, for data collection and stakeholder interviews (ref MTR Review itinerary in Annex IV to this report). 
Interviews: Face to face interviews were held with UNEP and MWCT and MoEF key staff, government entities, local authorities, CSOs and major groups such as NGOs, as well as with other entities deeply involved in the planning and execution of the project, not least of which are PA Managers and PA staff at the project target areas as well as representatives of local communities. The interview protocol was designed and tailored in accordance with each stakeholder profile, considering their respective role in the project and accountability in delivering key pieces of work.  In general, in each interview was a deeper dive into various aspects of the stakeholders’ overall understanding and role in project implementation. The MTR consultant ensured a balanced approach, highlighting the context/dynamics/complexities, link to the Results Framework, assess strengths/opportunities/ lessons learned, and explore future implications. 
Anonymity and confidentiality were protected throughout this review process and in the compilation of this Final MTR Report. Efforts were made to represent the views of both mainstream and more marginalised groups. Data were collected with respect for ethics and human rights issues. Discussions remained anonymous and all information was collected according to the UN Standards of Conduct.

Where possible, common groups were clustered into “group sessions” where the line of questioning would be similar, to reduce the number of standalone face-to-face meetings to work around the time constraints over the course of the mission.  Virtual connection interviews were also employed whenever possible and appropriate. The list of people interviewed is provided in Annex II to this report. 

Limitations to the MTR included: (a) due to the limited time available, it was not possible to visit all targeted protected areas potentially leading to a partial or skewed perspective of this MTR, (b) in Shambe National Park, access to this huge protected area was limited by the lack of means of transport on water (e.g. a boat), thus allowing for only a superficial impression of the challenges faced by the project at this site; (c) it was not feasible to undertake an online survey with stakeholders due to the very limited use and access to internet in the country, especially outside Juba. This has certainly resulted in low or imbalanced representation of the views of some stakeholder groups such as local community or women groups, who were only interviewed through in-person group sessions at targeted sites; (d) The MTR spent the majority of time working closely with the project team in South Sudan, thus leading to potential or apparent biases in the information and views gathered. However the effort was made to meet other stakeholders independently to gather other perspectives; finally (e) some language barriers existed especially at target sites where local languages are mainly spoken, however using English and Arabic languages the MTR consultant was able to connect to most interviewees effectively and interpretation by the project team was used when required.
Timing of the MTR

55. This MTR was theoretically undertaken well over the project implementation’s mid-point from the standpoint of its GEF approval date (2019) and the actual administrative start within the UNEP system (2020). However, in effect, the project situation and level of implementation in South Sudan appeared as not being reflective of two full years of operations from a delivery perspective, especially at the target protected areas (components 2 and 3).  Therefore, a key focus of this MTR was of assessing progress being cognizant of an estimated actual ‘operational’ start date, on reviewing the effectiveness of the managerial, administrative, reporting and operational set-up, and on if to re-orient and how best to re-orient the mode of operations of the project in view of changed execution arrangements, and the extent to which it is possible to deliver the full package of interventions in the time remaining.

56. The full list of documents reviewed by the MTR is provided as Annex III.

Table 5 - MTR Interviewees and meeting participants – Sample (full list in Annex III)
	Stakeholders
	Type / number
	# people involved (M/F)
	# people contacted / met

(M/F)
	% respondents - meeting participants

(M/F)

	Project team (those with management responsibilities e.g. PMU)
	Implementing agency
	UNEP-GEF: 2 (2/1)
	UNEP-GEF: 2 (1/1)
	100% - met with the UNEP-GEF Team several times team before and after the site visits



	
	Executing Agencies
	UNEP ROA: 3

(2/1)

MWCT: 9 (8/1)

MoEF: 13 (11/2)


	UNEP ROA: 3

(2/1)

MWCT: 9 (8/1)

MoEF: 13 (11/2)


	100% - The MTR consultant spent significant time with the PMU and wider project team from MWCT and MoEF in Juba and on site at PAs during the MTR mission, and met with the UNEP-ROA team in Nairobi, before and after the site visits

In addition, an MTR inception workshop was held in Juba on 26 Feb with 18 participants from MWCT, MoEF, and project stakeholders (ref. MTR mission report . ref. Annex IV)



	
	# entities involved
	# entities contacted
	# people contacted (M/F)
	# respondents - meeting participants (M/F)

	Project (implementing/ executing) partners

(receiving funds from the project)
	2 (OIKOS, Natural Resource Conservation Network (Uganda)NRCN)
	4 (OIKOS, Uganda NRCN)
	OIKOS: 3 (2/1)

NRCN: 3 (2/1)


	100% - the MTR consultant met with OIKOS team in Nairobi and Juba, and only briefly met the NRCN Trainers in Juba (ref. MTR mission report)

	Project (collaborating/contributing
) partners

(not receiving funds from the project)


	4 (UoJ, SSNCO, African Parks, Basenet)
	3 (UoJ, SSNCO, African Parks, Basenet)
	UoJ: 3 (3/0)

SSNCO: 1 (1/0)

AP: 1 (0/1)

Basenet: 1 (1/0)


	100% - the MTR visited UoJ and SSNCO and met with AP Country Director (ref. MTR mission report) in Juba and met with the Basenet Officer in Nimule.

	Beneficiaries:

Examples:

Duty bearers

Gate keepers

Direct beneficiaries

Indirect beneficiaries

Civil society representatives
	NNP:

Local Chiefs

Youth Leaders

Village Elders

Women Leaders

SNP:

Local Chiefs

Youth Leaders

Village Elders

Women Leaders


	Three community meetings held in Nimule (NNP) and in Adior and Malek (SNP)
	Ref. meetings’ participants list (available as separate files):

Nimule: 41 (22/19)

Adior: 12 (10/2)

Malek: 14 (13/1)

Total: 67 (45/22)
	100% - three separate community meetings held during site visits in Nimule, Adior and Malek. The PDF of the Signed attendance sheets are available as separate files (ref. MTR mission report)


3. THEORY OF CHANGE

Theory of Change at Review

57. The UNEP Project Document does include a quite solid and well drafted Theory of Change that includes a comprehensive description of key drivers, underlying assumptions and indicators. The original TOC diagram is reproduced below. The TOC narrative included in the UNEP document effectively outlines the causal pathways underpinning the project intervention strategy, and it includes a thorough discussion of the assumptions and drivers that contribute to change, listing key indicators as well.

58. The TOC and stakeholder analysis table in the UNEP project document do also include key assumptions and indicators pertaining to the key objectives of empowering women and local community groups, to clarify the contribution of this project towards combating increasing inequality across all groups, which is a part of UNEP’s mandate on human rights (Ref. assumptions A.2, A.3 and A.8 and Indicators n: 1,9,18,20,21, and 23 in the UNEP project document section 3.4). 

59. The MTR found that the project’s TOC appears to remain generally valid even when considering (a) the evolving social, political and security circumstances in South Sudan and in the specific project target area and (b) the revisions made to the project document’s Results Framework after the ‘Maanzoni’ inception meeting in June 2022. 

60. Therefore, it is recommended that the project’s TOC can continue to be used as is, and that the TOC does not appear to require any significant review, revision nor reconstruction. 
Figure 4 - Original Theory of Change diagram
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4. Review Findings

74. The findings of the Mid-Term review are elaborated below in detail, following the structure and template provided by the UNEP Evaluation Office. The Review Findings chapter provides information and rating on Strategic Relevance, Quality and Revision of Project Design, Effectiveness, Financial Management, Efficiency and Factors Affecting the Performance, and Cross-Cutting Issues. 

a. Strategic Relevance

Alignment to UNEP’s, Donors and Country (global, regional, sub-regional and national) Strategic Priorities

61. The project was designed in 2017-2019 and approved by the GEF in 2019. As unanimously confirmed by all MTR interviewees, at the time of this MTR, the project remains highly relevant and clearly aligned to the overarching and synergic mandates, policies, and strategies of the project partners in the Republic of South Sudan, UNEP, and The GEF especially in the fields of biodiversity conservation, institutional and capacity development, technology transfer, south-south cooperation and poverty alleviation. The project’s target protected areas in the great Sudd (component 3), stand among the most vulnerable and globally important biodiversity hotspots in the world and therefore a high priority for UNEP and GEF support to the conservation efforts of MWCT and MoEF in the RSS.

62. The project contributes to the achievement of UN SDG Goal 15 on the conservation of terrestrial ecosystems and biodiversity. It was clearly aligned with UNEP’s MTS and PoW expected accomplishments under the Environmental Governance Subprogram at the time of project design, and it remains very well aligned with UNEP’s subsequent ‘Nature and Biodiversity’ Pillar of Action of the latest UNEP MTS.

63. The project’s ongoing activities and expected results in the field of capacity development, institutional strengthening, technology transfer and contribution to the capacity of MWCT and MoEF staff and other partners in the RSS Government to comply with international agreements and obligations at the national level (namely the CITES and CMS), contribute clearly to UNEP’s strategic priorities in the Bali Strategic Plan for Technology Support and Capacity Building (BSP). The established project collaboration and know-how transfer that is already under way e.g. with experts in Kenya and Uganda on IWT, Biodiversity and IWT Data Sharing systems and trans-boundary collaboration on IWT and PA Management, are also well aligned with UNEP’s priorities on promoting South-South Cooperation (S-SC)

Rating for Alignment to UNEP’s, Donors and Country (global, regional, sub-regional and national) Strategic Priorities: HS

Complementarity/Coherence with Existing Interventions

64. Combating Illegal Wildlife Trade and conserving globally important Biodiversity is a long-standing and complex transboundary issue requiring enhanced collaboration among national, regional and global partners. The project provides a strategic contribution to the ongoing efforts of the MWCT and MoEF in the RSS, in a rapidly evolving regional and global framework. The MWCT and MoEF are tasked to ensure synergy with other ongoing government and donor-supported efforts in the same field both at national and regional levels. Selected examples of parallel ongoing efforts include i.e. other UNEP-GEF projects such as the GEF Imatong Landscape Project executed by the MoEF, other UNEP-supported GEF and LDCF projects in the RSS overseen by the Land & Climate Branch of the UNEP Ecosystems Division, as well as efforts by international NGOs such as African Parks, FFI, the Frankfurt Zoological Society Enjojo, and local NGOs such as SSNCO, ACD, BASENET, as well as the University of Juba, OIKOS-Veritas (Kenya), the NRCN (Uganda), etc. 

65. UNEP-ROA is tasked with fostering synergy and collaboration between the MWCT and MoEF and international partners such as the UNODC, the ICCWC, the CITES Secretariat, the CMS Secretariat etc. These ongoing efforts should be consolidated and enhanced during the remainder of the project life. 

66. Ensuring coherence and coordination with other efforts is central to the mandate of MWCT and MoEF and as such it is being pursued by both Ministries, to the best of their capacity, through e.g. development of MoUs and holding of regular meetings with partners, joint participation in Steering Groups of the respective initiatives, etc. However, it should be recognised that such coordination efforts are always imperfect in such a complex and rapidly evolving landscape of emerging initiatives and multiple partners and donors in conservation, also considering the limited capacity of the Ministries at the higher professional levels required for such consultations.

Rating for Complementarity/Coherence with Existing Interventions: S

Rating for Strategic Relevance:
HS
b. Quality & Revision of Project Design

67. The quality of project design was preliminarily assessed using the standard UNEP EOU template. That was based on the quality project design at approval/design stage. Ratings were attributed to identified criteria and an overall Project Design Quality rating was established using a weighted approach. 

68. The assessment of quality of project design was reviewed based on information gathered during the review process. The ratings for Project Design Quality were also reviewed during the MTR. Significant changes in the project’s operational context occurred during project outset and inception phase. These included i.e. 

· Changes in the project’s supervision arrangements (the UNEP Office in Juba was closed, and the Execution was transferred to the UNEP Regional Office for Africa based in Nairobi).

· Changes in key project partnerships with both the WCS and IUCN (that played a critical role in project design and were supposed to support the implementation of field components 2 and 3) no longer engaged in the project, and execution transferred to the MWCT and MoEF.

· Changes in social and economic stability in the RSS, with the ongoing war in Sudan negatively affecting the economy and stability of the RSS especially close to its northern national borders.

· The first two years of the project’s life were also heavily and negatively impacted by the Covid19 Pandemic, with associated travel and movement restrictions.  

69. This MTR Report therefore includes a comparison of the project’s design strengths and weaknesses as assessed at (a) the design/approval stage and (b) at MTR stage, showing the two complete Project Design Quality assessment templates. This comparison highlights how the above changes in the project’s External Context may have currently deteriorated from ‘Moderately Favourable’ at project outset, to ‘Moderately Unfavourable’ due to the changes outlined above in terms of external factors, changed operational conditions and partnerships, and the resulting management and governance decisions jointly taken by UNEP and the RSS, that may have slightly negatively affected the project’s initial ‘quality of design’ ratings. 

70. However, (a) the initial slower pace of implementation was gradually adapted to the current execution modality and operational context, and it is now improving and (b) albeit perhaps requiring more technical support and guidance from UNEP, the new execution arrangements may result in a markedly increased national ownership of the project, increased opportunities for capacity development for South Sudanese professionals, and enhanced long-term sustainability of project outcomes. Also, the initially slower pace of implementation may not necessarily result in less effective implementation, if the current momentum is maintained and adequate support will be provided by UNEP and partners throughout the remainder of the project life.
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B1. Quality of Project Design - Asessed at project design stage

SECTION TOTAL (Rating x Weighting)

Operating Context 2

Project Preparation 6

Strategic Relevance 4.8

Intended Results and Causality 9.6

Logical Framework and Monitoring 4

Governance and Supervision Arrangements  2

Partnerships 4

Learning, Communication and Outreach 1.6

Financial Planning / Budgeting 1.6

Efficiency 3.2

Risk identification and Social Safeguards 4

B2.

 

Quality of Project Design - Assessed at MTR stage

SECTION TOTAL (Rating x Weighting)

Sustainability / Replication and Catalytic Effects 4.8

Identified Project Design Weaknesses/Gaps 2



0.496

TOTAL SCORE (Sum Totals Divided by 100): S

Operating Context 1.2

Project Preparation 6

Strategic Relevance 4.8

Intended Results and Causality 9.6

Logical Framework and Monitoring 4

Governance and Supervision Arrangements  1.2

Partnerships 2.4

Learning, Communication and Outreach 1.6

Financial Planning / Budgeting 1.2

Efficiency 2.4

Risk identification and Social Safeguards 2.4

Sustainability / Replication and Catalytic Effects 4.8

Identified Project Design Weaknesses/Gaps 1.2



0.428

TOTAL SCORE (Sum Totals Divided by 100): MS


Rating for Quality & Revision of Design:
S (at design stage) & MS (at MTR stage)
c. Effectiveness

Theory of Change

71. As outlined in Section II above, providing additional analysis on the ToC, the UNEP Project Document presents a quite solid and well drafted Theory of Change that includes a comprehensive description of key drivers, underlying assumptions and indicators.

72. The project’s TOC appears to remain generally valid even when considering (a) the evolving social, political and security circumstances in South Sudan and in the specific project target areas and (b) the revisions made to the project document’s Results Framework after the ‘Maanzoni’ inception meeting in June 2022. 

Rating for Theory of Change: HS
Availability of Outputs

73. The complete list of all technical, financial and administrative documents and reports reviewed by the MTR is provided in Annex III. The list contains a rapid assessment of the quality and completeness of each document reviewed.

74. Finding and obtaining project documentation for the MTR was not an easy task: documents were received separately and at different stages from several partners, i.e. UNEP-ROA, UNEP-GEF, the MWCT and MoEF project team in Juba, the OIKOS Team in Nairobi and Juba, and finally from the Project Management Team during the field mission. The need for a unified, centralised and user-friendly system for the management and sharing of all project information and documentation clearly emerged during the MTR assessment and is as now included as a recommendation of the MTR (Ref. Recommendation n. 7.1).

75. Component 1: this component started activities in 2021-22 and thus shows some tangible progress being achieved through close collaboration with the MoJCA and the Transitional National Legislative Assembly (TNLA), as summarised in the table below:
Table 6 - Status of key deliverables under Component 1
	
	Piece of Policy or Legislation supported by the GEF Project
	Lead
	Status before project
	Current Status

Legend: Orange: in progress; Yellow: pending; Green: completed
	Next Steps

	1
	Wildlife Conservation & Protected Areas Policy, 2022
	MWCT
	Draft stage
	In TNLA being discussed
	Expected approval by May 2025

	2
	Wildlife Conservation & Protected Areas Bill, 2020
	MoJCA
	Draft stage
	In TNLA at advanced stage: 3rd reading
	Priority after TNLA recess, expected approval by May 2025

	3
	Wildlife Conservation & Protected Areas Regulations
	MWCT
	Non existent
	Not drafted – pending Bill approval
	After Bill approval: start drafting by a dedicated MWCT-MoJCA committee

	4
	National Wildlife Service Act, 2011 and amendment 2022
	MOWCT
	Draft stage
	Approved with Project support and in Force.

1000 copies Printed by MoJCA with project support and being disseminated widely
	Dissemination, development of simple and visual awareness material for awareness raising

	5
	National Wildlife Service Regulations
	MWCT
	Non existent
	Team formed and Regulations being drafted in MWCT in consultation with MoJCA
	Final review by MoJCA and then formal issuance and printing by MWCT (does not need to go to TNLA again)

	6
	Tourism Policy, 2022
	MWCT
	Non existent
	Draft in TNLA, with the dedicated Parliamentary Committee
	MWCT to work closely with the TNLA committee to pursue finalization and approval

	7
	Tourism Act, 2013, approved 2024
	MWCT
	Draft only
	Approved by TNLA in 2024 thanks to project support

MoJCA Printed 1000 copies w. project support
	Dissemination of printed copies and development of simplified awareness raising materials 

Act may need some review/update to ensure alignment with new Tourism policy being discussed by the TNLA

	8
	National Tourism Regulations
	MWCT
	Non existent
	Not drafted yet and MWCT committee not formed yet
	MWCT to form committee and produce draft for MoJCA review and then finalization and printing (does not go to TNLA again)

	9
	National Environmental Management Bill 

(strictly not within the scope of the GEF project, but it was discussed during the MTR with MoJCA)
	MoEF
	Not known
	To be drafted by MoEF and MoJCA, reflecting Forestry and Env. Bill 
	Next step: submission of first draft to the Council of Ministers for consideration, and if approved then it goes to the TNLA process


76. The process of accession to priority MEAs (CITES, CMS/AEWA, Lusaka and HOARE Agreements) is ongoing in close collaboration with the MoJCA and the supporting policy paper was produced by the project to support discussions in the TNLA.

77. Components 2 and 3: the MTR site visits to Nimule and Shambe National Parks clearly showed how project activities at the site level have only just taken first steps in recent months, with no tangible results yet visible on the ground at target sites. The MTR could only assess the quality of initial and preparatory work undertaken so far under these two components lead by the MoEF. This was done through e.g. the review of several initial needs assessments reports and policy papers (produced under Component 1 but relevant for the other components as well), review of the draft Scoping Report for the development of the General Management Plans (OIKOS, February 2025 – draft under review), and meetings with the OIKOS Team leader Prof. A. Owino in Nairobi. 

78. The MTR also reviewed the program and joined the last day of the first ‘Training of Trainers’ workshop on IWT for Rangers, Police Officers, Judges, Customs Officials, and MoJCA staff that implemented by MWCT (4-7 March in Juba). The MTR also reviewed selected procurement documentation and procurement processes set in motion at the time of the MTR, e.g. TOR for the selection of the gender expert, list of items to be procured for the central IWT Information System etc. 

Rating for Availability of Outputs: MS

Progress Towards Project Outcomes

79. In general, available evidence suggests that the project appears to have set several important preparatory activities in motion, and these activities seem to be moving in the right direction towards the achievement of stated project outcomes. The project team maintains a clear vision of the direct links existing between the outputs delivered so far (e.g. essential legislation and associated regulations underpinning the mandate and ongoing work of MWCT and MOEF), and they are focusing on their adoption to ensure impact at the outcome level. The assumptions and drivers that need to be in place to support the uptake of outputs are evident through the continued upgrade and consolidation of the institutional and professional capacity of the MOWCT and MoEF, as well as through increased collaboration with other key actors (e.g. police, customs, judiciary, local governments, local community groups, etc.) and a significant effort and attention is being directed by the project team towards reaching outcome levels. 

80. This situation suggests that the likelihood of the project ultimately achieving reasonable impact on the ground is now gradually increasing, as the project is gaining momentum. MTR Recommendations set out in this report provide critical guidance to increase chances of project impact. 

81. Considering the late start of the project, the initial delays outside the control of the project executing partners, the complexity of the new direct execution arrangements, the achievements to date under Component 1 and the good ongoing activities and current momentum being gained in Components 2 and 3, the overall rating for project towards project outcomes can now be considered as Moderately Satisfactory. 

Rating for Progress Towards Project Outcomes: MS

Likelihood of Impact

82. Execution arrangements are being gradually consolidated as essential operational capacity, staffing and equipment are now in place at both Ministries. Progress is now moderately satisfactory on all components, with a prospect for improvement if the current positive momentum is maintained, as execution arrangements continue to be consolidated, and assuming that partnerships also continue to be built-up, expanded and consolidated.

83. It is important to consider progress and momentum now being achieved when compared with the baseline situation, while emphasising the importance for MWCT and MoEF to now concentrate efforts on the ‘field Components’ 2 and 3 in targeted Protected Areas, as per this MTR’s recommendations. 

84. The likelihood of long-term impact will also depend on the success of additional resource mobilization efforts to be spearheaded by MWCT and MoEF under both the national Budget as well as from International Donors and Partners, to continue supporting the recurrent costs and ongoing efforts to establish and manage PAs and combat IWT post-project.

Rating for Likelihood of Impact: ML 
Adaptive Management

85. Adaptive Management by UNEP was quite slow initially, but it was ultimately effective in getting the project going in a complex socio-political context and after the departure of the original set of project partners. 

86. The MWCT and MoEF should be commended for stepping up their efforts to compensate for the departure of the international partners that were originally involved in project design. The results of their efforts are now becoming visible.

87. The current project team with MWCT and MoEF and partners is showing good progress in establishing essential operational and administrative capacity, adjust course and support project execution. They are clearly coping effectively with a variety of operational constraints regarding i.e. funds transfers, procurement, very high operational costs in the country, as well as complex logistics and field operations. 

Rating for Adaptive Management: S
Rating for Effectiveness:
S
d. Financial Management

Adherence to UNEP’s/Donor Financial Policies and Procedures

88. In general, and with the support of UNEP-ROA, the project is gradually being enabled to comply with the financial policies and procedures required by UNEP and the GEF. Several issues negatively affected performance in this area at project outset. Visits to Juba of the UNEP-ROA Fund Management team assisted MWCT and MoEF in setting up a suitable financial reporting system that is now functioning well. Continued support from UNEP-ROA will anyway be required.

89. Problems with funds’ transfers: so far the fund transfers from UNEP were made to the RSS’ Central Bank (CB) and then from there to a Commercial Bank account of the MWCT and MoEF. However often the RSS CB does not have enough foreign currency to issue payments for vendors on behalf of the Ministry/project, resulting in major delays in project implementation and in low rates of project expenditure. Now the MWCT has opened a dedicated account for this GEF project with Equity Bank in Juba, thus allowing for direct transfers of project funds from UNEP to the EB account. The MWCT and Project will be formally requesting UNEP to issue transfers directly to the MWCT/Project account in the Equity Bank (note: this approach is authorised by the Ministry of Finance, after a lengthy process). This, if managed correctly, may result in further improved operational capacity and rates of expenditure and improved progress of activities. 

90. Other issues with the Central Bank (CB) that have hampered project progress: E.g. initially, payments from UNEP to MWCT ‘bounced’ several times, and they were very difficult to be traced, as there is no e-communication with the CB. Nelson Luka (project lead administrative assistant in MWCT) had to go to the CB in person several times to find out about the status of payments (the CB is quite far away from the Ministry, across the Nile). These delays by the CB resulted in delayed payments to e.g. the auditors, to OIKOS consultants, with training programmes and auditing becoming delayed, etc. The above cash flow issues have clearly negatively affected project effectiveness. Using Equity Bank should ease the problem (they also offer on-line banking and quick checks on the status of payments are possible).

91. High operational costs: It must be noted that internet connection in RSS currently has a very high cost (no underground internet cable is reaching RSS yet): e.g. the MWCT pays 1500 USD per month for MWCT costs only (ref. MTR photo of letter of payment by MWCT), and that explains the very high costs being reported to UNEP on this front.

92. Slow and initially incomplete financial reporting appears to have also been initially due to lack of staff, unclear communication lines between UNEP and MWCT and MoEF, lack of consistent power supply at the Ministry, lack of basic equipment for communication and reporting and lack of basic office supplies that were all yet to be procured in Juba. Hence initially all communication and technical and financial reporting was very slow and incomplete. The financial reports were either non-existent or not conforming to standard for the first two years, then recently in year 2024 they were retroactively re-organised and produced with help from the UNEP-ROA fund manager. However, things are now clearly improving as the above barriers have been gradually removed, and the project is on the way towards further improvement.

93. Audits for the years 2022 and 2023 were reviewed by the MTR and found in order. Audit of the year 2024 is incoming. At the time of writing, the Star General auditors are expected to come in soon to conduct the audit. Again, this audit is delayed due to lack of available funding from the Central Bank to the Ministry/project.

94. Overall, the project administrative and finance team in MWCT and MoEF is performing their very best effort to adhere to UNEP’s policies and procedures. The MTR recommended that additional information and clarifications should always be provided in the explanatory notes below each financial report to increase transparency and information sharing. 

95. The MWCT and MoEF administrative and finance teams would welcome and would greatly benefit from continued and close support and guidance from UNEP-ROA as their key executing partner. At least semi-annual visits by UNEP ROA’s fund management team are strongly recommended (ref. Recommendation n.9).   

Rating for Adherence to UNEP’s/Donor Financial Policies and Procedures: MS
Completeness of Financial Information

96. Financial Reports issues in the years 2023 and 2024 have gradually improved and can continue to be further improved through continued support with e.g. semi-annual visits to MWCT offices in Juba by the UNEP-ROA Fund Manager to work alongside the MWCT and MoEF Finance and Administration Manager and financial records, financial report preparation, procurement and maintenance of equipment inventory (also ref. Recommendation n.9).

Rating for Completeness of Financial Information: MS 
97. The current rate of project spending is very low when compared with project’s expected length of implementation to-date (that is: when compared to the date of GEF CEO endorsement or the timing of this MTR), with the originally agreed workplan and with the delivery of outputs. However, the current rate of project spending is consistent with the late start of project implementation due to the Covid19 pandemic and the subsequent sudden change of execution set-up that had a major negative impact and caused significant delays at project outset, i.e. requiring the formulation of a whole new set of execution arrangements and associated legal instruments and financial management arrangements (ref section I).

98. Financial reporting was suboptimal at project outset (with late or incomplete reporting), however it has been improving steadily thanks to the support provided by the admin team in UNEP ROA (Nairobi) and reflecting the increased professional capacity and better office and communication facilities now available at the MWCT and MOEF team in Juba (deployed with the project’s support).

99. Auditing requirements are being met consistently and to adequate standards (see above under ‘Adherence to UNEP’s/Donor Financial Policies and Procedures’). Financial management issues continue to require attention and support. This aspect is highlighted in recommendations n. 8 and 9 of this MTR. Attention to these recommendations is critical to ensure the continued application of proper financial management standards and adherence to UNEP’s financial management policies and avoid situations in which standard financial documentation may be missing, inaccurate, incomplete or unavailable in a timely manner (including reporting on co-financing).

100. The MTR also reviewed the following key questions for this GEF project:

· Time from CEO endorsement to first disbursement: 8,5 months (19 Dec 2019 to 3 Sept 2020)

· Disbursement balance: 837,227 US$ or 16%of total project budget
· Has the project secured co-financing higher than 35%?: no

· Time between CEO Endorsement and (likely) end of MTR: 5 years and 7 months (19 Dec 2019 to -likely- 19 July 2025)
101. Latest Financial Reports from the MWCT and the MoEF and latest inventory of non-expendable equipment are provided in Annex VI - These two reports provide the latest picture of the financial status of the project, as they show the level of expenditure by the executing agency, not just the total amount contracted by UNEP to the MWCT and MoEF (as the UNEP-level budget would show). 

102. A simplified summary of the project’s financial situation at the time of the MTR is provided below (note: financial reports cover the period until July 2024 – subsequent financial reports were not yet available at the time of the MTR, so this picture may be incomplete and to be updated): 

Table 7 - summary of project financial expenditure levels
	Executing Partner
	Budget allocated
	Cumulative Expenditure
	Balance available
	% of total budget spent
	Pertinence
	type of expenditure

	UNEP-ROA
	446,000
	30,406 
	415,594 
	7%
	support to all components
	consultants, travel, workshops

	MoEF
	3,350,800
	 376,727 
	 2,974,073 
	11%
	Components 2 and 3
	vehicles, consultancies, operations

	MWCT
	1,452,652
	 543,717 
	 908,935 
	37%
	Component 1
	vehicles, equipment, consultancies, operations

	TOTAL
	5,249,452
	920,444 
	 4,329,008 
	18%
	all project
	


Note: budget figures are summarised from all latest financial reports made available to the MTR as of March 2025

Rating for Financial Management:
MS
e. Efficiency

103. As outlined in previous sections, the project’s operational efficiency was initially suboptimal and highly constrained due to lack of essential capacity, staff, facilities and equipment. However, in the past year this situation is gradually and steadily improving at the central level in the MWCT and MoEF, reaching a moderately satisfactory level. The challenge now will be to ensure a similar gradual but steady upgrading of capacity in the field, at target Protected Areas under Components 2 and 3. And this task has a much higher degree of complexity than Component 1.

Rating for Efficiency:
MS
f. Monitoring and Reporting

Monitoring of Project Implementation

104. It must be noted that the outbreak of the Covid 19 pandemic and the unstable socio-political context in the RSS, and the closure of the UNEP office in Juba after project approval, certainly did not facilitate management decisions by UNEP and partners, during the initial stages of the project. However, notwithstanding the complex situation in the RSS and globally, the MTR recognises that the timing and quality of managerial decision-making and intervention by the UNEP-GEF team was at times suboptimal during project outset, resulting in significant initial delays. For example: a long interval occurred between project approval and the first payment effected by UNEP-GEF in 2020, and it took too long for UNEP-GEF to set-up and then re-arrange execution arrangements in the period 2020-2023/4. A delay of almost three years occurred. 

105. Also, the relevance and implications of some important discussion and decisions that were taken by project partners (UNEP, MWCT and MoEF) at the initial Maanzoni Planning meeting (organised and attended by UNEP in Kenya in 2022 – ref. Minutes of the Meeting) appear to have completely escaped UNEP-GEF team’s attention. That resulted e.g. in the decisions to include new activities in the project scope without clearly considering nor assessing their eligibility for GEF funding (e.g. the decision to include the renovation of the Lodge in NNP that was included under Output 2.1.3, as documented in the Minutes of the Maanzoni planning meeting held in June 2022 in Kenya, that are co-signed by UNEP-GEF and UNEP-ROA). Such decisions were taken without UNEP intervention at the time of the meeting itself, nor later upon review and approval of meeting reports, nor subsequently during the revision of the UNEP project document’s (later in 2022). The MTR interviews with several stakeholders and project team in Juba also showed that MWCT was under the clear understanding that the Lodge Renovation had been approved by UNEP.

106. However fortunately the subsequent management decision by the same UNEP-GEF team to undertake an early MTR for the project now offers an opportunity to document and rectify the situation, if the findings and Recommendations of this MTR will be duly implemented. Ref. Recommendations n. 12, 13 and 14.

107. Finally, the Execution Arrangement currently in place sees the UNEP re.g.ional Office for Africa (UNEP-ROA) play the Project Execution Role and sub-contracting the MWCT and MoEF as co-execution partners. However, the frequency and level of technical advice, guidance and proactive support to execution and to management decisions have been suboptimal and can be improved. E.g. as outlined in Annex III the support provided in the review of TORs and deliverables by consultants hired by MWCT and MoEF is not a sufficient level of technical support and has resulted in some consultancies not fully delivering the expected results. The value-adding proposition of UNEP-ROA should be more clearly documented, reported and clearly demonstrated through the provision of increased and more proactive technical support by UNEP-ROA to the project team in MWCT and MoEF, through an increased frequency of site visits to proactively discuss and review progress and provide technical advice guidance to MWCT and MoEF in all components, including on important administrative, financial management and reporting arrangements. Ref Recommendation n.9.

108. Also, and on a separate note, the MTR observed inconsistencies between execution approaches adopted by this GEF project (and the UNEP-GEF Imatong Landscape project in the MoEF) and other UNEP-implemented projects in the same country and with same executing partners (ref. the UNEP-LDCF and NAP projects with the MoEF) perhaps highlighting the need for increased internal coherence and communication within UNEP itself.

Rating for Monitoring of Project Implementation: MU
Project Reporting

109. The quality of project technical progress reporting produced to date is assessed as suboptimal, with ample margins for improvement especially in terms of providing supporting evidence (e.g. the team may wish to include photographic evidence), gender-disaggregated data, as well as ensuring regular information sharing between the project team and UNEP, improving knowledge management in both MWCT and MoEF, and stepping-up capacity to communicate more effectively project results and the good progress achieved. 

110. Now that staffing and professional capacity in the project have significantly improved in the past year vis a vis project outset, the project team can and should now aim to start delivering more comprehensive, illustrated and detailed reporting to from MWCT-MoEF to UNEP-ROA that can then be shared by UNEP-ROA with the UNEP-GEF team. 

111. Improved Project Reporting will hopefully also help do more justice to the commendable efforts being performed by the project team and all project partners in South Sudan, and it should help avoid the incorrect perception by external partners and UNEP Nairobi of limited progress, while in reality good progress is being achieved. Refer to MTR Recommendation n. 7.1. 

Rating for Project Reporting: MS
Rating for Monitoring and Reporting:
MS
g. Exit Strategy & Sustainability

Exit Strategy

112. The current direct execution strategy through the MWCT and MoEF is clearly showing positive results at the time of this MTR. Should the current momentum be maintained, also in the implementation of components 2 and 3, then this approach can be reasonably expected to increase national ownership, the degree of development of professional capacity for South Sudanese professionals, and therefore also facilitate the likelihood of a smooth project exit strategy and the long-term sustainability of project outcomes.

Rating for Exit Strategy: ML (with a prospect for improvement to S if the current momentum is maintained and expanded across all components)
Socio-political Sustainability

113. This is truly impossible to predict at this stage, RSS being the youngest and the most vulnerable country in the world, with a very complex socio-political context and a very fluid and rapidly evolving security situation. Even during the last day of the MTR mission, security incidents occurred in RSS that created concern that the country would return to civil war
. However, considering the current and recent security context that has generally improved in recent years, and the gradual improvements observed in the past year at the project level, the MTR suggests a rating of ML.

Rating for Socio-political Sustainability: ML
Financial Sustainability

114. Same as above. In addition, the ongoing war in the northern neighbouring country of Sudan, continues to put an additional strain on the already difficult situation of South Sudan, though the influx of refugees, the interruption of Oil pipelines (and consequent loss of income for the Government of RSS – resulting in e.g. salaries for staff of MWCT and MoEF including field staff not being paid for now over one year at the time of the MTR).

115. In the current context and taking a short-term and a medium-term outlook the financial situation of the country and of partner Ministries in this project is unlikely to improve significantly, and this situation will likely require continued donor assistance for extended periods. Hence the proposed rating and the rationale for MTR Recommendation n.11.

Rating for Financial Sustainability: MU
Institutional Sustainability

116. Same as above – however the current execution strategy is certainly expected to significantly increase national ownership, institutional strengthening and capacity development opportunities for South Sudanese professionals. Therefore, also the long-term institutional sustainability of project outcomes is likely to witness improvement vis a vis the baseline situation.

Rating for Institutional Sustainability: ML
Rating for Sustainability:
ML

h. Factors Affecting Performance and Cross-Cutting Issues

Project Inception

117. Project inception was quite complex, and the evidence reviewed by the MTR is clearly showing that it took quite a long time for UNEP to take adaptive management action and adjust project execution arrangements when things changed in the RSS and two major partners left the country and/or the project. The outbreak of the Covid 19 pandemic, the unstable socio-political context in the RSS and the closure if the UNEP office in Juba certainly did not facilitate management decisions by the UNEP-GEF team at the time. 

118. However, the situation has since been gradually, slowly but steadily improving, operational capacity is being built in the RSS and the project is now finally gaining momentum.  

Rating for Preparation and Readiness: MU
Quality of Project Management and Supervision

119. UNEP/Implementing Agency: MS –when considering only the major delays occurred between GEF approval and actual project operational start, and the low project delivery rates to date, then the project would be a MU/U rating. However overall this MTR suggest and MS rating when considering the major limitations of the external social/political/economic/logistical context

120. Partners/Executing Agency: MS - when considering only the major delays occurred between receipt of funds and operational progress, and the low project delivery rates to date, then the project would be a MU/U rating. However, considering the major limitations in staffing, capacity and operational facilities faced at project outset (e.g. no power supply, no communication facility/email, no equipment nor furniture in a partially un-inhabitable MWCT office facility, no vehicles, major limitations in funds management infrastructure, etc.), then an MS rating is warranted 

Rating for Quality of Project Management and Supervision: MS
Stakeholders Participation and Cooperation

121. The MTR observed a positive outlook in the HQs of MWCT and MoEF and on-site in the NNP and SNP, in terms of existing plans and staffing mobilised, should the current momentum be maintained in components 2 and 3. The situation at other project target sites could not be assessed, but no major difference is expected as activities have not started.

122. This criterion however requires attention as for example the two community liaison officers recently hired by the MoEF for components 2 and 3 are not yet being deployed to Protected Areas but still work from HQ – due to lack of facilities and transport onsite. However, this approach, if not changed and converted into much more frequent visits or full-time deployment to PAs, will not be an effective and sustainable, as it is unlikely to result in the establishment and maintenance of good relations with local communities on site.  

Rating for Stakeholders Participation and Cooperation: MS
Responsiveness to Human Rights and Gender Equality

123. This is an area that appears to be gradually receiving more attention by the project team. The MTR site visits include female professionals from both MOEF and MWCT who played a critical role in the success of the mission. The meetings with local communities held in Nimule, Adior and Malek all included representatives of local Women groups who were actively contributing to the meeting (especially in Nimule). However, project efforts should continue and if well implemented and documented, these efforts can lead to beneficial results across all project components. See MTR Recommendation n.4 on stepping-up Gender mainstreaming efforts.

124. The issue of Human rights, engagement of marginalized communities including indigenous communities, people with disabilities, etc. was also extensively reviewed and discussed with the project team and stakeholders especially dung MTR site visits. A specific recommendation is provided in the MTR report (Recommendation n.5).  The project team has already started responding to this MTR recommendation and a dedicated session on Human Rights was included in the first IWT Training workshop being held during the MTR (March 4-7, 2025) also attended by the reviewer. 

Rating for Responsiveness to Human Rights and Gender Equality: MS
Environmental and Social Safeguards

125. This is an area requiring attention, particularly in terms of including specific training and capacity development at central level and especially at the site level in targeted Protected Areas. The MTR site visits, and community meetings offered clear evidence that Rangers in National Parks are clearly showing suboptimal understanding of basic human rights and environmental and social safe.g.uards’ principles when dealing with poachers and local communities. 

126. This issue is already being addressed by the project team and a dedicated session on Human Rights was included in the first IWT ‘Training of Trainers’ training workshop held in Juba on 4-7 March (attended by the MTR consultant on the last day). See also Recommendation n.5 on Human Rights.

Rating for Environmental and Social Safeguards: MS
Country Ownership and Drivenness

127. The current execution strategy with direct execution by MWCT and MoEF appears to be resulting in significantly increased feelings of project ownership and increased opportunities for professional growth and development for South Sudanese professional at various levels. The MWCT and MoEF staff interviewed during the MTR unanimously indicate that this approach is welcomed and it also expected to also increase the long-term sustainability of project outcomes.

Rating for Country Ownership and Drivenness: HS
Communication and Public Awareness

128. This is an area that is now only taking first steps, and very little has been achieved to date. This area of work is identified in this MTR as requiring immediate attention and as having great potential for success if the project presence on the ground is enhanced and adequate capacity is deployed to the target protected areas. Simple steps to improve the capacity of the project to communicate its objectives, achievements and results (e.g. a website, a newsletter, etc.), and to support local-level environmental awareness and education campaigns (e.g. developing simple visual and audio-visual materials; liaising with local and national media, etc.) are somehow ‘low hanging fruits’ that the project team should invest in, and that can generate great positive impact with relatively simple efforts. See MTR Recommendations n.2, 3, 4 and 7.1 and 7.2 

Rating for Communication and Public Awareness: MS
Rating for Factors Affecting Performance and Cross Cutting Issues:
MS

75. Conclusions and Recommendations

a. Conclusions

129. Based on the findings from this review and considering initial delays, the project now demonstrates overall performance at a ‘Moderately Satisfactory’ level (a table of ratings against all review criteria is found below), with a prospect of moving to ‘Satisfactory’ should the current momentum be maintained and consolidated during the remainder of the project implementation period and should the country’s security situation remain stable. The rating takes into consideration the slow start as well as the operational capacity being gradually acquired by the MWCT and MoEF, and the current positive momentum of project activities. 

130. The project has demonstrated satisfactory performance in the areas of adaptive management, development of policy and legislation, preparations for accessing international conventions and training needs assessments (Component 1). Activities under Components 2 and 3 in target protected areas are behind the original schedule, however these are now taking first steps, and they are gaining significant momentum. The MTR assessment of ongoing preparatory work is satisfactory. However, it is way too early to adequately assess project impact on the ground in target Protected Areas, and project success will largely depend on steps taken in the coming year to deploy facilities and capacity at field sites. 

131. Areas that would benefit from further attention by the project team and enhanced support by UNEP include: Capacity development and Training; Partnerships; Gender Mainstreaming and Human Rights; Knowledge Management; Communications and Reporting; Execution Arrangements, Administration & Fund Management; Monitoring & Evaluation; resources mobilization and sustainability post-project. Specific recommendations are provided below on each of these areas.
Table 8 - Project Performance Ratings

	Criterion
	Summary assessment
	Rating

	Strategic Relevance
	
	HS

	3. Alignment to UNEP’s, Donors and Country (global, regional, sub-regional and national) Strategic Priorities 
	Project objectives are even more relevant, strategic and urgent than at the time of project design, considering the deteriorating situation of conservation efforts in the country
	HS

	4. Complementarity with existing interventions/ Coherence 
	The project remains fully complementary with other initiatives however, more can be done to enhance coherence through improved coordination facilitated by MOWCT
	S

	Quality of Project Design 
	
	S

	Effectiveness
	
	S

	6. Theory of Change
	The TOC was well designed, is simple straightforward and remains fully valid – the MTR suggests there is no need to amend the TOC. The TOC and stakeholder analysis table in the UNEP project document do also include key assumptions and indicators pertaining to the key objectives of empowering women and local community groups, to clarify the contribution of this project towards combating increasing inequality across all groups, which is a part of UNEP’s mandate on human rights (Ref. assumptions A.2, A.3 and A.8 and Indicators n: 1,9,18,20,21, and 23 in the UNEP project document section 3.4). 


	HS

	7. Availability of outputs
	Satisfactory for Component 1 and component 2-3 (field operations in protected areas) are not initiated or just taking first steps. However, preparations for Components 2 and 3 appear to be well on track
	MS

	8. Progress towards project outcomes 
	Moderately satisfactory and steadily picking up as essential operational capacity -initially suboptimal- has now gradually come into place
	MS

	9. Likelihood of impact 
	Moderately likely and largely dependent also on external factors (e.g. safety and security, limits due to seasonal access to target areas)
	ML

	10. Adaptive management
	Slow at project start but now improving – major efforts performed to adapt to the impact of the Covid19 pandemic and to the change of execution arrangements
	S

	Financial Management
	Initially suboptimal, recently becoming moderately satisfactory but needing attention with continued support and guidance from UNEP ROA, and close oversight from UNEP GEF
	MS

	Efficiency
	Initially suboptimal, and now steadily improving since project outset, as operational capacity gradually increases
	MS

	Monitoring and Reporting
	
	MS

	3. Monitoring of project implementation 
	Technical support by UNEP ROA and project oversight by UNEP GEF have been suboptimal especially at project outset, and areas for improvement are recommended in this MTR (ref. recommendations n. 9,12,13 and14)
	MU

	4. Project reporting
	Has been suboptimal and requires significant improvement to properly reflect progress and ‘do justice’ to commendable project achievements
	MS

	Exit Strategy and Sustainability
	Long-term sustainability is largely dependent on external factors. Sustainability was enhanced by the new government-led execution approach adopted in recent years
	ML

	Factors Affecting Performance
	
	ML

	8. Project inception
	UNEP GEF oversight at inception was suboptimal but is now improving
	MU

	9. Quality of project management and supervision
	
	MS

	2.1 UNEP/Implementing Agency:
	Initially suboptimal but now improving
	MS

	2.2 Partners/Executing Agency:
	Initially suboptimal due to limited capacity and operational constraints at the country level, but has been steadily improving
	MS

	10. Stakeholders’ participation and cooperation 
	Satisfactory in Component 1 and now just taking first steps in Components 2 and 3– requires attention in the coming period especially at field sites
	MS

	11. Responsiveness to human rights and gender equality
	This aspect is being addressed but requires continued attention and strengthening
	MS

	12. Environmental and social safeguards
	Same as above
	MS

	13. Country ownership and driven-ness 
	This aspect is highly satisfactory with very high feelings of country ownership demonstrated during the MTR, resulting from the country-led execution approach adopted in recent years
	HS

	14. Communication and public awareness
	This aspect was initially lagging behind and is recently taking first steps and has potential to improve and contribute significantly to project success
	MS

	Overall Project Performance Rating at Mid-Point
	Based on averaged scores it is already almost at the half-way point between MS and S (at 4.42 over 6) – so there is potential to reach and S rating (5) or more, if the current momentum is maintained.
	MS


b. Lessons learned

	Lesson Learned #1:
	Allow for a pace of implementation that is commensurate with local capacity and operational context:

	Context/comment:
	GEF-funded Conservation and Development projects such as this one in the RSS, with a joint national execution modality with two National Ministries (applied for the first time in years and after successive wars and instability in the country) must consider local operational conditions and the level of existing capacity, and UNEP as the GEF Implementing Agency should continue to offer all the technical support required for sound national execution. Civil war and insecurity, droughts and vast seasonal floods, and political instability and local conflicts, have all had and can continue to have major negative impacts on the lives of the People of the Republic of South Sudan. These factors would cause major delays to the implementation of any development project, anywhere, and especially in South Sudan, that is the most vulnerable country in the world according to World Bank statistics (Vulnerability Score By Country December 2022). A GEF project of this kind, where field activities in remote areas are an important component, is clearly affected. Patience and understanding for the local conditions and for the inherent limited -but gradually developing- local capacity and infrastructure of national partners is therefore in order. The GEF and its Implementing Agencies have the duty to support and guide local executing partners and allow sufficient time for these projects to be implemented at a locally-adapted pace, while focusing on gradually building national professional capacity as a key ingredient for long-term sustainability. 


	Lesson Learned #2:
	National execution equates to increased ownership and sustainability:

	Context/comment:
	Before the move to National Execution by MWCT and MoEF (as opposed to the original design with execution of Components 2 and 3 by WCS and IUCN), there were signs of suboptimal ownership of the project by the National Government, due to the heavy engagement of International NGOs, that tend to operate in isolation in remote areas. This is the first large GEF project that the MoEF-MWCT are implementing together and directly, and the Ministries’ leadership appears positive and supportive in terms of supporting project implementation to the best of their existing capacity. This approach also supports gradually enhancing national capacity for South Sudanese Professionals and increasing levels of RSS Government financing. This GEF project is so far showing how the MWCT and MoEF can effectively work together on shared goals.


	Lesson Learned #3:
	Mobilizing experts from the region has multiple benefits:

	Context/comment:
	Project Implementation to date highlighted the importance and positive aspects of the Ministries’ adopted approach entailing the mobilization of conservation experts from the East Africa Region who have a deep understanding of local issues, as opposed to major international NGOs. This also helps create regional-level connections and collaboration


	Lesson Learned #4:
	Advance planning and careful logistical arrangements are critical:

	Context/comment:
	Lessons learned from this and from other projects in RSS continue to highlight the importance of adequate logistics and advance planning due to seasonal floods and operational constraints on site, resulting in the need for highly adaptive management for achieving a suitable timing of field work in the dry seasons. The importance of using local materials to mitigate costs and address logistical issues was also emphasised during field visits.


c. Recommendations

	Recommendation Cluster #1: Capacity Development

Recommendation 1.1
	Extend and prioritise the training programme:

	Challenge/problem to be addressed by the recommendation:
	The level and quantity of professional capacity in combating IWT and enhancing Biodiversity Conservation and PA management in government agencies in South Sudan is suboptimal and needs major investments over an extended period, to meet the challenges at hand.

Training Needs Assessments reports were prepared on various topics. However, the project must now urgently focus on finalizing the actual training modules and implementing the Training Programme for South Sudanese professionals. This is a top priority and should ideally be a continuous process, to be implemented ASAP and before or in parallel with the procurement and deployment of equipment in the field. The training programme for South Sudanese staff might entail a continuous combination of (a) formal training sessions, possibly also focused on a ‘Training of Trainers’ approach (as done for the first IWT workshop held on March 4-7 at MWCT HQ in Juba) and most importantly (b) offering opportunities for extensive on-the-job training for junior South Sudanese staff. 

The on-the-job training aspect should become a primary and integral part (not an add-on or an afterthought) of the process of all the field studies, consultations and especially of the participatory development of the General Management Plans under Components 2 and 3, as well as with ongoing work under Component 1 on policy, law, international agreements and information systems. Staff from other PAs not directly targeted by the project also can and should whenever possible be included in such training programmes.

	Priority Level:
	1 – Highest Priority

	Type of Recommendation
	Management Action

	Responsibility:
	Project Team (execution), PSC (oversight, guidance and support), UNEP (oversight, technical advice and support)

	Proposed implementation time-frame:
	Immediately and then an ongoing task


	Recommendation Cluster #1: Capacity Development

Recommendation 1.2
	Emphasise on-the-job training across all components:

	Challenge/problem to be addressed by the recommendation:
	Same as 1.1 and underlining that the classroom training approach is not sufficient to offer the field-work experience required by the South Sudanese professionals assigned to work in Protected Areas.

The process of participatory GMPs formulation, as well as ongoing work on policy and legislation in Component 1 should not be limited to the production of studies, reports and policy papers, but it must also -and most importantly- be used as a unique opportunity for engaging the largest possible number of junior South Sudanese young professionals from academic institutions such as the University of Juba. These young professionals can be engaged as interns or trainees and part of the support team to work alongside experienced rangers and MWCT and MoEF staff, to ‘learn the ropes’ in the field using most recent techniques (e.g. the Earth Ranger app, digital maps. Etc.) and thus prepare a new generation of modern South Sudanese conservation professionals.

	Priority Level:
	1 – Highest Priority

	Type of Recommendation
	Management Action

	Responsibility:
	Project Team (execution), PSC (oversight, guidance and support), UNEP (oversight, technical advice and support)

	Proposed implementation time-frame:
	Immediately and then an ongoing task


	Recommendation Cluster #1: Capacity Development

Recommendation 1.3
	Offer targeted re-training opportunities for senior Rangers:

	Challenge/problem to be addressed by the recommendation:
	Same as 1.1 and in the target Protected Areas an increasing number of senior rangers appear to be responsible for physically demanding field activities that may better be implemented by or in partnership with more junior staff. The expertise of such Senior Rangers should be retained and redirected to a new set of managerial, guidance and/or training roles that are more suitable for senior and experienced staff. The project may consider the design of specific training packages or even creating specific roles and positions for these senior staff.

	Priority Level:
	2 – Medium Priority

	Type of Recommendation
	Management Action

	Responsibility:
	Project Team (execution), PSC (oversight, guidance and support), UNEP (oversight, technical advice and support)

	Proposed implementation time-frame:
	Immediately and then an ongoing task


	Recommendation Cluster #1: Capacity Development

Recommendation 1.4
	Extend the scope of the Training Programme through partnerships:

	Challenge/problem to be addressed by the recommendation:
	Same as in 1.1 and several other conservation NGOs are also investing in training for South Sudanese staff, hence such opportunities for synergy should be captured whenever possible.

To expand and maximise the impact of the training programme, and compatibly with available resources, the project may consider involving in the training programme also other key MWCT and MoEF staff as well as field Rangers from all other PAs beyond the ones specifically targeted by the project. This may be achieved by capitalising upon and sharing resources with existing partnerships with conservation NGOs currently operating in South Sudan (e.g. FFI, African Parks, Enjonjo, SSNCO, etc.) through the organization of joint training sessions, sharing of training tools and materials, exchange of know-how and training capacity and pooling of resources.

	Priority Level:
	2 – Medium Priority

	Type of Recommendation
	Management Action

	Responsibility:
	Project Team (execution), PSC (oversight, guidance and support), UNEP (oversight, technical advice and support)

	Proposed implementation time-frame:
	Immediately and then an ongoing task


	Recommendation Cluster #1: Capacity Development

Recommendation 1.5
	Follow-up on the activation of the collaboration with UNODC for the ICWCC ‘Wildlife and Forest Crime Toolkit’ application in the RSS:

	Challenge/problem to be addressed by the recommendation:
	A comprehensive national assessment of the issues pertaining to IWT is not available. 

The ICWCC ‘Wildlife and Forest Crime Toolkit’ offers an internationally recognised approach and its adoption by the project was already being discussed within the project team in MWCT and MoEF with support from UNEP-ROA and the GEF project, to help systematically assess the IWT situation in the country, to build national professional capacity in the process, to guide next steps on national efforts on IWT and to inform the efforts of the revived IWT task force (ref. also Recommendation n.6 below). This effort could be combined with the project’s ongoing process of developing a national IWT strategy with support from the NRNC (Uganda). For information on the ICWCC toolkit, see: unodc.org/documents/Wildlife/Toolkit_e.pdf

	Priority Level:
	3 – Low Priority

	Type of Recommendation
	Technical

	Responsibility:
	Project Team (follow-up with UNEP-ROA and execution), UNEP-ROA (facilitation of contacts with UNODC in Nairobi, technical advice and support, resource mobilization if needed)

	Proposed implementation time-frame:
	As soon as possible


	Recommendation #2:
	Strengthen Partnerships: formalise and strengthen collaborative arrangements with South Sudanese Academic Institutions and Conservation NGOs:

	Challenge/problem to be addressed by the recommendation:
	The MWCT and MoEF clearly do not yet have all the required range of professional skills, nor the financial resources needed to entirely fulfil their mandate, unless they mobilise support from a wide range of partners and donors in the process.

The focus should particularly be on strengthening existing collaboration with the University of Juba to conduct on-demand scientific assessments to underpin the design of Protected Areas and as an opportunity for engaging and training junior South Sudanese professionals. The project should also strive to establish new, or consolidate existing, partnership arrangements with major Conservation NGOs currently active in the RSS (e.g. FFI, African Parks, Enjonjo, SSNCO, etc.): such partnerships can and should continue to be developed focusing i.e. on the implementation of training programmes, reporting to conventions, knowledge management, environmental awareness raising and communications, community livelihoods and engagement, eco-tourism development, scientific research and resource mobilization.

	Priority Level:
	1 – Highest Priority

	Type of Recommendation
	Technical and managerial

	Responsibility:
	Project Team (execution), UNEP and PSC (support, advice and oversight)

	Proposed implementation time-frame:
	As soon as possible


	Recommendation # 3: 
	Establish/strengthen a visible and effective MWCT-MoEF presence at field sites:

	Challenge/problem to be addressed by the recommendation:
	The numerous staff assigned to Protected Areas lack even the essential professional skills, equipment and facilities to carry out their mandate.

This is an essential first step, combined with priority training and capacity development for field Rangers (see Recommendations cluster 1, above). Now that Components 2 and 3 are under way, the MWCT and MoEF team thorough the project should rapidly strive to provide local teams of rangers ASAP with at least minimal operational support (salaries, food, essential offices and living quarters, operational costs), basic operational equipment such as appropriate means of transport, radios, simple power source (e.g. solar), laptops, camping equipment, and clear maps showing PA boundaries, GPSs etc. (the MTR report does not go into details as these needs and priorities are clearly outlined in the GMP scoping mission report by OIKOS - February 2025). 

Better equipped and well-maintained Wildlife Offices on-site would already send a clear and positive message to all local stakeholders and provide the essential basis for all future operations by MWCT and MoEF at the targeted Protected Areas. 

These well-equipped and well-staffed facilities can also offer the operational base for all training, field research, GMP preparation/consultations, and awareness raising activities promoted by MWCT and MoEF. Each local facility should gradually also develop tailored awareness raising and information materials (including basic maps) in shapes and forms that are suitable for the interaction with local communities e.g. using images as opposed to text, simple audio-visuals, and using local language as appropriate (see below Recommendation Cluster 7).

The shift toward a stronger field presence and demonstrating tangible and permanent progress on the ground at target sites, will be essential to achieve at least some degree of the desired impacts from a GEF project of this nature. Even local communities mentioned this as one of their expectations and priorities, as they would feel they would have a stronger local counterpart to help manage the human-wildlife conflict and to combat poaching.

Pursuing a centralised approach with a focus largely on HQ-level work, i.e. only relying on short field missions and site visits, is highly unlikely to deliver the same results.

	Priority Level:
	1 – Highest Priority 

	Type of Recommendation
	Managerial

	Responsibility:
	Project Team and MoEF (as lead on Components 2 and 3) with support from MWCT, UNEP (technical advice and oversight)

	Proposed implementation time-frame:
	Immediately


	Recommendation #4: 
	Strengthen Gender Mainstreaming: engage a full time Gender Mainstreaming specialist and ensure gender representation in GMP preparation teams

	Challenge/problem to be addressed by the recommendation:
	Two main problems: (a) the number of women representatives involved in community meetings is still limited, and (b) government’s female staff (rangers) in the field are not always assigned the level of responsibility that they could carry.

Engage a full time Gender Mainstreaming Specialist to guide the project’s approach and ensure an increasingly gender-balanced representation in GMP preparation field teams, to guide and support the process of participatory formulation of the General Management Plans in all Protected Areas under Components 2 and, and in MWCT and MoEF operations in general. Tasks for the Gender MS may include i.e.:  conducting gender analysis for each PA; guiding the collection of gender-disaggregated data as an integral part of the project M&E system to adequately monitor project impact and to underpin GMP design and implementation; identifying, training and empowering local women representatives and help women groups to be meaningfully engaged in the preparation and implementation of GMPs; documenting and disseminating project efforts and results on Gender mainstreaming; supporting the development and dissemination of gender-appropriate environmental awareness materials. 

	Priority Level:
	1 – Highest Priority 

	Type of Recommendation
	Managerial

	Responsibility:
	Project Team and MoEF (as lead on Components 2 and 3) with support from MWCT, UNEP (technical advice and oversight)

	Proposed implementation time-frame:
	As soon as possible


	Recommendation #5: 
	Include Human Rights principles as a key element of all training programmes

	Challenge/problem to be addressed by the recommendation:
	This applies to all government staff and project stakeholders. During the MTR visit and in the OIKOS GMP scoping report this emerges as a clear training need for field rangers who exhibited a suboptimal understating of basic Human Rights principles and yet regularly interact with indigenous peoples and local communities within and around Protected Areas. This is essential to maintain the credibility of MWCT and MoEF staff and to establish positive relationships with indigenous peoples and local communities based on trust and mutual respect.

	Priority Level:
	1 – Highest Priority 

	Type of Recommendation
	Managerial

	Responsibility:
	Project Team (execution), UNEP (technical advice and oversight)

	Proposed implementation time-frame:
	Immediately (already being implemented during the MTR)


	Recommendation #6: 
	Establish a National IWT task force

	Challenge/problem to be addressed by the recommendation:
	High-level communication and exchange of intelligence among key government agencies engaged in combating IWT is currently suboptimal but it is essential. 

As part of the ongoing work to draft a national IWT strategy with support from the NRCN (Uganda), the project can and should establish  a National IWT task force as soon as possible to foster high-level and local synergies and collaboration between MWCT, MoEF, The RSS Police Force, Border, Port/Airport & Customs Authorities, MoJCA, major conservation NGOs active in the RSS and present along national borders, and all other relevant stakeholders involved in combating Illegal Wildlife Crime. 

	Priority Level:
	2 – Priority 

	Type of Recommendation
	Managerial

	Responsibility:
	Project Team and MWCT (as lead on Component 1), PSC (support and guidance), UNEP (technical advice)

	Proposed implementation time-frame:
	As soon as possible


	Recommendation Cluster 7: Knowledge Management, Communications and Awareness

Recommendation #7.1
	Enhance Knowledge Management, Communications and Reporting systems:

	Challenge/problem to be addressed by the recommendation:
	Currently, progress reports from the project are suboptimal and lacking depth, detail and supporting evidence, some technical reports and other project outputs are not readily available. This situation is not adequately reflecting and not doing justice to the actual good progress being achieved by the project team.

The project must step-up the quality of progress reports and also urgently set-up a coherent system to store, manage and share all project documents and products. This work is essential to support improved reporting on project progress, while enhancing the capacity of MWCT and MoEF to adequately communicate and disseminate important project achievements to external audiences as well as to UNEP, the GEF and other potential donors. Project web pages, presentations with MPs and other Ministries, engagement with national and local media outlets and journalists are all aspects of MWCT and MoEF work that would greatly benefit from this effort.

The project team may also wish to consider engaging a communications expert to address this MTR comments and ensure a higher level of visibility of project deliverables

	Priority Level:
	1 – Highest Priority 

	Type of Recommendation
	Managerial

	Responsibility:
	Project Team

	Proposed implementation time-frame:
	As soon as possible


	Recommendation Cluster 7: Knowledge Management, Communications and Awareness

Recommendation #7.2: 
	Strengthen capacity for environmental awareness raising at central and local levels:

	Challenge/problem to be addressed by the recommendation:
	There is high demand by local stakeholders combined with clear opportunities for the project to develop simple, inexpensive, but extremely effective environmental awareness raising programmes, especially at target protected areas.

At the national level, the MWCT and MoEF can increase their ongoing use of local and national media to raise awareness on the fight against IWT, through e.g. radio broadcasts, TV programmes, strengthening existing links with the state TV SSBC to broadcast regular reports on IWT, by developing audio-visual materials such as posters, short videos, radio clips, social media posts, and other locally suited materials, etc.to disseminate messages about combating IWT, PA management, the new environmental laws, the issue of bush meat trade (some MTR respondents indicated that bush meat is available in restaurants in Juba), etc. This may entail e.g. organising dedicated training for media outlets and journalists. 

A parallel and related objective and benefit from this effort would be to significantly increase the visibility and available information on IWT at all points of entry on land crossing / airports to-from the RSS. E.g. during the MTR visit to the MWCT facilities at the Juba airport, this need was quite apparent.

At the local level, in target Protected Areas, specialised teams can be formed using a mix of park staff and volunteer community members and equipped with simple and locally suited communication tools (posters, loudspeaker, projector and short videos etc.). They would be tasked to develop and conduct targeted awareness programmes for community groups, government departments, as well as in local schools. This effort would contribute immensely towards increasing the visibility and impact of the project and government’s effort to combat IWT at target sites.

	Priority Level:
	2 – High Priority 

	Type of Recommendation
	Managerial

	Responsibility:
	Project Team, UNEP (technical advice and oversight)

	Proposed implementation time-frame:
	As soon as possible


	Recommendation Cluster 7: Knowledge Management, Communications and Awareness

Recommendation #7.3: 
	Link information systems within in MoEF, MWCT and partner NGOs:

	Challenge/problem to be addressed by the recommendation:
	A centralised information system is currently missing. The set-up of a central information management system by the MWCT is taking first steps at the time of the MTR. This provides an opportunity to develop synergies and ensure coordination with all major actors in IWT and protected areas management in the RSS such as FFI, AP and others. Broad consultations and coordination meetings should be convened by MWCT to clarify its leadership role and ensure that the standards applied, equipment procured, and approaches developed are coherent, synergic and designed to foster collaboration, information sharing and joint reporting on the status of PAs and on the fight against IWT. 

	Priority Level:
	1 – Highest Priority 

	Type of Recommendation
	Managerial

	Responsibility:
	Project Team and MoEF (as lead on Components 2 and 3) with support from MWCT, UNEP (technical advice and oversight)

	Proposed implementation time-frame:
	Immediately


	Recommendation #8: 
	UNEP should strengthen Project Implementation Arrangements and enhance the provision of technical support to Executing Partners:

	Challenge/problem to be addressed by the recommendation:
	The adjusted Execution Arrangement with no UNEP presence in Juba and with major execution roles and responsibility assigned to MWCT and MoEF for the first time in a project of this kind, clearly implies the need for provision of increased and more consistent technical support and oversight by UNEP Nairobi, in both the Implementation and Execution functions.

The UNEP-GEF Team and UNEP-ROA teams in Nairobi should enhance technical and administrative support to Execution Partners in South Sudan and ensure more timely, frequent, coherent and effective oversight and guidance for project activities, i.e. by ensuring that (i) clear guidance is provided so that only GEF-eligible activities are supported by GEF funds, (ii) the project’s progress reporting gradually becomes more comprehensive, evidence-based, structured and timely, (iii) fund management and administrative arrangements are solid and transparent and finally (iv) synergies and collaboration with other UNEP-GEF projects in South Sudan and other UN partners such as UNODC are identified and leveraged when feasible. 

This may be achieved largely through (a) focused and strong technical UNEP-GEF presence at project PSC meetings and as an ongoing support function, and (b) additional visits to South Sudan by UNEP ROA to provide support and guidance on technical and administrative issues as and when needed (e.g. prior and during GMPs’ preparation, at the time of major procurement decisions, during the design of major training programmes, etc.).

	Priority Level:
	1 – Highest Priority 

	Type of Recommendation
	Implementation and Oversight, Project Execution

	Responsibility:
	UNEP-GEF (oversight and guidance) and UNEP-ROA (technical and administrative support) 

	Proposed implementation time-frame:
	Immediately


	Recommendation #9: 
	UNEP should enhance support for the executing partners MWCT and MoEF specifically on administration & fund management:

	Challenge/problem to be addressed by the recommendation:
	As above in Recommendation n.8, the new project execution arrangements imply that UNEP-ROA as the lead Execution Partner has the task to ensure the timely, frequent and thorough technical support and capacity development for executing partners MWCT and MoEF. This support by UNEP-ROA can focus not only on the technical aspects of the project but also and particularly in fund management, administration, procurement and financial reporting. This should be considered as a high-priority and ongoing task for UNEP ROA, and it is recommended that this be implemented through more regular and frequent visits (at least bi-annually) by UNEP-ROA Fund Managers to work closely with the MWCT and MoEF staff on procurement and financial reporting. E.g. the MWCT has recently established a new ‘project account’ in a local Commercial Bank to facilitate and speed up the receipt and management of project funds (previously 4 signatures were required and funds were held -sometimes for extended periods- in the central bank, resulting in major delays): this situation may help improve project operations, but it would also benefit from dedicated attention, support and guidance from UNEP ROA’s Fund Manager to the MWCT finance and administration team. 
Project financial reports should be improved to offer additional information and clarifications in the explanatory notes below each report to increase clarity, transparency and information sharing. 

Finally, UNEP ROA should also enhance coordination and collaboration among the UNEP Fund Manager and UNEP Project Manager to ensure alignment and mutual understanding of project status and to identify upcoming issues early, to support adaptive management and clear liaison with executing partners in South Sudan. 

	Priority Level:
	1 – Highest Priority 

	Type of Recommendation
	Administration and Fund Management

	Responsibility:
	UNEP-ROA

	Proposed implementation time-frame:
	Immediately and ongoing task


	Recommendation #10: 
	Revise and enhance the project Monitoring & Evaluation framework to fully reflect the revised project approach:

	Challenge/problem to be addressed by the recommendation:
	The current M&E framework tables in the UNEP project document revised after the Maanzoni planning meeting (2022) are not entirely up to date and require further adjustments to reflect the current situation. It is most important to update the M&E framework now, as this will be used later at the stage of Independent Terminal Evaluation. Hence data needs to be collected accordingly from now and along the way, to adequately measure and then evaluate project achievements.  

This MTR report provides some specific comments for the adjustment of the project’s M&E framework, to reflect the actual situation on the ground, ensure the GEF-eligibility of all planned activities, include gender-disaggregated indicators in the M&E framework and improve progress reporting and documentation. See Annex XI for the MTR’s comments on the project M&E framework. 

	Priority Level:
	1 – Highest Priority 

	Type of Recommendation
	Managerial

	Responsibility:
	Project Team and MoEF (as lead on Components 2 and 3) with support from MWCT, UNEP (technical advice and oversight)

	Proposed implementation time-frame:
	Immediately


	Recommendation #11: 
	Initiate Resource Mobilization at project mid-term stage:

	Challenge/problem to be addressed by the recommendation:
	It is highly unlikely that the current levels of MWCT and MOEF budget allocated by the central government can sustain project efforts once the GEF funding will be exhausted. 

The project team, MWCT and MoEF should therefore start resource mobilization efforts during project implementation and should not wait till the stage of project completion. This may include strengthening partnerships with other actors (e.g. NGOs and Academia) for joint fund-raising efforts. 

During project implementation, the project team should also assist MWCT and MoEF in their ongoing efforts to lobby for a gradually increasing central budget allocation to MWCT and MoEF to help sustain their mandates which are critical for the future of RSS’ economy and to the sustainability of project outcomes.

	Priority Level:
	3 – Lower Priority 

	Type of Recommendation
	Managerial

	Responsibility:
	Project Team with support from high-level MWCT and MoEF and PSC members, UNEP-GEF team (technical advice and support in proposal development as needed)

	Proposed implementation time-frame:
	Start looking out for opportunities as soon as possible, an ongoing task


	Recommendation #12: 
	Exclusion of the renovation of the NNP Lodge from the project scope:

	Challenge/problem to be addressed by the recommendation:
	This activity is clearly not eligible for support through GEF funding, and the MTR finds that this expenditure should not have been included in the project scope that was revised after the Maanzoni Planning meeting (2022). 

The MTR recommends that this activity should now be deleted from the project workplan, and adequate steps taken by the project team to (a) resolve the ongoing legal battle with the previous contractor and then (b) following the blue print of most other National Parks systems globally, possibly issue a new Request for Proposals for leasing out the Lodge’s renovation and subsequent management to an external private contractor that would pay rent to the NNP and upgrade and operate the Lodge completely independently. The project can offer technical support in the preparation of the documentation for the bidding process, as this process is an activity that the GEF funding can support as Technical Assistance to the NNP administration.

	Priority Level:
	3 – Low Priority 

	Type of Recommendation
	Managerial

	Responsibility:
	Project Team and MWCT, UNEP (oversight and control)

	Proposed implementation time-frame:
	Can be implemented immediately


	Recommendation #13: 
	Inclusion of the renovation of the NNP Training Centre:

	Challenge/problem to be addressed by the recommendation:
	As agreed at the project’s ‘Maanzoni Planning Meeting’ (2022) the gradual renovation of the NNP Training Centre is in line with the project’s intervention logic, it is eligible for GEF support, and the MTR Recommends the confirmation of this inclusion in the project scope. 

This activity can support the mandate of MWCT and MoEF in the wider NNP Area by, i.e.: offering opportunities for awareness raising, community liaison, development of community livelihoods based on nature-based projects and educational activities with a wide range of local and national stakeholders, including local schools and training/academic institutions from Juba and from all over South Sudan. The centre can also initially offer accommodation and working space for the project teams undertaking GMP preparation and subsequent GMP implementation in the NNP. The renovation of the Training Centre should be conducted gradually, by sections and within the limitations of the project budget. Priority may be assigned to e.g. some office and equipped operational space for NNP teams, at least one large meeting-education events room, and some basic accommodation for NNP trainees or students. Other sections of the large facility may then be upgraded subsequently as additional funds are mobilised. 

	Priority Level:
	1 – Highest Priority 

	Type of Recommendation
	Managerial

	Responsibility:
	Project Team (execution), UNEP-ROA (technical support and oversight of RFP and tendering process)

	Proposed implementation time-frame:
	As soon as possible so that benefits may accrue also during the project’s life


	Recommendation #14: 
	Inclusion of Fanyikang Game Reserve in the project’s scope:

	Challenge/problem to be addressed by the recommendation:
	The inclusion of Fanyikang Game Reserve in the scope of the project (also agreed at the Maanzoni meeting, 2022) appears adequately supported by scientific evidence and based on a sound management rationale. A policy paper was produced by the project team, and the rationale is solid, the financial implications are also manageable given the budget cuts agreed at Maanzoni (e.g. 600k for aerial surveys are now cut out of the budget) Proposed activities are consistent with project objectives, and they are GEF-eligible. Therefore, the decision to include this additional Protected Area in the project is considered appropriate and acceptable by the MTR. 

	Priority Level:
	3 – Low Priority 

	Type of Recommendation
	Managerial

	Responsibility:
	Project Team and MoEF (as lead on Components 2 and 3) with support from MWCT, UNEP-ROA (technical advice and oversight)

	Proposed implementation time-frame:
	As soon as operationally feasible


	Recommendation #15: 
	Wherever appropriate the development of General management Plans in the Sudd should build upon existing local traditions t

	Challenge/problem to be addressed by the recommendation:
	As witnessed during the MTR visits, RSS government resources to protect biodiversity and combat IWT are currently clearly insufficient, especially in remote protected areas. Collaboration with local communities is essential, especially when existing local traditions are conducive and supportive of biodiversity conservation, as in some areas of the great Sudd ecosystem.

Wherever appropriate the development of General Management Plans in the Sudd should build upon existing local traditions that support conservation of biodiversity and protects selected wildlife species in the Sudd – as suggested in the OIKOS scoping mission report (February 2025). The MTR recognises and supports the importance of empowering local communities and building upon traditional structures to support the sustainable enforcement of biodiversity protection measures. The project team may also consider developing targeted and locally adapted awareness materials for the local youth, to raise awareness of the exiting traditional laws on nature conservation.

This approach, if well implemented and well-documented, can generate important lessons for other GEF projects globally. 

	Priority Level:
	3 – Low Priority 

	Type of Recommendation
	Managerial

	Responsibility:
	Project Team and MoEF (as lead on Components 2 and 3) with support from MWCT, UNEP (technical advice and oversight)

	Proposed implementation timeframe:
	As soon as possible starting with the GMP preparation process


Other General Recommendations, but outside of project scope and thus not requiring a management response:

132. If possible, expand trans-boundary cooperation efforts to other PAs: the project resources currently only allow a focus on the development of the MoU between Uganda and RSS, involving only the Nimule National Park and the adjacent forest reserve in Uganda (Otzeh Landscape). However, project resources permitting, there are a number of other Protected Areas located at the borders between the RSS and Uganda, Congo, C.A.R. and Ethiopia that may also benefit from the same approach. That may be possible if the MoU being developed for NNP is then also used a blueprint for all other trans-boundary protected areas and if partnership with conservation NGOs operating in those protected areas are leveraged (e.g. African Parks is now also operating in Ethiopia in the Gambella NP, across the border from the Boma NP). 

133. The MWCT should leverage partnerships with conservation NGOs and other donor-assisted projects to promote the conservation of Wildlife Corridors connecting existing protected areas. An example may be to ensure the conservation of elephant migration pathways from the NNP ecosystem across the productive landscapes in southern RSS and extending all way to Ethiopia, e.g. working closely with African Parks in RSS (Boma and Badingilo NPs), with the UNEP-GEF Imatong Landscape Project as well as with Ethiopia (Gambella NP – where African Parks is also operating). 

134. Foster a Landscape Approach where possible and within project resources, and -in the longer term- support the establishment of community-managed conservancies outside and around PAs: connected to the above recommendation and keeping in mind a comprehensive landscape approach, considering Protected Areas within the broader context of surrounding ecosystems and productive landscapes is most important for future fund-raising efforts by MWCT and MoEF and their partners. This is especially relevant in the RSS where there are currently no community conservancies outside protected areas while these could play a very important role in protecting biodiversity, since wildlife frequently moves away from PAs and migrates onto community lands. The project may want to consider initiating conversations with local stakeholders and conservation NGOs exploring avenues towards the gradual establishment of such community conservancies, in the longer term, through partnerships and post-project – hopefully with some external donor support.

Annex I. Response to stakeholder comments

Table 9 - Response to stakeholder comments received but not (fully) accepted by the reviewers, where appropriate
	Comment by GEF Task Manager
	MTR Response

	1. You shouldn’t refer to the contents of the inception report. All info should be included in the main report.
	Thanks. Now addressed in the revised report 

	2. You refer the reader to see annexes and to read some sections in the project document; that information is supposed to be included in this MTR report and not to refer the reader to the project document. 
	Thanks. Now addressed in the revised final report

	3. It is not clear why you divided the scores by 100? 
	Thanks. Now addressed in the report. Methodology is from the UNEP Evaluation guidelines.

	4. The section on outcomes and outputs is not properly done. You are supposed to show how you have analysed the outcomes against their indicators to come up with the conclusion on which outcomes and outputs have been fully achieved or partially achieved or not at all.
	Strongly disagree with this comment. The MTR thoroughly reviewed project deliverables and considered them in the context where they are being delivered including operational and external constraints. Specifically: 

Deliverables under component 1 are all reviewed and deliverable under components 2-3 are just briefly discussed and contextualised, simply because these components are taking first steps.

In other words: more in-depth analysis of components 2-3 would certainly result in a lower rating for the project, however that would not be fair given the project’s external operational constraints.   

	5. The analysis of achievements of outputs is not shown. It is not clear how you came up with the rating. 
	Same as above

	6. The MTR consultant is expected to provide a reconstruction of the Result framework which has not been done. 
	An annotated version of the Results framework with MTR comments is provided in Annex XI
The results framework does not need reconstruction, but some changes are required to address the changes agreed at the Maanzoni meeting, and these are clearly recommended by this MTR in Annex XI 

	7. With reference to point 5 on page 28 (and many other sections in the report), I don’t think this component 1 started activities in 2021 because it signed the PCA in Nov 2021 and it received funds in 2022. Therefore, it started activities in 2022
	Thanks – explained and addressed in the revised report attached

	8. Some abbreviations are not in the list of acronyms
	Thanks. Corrected in the revised report

	9. It is not clear why “Rating for Completeness of Financial Information” was rated “MS” yet all reports were complete and done using UNEP templates. In addition, this report has not cited any financial report that was not complete
	See my responses within the revised report (track-changes version)

	10. The section on risks to be submitted to GEF is missing 
	Incorrect – the section for the GEF is provided in Annex X

	11. The rest of my comments are in the report in track changes 
	Thanks. See the track-changes version

	Comments from the project team
	MTR response

	12. The Logo of the MoEF is incorrect and will share the right one
	Thank, corrected on the report cover page 

	13. Recommendation 6 should read: Establish a National IWT Taskforce. This is because none existed before.
	Thanks. done

	14. Recommendation 7 should have a 4th bullet point which should read: Consider engaging a communications expert to ensure more visibility
	Thanks. Added in 7.1 in the text of the extended versions in the Annex

	15. Recommendation 12: this was basically inherited from AWF. The project can only support the preparation of contract between the MWCT and a private sector investor who could renovate the Nimule Lodge and run it
	Thanks. Well noted and the fact that the project can only support the preparation of contract between the MWCT and a private sector investor who could renovate the Nimule Lodge and run it already reflected in the MTR. 

Addressed with no need to amend text

	Comments received during the final MTR de-brief
	MTR Response

	16. Enhance clarity on the likelihood of a non-cost extension being required at a later stage
	Added a specific para 11 in the MTR summary section

	17. Add more example of communication products in Recommendation 7
	Added some examples in the annex under Recommendation 7.2

	18. UNODC-ICCWC Tool: change revive to ‘follow-up’
	Done in the summary and annex

	19. Recommendation 15 – add reference to awareness materials for the youth
	Done in Recommendation 15 in the annex


Annex II. People consulted during the Review

Table 10 - People consulted during the Review
	List of Stakeholders interviewed by the MTR consultant for the project GEF ID Number 9551 titled “Capacity Development in Reducing Illegal Wildlife Trade and Improving Protected Area Management Effectiveness in South Sudan”

(note: the list also includes some people contacted or met during the MTR but not fully interviewed -  only longer interviews are counted as such)

	
	Stakeholders Name and gender
	Name of Organisation
	Role in project/site
	Contact
	Number of Interviews

	A
	United Nations Environment Programme (UNEP) 
	

	1
	Johan Robinson - m
	UNEP
	GEF Portfolio Manager
	johan.robinson@un.org
	2

	2
	Jane Nimpamya -f
	UNEP
	GEF Task Manager
	Jane.Nimpamya@un.org
	3

	3
	George Saddimbah - m
	UNEP
	FMO
	george.saddimbah@un.org
	-

	4
	Robert Wabunoha -m
	UNEP ROA
	Project Focal person 
	robert.wabunoha@un.org
	1

	5
	Norah Mugita -f
	UNEP ROA
	Project manager at ROA
	norah.mugita@un.org
	1

	6
	Wycliffe Ogweno - m 
	UNEP ROA
	Finance Assistant
	wycliffe.ogweno@un.org
	1

	7
	Stephen Ndeti – m
	UNEP ROA
	FMO
	stephen.ndeti@un.org
	-

	B
	Ministry of Wildlife Conservation and Tourism (MWCT) 
	

	8
	Hon. Maj. General Peter Loro – m
	MWCT
	Undersecretary
	peterloro14@gmail.com
	1

	9
	Dr. Jamus Joseph – m
	MWCT
	Project Coordinator
	jamusjoseph683@gmail.com
	4

	10
	Nelson Luka – m
	MWCT
	Project Admin Finance
	nelsonluka41@yahoo.com
	1

	11
	Lona Gore – f
	MWCT
	Project Focal Person & Comp 1 Project Manager
	lonagore2005@gmail.com
	1

	12
	Lt. Gen Aggrey Lasu – m
	MWCT
	Assist DG/ Law Enforcement/ Project National Technical Adviser
	+211928606527
	1

	13
	Counsel Thon Aguer – m
	MWCT
	Legal Advisor
	thonabior@gmail.com
	-

	14
	General KhKhamis Adieng Ding – m
	MWCT
	D.G. for South Sudan National Wildlife Service Conservation, 
	khamisding001@gmail.com
	1

	15
	Ejideo Oler – m
	MWCT
	NNP Chief Park Warden
	+211 925 123 147
	1

	16
	Martin David - m
	MWCT
	Shambe NP Chief Park Warden
	
	1

	
	
	
	
	
	

	C
	Ministry of Environment and Forestry (MoEF)
	

	17
	Hon. Joseph Africano Bartel – m
	MoEF
	Undersecretary Environment 
	bartel64@yahoo.com
	1

	18
	David Batali Oliver - m 
	MoEF
	GEF Operational Focal Point
	db_oliver@ymail.com
	1

	19
	Paul Lado Demetry – m
	MoEF
	CBD Focal Point, 

Project focal person
	ladolodemen@yahoo.com
	1

	20
	Michael Mondi Lopidia – m
	MoEF
	Com 2&3 -Manager
	mlopidia@yahoo.com
	1

	21
	Jackson Juma Elisapa – m
	MoEF
	Finance and Budget Officer
	jackson.lemero@yahoo.com
	1

	22
	Lwanga Charles Tiba – m
	MoEF
	M&E Officer
	tiba_lwanga@yahoo.com
	1

	23
	Melania Peter Ajang – f
	MoEF
	Finance and Logistics Officer 
	melania.ajang@gmail.com
	1

	24
	Samuel Luwate – m
	MoEF
	Administrative Officer
	nyalims@gmail.com
	-

	25
	Johnson Ezibon Legwe – m
	MoEF
	BD Conservation Officer – UNEP-GEF Imatong Landscapes Project (ILP)
	
	1

	26
	James John Kenyi - m 
	MoEF
	SLM Officer - ILP
	jamesjohnkenyi@gmail.com
	-

	27
	Sebit James Amedego - m 
	MoEF
	Community development Officer - ILP
	sebitjms@gmail.com
	-

	28
	Nancy Obuti - f 
	MoEF
	community development officer – GEF IWT project
	Obutinancy99@gmail.com
	-

	29
	Nyoma David - m
	MoEF
	community development officer – GEF IWT Project
	Nyomadavid89@gmail.com
	-

	D
	Other Stakeholders
	

	30
	HE Mary Agith – f
	MoJCA
	Undersecretary MoJCA, Director General, Legislation, and Gazette
	ajithachol@gmail.com
	1

	31
	Mr Mogga Bill – m
	SSNCO
	Acting Project Manager of the South Sudan Chapter of the Horn of Africa Regional Environmental Center & Network (HoAREC&)
	moggabilly735@gmail.com
	1

	32
	Ms Diana Francis - f 
	OIKOS consultancy firm
	Finance and Administration officer
	juandiana780@gmail.com
	1

	33
	Prof. Alfred Owino – m
	OIKOS consultancy firm
	Director, Nairobi
	info@oikos-veritas.co.ke
	1

	34
	Prof. Thomas Francis Lado – m
	UoJ
	Dean a.i. of the College of Natural Resources and Environmental Studiese (NRES), UoJ; 
	jsuliman.lado@gmail.com
	1

	35
	Prof. Malik Doka Murjan – m
	UoJ
	Head, Department of Wildlife Science, College of NRES (and former Undersecretary for the Environment in MWCT)
	malik.doka@gmail.com
	1

	36
	Gift Simon Demaya – m
	UoJ and OIKOS Consultancy firm
	Professor of Wildlife Ecology, Department of Wildlife Science, College of NRES
	gftsimon@yahoo.co.uk
	1

	37
	Mr Eriga David – m
	BASENET
	Programme Officer, BASENET offices in Nimule 
	
	1

	38
	Ms Dorette Smit – f
	African Parks
	Country Representative
	dorettes@africanparks.org
	1

	39
	Hon. Manyang Luke– m
	County Government
	The Commissioner of Yirol East County
	
	1

	
	
	
	
	Total n. of Interviews 
	38


In addition, the list of the 67 participants to community stakeholders’ meetings held in NNP and SNP are available as separate PDF files and photos take after each meeting are pasted below:
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Group photo after the meeting at the Youth Centre in Nimule (Nimule NP) 27.02.2025
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Group Photo after the meeting at the Payam Administrator’s Office in Malek (Shambe NP) 4.03.2025
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Group photo after Meeting at the Payam Administrator's Office in Adior (Shambe NP) 4.03.2025

Annex III. Key Documents Reviewed

List of documents reviewed by the MTR, with comments

	no.
	Type of document & file name
	Date
	Title
	Comments

	1
	Legal Instrument

(LI)

File name: ICA btn Ecosystem… (Batch 1)
	03/09/2020
	Internal Cooperation Agreement (ICA) between Ecosystems Div. and ROA signed
	· Project Execution assigned by Ecosystems (Funding Division) to ROA (Executing Division)

· Covers full GEF project Budget of USD 5,329,452

· Expires June 2026

	2
	Legal Instrument

(LI)

File name: PCA between UNEP and MWCT… (Batch 1)


	09/09/2021
	Project Cooperation Agreement (PCA) between UNEP ROA and MWCT South Sudan
	· ROA assigned to MWCT execution of Component 1 of the GEF project

· Budget assigned for Component 1 to MWCT is USD 1,307,400

· First payment of USD 200,000 

· Expires June 2026

· Clear guidelines on Procurement plan and limits (Clauses 15 and 22-28)

· External Audits required

	3
	Legal Instrument

(LI)

File name: ICA Amendment 1 ROA signed… (Batch 1)
	19/12/2023
	Amendment n. 1 to the Internal Cooperation Agreement (ICA) between Ecosystems Div. and ROA signed
	· Extends duration of ICA to 30 June 2027

· Includes revised GEF budget allocations as Annex 3 (not attached - assuming it includes budget changes post Maanzoni workshop)
· WCS and IUCN are out and replaced by MoEF with cash co-fin of USD 3,500,000
· Specifies that the evaluation budget remains with Ecosystems

· Signed by OiCs (both parties)

	4
	Legal Instrument

(LI)

File name: GEF6 Project_signed PCA… (Batch 1) 
	29/02/2024
	Project Cooperation Agreement (PCA) between UNEP ROA and MoEF South Sudan
	· Allocates USD 3,350,800 to MoEF for execution of components 2 and 3

· Sets first payment at USD 502,620 to be issued after signature

· Expires 30 June 2027

· Clear guidelines on Procurement plan and limits (Clauses 15 and 22-28)

· External Audits required

· Total now allocated by ROA to MWCT and MoEF combined is USD 4,658,000 

· Note:  USD 671,252 now remain with ROA (minus USD 80,000 for Evaluation that remain with ecosystems)

	5
	Legal Instrument

(LI)

File name: PCA Amendment 1 MWCT
	09/02/2024
	Amendment n. 1 to the Project Cooperation Agreement (PCA) between UNEP ROA and MWCT South Sudan
	· Extends duration to 30 June 2027

· Increases budget allocation to MWCT by USD 145,252, from USD 1,307,400 to USD 1,452,652 for execution of Component 1

· Notes that first advance of USD 200,000 was already issued to MWCT

· Total now allocated by ROA to MWCT and MoEF combined is USD 4,803,252 

· Note:  USD 526,000 now remain with ROA (minus USD 80,000 for Evaluation that remain with ecosystems)

	6
	Finance Document

File name: MoE – Remittance Advice.. (Batch 1)
	08/04/2024
	Remittance Advice from UNEP to MoEF
	· UNEP sends USD 502,620 to MoEF as first payment agreed in the PCA (ref doc n. 4)

	7
	Finance Document

File name: MWCT - remittance advice 1st inst (Batch 1)
	29/12/2021
	Remittance Advice from UNEP to MWCT – first instalment
	· UNEP sends USD 200,000 to MWCT as first payment agreed in the PCA (ref doc n. 2)

	8
	Finance Document

File name: MWCT - remittance advice 2nd Inst (Batch 1)
	05/05/2023
	Remittance Advice from UNEP to MWCT – second instalment
	· UNEP sends USD 397,465 to MWCT as second payment - (ref doc n. 2)

· MTR note: this instalment should be based on a financial report submitted by MWCT (missing)

	9
	Technical Document – TOR/Advert

File names: 

AD8ADA-1 

and 

2.TOR - CAPACITY NEEDS ASSEMENT key national.. (Batch 2)
	07/07/2023
	TOR – official letter by MWCT 

for Capacity Needs Assessment and Development of Training Modules on IWT – official letter by MWCT

and 

TOR document as a separate File dated 05/05/2023 
	· Application deadline 28 July 2023

· A 3 month assignment

· Reporting to MWCT project manager of Component 1

· Good quality TOR and ADV

· Deliverables:

· Rep on TNA

· Rep on existing Training materials on IWT

· Training Modules

	10
	Technical Document TOR/Advert

File name: ADVERT-2 (batch 2)

And

3. TOR - CAPACITY NEEDS ASSESSSMENT OF INFORM…
	07/07/2023
	TOR – official letter by MWCT 

for Strengthening the Information Management System on IWT for MWCT, Police force and Judiciary – official letter by MWCT

and

TOR document as a separate File dated 05/05/2023
	· Application deadline 28 July 2023

· A 3 months assignment

· Reporting to MWCT project manager of Component 1

· Good quality TOR and ADV

· Deliverables:

· Rep on TNA

· Rep on IMS design

· Training Modules

· Training Manuals

· Two training workshops



	11
	Technical Document TOR/Advert

File name: Advert-individual consultant – Accession process…

And 

1. TOR - ACCESSION TO MEAS…
	07/07/2023
	TOR – official letter by MWCT

to support accession to international agreements (Lusaka, CITES, CMS and HAWEN)

and

TOR document as a separate File dated 05/05/2023
	· Application deadline 28 July 2023

· A 3 months assignment

· Reporting to MWCT project manager of Component 1

· Good quality TOR and ADV

· Deliverables:

· Rep on obligations and cost-benefit analysis of accession

· Rep for Cabinet

· Rep for Responsible Authorities



	12
	Technical Document 

TOR

File name: Advert International expert Gender…

(Batch 2)
	15/07/2024
	TOR on Gender, safeguards, private sector, communications, and sustainability
	· Application deadline 10 August 2024

· A 4 months assignment

· Reporting to MWCT project manager of Component 1

· Good quality TOR, perhaps still in draft form. However:

· including far too many tasks for one single person and for a 4 months period

· combining two major and different assignments (Gender +, and Comms) – note: these should be two separate TORs
· dates and deadlines for the two assignments mixed up

· Deliverables:

Gender +

· Inception rep.

· Stocktaking

· Stakeholder engagement plan

· Gender engagement plan 

· Gender mainstr. In all project

· Gender action plan

· Complete the UNEP SRIF form

· Private sector engagement plan

· List of consultations held

· Project sustainability plan

Comms

· Comms. Inception Rep

· Communications needs analyses

· Stakeholder analysis

· Comms. Strategy

· Comms assets (press releases etc.)

· Comms Plan

· Stakeholders feedback survey

· M&E of comms efforts

· Comms training for staff



	13
	Technical Report

File name: PRELIMINARY FIRST INTERIM REPORT FOR TNA…

(batch 2)
	January 2024
	Preliminary/first Interim Report on Capacity Needs Assessment and Development of Training Modules on IWT

By Prof. George Owiti


	· Good Report

· Inception and Consultative Workshop held between 30th November and 1st December 2023 in Juba, and visit to Juba between 5th and 9th December 2023

· States there are no prior training materials to review

· Identifies preliminary list of topics for training

· Includes list of interviewees

	14
	Technical Report

File name: FINAL DRAFT REPORT ON TNA…

(batch 2)
	June 2024
	Final Report - A Training Needs Assessment of Capacity Development in Reducing IWT & Improving PA Management Effectiveness in South Sudan

By Prof. George Owiti


	· Deliverables:

· Rep on TNA – delivered, well done and acceptable
· Rep on existing Training materials on IWT – no exiting materials, so not delivered
· Training Modules – not delivered (only a list of potential topics for inclusion in training plan -based on TNA- and guidelines on how to develop the training)
Conclusion: like the IT IWT report (see below), this report under-delivers on TOR and is a missed opportunity to support the implementation of concrete products and activities that can immediately be implemented though the GEF project 



	15
	Technical Report

File name: INCEPTION REPORT – BIODIVER…
	November 2023
	Inception Report - STRENGTHENING CAPACITY OF THE INFORMATION MANAGEMENT SYSTEM
WITHIN SOUTH SUDAN WILDLIFE SERVICE AND RELEVANT STAFF OF THE

RELEVANT ORGANIZED FORCES (POLICE FORCE) AND THE JUDICIARY

INVOLVED IN ADDRESSING ILLEGAL WILDLIFE TRADE

By Alfred Owino

Oikos Veritas Services Limited, Kenya
	· Comprehensive outline of planned activities and deliverables

· References’ list

	16
	Technical Report

File name: Final Report – Biodiversity & IWT Information…
	June 2024
	Final Report - Strengthening capacity for biodiversity & IWT information management systems for South Sudan 

By Alfred Owino

OikosVeritas Services Limited, Kenya
	Deliverables compared to TOR:

· Report on Capacity needs assessment - done
· Report on the design of an information management system – done (generic guidelines only)
· Training modules on Earth Ranger/SMART training – and report on training done – NOT done (only generic guidelines provided from existing manuals)
· Training module for police and judiciary – NOT done (only generic guidelines from existing manuals)
· Manual for data uploading and management – NOT done
· At least two joint user training workshops – NOT done
· Training workshops’ reports – NOT done
In addition:

No specific procurement plan was shared by UNEP ROA for the procurement of IT equipment (only generic list of equipment needed, no specs). However, the MTR later found out and obtained a hard and soft copy from Prof Owino of OIKOS of a fully detailed procurement list that was produced by OIKOS in January 2025 (ref. document n.55 below)
Conclusion: the initial report appeared to under-deliver on the TOR and appeared as a missed opportunity to support the implementation of concrete products and activities that could immediately be implemented though the GEF project. However, with the addition of the detailed procurement list obtained in January 2025 from OIKOS, the report is complete and helpful.


	17
	Technical Report

File name: CBA of CITES and CMS Decision
	12 March 2024
	Cost Benefit Analysis of RSS’s accession to CITES and CMS

By Conrad Twesiime, Uganda
	· Simple and straightforward report

· Supports the rationale for accession

· Satisfactory quality

· Covers the CBAs for the CITES and CMS as the two main (of the four) possible agreements (Lusaka Agreement, CITES, CMS and HAWEN), as per TOR

 

	18
	Financial Document

File name: AUDIT REPORT.2022…
	5 Nov 2023
	Audit Report (and financial expenditure report) for the period:

1 Jan to 31 Dec 2022

By MWCT and Goldstar and Partners (Juba)
	· Shows expenditure of 197,465 USD against first payment of 200,00 USD received on 24-06-2022 (first six months)

· Audit opinion positive

· No red flags

· List of assets (7 laptops, 3 vehicles)



	19
	Financial Document

File name: AUDIT REPORT.2023…
	14 Aug 2024
	Audit Report (and financial expenditure report) for the period:

1 Jan to 31 Dec 2023

By MWCT and Goldstar and Partners (Juba)
	· Shows expenditure against first and second payments (total income 597,465 USD) showing balance in hand of 155,555 USD

· Audit opinion positive

· Small red flag: communications costs (5301) at 34k in the year (explanation?) – post mission Note: during the MTR mission the MTR consultant enquired with Nelson and viewed procurement documents demonstrating the very high costs of internet connections in RSS, e.g. amounting to 1,500 USD per month only for MWCT)
· Includes financial report and asset list but unchanged from 2022 – (solar, and other equipment showing in financial report, not included – asset definition?) 

· Notes the need ‘to procure a more robust accounting system’

	20
	Management-Progress Report

File name: South-Sudan GEF6- Planning Meeting…
	June 2022
	Report on the planning meeting between the government of RSS and UNEP (Maanzoni Lodge, Kenya)
	· Report already reviewed in the MTR Inception Report

· Several important management decisions taken (see IR) 

	21
	Management-Progress Report

File name: Consultation Workshop on Capacity Needs…
	3 December 2023 
	Report on Workshop introducing the project’s three major upcoming consultancies on TNA, IT for IWT and MEAs Accession.

Palm Africa Hotel, Juba 
	· Presentation of TORs, review of questionnaires by working groups, opening speeches by senior officials

· List of participants included (25-37)

· Includes FFI Rep

· Participants underlined the importance of including local community reps in such meetings as they were not present

	22
	Management-Progress Report

File name: 20.Mar.2024
	March 2024
	One on One (virtual) meeting with consultants on Component 1
	· Summary of progress on the project’s three major upcoming consultancies on TNA, IT for IWT and MEAs Accession

· Feedback from ROA to consultants on draft reports

· (Note: not all feedback is then incorporated in the final reports) 



	23
	Management-Progress Report

File name: 5.July.2024
	July 2024
	Minutes of the Coordination Meeting MWCCT-PMU and ROA staff 

Held at the Ministry in Juba
	Highlights:

· Requesting one single line of communication with UNEP, though ROA – for clarity and consistency

· timing of the MTR – perhaps too early?

· Importance of holding the PSC irrespective of the MTR timing

· UNEP offered to support on training for IWT officers, and in liaising with UNODC for training on the ICCWC tool 

	24
	Management-Progress Report

File name: 18.Jan.2023
	January 2023
	Minutes of the (virtual) meeting between ROA and MWCT Project Team


	· Financial reporting: 

· align reporting format with project revisions after the Maanzoni meeting

· produce reports on time

· do not report on Components 2-3 as they have not yet started

· Progress Reporting: 

· MWCT needs (a) to produce progress reports and (b) contribute to the annual UNEP PIRs for the GEF (c) provide supporting evidence to substantiate progress reports

· Project Revision: ROA informs Project team that a project revision to incorporate the Maanzoni meeting decisions and changes to the prodoc will be done internally with the Ecosystem Division and not the GEF



	25
	Management-Progress Report

File name: 25.June.2020
	June 2020
	Brief on the FIRST internal (virtual) project meeting


	· 14 participants from ROA, Ecosystems, MWCT and with WCS and IUCN still present

· Very short report (maybe too short) summarizing classic start-up issues for a new project, such as: process for setting-up agreements with partners, when will be the first payment released, preparing for timely team recruitments, importance of accurate financial and technical reporting, preparing an initial workplan, etc.

· No major issues reported, all partners happy and ready (including WCS and IUCN)  

	26
	Management-Progress Report

File name: 14. Feb.2024
	Feb 2024
	Project Coordination Meeting (virtual)
	· 7 participants from ROA, MWCT and MoEF

· Importance of sharing consultancy reports with UNEP for their inputs

· Need to prepare an all-components workplan for year 2024

· Need to improve expenditure levels and timely financial reporting

· Need to have monthly team coordination meetings to review progress

· Planning for the project’s inception meeting (May 2024?) and then first PSC meeting

	27
	Management-Progress Report

File name: 30.Aug.2021
	Aug 2021
	Meeting on ‘confirmation of PMU allocation from Component 2’


	· 6 participants including only ROA, UNEP-GEF and IUCN (MWCT and MoEF apologised)

· Updates on progress with le.g.al instruments between ROA and IUCN and WCS

· Notes that WCS engagement is now suspended

· IUCN ready to engage and PCA is being finalised, but IUCN raises concerns over budget cuts for its component

· UNEP: the planned inception meeting should clarify these issues with MWCT and budget changes should be communicated to partners for resolution

	28
	Management-Progress Report

File name: final Joint_Mission report – South Sudan final
	7 September 2024
	UNEP Mission Report after the Project Inception Meeting held on 2-5 July 2024 at the Pyramid Hotel in Juba with MWCT and MoEF

By the ROA team: Robert Wabunoha

Norah Mugita

Wycliffe Ogweno
	· Report on inception meetings and project Launch meetings

· Notes RSS disagreement over the timing of them being ‘subjected to the MTR’ (too early in the project’s life)

· Notes importance of holding the PSC meeting irrespective the MTR timing

· RSS requests one single line of communication with UNEP through ROA

· UNEP to support project team by including them in ongoing UNEP training programmes for law Enforcement, and to liaise with UNODC for ICWWIC support

· RSS appreciates and requests continue support with financial reporting

· New financial reporting dashboard being operationalised by MWCT

· All three project components are now set-up and operational, hence also progress reporting should start accordingly

· Spot check on procured assets and financial system conducted

	29
	Management-Progress Report

File name: Project Inception Workshop Report
	2-3 July 2024
	Project Inception Workshop Report

2-3 July at Imperial Plaza, Juba


	Highlights only:

· General intro to all project aspects of project implementation, aimed at increasing understanding and ownership of the project by stakeholders

· Political speeches by all key partners

· Jane introduced the upcoming MTR as an opportunity to improve implementation modalities based on MTR outcomes and ‘for the project manager to do her homework and put project related stuff in order…’

· No detailed list of participants

· RSS requests project to support tourism infrastructure in project areas

· Agreement to drop White Rhino Reintroduction as timing is not right and it’s too expensive

· Communities must benefit form wildlife resources – project should support community livelihood programmes

· Project should help address the human-wildlife conflict

· Public awareness efforts are most important

	30
	Management-Progress Report

File name: Project Launch Report
	4 July 2024
	Project Launch Report (4 July 2024)

MWCT HQ, Jebel Lemun, Gumbo, RSS


	· A short report on the day, with summary of speeches and some pictures

· A Required formality for a project of this kind

	31
	Management-Progress Report

File name: capacity needs assessment validation workshop report…
	March 2024
	Capacity needs assessment validation workshop report

March 26-27 

Palm Africa Hotel, Juba
	· Covers all three main consultancies (TNA, IT for IWT and access to MEAs) as done at inception

· Inputs and successful validation of the consultants’ reports

· Some generic recommendations for the project are included in section 8

· PPTs by consultants not available in the PDF

 

	32
	Financial Reports

Batch 5a – financial reports by ROA 2022-2023-up to June 2024
	From Sept 2022 to June 2024
	Financial reports by ROA showing direct expenditures and bulk disbursements to GoSS upon signature of agreements with MOWCT and then MoEF
	· At June 2024 (draft report, not yet signed) shows an unspent balance of 561,577.2 USD with ROA

· 3,350,800 USD SSFA signed with MoEF for components 2 and 3

· 1,307,400 LI with MOWCT for component 1

	33
	Financial document

Co-finance letter from MOEF 
	2 Dec 2022
	Committing MoEF co-financing of 8,5M USD (3,5M cash and 5M in-kind)
	· Short letter with no details provided as to what the co-financing will entail

	34
	Financial Report

Batch 5a – co-finance report
	23 July 2024
	Co-financing report from MOWCT for the period 1 May 2002 to 31 Dec 2023
	· Covering cash and in-kind

· Reports appear prepared post-facto to comply with UNEP requirements. Mostly rounded *000 figures

	35
	Financial Report

Batch 5a – IP expenditure

2022 Reports

File: Q4_2022….
	31 Dec 2022
	Financial report by MOWCT for period 1st Oct to Dec 31st 2022
	· Shows also expenditures in prior quarters Apr-Jun and Jul-Sept 2022

· Nothing before that

· Signed at Dec 31st, 2022 (too timely, quite unusual)

· A spot-check seems to be in order (vehicles, equipment, office supplies)

· One spot check was conducted during the site visit at MWCT HQ and meeting with project finance and admin officer Nelson Luka: the procurement documents for the renovation work of the MWCT HQ building which were found in order.

	36 
	Financial Reports

Batch 5a – IP expenditure

2023 reports

Files (four): Q1 to Q4
	Q4 2023 report signed on Jan 31st 2024. 
	Financial reports by MOWCT for the period 1st Jan to Dec 31st 2023
	· Too many rounded figures (red flag).
· MTR Reviewed the question on rounded figures in budgets during site visit at MWCT HQ and meeting with project finance and admin officer Nelson Luka – explanations were provided as to the round figures: ‘actual costs were higher, so the project contributed exactly to the maximum allocated budget, and the balance was covered form other sources from the ministry’
· Q1 2023 shows no records of expenditure

· Year 2024 missing



	37
	Annual Workplans

Batch 6 – MWCT Annual workplans (three documents)
	WPs for 2022, 2023, 2024
	MOWCT WPs for years 2022, 2023, 2024
	· Simple, without any details and directly drawn from the RF

· Workplan for Year 2025 missing

	38
	Inventory of non-expendable equipment

Batch 6 – NXE – com.2&3…inventory…
	Signed by MoFE on 31 July 2024
	MoFE purchased only two Toyota LCs (Prado and Double Cabin) in April and May 2024
	· Cost of the two vehicles: exactly 50,000 USD each (?) both at MOEF HQ

· (MTR Reviewed this specific procurement during site visit at MWCT HQ and meeting with project finance and admin officer Nelson Luka – explanations were provided as to the round figures: ‘actual vehicle costs were higher, so the project contributed exactly to the maximum allocated budget, and the balance was covered form other sources from the MoEF’)



	39 
	Inventory of non-expendable equipment

Batch 6 – NXE – NON-EXPENDABLE…
	Signed by MWCT on 23 July 2024
	MWCT purchased 3 Toyota Prado in July 2022 and miscellaneous office equipment and furniture
	· Cost of the three vehicles: two at 32,000 USD each and one at 36,000 USD (all in Juba HQ)

· Rest is laptops, office equipment and furniture for the HQ

· Total: USD 123k +

	40 
	Technical Document

Batch 6 – Policy Briefs – Policy Brief issue 1 Le.g.al Framework…
	The document does not provide a specific date of publication. However, it references events and statuses up to April 2024, indicating it was likely written or updated around that time.


	Policy Brief on ISSUE I: ANALYSIS OF LEGAL AND POLICY FRAMEWORKS CRITICAL FOR COMBATING ILLEGAL WILDLIFE TRADE IN SOUTH SUDAN
	· No author or date indicated

· A good quality report offering a solid analysis and review of the situation of critical legal instruments that are essential for implementing the MOWCT mandate

· Key recommendations include sensitising and mobilizing the broad membership of the project project’s Steering Committee, and other relevant stakeholders, to lobby and support the strengthening, harmonization and approval process of relevant laws and regulations

· Recommendation 8.7 summarises well the key findings of this analysis and recommended action: 

8.7 EXPLORE FASTRACKING ENACTMENT OF THE PRIORITIZED LEGAL FRAMEWORKS:
Since 2019, only one of the prioritized regulations, laws, and policies have been enacted (the then South Sudan Wildlife Service Bill, now the National Wildlife Service Act, 2011, (Amendment) Act 2022, which still lacks the regulatory instruments for its enforcement. In view of this and given the urgency of the need for the instruments to combat illegal wildlife trade, it is recommended that means of fast-tracking the enactment processes, in addition to lobbying the legislature, should be explored and used. In this regard, it is proposed here that a joint meeting with UNEP-RoA and UNEP- Science Division be conducted to enlist the support of the Centre for Environment and Development for the Arab Region and Europe (CEDARE) in concluding the enactment of remaining prioritized legal and policy frameworks as was the case with the Environment Bill, 2023 and Forestry Bill, 2023.

· In the conclusions, another statement indicates an area where the project can help strengthen MOWCT capacity: 

‘5. Lack of lobbying and close follow-up by the mother ministry has been cited as a reason for the sluggish progress in the enactment of many bills including the prioritized legal and policy frameworks. In some cases, submitted bills got lost and they had to be re-submitted afresh.’ 

· In general, this policy paper is quite solid. It clarifies the need to prioritise this as a central aspect of the GEF project. A strong legal framework is an essential basis for MOWCT and MoEF operations, and it is critical for every other intervention in the field

· The measures proposed are clear and implementable under the project. IN the MTR’s view, adequate resources can and should be allocated to this stream of work.

	41
	Technical Document

Batch 6 – Policy Briefs – Policy Brief issue 2 …development…transboundary conservation..
	No date

No author
	Policy Brief 

ISSUE 2: NEED FOR DEVELOPMENT AND IMPLEMENTATION OF TRANSBOUNDARY CONSERVATION MoU AND OPERATIONAL PROTOCOLS
	· No author or date indicated

· The analysis is of acceptable quality

· It makes a clear and compelling case for establishing some form of transboundary collaboration to enhance PA management

· A priority site is clearly defined as the Nimule-Mt Otze Landscape (RSS-Uganda) 

· Raising awareness, drafting an initial MOU and implementing some initial meetings are presented as immediate measures that the project can support

· With great potential to then expand and replicate the same approach across all other areas where TBC is necessary by linking RSS PAs with efforts in neighbouring countries

· Action on TBC with Uganda is confirmed in the Maanzoni Planning meeting (2023)

· Recommendations are clear, but could be better structured as an action plan

· Conclusions are weak and off topic

	42
	Technical Document

Batch 6 – Policy Briefs – Policy Brief issue 3 on improved coordination…
	
	Policy Brief

ISSUE 3: IMPROVED COORDINATION BETWEEN PA MANAGEMENT,

LOCAL AND CENTRAL GOVERNMENT
	· No date and no author indicated

· Paper of suboptimal quality. 

· Contains a helpful comparative review of the inter-agency collaboration mechanisms in neighbouring countries (taken form a published paper)

· Otherwise, it just states the obvious and does not add value vis a vis the original project document

	43
	Technical Document

Batch 6 – policy briefs – policy brief on inclusion of Fanyikang…

File date: 18 Oct 2024


	Report date and author: not stated
	INCLUSION OF FANYIKANG GAME RESERVE IN GEF-6 PROJECT INTERVENTION

A RECOMMENDATION OF THE MANZONI PLANNING MEETING
	· This short paper offers a clear, simple, logical and quite solid justification for the inclusion of the Fanyikang GR in the project’s scope

· It clearly states that the decision to include Fanyikang GR in the project was already approved at the project’s first Maanzoni planning meeting (June 2022)

· The rationale provided is strong, and the MTR’s view is that this change in the project scope is reasonable and should not pose any major problems with regards to a subsequent project Terminal Evaluation and other GEF reviews

· This change in project scope should be clearly presented and justified (using this paper), in the project PIRs

	44
	Financial document

Batch 6 – procurement plans – GEF6 component 1 procurement plan…
	Signed on 4 Nov 2024
	MWCT Procurement Plan 2022-2026

(Project Component 1) 
	· Strangely signed in Nov 2024 by MWCT appearing as a largely post-facto document (?) to put order in the accounts

· Providing justification for 460,500 USD of expenditure by MWCT for Component 1 in equipment and consultancies

· Covering the period 2022-2026 (hence now mostly in the past)

	45
	Financial documents

Batch 6 – purchase documents – all six files
	Various dates
	MWCT empty templates and partly filled-in examples for:

1. Purchase request

2. Request for Quotation

3. Comparative Bid Analysis

4. Evaluation Report

5. Stock Report

6. Procurement Procedure


	· Empty templates only, or partially filled in to show how things should be done

· The Procurement Procedure is just a one-pager, with a simple list of 10 steps/documents required, with no guidance

· (MTR Reviewed some procurement files during site visit at MWCT HQ and meeting with Nelson Luka)



	46
	Financial Documents

Batch 6 – supporting documents vehicles and office space – leads to a ZIP folder that is not accessible
	Not known
	Assuming this folder contains supporting documents for vehicles and office equipment procurement – But the ZIP folder is not accessible
	· (MTR Reviewed some procurement files during site visit at MWCT HQ and meeting with Nelson Luka)



	47
	Technical Progress Reports

Batch 6 – progress reports
	15 Jan 2021
	Technical Progress Report in standard Format 

Sept-Dec 2020

 
	· Short narrative statement of prep. Activities undertaken

· Attachment missing (coordination meeting notes)

· Zero progress reported on components

PROGRESS: UNEP Ecosystems Division and Regional Office for Africa (ROA) signed an Internal Cooperation Agreement (ICA) for the project in September 2020. ROA is the executing division, and the Ecosystems Division is the funding agency for the project. 

Following that ICA, Project Cooperation Agreements (PCA), we prepared the three executing agencies, i.e., MWCT, IUCN, MWCT and WCS. 

Several meetings were held between the ecosystems division, ROA, and the executing agencies on all the modalities and funding for the project. 

Minutes of the coordination meeting attached. 

Project is yet to start as the project cooperation agreements with implementing partners are not concluded yet.

	48
	Technical Progress Reports

Batch 6 – progress reports
	6 July 2021
	Technical Progress Report in standard Format 

Jan-Jun 2021
	· Same as above

PROGRESS: After UNEP Ecosystems Division and Regional Office for Africa (ROA) signed an Internal Cooperation Agreement (ICA) for the project in September 2020, and Project Cooperation Agreements (PCAs) were prepared. ROA sent out PCAs to the implementing partners: Ministry of Wildlife Conservation and Tourism (MWCT), The International Union for Conservation (IUCN), Wildlife Conservation Society (WCS).

There was email exchange on the PCAs between the partners and UNEP to negotiate the PCA and its terms.

However, in the ensuing period, a PCA that had been negotiated between WCS and ROA could not be signed due to the suspension of WCS operations in South Sudan as stated in the letter dated 8 March 2021.

This halted the start of components 2 and 3 that had WCS as one of the key implementing partners.

	49
	Technical Progress Reports

Batch 6 – progress reports
	25 January 2022
	Technical Progress Report in standard Format 

Jul-Dec 2021
	· Same as above with no progress on components and a general progress statement

· A couple of management issues reported

PROGRESS: During this reporting period, the Regional Office for Africa (ROA) organized a meeting on 30 August 2021 with partners to discuss new implementation modalities in response to the suspension of WCS operations in South Sudan. The meeting concluded that IUCN would begin implementing their respective components once the Program Cooperation Agreement (PCA) between UNEP and IUCN was signed, as the remaining implementation modalities were finalized. 

The negotiated Project Cooperation Agreement (PCA) between the Regional Office for Africa (ROA) and the Ministry of Wildlife Conservation and Tourism (MWCT) was finalized and signed on 9 September 2021. During this reporting period, ROA also processed a cash advance request to MWCT to initiate the implementation of Component 1 activities. 

The project has encountered some challenges. The United Nations Office Nairobi (UNON) experienced difficulties in remitting funds to the Ministry of Wildlife Conservation and Tourism (MWCT), which caused delays in the actual commencement of the project. To address this, mitigation measures were implemented, including resolving banking issues to expedite the process. 



	50
	Technical Progress Reports

Batch 6 – progress reports
	29 July 2022
	Technical Progress Report in standard Format 

Jan-Jun 2022
	· Same as above: no progress on components and just a general statement and a couple of management issues reported

PROGRESS: During this reporting period, the Regional Office for Africa (ROA) prepared and signed the Project Cooperation Agreement (PCA) between UNEP and IUCN and forwarded the agreement to IUCN for signature. However, on 24 March 2022, IUCN responded with a letter indicating their intention to withdraw from the project as one of the partners. They cited that, with their main partner having exited South Sudan, they no longer had sufficient presence in the country to fulfil their role in the project. 

Additionally, the project start had previously been delayed by the remittance of the first advance to South Sudan. In this reporting period, UNON resolved the banking issues, and the funds were received by MWCT on 24 June 2022. 

Noting the challenges facing implementation of the project with the exit of WCS and IUCN, ROA organised a meeting to re-design the components that were affected and also consider the Ministry of Environment and Forestry’s as the new implementing partners in charge of component 2 and 3 

Planning Meetings to rectify the Delay: 
In June 2022, a planning meeting, held to mitigate the challenges that delayed the implementation of the project, redesigned and concretized the project workplan, its management, operational and budget aspects taking into consideration several changes that took place. To reflect those changes, the Project Cooperation Agreement (PCA) between ROA and MWCT executed on September 9, 2021, will be amended. Further, the ICA between Ecosystem Division and ROA is being amended to reflect the changes. 

Recruitment/Assignment of Project Staff & Establishment of PMU 
Project staff recruited and/or assigned. The Project Management Unit (PMU), headed by the project coordinator, comprised of the admin/finance officer were recruited; a program officer, project technical officers (PTOs), and project technical advisors (PTA) from the MWCT were assigned. 

	51
	Technical Progress Reports

Batch 6 – progress reports
	31st Dec 2022
	Technical Progress Report in standard Format 

Jul-Dec 2022


	· MWCT and MOEF now the only executing partners

· Some limited detailed reporting on component 1 starts: planning meeting results, procurement of vehicles, set-up of offices, drafting of TORs for consultants

	52
	Technical Progress Reports

Batch 6 – progress reports
	31 July 2023
	Technical Progress Report in standard Format 

Jan-Jun 2023


	· A new reporting template with more detail on M&E targets and indicators

· Some progress reporting only on component 1

· over-estimation of progress is apparent throughout: 

e.g.:  outcome 1.2 ‘capacity of staff increased… target 200/500 staff trained per year…’ and progress is ‘TOR for the consultant developed and being reviewed..’: this is not 15% progress. 
Or elsewhere: ‘Support the GRSS in completing the required activities to accede to and participate in CITES, CMS/AEWA, HAWEN and LUSAKA AGREEMENT…’ and progress is: ‘the progress for recruitment of consultant is ongoing…’: this is not 20% progress
· No risks identified

	53
	Technical Progress Reports

Batch 6 – progress reports
	31 January 2024
	Technical Progress Report in standard Format 

Jul-Dec 2023


	· Some progress reported on component 1, mainly consultancies

· Two consultative workshops reported – no evidence documents annexed

· No risks identified

	54
	Technical Progress Reports

Batch 6 – progress reports
	31 July 2024
	Technical Progress Report in standard Format 

Jan-Jun 2024


	· Progress reported on all components

· Expanded list of project staff

· Workshops reported but no supporting evidence

· Progress on C2 and C3 mainly ‘TOR for hiring a consultant being prepared…’ but TORs not provided

· Decision to hold/delay the MTR is mentioned

· This is the last progress report reviewed by the MTR (report for Jul-Dec 2024 still pending at the time of writing)



	55
	Technical document

Euipment List (basis for procurement) – hard & soft copy obtained from OIKOS


	January 2025
	Equipment list for setting up a BD Information Management Centre at the MWCT
	· Document kindly shared by Prof. Alfred Owino in February 2025

· Was not provided by ROA earlier



	56
	Technical Document

Inception report (hard copy received from Prof. Alfred Owino of OIKOS in Feb 2025)

TOR for GMP formulation


	August 2024
	Inception Report -Development of Management Plans for NNP and SNP and MGR, ZGR and FGR, South Sudan
	· Report kindly shared by Prof. Alfred Owino in February 2025

· Was not provided by ROA earlier

· Contains TOR and profiles of each team member proposed for the GMP formulation assignment by OIKOS

	57
	Technical Document

General Management Plans Inception Workshop – documents 


	December 2024
	· Workshop invitation letter (soft copy)

· Workshop report (hard and soft copy)

· Powerpoint Presentations on each protected area (hard and soft copy)


	· Provide helpful baseline information on each target PA

	58
	Technical Document

DRAFT - GMP scoping report (hard and soft copy)
	February 2025
	GMP scoping report after field mission conducted in January 2025

Daft – under review by MWCT/UNEP
	· Draft copy kindly shared by Prof. Alfredo Owino

· Still under review by MWCT and UNEP at the time of writing

· Includes a comprehensive assessment of the situation, priority needs and plans for the preparation of GMPs at all target PAs



	59
	MTR Mission concept note


	February 2025
	MTR mission note developed by MWTC as preparation for the MTR mission
	· Kindly prepared by and received from the GEF Project coordinator Jamus Joseph prior to the mission

	60
	Technical document

IWT Training of Trainers programme 
	4-7 March 2025
	IWT Training of Trainers programme held by NRCN (Uganda) in Juba at MWCT HQ
	· Hard copy received from MWCT during the mission

· MTR attended last day of the training sessions in MWCT HQ (Ref. MTR mission Report)

· For information on the Trainers: NRCN Uganda Charity Organisation | Anti-Poaching and Wildlife Conservation in Uganda


	61
	Technical document

Letter of submission of the PA Bill – hard copy form MWCT

‘Wildlife Conservation and Protected Areas Bill, 2024’


	20 Sept 2024
	Copy of the cover Letter & full text of the Bill as submission to the TNLA of the ‘Wildlife Conservation and Protected Areas Bill, 2024’ by the chairman of the Standing Committee on Wildlife, Conservation and Tourism 
	· Hard copy received from MoJCA/MWCT during the MTR visit

	62
	Technical document

Tourism Act, 2024

Hard copy printed by MoJCA
	Jan 2025
	Tourism Act, 2024

Hard copy printed by MoJCA
	· Printed and ready for distribution in February 2025

· First distribution effected in NNP with community groups during the MTR site visit

· Does not bear GEF/Ministries/project as the MoJCA can’t add any of that – only the symbol of RSS

	63
	Technical document

The National Wildlife Service Act, 2011 (amendment) Act, 2022

Hard copy printed by MoJCA
	Jan 2025
	The National Wildlife Service Act, 2011 (amendment) Act, 2022

Hard copy printed by MoJCA
	· Printed and ready for distribution in February 2025

· First distribution effected in NNP with community groups during the MTR site visit

· Does not bear GEF/Ministries/project as the MoJCA can’t add any of that – only the symbol of RSS


ANNEX IV. MTR REVIEW ITINERARY

Mid-Term Review of the UNEP/Global Environment Facility project:

“Capacity Development in Reducing Illegal Wildlife Trade and Improving Protected Area Management Effectiveness in South Sudan”

(GEF Project ID: 9551 – UNEP PIMS ID: 01392 / 32GFL-11207-14AC0003-SB-009605 / SMA ID: 36820)

MTR Mission Report

MTR Consultant: Edoardo Zandri - Mission dates: from 23 February to 8 March 2025

Sunday 23 Feb
Travel Nairobi-Juba. Arrival in the afternoon and meet at the airport with Melania Peter and Paul Demetry (MoEF) and Jamus Joseph (Project Coordinator). Evening: work on a PPT for the MTR stakeholders’ workshop planned for Wednesday 26 February.

Monday 24 Feb

Meetings at MoEF with Paul Demetry, Jamus Joseph, Melania Peter and then a formal meeting with Undersecretary for Environment of MoEF Joseph Africano Bartel, and Paul Demetry, Jamus Joseph, Michael Lopidia and Samuel Luate (admin.). Discussed MTR objectives, Project’s history, current progress and future prospects. The MOEF expressed great appreciation and support for the project and emphasised the importance of national execution arrangements now in successfully place.

Meeting at MoEF ground floor with UNEP-GEF-7 Imatong Landscape project team and brief discussion on their project status, objectives and approach. Identified potential collaboration and synergies with the GEF-6 IWT project e.g. collaboration with BASENET, University of Juba (UoJ), SSNCO (all partner also in the IWT project on community engagement activities and community-based protection, scientific surveys and ecological monitoring, training, project coherence with other initiatives (e.g. the UNEP-GEF Imatong Landscape Project) etc. Note; the Imatong project is partnering with IUCN on conducting ecological assessment studies. Staff met: Johnson Ezibon Legure (BD Conservation Officer), James John Kenyi (SLM Officer), Sebit James Amedego (Community development Officer)

Meeting with IWT Project Management Unit office at MOEF ground floor: Jamus Joseph, Michael Lopidia, and two community development officers: Nancy Obuti and Nyoma David. Discussed plan for the MTR, including plans for tomorrow’s meetings and for the stakeholder workshop on Wednesday. Reviewed with Jamus the PPT for the workshop. Discussed project information management and knowledge management system, approach to community engagement and gender mainstreaming.

Meeting with SSNCO (https://ssnco.org) at their office at the Wildlife Compound: Mr Mogga Bill, Acting Project Manager of the South Sudan Chapter of the Horn of Africa Regional Environmental Center & Network (HoAREC&N . Horn of Africa Regional Environmental Center & Network (HoAREC&N) | Clean Cooking Alliance). SSNCO operates in partnership and coordination with academia (UoJ), MWCT, MoEF in landscapes of Boma-Badingilo, and Loelle-Kidepo and Imatong, and is currently in final year of interventions of the HoA-ESR project. The SSNCO appeared as a co-financing partner and stakeholder in the original project document but had since then disappeared and was not listed among partners in the project document as revised after the Maanzoni Planning meeting. Their potential role was discussed and the synergies with the IWT project were very clear especially in the fields of: provision of equipment and training for Park Rangers, alternative community livelihoods around PAs (e.g. climate-smart agriculture, cold rooms for fishermen, solar charging kiosks, nurseries for food security, etc.), as well as community awareness raising, and partnering with UoJ on demand-driven scientific surveys also engaging junior staff and recent university graduates.  (SSNCO key contact at UoJ: Prof Augustine Bongo). 

Meeting with Ms Diana Francis finance and administration officer of the OIKOS consultancy at their office at the Wildlife Compound: briefly discussed her role in the OIKOS team and planned for meetings with other OIKOS staff tomorrow possibly at the University of Juba where both work as professors.

Afternoon-evening: work in the hotel to revise the PPT for the workshop and distil the findings of today’s meetings.

Tuesday 25 February

9:00 Meeting with Hon. Mary Agith, Undersecretary of the Ministry of Justice and Constitutional Affairs. Discussed status issues and next steps for each of the 9 major pieces of policy and legislation, as well as the accession process for CITES, CMS and Lusaka Agreement being supported by the project.

Transfer to MWCT HQs and meeting with: Lona Gore, Michael Lopidia and Jamus Joseph. Guided visit of MWCT HQ facilities, including superficial inspection of the facilities’ essential renovation and equipment provided by the project. Discussed mission plans to NNP and SNP, programme for tomorrows MTTR stakeholders’ workshop at Imperial Plaza Hotel, and plans for the MTR to attend the first project-supported Training for Rangers planned for 4-7 March at MWCT HQ. 

Meeting with Hon. Maj. Gen. Peter Loro, Undersecretary for the Ministry of Wildlife Conservation and Tourism (MWCT) who thanked UNEP and the GEF and underlined the importance of the GEF project in providing vital support to MWCT’s mission at a critical time.

Meeting with Lieutenant General Aggrey Lasu, Assistant Director General for Law Enforcement, MWCT to discuss the project’s support to MWCT and challenges faced by MWCT in combating Illegal Wildlife Crime.

Extended meeting with Mr Nelson Luka, Project Finance and Administrative Officer. Review of latest financial report for Q4 2024 and inventory of project equipment. Discussed challenges with funds transfers through the central bank and how they are being addressed, 2024 Audit process, quality and timeliness of reporting, UNEP support to fund management and administration aspects of the project. Conducted a quick spot check of procurement documentation (e.g. facilities’ renovation contract).

15:45 Transfer to University of Juba and meeting with: Thomas Francis Lado, Dean a.i. of the College of Natural Resources and Environmental Science, UoJ; Malik Doka Marjan, Head, Department of Wildlife Science, College of NRES (and former Undersecretary for the the Ministry of Wildlife Conservation and Tourism; Gift Simon Demaya, Professor of Wildlife Ecology, DWS, SNRES and member of the OIKOS Consulting Team involved in the preparation of GMPs for all PAS targeted by the project. Discussed scientific and capacity development aspects of the project, the role of MWCT in supporting the GMP process with existing and trained staff, plus new recruits and UoJ graduates, re-training for the many senior MWCT Rangers, main issues faced by PAs etc.

18:00 return to hotel and preparations for the programme and presentation at the stakeholders workshop tomorrow

Wednesday 26 February

9:00-14:00 Project Team and selected stakeholders’ Workshop on the MTR - Programme: Opening session: Welcome and Opening Remarks; Brief Overview of Project Progress; Presentation on the Scope and Approach of the Mid-Term Review; Q&A session; 11:00-11:30: Coffee Break; Group Session & Focused Discussion of key MTR Questions; 13:30 Lunch and meeting with Selected individual MTR interviews.

Attendance: The group included 18 participants mainly MWCT and MoEF professional involved in the project in various roles including both technical and administrative staff; the GEF Operational Focal Point for RSS based in the MoEF; representatives from University of Juba and the OIKOS Consultancy and one staff from the Transitional National Legislative Assembly (TNLA) Committee on Specialised Committee for Wildlife Conservation and Tourism (ref. attached list of participants).

Key Results: Shared the objectives, scope, programme, methodology and next steps of the MTR. Held a participatory session going through all the MTR questions and discussing thoughts and suggestions from the group. Each participant also filled a survey questionnaire in the process, providing confidential feedback on each of the MTR key questions.

Lunch meeting with the MoEF M&E Officer, Mr Lwanga Tiba Charles, responsible for project reporting, monitoring framework, documents’ review.

14:30 Transfer to MWCT and meeting with D.G. for South Sudan National Wildlife Service, General Khamis Adieng Ding. Discussed main challenges faced by the MWCT in combating IWT; the very important role played by the project in supporting MWCT’s mandate and essential operations; the scope and role of the MTR; MWCT partnership with MOEF and major Conservation NGOs operating in RSS; and plans for MTR site visit to target PAs. The MTR consultant underlined that the planned investment in the renovation of the Tourist Lodge is not eligible for GEF support, and that it should be excluded from the project’s scope. The GEF project can help MWCT develop a lease agreement whereby such investment and the subsequent management of a tourist facility is put out as a tender and then contracted out to a private investor that will pay an annual fee to MWCT, as done in most PAs in the world.

Return to the hotel and distilling of workshop feedback.

Thursday 27 February

7:00am Meeting at MWCT HQ with Project Team from MWCT and MoEF and wildlife rangers escort vehicle. 5:30h Transfer to Nimule National Park and arrival at Deno Hotel in Nimule.

14:30 Meeting at park HQ with NNP Park Chief Park Warden Ejidio Oler and his team. Review of documentation on the NNP staff contingent of 125 Active Rangers and 24 Volunteers (of which 43 Women), lack of equipment and facilities, and discussion of current basic needs (e.g. no. 1 is food: the NNP has no sufficient budget to pay for the food rations for the rangers, and so on to lack of power, water supply, basic equipment, transport, training, etc.). Inspection of NNP HQ Office facilities that are in very poor conditions and require major upgrades to reach a basic operational level. Inspection of the nearby NNP Training Centre, that is in complete disrepair, and of the historic site of John Garang’s home (Leader if RSS’s independence movement).

15:30-18:30 Game Drive with NNP’s staff moving North-West into the NNP’s Buffer Zone along the Eastern side of the White Nile River. Walk up to the Fulla Rapids and local fishermen camp.

Night in Nimule

Friday 28 February

6:00am start and boat ride upstream along the White Nile with NNP Rangers, MWCT and MoEF team and wildlife rangers escort. Long walk up to the ‘P’Andzala Two’ Game Post at the border with Uganda, where 24 Rangers are currently stationed. Meeting and brief review of anti-poaching challenges faced by Park Staff. Walk back to the boat and ride downstream back to Nimule town. Lunch in Nimule town. The need for a trans-boundary agreement on how to tackle IWT and the issue of upholding Human Rights in combating poaching along the border with Uganda were quite apparent.

14:30 MTR Stakeholders’ Meeting organised at the Youth Community Centre with representatives of: Local Town Community Leaders (men and women), Village Chiefs and Elders, Women Groups and Youth Leaders (41 meeting participants, ref. list attached). Discussed the project, presented the scope and objectives of the MTR and gathered feedback on major issues faced by the local community groups in relation to NNP and its Buffer Zone. Examples:

· Boundary demarcation for both the Park and Buffer Zone, to reduce disputes along the border with Uganda and with the Nimule Town in RSS.

· Need to allocate resources to feed, equip and training NNP Rangers, for the benefit of all the local community, bringing the conservation situation back to a better level as it was in the past, i.e. before the recent wars (e.g. local people need protection of people from Wildlife – e.g. seven kids were killed by crocodiles in recent times; baboons raid crops, -, combating IWT at the border post, contrasting poachers crossing the border from Uganda into NNP, uncontrolled bush fires, poaching in NNP by ‘other uniformed personnel that are not Rangers…’, etc.)

· Need to offer environmental awareness and education for all local community groups. Need to revive and activate the NNP Training Centre as a catalyst for educational and awareness activities also from Training and Academic institutions from other parts of RSS (potential economic benefit for the Nimule community) 

· Access to resources in BZ: an issue for LCs to be discussed carefully

· Lack of food for local communities and rangers leads to poaching for meat

· Need to arrange separate dedicated meetings with each community sub-group (women, youth, elders, chiefs) to allow sufficient space to hear and discuss their specific views and priorities.

· Women and youth want to play a more active role in conservation efforts and help NNP go back to a better shape for the benefit of all the community. (Local Women Association’s Leader: most current women Rangers in NNP are not given active roles or refuse to do them? Then fire them and bring on board other local women who are able and willing to do so!)

· Long-range migration routes for wildlife are rapidly closing due to infrastructure development. E.g. elephants used to move freely from NNP all the way to Ethiopia (as shown by data from collared elephants)

· All community leaders appreciated the visit by MWCT and MoEF staff who are now visiting the NNP more frequently than in the past (MTR note: clearly due to the project).

· Youth leaders emphasised the importance of using local media outlets such as local radios to raise awareness on the environment and combat IWT

17:00 Official hand-over of copies of the National Wildlife Service Act and Tourism Act both developed by MWCT-MoEF and MJCA with project support and printed by MJCA with project support.  

17:30 Meeting at BASENET offices with Mr Eriga David, to discuss the NGO’s presence since 2019 and their ongoing projects and activities with local community groups focused on sustainable livelihoods and disaster risk reduction efforts also around NNP’s Buffer Zone (e.g. beekeeping, house gardens, climate smart agriculture, forestry nurseries, etc.). BASENET is involved also in the ongoing UNEP-GEF Imatong Landscape Project and was identified as a local stakeholder in the upcoming preparation of NNP General Management Plan. 

End of day, supper in town market and night in Nimule

Saturday 1 March

6:00am departure to Juba and work on the MTR Report Juba

Sunday 2 March

Work on the draft MTR Report in Juba

11:00 meeting with Ms Dorette Smit, African Parks Country Representative. Discussed the current work, status and challenges of AP in South Sudan, with a specific focus on their partnership and working relationships with the MWCT, areas of potential collaboration and synergy with the GEF project and in general on the issue of IWT in the country. Other points discussed included i.e.: 

· Informal ‘Friends of Conservation’ Platform: includes Conservation NGOs, Key Donors/Embassies, UN Agencies and meeting regularly in Juba to share notes 

· WB Natural Resources Review – section on BD prepared by AP – just out in January 2025 (downloaded and reviewed by the MTR) 

· WB appraisal mission to RSS for a possible project in support the MWCT and PAs management: possible MWCT-AP joint execution (?)

· National Conservation Coffee: a very informal space open and meeting regularly for national and international NGOs engaged in conservation in RSS to share notes and information.

· GPAA (semi-autonomous Greater Pibor Administrative Area): has established their parallel Ministry of Wildlife, Tourism and Mining (!)

· ACD – Agency for Conservation and Development (https://acdsouthsudan.org/) operating in the Sudd PAs

· The NGO Enjojo is considered as a local ‘incubation partner’ for AP

· Dorette never heard of a national IWT Task Force but would be interested in it, should it be revived by the MWCT. She would also be interested in gathering information on the national organizational structure and staffing of MWCT to identify potential areas of collaboration and support aligned with AP’s mandate and MOU with MWCT.

· Areas of collaboration MWCT-AP discussed included i.e.: on-the-job training for Rangers and MWCT staff; set-up of the information system in MWCT HQ, development of Tourism Regulations; Awareness raising and Communications; upgrading of the MWCT website to reflect work by the GEF project and all MWCT partners; alignment of procurement of equipment so as to all have the same standards and thus maximise inter-operability; MoU with Ethiopia (not discussed, but my idea because AP now also work in Gambella NP?); development of General Management Plans also being started by AP

Evening Meeting with Essey Daniel and Mirey Atallah, UNEP Climate Change Division on mission in RSS to share notes on respective work in the country.

Monday 3 March

Early departure to Shambe NP and arrival in Yirol in the late afternoon (two tyres punctured along the way). 

Meeting with Hon. Manyang, the Commissioner of Yirol East County to brief him and make final arrangements for the field visits the next day.

Tuesday 4 March

Early departure to Adior, meeting with Martin David, Chief Park Warden of Shambe NP, and his team (of a total of 186 Rangers of which 18 were women). Rapid inspection of facilities and equipment available (which is essentially nothing – everything is needed), discussion of main issues affecting the Shambe National Park and the work of the rangers.

Meeting with 12 Community Representatives at the office of the Payam Administrator, including other administrators, village/Boma chiefs and the Paramount Chief, representatives of Women groups in the Payam and in the Yirol East County, police officer and member of the court (ref. List of participants). This was the second time that the project team was meeting local communities in the county. A briefing about the project was provided, and the team distributed the project one-pager summary of the project. Participants shared their views and suggestions as to the priorities to support SNP management and the roles that the communities can play. Main issues shared by the community included:

· We need hospital, schools, roads, help for orphans and the most vulnerable.

· Elephants are now roaming very close to fishermen villages along the Nile shores

· The issue of compensation for people killed by wildlife was brought up

· The woman representative asked for an office for the women group

· The community feels that for SNP Rangers to play their role (i.e. mainly seen as to protect people from wildlife) they need basic facilities, a good office, communication (e.g. radios), transportation etc. Such facilities would be seen as a visible sign that the Wildlife Department is there to its job. 

Drive into the Shambe NP, meeting with outposted Rangers and walk to the shore of the Nile. Drive to Malek village and meeting with Community representatives there. Same as above with approximately 15 village chiefs, elders, Payam administrators, one woman representative (ref. list of participants). But here it was the first time that the project team was meeting local communities. The project team explained the scope and objective of the GEF project and the upcoming process of preparing this first general management plan for the Shambe NP and distributed the project one-pager. The issues of human-wildlife conflict and compensation for people killed was again brought up: ‘in this period of the year (Jan-Feb-March) villagers have to avoid walking at night due to dangerous wildlife roaming in the area’.

Drive back to Yirol and meeting with the same Commissioner to de-brief him about the visit and meetings. Discussion of adjusted travel plans entailing departure the next day back to Juba as all mission objectives were accomplished ahead of schedule. 

Wednesday 5 March

Travel back to Juba, with a later departure from Yirol as were waiting for a spare tyre that was shipped to us from Juba overnight. Arrival in Juba in the afternoon. Work on the MTR report and presentation for the MTR debriefing.

Thursday 6 March

Work on the MTR report and finalisation of the presentation for the MTR debriefing.

Friday 7 March

8:00 depart from hotel to MWCT and attending the final session of the IWT Training of Trainers workshop. 45 workshop participants included: Ranges from most PAs, Police, Customs, MoJCA, Judiciary, the Trainers from Uganda (ref. list of participants).

De-briefing at MWCT HQ with MWCT Undersecretary Hon. Peter Loro, Lona Gore and Jamus Joseph to share and discuss the preliminary findings of the MTR. (Note: the meeting was cut short as news of grave security incidents just happened in the Upper Nile Region in North of the country - South Sudan: UN evacuation attempt disrupted by deadly shooting generated concern that the security situation may deteriorate across the country, so all MWCT staff should be allowed to reach home ASAP and before dark, while waiting for further news)
Saturday 8 March

10:30 Meeting with Paul Demetry and David Batali Oliver, the GEF OFP from MoEF and Jamus Joseph for a dedicated de-briefing to share and discuss the preliminary findings of the MTR.

12:15 visit to the MWCT Offices (in two containers) at the Juba Airport, accompanied by Paul Demetry (MoEF) and Jamus Joseph (GEF project coordinator). Short meeting with Mr. Yak, Mr. Rizik and Mr. Deng (being three out of the 18 MWCT staff normally stationed at the airport to inspect cargo and passenger traffic), to discuss their daily work on combating IWT and main issues encountered to fulfil their mandate. 

14:30 Travel Juba-Nairobi – end of field mission.

ANNEX V.  Project budget and expenditures

Project Funding table: see MTR Report cover page providing the project’s GEF budget and co-financing. The latest overall expenditure report (normally produced by the UNEP-GEF team in Nairobi) is pending at the time of writing.
Project Expenditure by Component: the latest expenditure reports by MWCT and MoEF for all project components and the latest inventory of non-expendable equipment, as provided by the project PMU in Juba during the MTR mission, are available and are provided as two separate PDF attachments to this report.  

Actual GEF Expenditures

	 
	 
	Expenditure by calendar year

	class code
	budget line description
	Actual Expenditure 2020
	Actual Expenditure 2021
	Actual Expenditure 2022
	Actual Expenditure 2023
	Total

	100
	personnel
	             -   
	                      -   
	                   -   
	                -   
	                          -   

	101
	project staff/
	             -   
	                      -   
	 
	 
	                          -   

	102
	consultants
	 
	 
	 
	    9,841.99 
	              9,841.99 

	1299
	Sub-Total
	             -   
	                      -   
	 
	    9,841.99 
	              9,841.99 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	                          -   

	1600
	travel 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	                          -   

	1601
	International Travels
	             -   
	                      -   
	 
	           (731)
	                     (731)

	1602
	Local travel 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	                          -   

	1699
	Sub-Total
	             -   
	                      -   
	 
	           (731)
	                     (731)

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	                          -   

	2200
	subcontracting to implementing  partners
	             -   
	                      -   
	 
	 
	                          -   

	2201
	Ministry Wildlife Conservation and Tourism (MWCT)
	             -   
	   1,307,400.00 
	 
	 
	      1,307,400.00 

	2201
	Ministry of environment and forestry (MOEF)
	             -   
	                      -   
	 
	 
	                          -   

	2203
	Ministry of environment and forestry (MOEF)
	             -   
	                      -   
	 
	 
	                          -   

	2999
	Sub-Total
	             -   
	  1,307,400.00 
	 
	 
	      1,307,400.00 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	                          -   

	3300
	workshops/meetings
	 
	 
	 
	 
	                          -   

	3301
	workshops/meetings
	             -   
	                      -   
	    15,465.02 
	        (43.87)
	            15,421.15 

	3999
	Sub-Total
	             -   
	                      -   
	    15,465.02 
	        (43.87)
	            15,421.15 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	                          -   

	4200
	UNEP ROA Staff hosting costs
	 
	 
	 
	 
	                          -   

	4201
	equipment e.g. computers
	 
	                      -   
	 
	 
	                          -   

	4202
	office space +hosting
	 
	                      -   
	 
	 
	                          -   

	2999
	Sub-Total
	             -   
	                      -   
	 
	 
	                          -   

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	                          -   

	5500
	Evaluation by UNEP
	 
	 
	 
	 
	                          -   

	5501
	Midterm evaluation
	 
	 
	 
	 
	                          -   

	5502
	Terminal evaluation
	 
	 
	 
	 
	0

	5599
	Sub-total
	 
	 
	 
	 
	                          -   

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	                          -   

	9999
	GRAND TOTAL
	             -   
	  1,307,400.00 
	    15,465.02 
	    9,067.12 
	      1,331,932.14 


Co finance workings

	 
	Cash 
	In kind
	Total

	Ministry of Wildlife and Tourism
	   265,330.00 
	   289,400.00 
	   554,730.00 


Annex VI. Financial Management

Table 11 - Financial Management
	Financial management components:
	Rating
	Evidence/ Comments

	1. Adherence to UNEP’s policies and procedures:
	MS
	

	Any evidence that indicates shortcomings in the project’s adherence
 to UNEP or donor policies, procedures or rules
	No
	A more comprehensive and periodic spot-check is recommended anyway as the MTR was not equipped to conduct a proper financial assessment 

	2. Completeness of project financial information
:
	
	

	Provision of key documents to the reviewer (based on the responses to A-H below)
	MS
	 

	 A.
	Co-financing and Project Cost’s tables at design (by budget lines)
	yes
	In project document

	B.
	Revisions to the budget 
	yes
	

	C.
	All relevant project le.g.al agreements (e.g. SSFA, PCA, ICA) 
	yes
	Yes, provided by UNEP-ROA

	D.
	Proof of fund transfers 
	yes
	Yes, provided by UNEP-ROA

	E.
	Proof of co-financing (cash and in-kind)
	yes
	

	 F.
	A summary report on the project’s expenditures during the life of the project (by budget lines, project components and/or annual level)
	yes
	Detailed reports produced by MWCT and MoEF and latest reports attached to this MTR

	 G.
	Copies of any completed audits and management responses (where applicable)
	Yes
	Yes, two audit report provided for ‘years 2022 and prior’ (project outset) and year 2023. Audit for year 2024 is pending.

	H.
	Any other financial information that was required for this project (list):


	Yes
	Latest inventory of non-expendable equipment provided by the PMU and attached to this MTR report.

	3. Communication between finance and project management staff
	MS
	All these aspects can be improved to become more regular and timelier. See Recommendation n.9 of this MTR.

	Project Manager and/or Task Manager’s level of awareness of the project’s financial status.
	MS
	

	Fund Management Officer’s knowledge of project progress/status when disbursements are done. 
	S
	

	Level of addressing and resolving financial management issues among Fund Management Officer and Project Manager/Task Manager.
	MS
	

	Contact/communication between Fund Management Officer, Project Manager/Task Manager during the preparation of financial and progress reports.
	MS
	

	Project Manager, Task Manager and Fund Management Officer responsiveness to financial requests during the review process
	S
	

	Overall rating
	MS
	 


ANNEX VII. COMMUNICATION AND OUTREACH TOOLS

The two PowerPoint presentations used to 

a) present the scope of this MTR at the stakeholders’ MTR inception workshop (Juba, 26 February, 2025). Includes: project structure overview, outline of MTR’s principles, approach and methodology, MTR progress to date and plan for the upcoming field mission, tasks for meeting participants and initial set of questions for discussion at the MTR inception workshop. 
      2023_08_17_MTR ILaM Project - Inception Workshop_final.pptx
and 
b)  present the results of the site visits and preliminary results of the MTR to the MWCT and MoEF on the last days of the mission (Juba, 7 and 8 March, 2025). Includes: mission report, summary of main initial findings and initial draft recommendations for discussion with and feedback project stakeholders 2025_02_22 MTR IWT GEF6 Project South Sudan - MTR De-briefing session Nairobi v01.pptx
Annex VIIi. Brief CV of the Reviewer
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Edoardo Zandri

Senior Advisor – Biodiversity and Protected Areas Management 

PO Box 47074, Nairobi, Kenya; Mobile: +254 (0) 716 531 781 (Kenya) and +39 333 4939192 (Italy); e-mail: edzandri@gmail.com 

(CV updated March 2025)
KEY SKILLS & EXPERIENCE
· Over 33 years of international professional experience with several UN agencies in the management, design and oversight of biodiversity conservation, protected areas management and natural resources management projects at national, regional and global level. 

· Retired early from the UN in December 2023 as Director (D1 level) at the UN Environment Programme in Nairobi. Has since been engaged in selected short term-assignments including:

· Development of Global Biodiversity Framework Fund (GBFF) PPG Request proposals for UNDP in Malaysia and Vietnam (March-April 2024)

· Conduct MTR of the UNEP-GEF IWT and PA Project in South Sudan (Sept- March 2025 – this assignment)

· Team Leader of the GBFF PPG for the UNDP Regional Biodiversity Project in Fiji-Tonga-Nauru (started Jan 2025 and ongoing)

· Chief of the UNEP Scientific Assessments Branch since 2017, overseeing several multi-disciplinary teams working on major global scientific assessments processes including e.g. the UNEP ‘flagship’ inter-governmental Global Environment Outlook (GEO) process, the production of the UNEP Emissions and Adaptation Gap Reports, the UNEP Frontiers Series on emerging environmental issues, etc.

· Held progressively responsible roles in the management, design and supervision of complex GEF (Global Environment Facility) and other projects and portfolios for the World Bank, UNDP, UNOPS, FAO and UNEP, mainly focusing on biodiversity conservation, climate change, international waters and land degradation.

· 2013-2017: heading the Terrestrial Ecosystems Unit of UNEP, entailing oversight of the global UNEP in UN-REDD+ programme, as well as of UNEP’s global initiative on “Ecosystem Management of Productive Landscapes”. 

· 2009-2013: GEF Task Manager in UNEP overseeing the design, management and evaluation of a diverse portfolio of GEF-funded Biodiversity and Multi-Focal Area projects (see a sample list in the following section).

· 1992-2013: Management of full-size GEF-funded biodiversity conservation and natural resources management projects based in developing countries, including:

o Chief Technical Advisor (CTA) of the Regional UNEP/GEF African-Eurasian Flyways Programme (funded by UNEP/GEF, covering 118 countries, based in The Netherlands ad overseeing field activities in 23 countries, 2006-2009) with UNEP/CMS/AEWA, Birdlife International, Wetlands International, the Ramsar Convention Secretariat and a wide range of local and regional partners.

o CTA of the Cape Verde Protected Areas Project (UNDP/GEF – Cape Verde – 2004-2005) supporting the set-up the national terrestrial Protected Areas System

o CTA of the GEF/UNDP funded Socotra Archipelago community-based Biodiversity conservation Programme and subsequent extensions with additional funds mobilised from NL, UNDP, Poland, Japan and Italy (UNDP/GEF – Yemen – 1997-2004) that led to the creation of the Socotra Archipelago World Heritage Site

o Scientific Coordinator of the Dana Wildlands Project (World Bank/GEF – Jordan – 1993-1997) that led to the establishment of the first Man and Biosphere Reserve in Jordan

o Conservation Advisor, design and establishment Bwindi Impenetrable Forest Trust Fund establishment (World Bank/GEF - Uganda – GEF pilot phase, 1992) 

o Scientific Coordinator – ecological surveys of Queen Elizabeth National Park (UNDP/FAO/EU – Uganda – 1991-1992)

· Other short term technical assignments on the above period included the identification, preparation, coordination, supervision, and evaluation of biodiversity conservation and natural resources management projects in the People’s Republic of China (the World Bank Pastoralism Programme in the Gansu and Xinjiang regions); The Philippines (Sorsogon Agricultural Training College); Armenia (The World Bank: National Biodiversity Action Plan); Romania (The World Bank: National PA project, Biodiversity Information System); Syria (The World Bank: PA system design); Oman (IUCN, assessment of the effectiveness of the national PA system); Botswana (EU, PA and Forestry programme external evaluation) and Ecuador (Yemen/Ecuador collaboration on Biodiversity conservation in the Socotra and Galapagos archipelagos).

· Languages: English, and fair understanding and speaking of French, Spanish and Portuguese. Basic command of spoken Arabic (10 years in the Middle East region – Jordan and Yemen). Mother tongue: Italian.

· Academic Degree in Tropical and Subtropical Agriculture, with specialization in Tropical Ecology. 

Annex IX. Review TORs (without annexes)

TERMS OF REFERENCE

Mid-Term Review of the UNEP project

““Capacity Development in Reducing Illegal Wildlife Trade and Improving Protected Area Management Effectiveness in South Sudan” and “GEF ID Number 9551””

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)

1. Project General Information

Table 1. Project Summary 

(This is a generic table to summarise a project. Integrate the information below with the standard ‘project summary’ table of the relevant donor e.g. Adaptation Fund, GCF, GEF).

	UNEP PIMS/SMA
 ID:
	PIMS ID: 01392 / 32GFL--11207-14AC0003-SB-009605 / SMA ID: 36820

	Donor ID:
	GEF ID 9551

	Implementing Partners:
	UNEP Regional Office for Africa

Project partners:

Government of South Sudan: 

Ministry of Wildlife Conservation and Tourism 

Ministry of Environment and Forestry, 

Institute for Development, Ecology, Conservation and Cooperation (IDECC)

Bureau of Statistics (BoS)

SS Wildlife Society (Wsoc)

SS Nature Conservation Organization (SSNCO)

	SDG(s) and indicator(s):
	Goal 15. Protect, restore and promote sustainable use of terrestrial ecosystems, sustainably manage forests, combat desertification, and halt and reverse land degradation and halt biodiversity loss.

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. 

15.7 Take urgent action to end poaching and trafficking of protected species of flora and fauna and address both demand and supply of illegal wildlife products.

	Sub-Programme:
	Environmental Governance
	Expected Accomplishment(s):
	2030 outcome: Recovery of nature occurs and is contributing positively to ecosystem stability and human well-being. 2C: Nature conservation and restoration are enhanced. 2.1 Collective action by United Nations system entities.  

Addresses biodiversity loss and promotes conservation and restoration. 2.11 Illegal and unsustainable use of biodiversity decreases. 2.9 Institutional capacity to adopt and act on national and international commitments is enhanced and accountability frameworks are strengthened

	UNEP approval date:
	11th December 2019
	Programme of Work Output(s):
	Output 2.5. Relevant MDAs, LGAs and communities have the knowledge and skills to co-create and implement policies, plans and programmes to ensure the sustainable management and conservation of South Sudan’s natural resources # of people directly benefitting from initiatives to protect nature and promote sustainable use of resources disaggregated by Gender IFAD.

	Expected start date:
	3 September 2020
	Actual start date:
	3 September 2020

	Planned operational completion date:
	30 June 2027
	Actual operational completion date:
	30 June 2027

	Planned total project budget at approval (show breakdown of individual sources/grants):
	US$ 17,865,452
	Actual total expenditures reported as of 31 December 2023:
	

	Expected co-financing:
	US$ 12,536,000
	Secured co-financing
:
	USD 430,000

	First disbursement:
	US$ 2,271,341 
	Planned date of financial closure:
	31 December 2027

	No. of project revisions:
	1
	Date of last approved project revision:
	19 December 2023

	No. of Steering Committee meetings:
	1
	Date of last/next Steering Committee meeting:
	Last:
	Next:

	Mid-term Review (planned date)
:
	30 June 2024
	Mid-term Review (actual date):
	

	Terminal Evaluation/Review (planned date):  
	30 June 2027
	Terminal Evaluation/Review (actual date):  
	Not applicable

	Coverage - Country(ies):
	South Sudan
	Coverage - Region(s):
	Africa

	Dates of previous project phases:
	n/a
	Status of future project phases:
	n/a


2. Project Rationale

[Describe project context and justification]

The main objective of the project is to combat illegal wildlife trade by strengthening PA legislative and management systems through institutional strengthening, improved information management and monitoring, and community empowerment through both national and site level actions.

Project Description. 

1.1. The global environmental and/or adaptation problems, root causes and barriers that need to be addressed.

Since the PIF was written, the broad lines of analysis of the global environmental problem, root causes and barriers has remained the same; however, following discussions during the PPG, further details have been provided. See Section 2 of the project document for further details on the national and site context, species of concern for the project and threats and barriers. 

Overall, threats can be summarized as (elaborated in section 2.3.1 of the project document):

•
Protracted Wars and Proliferation of Small Arms.

•
Poaching, Commercial Wildlife Trade and Trafficking.

•
Habitat Destruction and Fragmentation.

•
Haphazard Land Use and Environmental Pollution.

•
Encroachment on PAs.

•
Human-Wildlife Conflict.

•
Alienation of Local Communities from Participating in Wildlife Management.

•
Expansion of Livestock Numbers, Farmlands and Cattle Rustling.

•
Impact of Climate Change.

•
Enclaves and Human Settlements Inside PAs.

•
Degeneration of Cultural Heritage and Traditional Knowledge.

•
Impacts of the Extractive Industry on Wildlife Conservation.

•
Development and Wetland Destruction.

•
Uncontrolled Bushfire.

Barriers can be summarized under two categories (elaborated in section 3.2.2):

(i)
Incomplete policy, legal and institutional frameworks and capacities for biodiversity conservation and protected area management:

•
Weak Institutions

•
Incomplete Legal and Policy Framework Legislation Process

•
Human/Personnel Capacity Shortfalls

•
Lack of Infrastructure, Equipment and Tools

•
Insufficient Budgets for Conservation

•
Inability of PAs to Finance their own Operations

•
Absence of Assent to Regional and International Conservation Agreements and Cooperation

•
Inadequate Gender Mainstreaming in Biodiversity Conservation

(ii)
Ineffective wildlife protection and management of protected areas on the ground:

•
Impacts of Persistent Insecurity on Ecotourism

•
Inadequate Enforcement of Wildlife Conservation Laws

•
Inadequate Prosecution of Wildlife Crimes Suspects

•
Lack of Coordination Among Government Agencies

•
Ineffective and Impracticable PAs

•
Insufficient Research and Information Sharing Mechanism

•
Absence of Transboundary Wildlife Management

Opportunities include: 

•
Post Conflict Legal and Policy Frameworks Reform/Formulation

•
Responsible Corporate Practice and Good Resource Governance

•
Capitalizing on MWCT’s Large Human Resource

•
Harnessing Potential Shift in Post-conflict Donor Interest

3. Project Results Framework

[Present the project objective(s), components, outputs, outcomes and long-lasting impacts as per the Project Document (i.e. the results framework). Include the Theory of Change diagram, where available. Use tables as appropriate.]

COMPONENT 1: National frameworks and coordination mechanisms for wildlife protection
	Indicators
	Baseline
	Targets and Monitoring Milestones
	Means of Verification 
	Assumptions & Risks
	UNEP MTS reference*

	Outcome 1.1: Policies, laws and strategies for wildlife protection revised and harmonized.

	# Priority laws, regulations and policies established and under  implementation.


	Priority draft laws and policies are listed in section 2 of the prodoc.
	Mid-term: Laws, regulations and policies and protocols (listed in section 3.1) are ready for approval following consultation with stakeholders.
End: All priority laws and policies are in place and being implemented.
	Ascent in the National Legislative Parliament.

	Assumptions:

· Legislature, with push from local MPs and civil society, fast tracks the enactment of priority laws and policies.

Risks:

· Local MPs, civil society and the national le.g.islature do not recognize expediting the enactment of key laws and policies as priority.

· Local community leaders, community-based organizations and MPs are not interested and not available to participate.

· Political instability re-ignites and government priority shifts to security issues
	

	# of  transboundary wildlife management protocols issued.
	There is one MOU with Uganda
	Mid-term: Agreements paving the way for protocols are concluded, and consultations for development of the protocols completed and tested in various PAs. 

End: Protocols are in full implementation in various locations for transboundary cooperation PAs.


	Copies of endorsed protocols.
	Assumptions:

· MOUs with Ethiopia, Uganda, Kenya, DRC, CAR and Sudan will be readily reached early in the project and followed by development of the protocols.

Risks:

· Agreements with the neighbouring countries not reached and consequently no protocols are developed in timely manner.
	

	A Protected Area Network Strategy in place and being implemented.
	There is no Protected Area Network Strategy in place
	Mid-term: A Protected Area Network Strategy is developed and implementation has started 

End: Strategies are being fully implemented
	Copies of endorsed PA management strategies


	Risks:

· Strategies not developed in timely manner

· Strategy developed but implementation is impeded due to political instability.


	

	Lusaka Agreement, CITES, the CMS, and the Horn of Africa Wildlife Enforcement Networks (HAWEN) acceded to and SS is meeting its obligations.
	South Sudan has not acceded to any of the conventions
	Mid-term: The responsible authorities are enlightened on the importance of acceding to the conventions, they have legally acceded to at least 2 of the target conventions.

End: South Sudan has acceded to all 4 target conventions, is fully participating in and adherent to the conventions.
	Copies of documents of accent to the conventions.
	Assumption:

· There will be strong political will for South Sudan to accede to the conventions.

Risks:

· Possibility of armed conflict and/or weak rule of law.
	

	Outcome 1.2: Capacity development, coordination and awareness on wildlife protection enhanced.- 

	Capacity of staff has improved, enabling effective efforts to combat IWT and PA management. 

Measured through training programmes delivered:
· Number of training programmes delivered.
· Number of staff and others trained in target Ministries and communities.

	# Training programmes delivered in the last two years: 0
# Staff trained in target ministries over the last two years: 0
	Mid-term: 10 training programmes per year.

End: 15 training programmes delivered.

Mid-term: 200/year

End: 500/year


	Records kept.
	Assumptions:
· Target institutions and beneficiaries will have the interest and capacity to participate.

Risks:

· Possibility of armed conflict and/or weak rule of law.
· Weak management capacity and weak accountability mechanisms.
· Inability to effectively absorb new staff who have been redeployed from the military.
	

	Training programs delivered:

Skills of the information management unit
	Information management unit does not have the equipment nor skills


	Mid-term: Equipment is in place and at least 4 training sessions delivered providing some basic knowledge and skills. 

End: At least 8 training sessions are delivered and the unit has necessary knowledge and skills to effectively manage information.
	Copies of training programs, and records of attendees.

Assessment of beneficiaries’ knowledge and skills.
	Assumption: 

· Training programs and sessions are delivered in a timely manner.

Risks:

· Possibility of armed conflict and/or weak rule of law.
· Inability to effectively absorb new staff who have been redeployed from the military.
	

	Level of coordination between PA management, local government authorities and Central Government.
	No monitoring or measures in place to assess coordination or communications.
	Mid-term: Frequency of communication and coordination activities including meetings increased by 50%

End: Frequency of communication and coordination activities including meetings increased by at least 100%
	Records of communication and coordination activities including minutes of meeting, mails etc.
	Assumptions:

· Parties are interested and willing to share information and coordinate efforts.

Risk:

· Confusion over jurisdiction / governance between the national and state governments.
	

	Level of community knowledge and attitude towards wildlife.

	No monitoring or measures in place to assess the level of local PA site community knowledge and attitude toward wildlife.
	Mid-term: Communication, Education, Public Awareness Programs prepared and being implemented.

Regular scheduled events delivered and contacts made.

End: 100 % increase in community members with knowledge


	Reports. 
Assessment by the Local PA Site Committees.

	Assumptions:
· Improved awareness will lead to improved appreciation and support.
Risks:
· Potential problems of community access and displacement and land tenure conflicts related to strengthening protected area management and wildlife protection.
	


COMPONENT 2: Improved wildlife conservation demonstrated through strengthened management of Nimule National Park
	Indicators
	Baseline
	Targets and Monitoring Milestones
	Means of Verification
	Assumptions & Risks
	UNEP MTS reference*

	Outcome 2.1: Park management and wildlife protection in Nimule NP improved.

	Increase score in METT scorecard.

	METT scores at PPG stage: 27
	Mid-term:
METT scores increased to 51.
End: 
METT scores increased to 78.

	At project inception, the NRMC will be asked to assess the baseline scores, based on field visits as well as their knowledge and experience.
METT Scorecard will be re-assessed at mid-term and end of project by the Local PA Site Committee.
	Assumptions:
· Socio-political-economic context is stabilized and remains stable.
Risks:
· Climate change may increase the speed and intensity of ecosystem degradation and associated human response impacts.
· Possibility of armed conflict and/or weak rule of law.
	

	Number of km patrolled by wildlife forces (foot +/or vehicle) and hours coverage by aerial patrols. 
	Between 2015-18, on average there have been:

· Km patrolled on foot: 7,488

· Km patrolled in vehicle: 0

· Hours aerial surveys: 0
	Mid-term: 8,985

20% increased effort.

End: 11,232

50% increased effort.
	Patrol reports, airplane records, GPS data, pictures.
	Assumptions:
· Increased patrolling effort is expected to yield more enforcement results, fewer poached animals and higher wildlife populations. However, other factors can affect this causal chain, such as awareness raising and enforcement may reduce the number of poachers; or climate may affect habitat suitability of wildlife. Therefore, these indicators should be considered alongside others.
Risks:
· Frontline patrol staff encounter armed poachers.
	

	Number of law enforcement results – arrests, confiscations and convictions.
	Between 2015-18, on average there have been:

· Arrests: 1/year. 

· Confiscations of animal parts (elephant tusks): 115 kg/yr. - (at an average of kg/adult elephant tusk)

· Number of animal parts confiscated (tusks): 5/yr.

· Convictions: 0.5/yr.
	Mid-term:
1st and 2nd year, anticipate improved law enforcement and an increase (to be determined) in arrests, confiscations and convictions.

End: 
3rd and 4th years of law enforcement and conservation education campaigns, a decline is expected (to be determined) in arrests, confiscations and convictions.
	Patrol reports, airplane records, GPS data, pictures.
	Assumptions:
· Increased patrolling effort is expected to yield more enforcement results, fewer poached animals and higher wildlife populations—see above.
Risks:
· Frontline patrol staff encounter armed poachers.

· Increased patrolling efforts do not yield law enforcement results like fewer poached animals, and increased wildlife population due to other causative factors.
	

	Number of law enforcement results–livestock involved in illegal grazing in NNP and the Buffer Zone.
	Between 2018-19, on average there have been:
●     Number of livestock (cattle and small ruminants) grazing in NNP and Buffer Zone: 350/yr. (about 100 cattle and 250 small ruminants).
	Mid-term:
40% decrease.
End:
80% decrease over midterm results or stabilized at low levels


	Patrol reports, airplane records, GPS data, and pictures.
	Assumptions:
· Increased patrolling effort is expected to yield more enforcement results, fewer livestock (competing for or degrading habitat) and higher wildlife populations—see above.
Risks:
· Increased patrolling efforts do not yield law enforcement results like fewer livestock, and increased wildlife population due to other causative factors.
	

	Estimated population of elephant, hippo, Uganda kob, goliath heron, Africa clawless otter  stabilized or increased.
	· Elephant: 125
· Hippo: 130
· Uganda kob: 516
· Africa clawless otter: 20

(population estimates are more than a decade old and initial estimate are required as baseline)
	Mid-term: Stable or increasing population trend.
End: Increased population trend.


	Reports of aerial and/or ground surveys.
	Assumptions:
· A variety of factors can affect this increase (ecological carrying capacity) or decrease of populations. Therefore, these indicators should be considered alongside others.
Risks:
· Climate change may increase the speed and intensity of ecosystem degradation and associated human response impacts.
	

	 Amount of tourism revenues.
	Between 2011-13, on average revenues have been USD 8,820/year.
Highest revenues were attained in 2011-2013, when USD 8,820 was taken in per year.

	Mid-term:
Increase (to be determined) depending on stability of enabling factors.

End: 
Increase on midterm results (to be determined)
	Park financial and gate records.
	Assumptions:
· Socio-political-economic context is stabilized and remains stable.
Risks:
· Instability erupts and tourist industry is negatively impacted.
	

	Number of visitors by origin and length of stay.


	Between 2011-13, on average there were 70 SS resident visitors (South Sudanese)/yr. staying 2 days and 2 nights each visit; and 308 foreign visitors (both resident and non resident/yr. staying 2 days and 2 nights each visit.


	Mid-term:
Increase (to be determined) depending on stability of enabling factors.

End: 
Increase on midterm results (to be determined)
	Park gate records.
	Assumptions:
· Socio-political-economic context is stabilized and remains stable.
Risks:
· A higher number of visitors is not necessarily better, depending upon ecological, social and management carrying capacities.
	

	Outcome 2.2: Strengthened capacities and information for wildlife protection in and around Nimule National Park.

	Number of MOUs and protocols developed, approved and being implemented.
	For NNP, an MOU was initially drafted in 20xx.
So far, xx meetings have been held (on average xx/year).
	Mid-term: Operational protocol is established; regular meetings; and joint patrols occurring.
End: MOU and protocol are functioning with regular joint activities.

	Signed protocol; minutes of transboundary meetings.
	Assumptions:
· Neighbouring countries will cooperate effectively.
Risks:
· 
	

	Number of km patrolled by RRU (foot +/or vehicle) and by aerial patrols for each PA and other key areas. (associated with rapid response capabilities)
	The RRU does not exist.
	Mid-term: 

4 responses/year

End: 

12 responses/year
	Patrol reports, airplane records, GPS data, pictures.
	Assumptions:
· Increased patrolling effort is expected to yield more enforcement results, fewer poached animals and higher wildlife populations. However, other factors can affect this causal chain, (see above).

Risks:
· Possibility of armed conflict and/or weak rule of law.
	

	Number of law enforcement results– arrests, confiscations and convictions. (associated with rapid response capabilities)
	The RRU does not exist.
	Mid-term:
· Arrests: xx/year. 
· Confiscations of animal parts: xx kg/yr.
· Number of animal parts confiscated (tusks, horn, meet, etc.): xx/yr.
· Convictions: xx/yr.
End: 
50% increase over mid-term results.
	Patrol reports, airplane records, GPS data, pictures.
	Assumptions:
· Increased patrolling effort is expected to yield more enforcement results, fewer poached animals and higher wildlife populations—see above.
Risks:
· Possibility of armed conflict and/or weak rule of law.
	

	Community Conservation-Security Partnerships established in key communities, and or other incentives are in place.
	Intelligence is currently gathered through personal contacts. A formalized reporting with incentives does not currently exist.
	Mid-term:
System is designed and being implemented. A means of evaluating costs and benefits of the system has been developed.
End:  The system is evaluated to determine its success.
	Evaluation of costs vs benefits.
	Assumptions:

· Conservation compatible, sustainable livelihood activities will yield sufficient sustainable benefits, and lead to decreased pressures on wildlife and protected areas. It is assumed that local people will want to engage in such activities to improve their livelihoods.
Risks:

· Poverty and food security challenges will undermine project aims.
· Inability to find supplementary co-financing to meet beneficiary expectations.
	

	Outcome 2.3: Community-based conservation and sustainable livelihoods developed.

	Local PA Site Committee is in place and operating, including the Buffer Zone (Natural Resources Management Committee) 
	Current: effective coordination is not in practice. The NRMC is not yet established.


	Mid-term:
Improved coordination through regular meetings of the LAC and communications actions. One-third of members are women.
End: 
A high degree of coordination is expected by the parties and is the standard practice. One-half of members are women.
	Committee terms of reference
Meeting minutes
Committee self-evaluation of progress and improvements needed.
	Assumptions:
· Local community will have the interest and capacity to participate.
Risks:
· Potential problems of community access and displacement and land tenure conflicts related to strengthening protected area management and wildlife protection.
	

	Community livelihoods improved through economic benefits derived from sustainable uses of natural resources.
Includes:
· Direct and indirect employment with PAs as a result of the project (age and sex disaggregated).
· Number of activities supported.
· Number of direct and indirect beneficiaries. 
· Quantification of socio-economic benefits derived from the activities e.g. amount of money generated through the supported livelihood activities.
	Current: 0 activities in microfinance supporting sustainable uses of natural resources.
	Mid-term: 25

End: 50


	Survey of communities affected
	Assumptions:

· Conservation compatible, sustainable livelihood activities will yield sufficient sustainable benefits, and lead to decreased pressures on wildlife and protected areas. It is assumed that local people will want to engage in such activities to improve their livelihoods.
Risks:

· Inability to find supplementary co-financing to meet beneficiary expectations.

· Possibility of armed conflict and/or weak rule of law.


	

	Community awareness improved:
· Communication, Education, Public Awareness Plan prepared and implemented.
· Number of events delivered and contacts made.
	Current level of activity: Unscheduled Local FM Radio programs presented about 3 times a week
	Mid-term: Awareness programs are scheduled and delivered regularly, at least 25% increase, Other platforms of awareness raising investigated, developed and ready to use.

End: In addition to FM radio programming, other platforms are used, number of presentation / programming increased by 50%


	Samples of presentations, public awareness materials.
	Assumptions:

·  Current FM radio owners continue to accept hosting community awareness programs.

· Local community interested and willing to participate in awareness programs.

Risks:

·  The FM radio currently hosting the awareness program stops to cooperate or closes.

· Local community become disinterested and unwilling to participate.
	


COMPONENT 3: Wildlife protection initiative in the Sudd Ecosystem.
	Indicators
	Baseline
	Targets and Monitoring Milestones
	Means of Verification
	Assumptions & Risks
	UNEP MTS reference*

	Outcome 3.1 Protection of Sudd ecosystem and associated PAs (Shambe, Meshra, Zeraf).

	Increase score in METT scorecard.

	METT scores at PPG stage:
Shambe: 12
Meshra: 12
Zeraf: 12
	Mid-term:
METT scores increased to:

Shambe: 57
Meshra: 56
Zeraf: 56
End: 
METT scores increased to:

Shambe: 73

Meshra: 72 

Zeraf: 71


	METT Scorecard will be re-assessed at mid-term and end of project by relevant stakeholders.
	Assumptions:

· Socio-political-economic context is stabilized and remains stable.
Risks:

· Climate change may increase the speed and intensity of ecosystem degradation and associated human response impacts.

· Possibility of armed conflict and/or weak rule of law.
	

	Estimated population of key wildlife species, e.g. elephant, hippo, Nile lechwe, tiang, buffalo, giraffe, shoebill  increased or stabilized.
	· Elephant:
· Hippo: 
· Nile lechwe:
· Tiang:
· Buffalo:
· Giraffe:
· Shoebill:
· Sitatunga:
· Ostrich:
· Reedbuck:
· All to be assessed (see METT)
	Mid-term: populations assessed.

End: populations stable or slight increase.
	Reports of aerial and/or ground surveys.
	Assumptions:

· A variety of factors can affect this increase (ecological carrying capacity) or decrease of populations. Therefore, these indicators should be considered alongside others.
Risks:

· There may be a lag time in seeing results; may not be discernible during the life of the project.
· Climate change may increase the speed and intensity of ecosystem degradation and associated human response impacts.
	

	Increase in number of km patrolled by wildlife forces (foot +/or vehicle) and by aerial patrols for each PA and other key areas.
	Between 2015-18, on average there have been:

Shambe N P:

· Km patrolled on foot: 0
· Km patrolled in vehicle: 0
· Hours aerial surveys: 0
Meshra G R:
· Km patrolled on foot: 0 km
· Km patrolled in vehicle: 0
· Hours aerial surveys: 0
Zeraf G R

· Km patrolled on foot: 0km
· Km patrolled in vehicle: 0
· Hours aerial surveys: 0
· 
	Mid-term:
Shambe N P:

· Km patrolled on foot: 500 km.
· Km patrolled in vehicle: 1,250 km.
· Hours aerial surveys: 50 hours.
Meshra G R:
· Km patrolled on foot: 500 km.
· Km patrolled in vehicle: 1,250 km.
· Hours aerial surveys: 50 hours.
Zeraf G R

· Km patrolled on foot: 500 km.
· Km patrolled in vehicle: 1,250 km.
· Hours aerial surveys: 50 hours.
End: 
Shambe N P:

· Km patrolled on foot: 1,000 km.
· Km patrolled in vehicle: 2,500 km.
· Hours aerial surveys: 100 hours.
Meshra G R:
· Km patrolled on foot: 1,000 km.
· Km patrolled in vehicle: 2,500 km.
· Hours aerial surveys: 100 hours.
Zeraf G R

· Km patrolled on foot: 1,000 km.
· Km patrolled in vehicle: 2,500 km.
· Hours aerial surveys: 100 hours.

	Patrol reports, airplane records, GPS data, pictures.
	Assumptions:

· Increased patrolling effort is expected to yield more enforcement results, fewer poached animals and higher wildlife populations. However, other factors can affect this causal chain, such as awareness raising and enforcement may reduce the number of poachers; or climate may affect habitat suitability of wildlife. Therefore, these indicators should be considered alongside others.
· Government will deploy sufficient and qualified park staff to the PAs, provide minimum required equipment (uniforms, arms and ammunition) and pay salaries.
· Political situation remains stable and conducive

Risks:

· Frontline patrol staff encounter armed poachers.
	

	Number of law enforcement results – arrests, confiscations and convictions for each PA and other areas.
	Between 2015-18, on average there have been:

· Arrests: x/year. 

· Confiscations of illegal wildlife parts: x kg/yr.

· Convictions: x yr.

· X = unknown: baseline to be assessed.
	Mid-term:

20% increase of the baseline.

End: 

50% increase of baseline.
	Patrol reports, airplane records, GPS data, pictures.
	Assumptions:

· Increased patrolling effort is expected to yield more enforcement results, fewer poached animals and higher wildlife populations—see above.
· Wildlife Conservation and Protected Areas Bill will be enacted within the first year of the project.
· Strengthened wildlife forces in South Sudan will keep pace with the evolving external drivers and pressures happening beyond the country, and will be effective at reducing poaching and illegal wildlife trade.

Risks:

· Due to other causative factors, increased patrolling efforts do not yield more enforcement results.
	

	Increase in the number and area of PAs in the Sudd.
	Three PAs exist:
Mershra (part within Sudd): 6,135 km2
Shambe: 1,750 km2
Zeraf: 10,961 km2
	Mid-term:
PA Network Strategy drafted and consultation completed.
End: 
Meshra/Bentiu (revised): 68,666 km2
Shambe (enlarged): 44,728 km2
Zeraf: 10,961 km2
	PA Network Strategy
Amended law.

	Assumptions:

· Government is willing to proceed with changes.

Risks:

· Extractive companies (oil, mines) obtain resource access rights without sufficient consideration of wildlife and PA values.

· National reconstruction policies and programs do not inte.g.rate biodiversity conservation.
	

	Outcome 3.2: Strengthened capacities and information for wildlife protection in and around three protected areas in the Sudd Ecosystem.

	Number of protocols implemented.
	
	Mid-term: Regular meetings; operational procedures in place; and joint patrols initiated.
End: Protocol is functioning with regular joint activities.

	Signed protocol; minutes of transboundary meetings.
	Assumptions:
· Neighbouring countries will cooperate effectively.
Risks:
· Neighbouring countries do not cooperate effectively.
	

	Number of km patrolled (foot +/or vehicle) and by aerial patrols for each PA and other key areas. (associated with rapid response capabilities)
	The RRU does not exist.
	Mid-term:
4 responses/year
End: 
8 responses/year
	Patrol reports, GPS data, pictures.
	Assumptions:
· Increased patrolling effort is expected to yield more enforcement results, fewer poached animals and higher wildlife populations. However, other factors can affect this causal chain, (see above).
Risks:
· Possibility of armed conflict and/or weak rule of law.

· Due to other causative factors, increased patrolling efforts do not yield more enforcement results.
	

	Number of law enforcement results – arrests, confiscations and convictions. (associated with rapid response capabilities)
	The RRU does not exist.
	Mid-term and end-term targets will be set once the RRU has been established.

	Patrol reports, airplane records, GPS data, pictures.
	Assumptions:
· Increased patrolling effort is expected to yield more enforcement results, fewer poached animals and higher wildlife populations—see above.
Risks:
· Possibility of armed conflict and/or weak rule of law.

· Due to other causative factors, increased patrolling efforts do not yield more enforcement results.
	

	Community Conservation-Security Partnerships established in key communities in the 3 PAs.
	No information collection system in place. 
	Mid-term:
Conservancies Action Plan developed and implementation initiated at least one site.
End: Implementation is ongoing at least one site.
	Evaluation of costs vs benefits.

Meeting reports; training reports; actors involved; conservation-security incident reports; reports on issues addressed as a direct result of the partnerships.
	Assumptions:

· Local community will be interested and have capacity to participate

Risk:

· Poverty and food security challenges will undermine project aims.
· Inability to find supplementary co-financing to meet beneficiary expectations.
	

	Outcome 3.3 Community-based conservation and sustainable livelihoods developed in the Sudd ecosystem.

	Local PA Site Committee or other partnership is in place and operating for each PA.
	Current: effective coordination not in practice
	Mid-term:
Improved coordination through regular meetings of the committee, or through other mechanisms.
End: 
A high degree of coordination is expected by the parties and is the standard practice.
	Meeting minutes.
	Assumptions:
· Local community will have the interest and capacity to participate.
Risk:
· Potential problems of community access and displacement and land tenure conflicts related to strengthening protected area management and wildlife protection.
	

	Conservation is improved with associated increased social and economic benefits in local communities. 

	Current social and economic benefits: Non-existent
	Mid-term:
# sustainable resource projects in buffer zones
Economic benefits calculated 
End: Conservation is supported fully by community members benefitting from sustainable livelihood activities


	Reports on results.
	Assumption:

· Those economic benefits for the local communities can be realized.

· That increased benefits will translate into increased support for conservation

Risks:

· Poverty and food security challenges will undermine project aims.
· Inability to find supplementary co-financing to meet beneficiary expectations.

· National reconstruction policies and programs do not inte.g.rate biodiversity conservation.
	

	Community livelihoods improved through economic benefits derived from sustainable uses of natural resources.
Includes:
· Direct and indirect employment with PAs as a result of the project (age and sex disaggre.g.ated).
· Number of activities supported.
· Number of direct and indirect beneficiaries. 
· Quantification of socio-economic benefits derived from the activities e.g. amount of money generated through the supported livelihood activities.
	Current: 0 participants in sustainable uses of natural resources and livelihood activities.
	Mid-term: 150

End: 300


	Survey of communities affected
	Assumptions:

· Local community continue to have interest in sustainable livelihood activities.

Risks:

· Poverty and food security challenges will undermine project aims.
· Inability to find supplementary co-financing to meet beneficiary expectations.


	

	Community awareness improved:
· Communication, Education, Public Awareness Plan prepared and implemented.
· Number of events delivered and contacts made.
	Current level of activity: 0 FM radio programmes/week.
	Mid-term: Awareness programs are scheduled and delivered regularly, at least 25% increase, Other platforms of awareness raising investigated, developed and ready to use.

End: In addition to FM radio programming, other platforms are used, number of presentation / programming increased by 50%


	Samples of presentations, public awareness materials.
	Assumptions:

·  Current FM radio owners continue to accept hosting community awareness programs

· Local community interested and willing to participate in awareness programs

Risks:

· Possibility of armed conflict and/or weak rule of law.
	


4. Executing Arrangements

[Specify UNEP Branch and Unit responsible for project implementation and project execution partners.  Briefly describe role and composition of management and supervision structures of the project, including formal revisions since approval. Use table or diagram as appropriate. NOTE: For GEF-funded projects highlight internally executed projects, providing details on reporting lines for implementation and execution] 

[image: image9.emf]                                                                 
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5. Project Cost and Financing

[Present total project budget at design, broken down per component and per funding source. Use tables as appropriate. Present most recent figures on disbursement.]

	Cost of project
	 US$ 
	% of total

	
	
	
	

	(a)   Cost to the GEF Trust Fund
	                                             5,329,452 
	29.8
	

	(b)   Cash Co-financing
	                                                             -   
	 
	

	Ministry of Environment and Forestry (MOEF)
	                                             3,500,000 
	19.6
	

	Sub-total (cash co-financing)
	                                                             3,500,000    
	19.6
	

	(c)    In-kind Co-financing
	                                                             -   
	 
	

	UNEP
	                                                 384,000 
	2.1
	

	Ministry Wildlife Conservation and Tourism (MWCT)
	                                             3,000,000 
	16.8
	

	Ministry of Environment and Forestry 
	                                             3,000,000 
	16.8
	

	Institute for Development, Ecology, Conservation and Cooperation (IDECC)
	                                                   26,000 
	0.1
	

	Ministry of Environment and Forestry (MOEF)
	                                             2,000,000 
	11.2
	

	Bureau of Statistics (BoS)
	                                                 176,000 
	1
	

	SS Wildlife Society (Wsoc)
	                                                 250,000 
	1.4
	

	SS Nature Conservation Organization (SSNCO)
	                                                 200,000 
	1.6
	

	Sub-total (in-kind co-financing)
	                                             9,036,000 
	51.1
	

	Total (cash and in-kind co-financing)
	                                           12,536,000 
	70.2
	

	Grand total (GEF and co-financing)
	                                           17,865,452 
	100
	


6. Implementation Issues

[Record any issues that have arisen in the initial implementation period including: significant delays, changes in partners, implementing countries and/or results statements. Note the dates when such changes have been approved.]

The project was originally designed to be executed by three partners, namely, South Sudan Ministry of Wildlife Conservation and Tourism (MWCT) to be responsible for component 1, IUCN for component 2 and Wildlife Conservation Society (WCS) for component 3. 

The project was also designed expecting it to be coordinated by the UNEP South Sudan office which also was closed soon after the project had been approved by GEF. 

As a result, the role of the coordination was given to the UNEP Regional Office for Africa (ROA) through an ICA. Later IUCN and WCS also left the country. Consequently, the ICA with ROA was amended to reflect these changes and incorporate the ministry of environment and forestry taking up the roles to be performed by IUCN and WCS. 

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

(This section is standard and does not need to be revised for each TOR)

7. Objective of the Review

In line with the UNEP Evaluation Policy
 and the UNEP Programme Manual
, the Mid-Term Review (MTR) 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. 

8. 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. 

Possible questions to be considered include, (MTR Review Framework Questions available from UNEP Project Manager):

· 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 UNEP 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)?

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

· Have plans for inclusivity, equality and/or equity been implemented as planned, or does more need to be done?

· Are safeguard identification and mitigation plans being monitored and steps taken to minimize ne.g.ative 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?

· (Where relevant) Have recommendations from previous learning exercises/performance assessments 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 consultant(s) 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. 

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 reviews. 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.

Partners and Key Project Stakeholders.  A key aim of the Mid-Term Review is to encourage reflection and learning by UNEP staff, the implementing partners 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. 

9. Review Criteria
All review criteria will be rated on a six-point scale as follows: Highly Satisfactory
 (HS = 6); Satisfactory (S = 5); Moderately Satisfactory (MS = 4); Moderately Unsatisfactory (MU =3); Unsatisfactory (U = 2); Highly Unsatisfactory (HU =1). A Criteria Ratings Matrix is available, within the suite of tools, to support a common interpretation of points on the scale for each review criterion. The Overall Performance Rating is calculated as a simple average of the ratings for each criterion (A-H). Any criterion assessed as being in the ‘Unsatisfactory’ range should trigger corrective action in the Management Response.
Where UNEP funding partners have areas of specific interest, these are noted, below.

A. Strategic Relevance

The Mid Term Review (MTR) will assess the extent to which the activity is suited to the priorities and policies of UNEP, the donors, implementing regions/countries and target beneficiaries and is operating in a way that is complementary to other ongoing interventions. 

The MTR will assess whether there have been any changes in priorities since the project was designed and whether the project has/should adapt to address the changing policy/strategy context.

This criterion comprises two elements:

Alignment to UNEP’s, Donors and Country (global, regional, sub-regional and national) strategic priorities

The Review should assess the project’s alignment with the UNEP Medium Term Strategy (MTS) and Programme Of Work (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 MTR will assess the extent to which the project is suited to, or responding to, donor priorities as well as alignment of the project with global priorities such as the SDGs and Agenda 2030. The extent to which the project is suited, or responding to, the stated environmental concerns and needs of the countries, sub-regions or regions where it is being implemented will also be considered. Examples may include: UN Sustainable Development Cooperation Framework (Cooperation Framework) 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.

Complementarity/Coherence
 with Relevant Existing Interventions

An assessment will be made of how well the project is taking account of ongoing and planned initiatives (under the same sub-programme, other UNEP sub-programmes, or being implemented by other agencies within the same country, sector or institution) that address similar needs of the same target groups. 

The MTR will consider if the project team, in collaboration with all partners, is fulfilling any commitments to collaborate made at project design and is working to ensure their own intervention is complementary to other interventions. Examples may include work within Cooperation Frameworks 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.

	Adaptation Fund
	To encourage utilization, each evaluation should optimize relevance by ensuring (i) that the primary intended users of the evaluation and their intended uses are clearly

identified and engaged at the beginning of the evaluation process; (ii) that “intended users” include funding, implementing, and beneficiary stakeholders; and (iii) that evaluators ensure these intended users contribute to decisions about the evaluation process.

	Green Climate Fund
	Coherence in climate finance delivery with other multilateral entities.


B. Quality & Revision of Project Design

The MTR should provide a brief overview of the strengths and weaknesses of the project design and assess whether all elements of the project design have been initiated and/or are still planned for. Based on a review of the project design document, regular reports and meeting minutes, the Review Consultant will confirm whether any amendments
 have been made to the activities and/or results of the project. This includes changes to the formulation of results statements as well as changes in results indicators and/or project targets and the associated budget. Where revisions have been made the Consultant should confirm that formal documentation for these amendments is available and that UNEP/donor policies for revisions have been followed. In the absence of such formalisation the Review Consultant will make appropriate recommendations.

C. Effectiveness

The Review will assess effectiveness across three dimensions: availability of outputs, progress towards project outcomes and adaptive management. The Review Consultant will confirm that all results statements conform to UNEP’s definitions
 and make recommendations for adjustments where necessary. At the project’s mid-point emphasis is placed on the timeliness, quality and ownership of outputs and whether the project is adopting approaches or delivering activities to support the uptake of outputs (i.e. outcome level results).

i. Theory of Change

The Review will assess whether the Theory of Change/Results Framework represents a coherent and realistic change process from a cause and effect perspective. Considerations will be given to whether the causal pathways are effectively shown/articulated and supported by a full set of contributing conditions ((‘drivers’ are external factors largely under the influence of the project; ‘assumptions’ are external factors largely outside the influence of the project). The TOC should also reflect
 UNEP’s commitment to increasing equality in line with the UN’s commitment to human rights. If adjustments are needed they should be clearly presented and justified during the MTR process and a recommendation made on how any revisions could be formally approved.

Availability of Outputs
 

The Review will assess the project’s success in producing the planned outputs and making them available to the intended beneficiaries as well as its success in achieving milestones as per the project design document or any formal revisions. The availability of outputs will be assessed in terms of both quantity and quality, and the assessment will consider their ownership by, and usefulness to, intended beneficiaries 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 planned outputs and recommend corrective action as appropriate.

Progress towards Project Outcomes

At the project mid-point the Review Consultant will focus on the links between the provision of outputs and their adoption at the outcome level. The MTR will explore whether the assumptions and drivers that need to be in place to support the uptake of outputs are evident/emerging and consider whether sufficient effort and attention is being directed towards reaching outcome levels. 

The Review Consultant will review the project Theory of Change (TOC) and confirm that is properly reflects all levels (outputs, outcomes, intermediate states and long-lasting impact) of results included in the project design. Where necessary, the TOC should be reconstructed, in discussion with the project team, to better guide and strengthen project implementation. 

Likelihood of Impact

Based on the articulation of long-lasting effects in the reconstructed TOC (i.e. from project outcomes, via intermediate states, to impact), the Review will assess the likelihood of the intended, positive impacts becoming a reality.

The Review will consider the extent to which the project has played a catalytic role
  or has promoted scaling up and/or replication as part of its Theory of Change (either explicitly as in a project with a demonstration component or implicitly as expressed in the drivers required to move to outcome levels) and as factors that are likely to contribute to greater or long-lasting impact.

Adaptive Management

The Review will assess whether any adaptive management
 is evident, possibly reflected in annual reports or reports from field missions etc. The Review Consultant will consider the project’s performance to-date from a risk perspective considering: a) the likelihood of any non/late delivery of the project’s workplan; b) likelihood of any negative effects, including reputational risks and safeguard issues and c) factors undermining the endurance of project achievements. 

During the MTR, forward plans should be reviewed and adaptive management strategies discussed such that the project’s effectiveness and efficiency are maximized. Actions for adaptive management should be reflected in the MTR recommendations, which may include recommendations on governance structures, implementation arrangements, project design elements, monitoring and/or exit strategies etc. 

	Adaptation Fund
	The Review should consider, under Effectiveness, the extent to which the evaluand is reaching Strategic Results Framework indicator targets.

	Adaptation Fund
	The Review should consider, under Effectiveness, the extent to which the intervention demonstrates that Climate Change Adaptation can be increased or replicated at a broader scale, as well as in other contexts.

	Green Climate Fund
	The Review should consider, under Effectiveness, the project’s Innovativeness in result areas – the extent to which interventions may lead to paradigm shift towards low-emission and climate-resilient development pathways.

	Global Environment Facility
	The Review should consider, under Effectiveness, the extent to which the evaluand is reaching Core Indicator targets (from GEF-6 onwards).

	Global Environment Facility
	The Review will determine, under Effectiveness, the project’s additionality by comparing the benefits of GEF support to a scenario without GEF support. It will identify specific areas where GEF support has contributed additional results and what these additional results were. It will provide quantitative and qualitative evidence to support the findings.


D. 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. Any financial management issues that are affecting the timely delivery of the project or the quality of its performance will be highlighted. Expenditure should be reported, where possible, at output/component level and will be compared with the approved budget.

Ratings should be provided for two sub-categories (adherence to policies and completeness of financial information), as assessed at the mid-point: i) the Review will verify the application of proper financial management standards and adherence to UNEP’s financial management policies; ii) the Review will record where standard financial documentation is missing, inaccurate, incomplete or unavailable in a timely manner. The Review may comment on the level of communication between the UNEP Project Manager
 and the Fund Management Officer as it relates to the effective delivery of the planned project and the needs of a responsive, adaptive management approach. 

	Global Environment Facility
	The Review will determine, under Financial Management, i) time from CEO endorsement (FSP) / CEO approval (MSP) to first disbursement; ii) disbursement balance; iii) whether the project has secured co-financing higher than 35% and iv) time between CEO Endorsement and (likely) end of MTR.


E. Efficiency

Under the efficiency criterion, the Review will assess the extent to which the project delivered maximum results from the given resources. 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 have been/are being delivered according to expected timeframes as well as whether events are being sequenced efficiently. The Review will give special attention to efforts being made by the project teams during project implementation to make use of/build upon pre-existing institutions, agreements and partnerships, data sources, synergies and complementarities
  with other initiatives, programmes and projects etc. to increase project efficiency.

The Review will also assess ways in which potential project extensions can be avoided through stronger project management.

F. Monitoring and Reporting

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

ii. 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. In particular, the Review 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.

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. This assessment will include consideration of whether the project gathered relevant and good quality baseline data that is accurately and appropriately documented. This should include monitoring the representation and participation of disaggregated groups, including gendered, marginalised or vulnerable groups, such as those living with disabilities, in project activities. It will also consider how quality monitoring data are being 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.
Project Reporting

UNEP has a centralised information management system
 in which project managers upload six-monthly progress reports against agreed project milestones. This information will be provided to the Review Consultant by the UNEP Project Manager. Donors may have specific reporting requirements and copies of reports will be made available by the UNEP Project Manager. The Review will assess the extent to which both UNEP and Donor reporting commitments have been fulfilled. This should include confirmation that meeting and field mission reports are being written and centrally stored.

Where the need for any corrective action has been indicated in any project reports (e.g. as an identified risk), the Review Consultant will record whether this action has been taken. This may include responses made during the COVID-19 pandemic or other unpredictable external events of a disruptive or crisis nature. The Review Consultant will also confirm whether formal reports have been appropriately authorised by both the author and the relevant supervisor.

	Global Environment Facility
	For internally executed projects the Review Consultant should review the quality of regular reports and confirm they have been submitted on a timely basis.


G. Exit Strategy & Sustainability (for Adaptation Fund, read Human and Ecological Sustainability and Security)

Sustainability
 is understood as the probability of the benefits derived from the achievement of the project outcomes being maintained and developed after the close of the intervention. It may be considered from the perspectives of socio-political, institutional and/or financial sustainability. The Review will identify and assess the key conditions or factors that are likely to undermine or contribute to the endurance 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. It is assumed that environmental sustainability is central to any UNEP project design but 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 the sustainability of project outcomes is dependent on issues relating to institutional frameworks and governance and c) the extent to which project outcomes are dependent on future funding for the benefits they bring to be sustained. 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.

	Adaptation Fund
	The Review should consider, under Human and ecological sustainability and security – the extent to which the intervention is likely to generate continued positive or negative, intended and unintended impacts beyond its lifetime, taking into consideration, social, institutional, economic, and environmental systems. Is the intervention sensitive to conflict and fragility, i.e., to what extent does it consider the political context and the sharing of natural resources? Is it contributing towards targeted communities’ livelihoods and to the health or well-being of the ecosystems on which they depend?


H. Factors and Processes Affecting Project Performance and Cross-Cutting Issues 

iii. Project Inception

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, fill information gaps 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. The Review Consultant will confirm whether appropriate inception meetings were held and whether an inception report is available on file.

Quality of Project Management and Supervision 

During the MTR the consultant will review the planned implementation structure and the roles and responsibilities assigned to each partner or party. Where roles are not being played as planned, an appropriate recommendation to formalise correction action and/or a change in the implementation structure, should be made.

In some cases ‘project management and supervision’ may refer to the supervision and guidance provided by UNEP to partners and national governments while in others it may refer to the project management performance of an implementing partner and the technical backstopping and supervision provided by UNEP. The performance of parties playing different roles should be discussed and a rating provided for both types of supervision (UNEP/Implementing Agency; Partner/Executing Agency) and the overall rating for this sub-category is established as a simple average of the two.

The Review will assess the effectiveness of project management to-date 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.

	Adaptation Fund
	The Review should consider the extent to which the evaluand is being adapted in response to lessons and reflections during implementation; and the extent to which the intervention supports the use, development, or diffusion of innovative practices, tools, or technologies to improve or accelerate Climate Change Adaptation.

	Global Environment Facility
	For internally executed projects the Review Consultant should review whether the segregation of responsibilities meets the GEF requirements
 (the GEF Agency must separate its project implementation and execution duties and establish each of the following: (a) A satisfactory institutional arrangement for the separation of implementation and executing functions in different departments of the GEF Agency; and (b) Clear lines of responsibility, reporting and accountability within the GEF Agency between the project implementation and execution functions.


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; target users of project outputs and any other collaborating agents external to UNEP and the implementing partner(s). The assessment will consider the quality and effectiveness of all forms of communication and consultation with stakeholders throughout the project life to-date 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.

Responsiveness to Human Rights and Gender Equality (for Adaptation Fund, read ‘Equity’; for GCF, read ‘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 Equality and Human Rights are adequately taken into account. In particular, the Review will consider the extent to which project implementation has 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. 

	Adaptation Fund
	The Review should consider the extent to which the project’s design and implementation includes input of the designated authority (DA) and vulnerable groups such as women, youth, persons with disability, Indigenous Peoples, minorities, and other potentially marginalized groups or locations. It also encompasses the degree to which the intervention reduced or perpetuated inequalities, and how equitably benefits were accrued to vulnerable groups.


Environmental and Social Safeguards (for Adaptation Fund, read Human and ecological sustainability and security‘)

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 Review 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 Review will also consider the extent to which the management of the project is minimising UNEP’s environmental footprint.
Country Ownership and Driven-ness

The Review will assess the quality and degree of engagement of government / public sector agencies in the project to-date. While there is some overlap between Country Ownership and Institutional Sustainability, this criterion focuses primarily on the forward momentum of the intended projects results, i.e. either: a) moving forwards from outputs to project outcomes or b) moving forward from project outcomes towards intermediate states. 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 (e.g. representatives from multiple sectors or relevant ministries beyond Ministry of Environment). 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. This ownership should adequately represent the needs and interests of all gender and marginalised groups.

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 plans to sustain, handover or decommission the communication channel at the end of the project.

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 review 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. 
The findings of the Review will be based on the following: [This section should be edited for each review]
(a) A desk review of:

a. Relevant background documentation, 

b. Project Document and Appendices

c. 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;

d. Project reports such as six-monthly progress and financial reports, progress reports from collaborating partners, meeting minutes, relevant correspondence etc.;

e. Evaluations/Reviews of similar projects.

(b) Interviews (individual or in group) with:

· UNEP Project Manager
 and team members; 

· Representatives of Implementing Agencies and National Governments etc.; 
· UNEP Fund Management Officer (FMO);

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

· Field visits: one field visit will be conducted 
· Other data collection tools: If needed, to be decided by the Review Consultant at the inception phase

10. Review Deliverables and Review Procedures

See Annex 1 of these TOR for a list of tools and guidance available, see Annex 2 for a list of review criteria and sub-categories to be assessed. The Review Consultant will prepare:

f. Inception Report: (see Annex 3 of these TOR 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. 

g. 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. 
h. 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 review 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 UNEP Project Manager and revise the draft in response to their comments and suggestions. Once a draft of adequate quality has been peer-reviewed and accepted, the Project 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 Project Manager for consolidation. The Project 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 UNEP Project 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.

11. The Review Consultant 

The Review Consultant who will work under the overall responsibility of the UNEP Project Manager Jane Nimpamya. in consultation with the Head of Branch/Unit Johan Robinson, Fund Management Officer, George Saddimbah. The consultant will liaise with the Project Manager on any procedural and methodological matters related to the Review. It is, however, the consultant’s individual responsibility (where applicable) to arrange for their travel, visa, obtain documentary evidence, plan meetings with stakeholders (with assistance from the Partners), organize online surveys, and any other logistical matters related to the assignment. The Project 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 3 months [03 Month/2024 to 06 Month/2024] and should have the following: an Advanced university degree in Natural sciences, Natural resources Management, Environmental Sciences, monitoring and evaluation, International Development or other relevant political or social sciences area is;  a minimum of 7 years of technical / evaluation experience including project planning, management, monitoring and evaluation is required, preferably including evaluating large, regional or global programmes and using a Theory of Change approach; and Experience in evaluation of GEF projects is highly desirable; Excellent writing skills; team leadership experience and, where possible, knowledge of the UN system, specifically of the work of UNEP and GEF programming is an asset; Experience in managing partnerships, knowledge management and communication is desirable for all evaluation consultants. English and French are the working languages of the United Nations Secretariat. For this consultancy, fluency in oral and written English is a requirement. The work will be home-based with possible field visits.

The Review Consultant will be responsible, in close consultation with the UNEP Project Manager, for overall management of the Review and timely delivery of its outputs, described above in Section 10 Review Deliverables, above. The Review Consultant will ensure that all review criteria and questions are adequately covered. 

12. Schedule of the Review

The table below presents the tentative schedule for the Review.

Table 3. Tentative schedule for the Review

	Milestone
	Tentative Dates

	Inception Report
	March 2024

	Review Mission 
	April 2024

	E-based interviews, surveys etc.
	April 2024

	PowerPoint/presentation on preliminary findings and recommendations
	May 2024

	Draft Report to UNEP Project Manager 
	May 2024

	Draft Report shared with the wider group of stakeholders
	May 2024

	Final Main Review Report
	June 2024

	Final Main Review Report shared with all respondents
	June 2024


13. Contractual Arrangements

The Review Consultant will be selected and recruited by the UNEP Project 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 certifies 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. Consultants who carry out a Mid-Term Review may not be contracted for a Terminal Review of the same evaluand. All consultants are required to sigh the Code of Conduct Agreement Form.

Fees will be paid on an instalment basis, paid on acceptance by the UNEP Project 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 Guidance Note)
	30%

	Approved Draft Main Review Report (as per Guidance Note) and draft preliminary findings
	30%

	Approved Final Main Review Report (as per Report Template) and final preliminary findings
	40%


Fees only contracts: Where applicable, 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 UNEP Project 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 (e.g. PIMS, IPMR, Anubis, SharePoint 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 consultant is not able to provide the deliverables in accordance with these guidelines, and in line with the expected quality standards by the UNEP Project 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 fails to submit a satisfactory final product to the UNEP Project 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 the project team to bring the report up to standard or completion.

ANNEX X. GEF Portal inputs

The following table contains text to be uploaded to the GEF Portal. It will be drawn from the Review Report, either as copied or summarised text. In each case, references should be provided for the paragraphs and pages of the report from which the responses have been copied or summarised.

Table X.1: GEF portal inputs

	Question: 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
)

	Response: the overall project performance at the project’s mid-point against core indicators can’t be fully evaluated as only component 1 (legislation and institutional strengthening, at the national level) has achieved substantive progress, while components 2 and 3 which envisage activities and impact in the five target protected areas are only taking first steps at the time of the MTR. However the MTR assessed ‘moderately satisfactory’ progress considering the initial delays (largely outside of the project team’s control) and the satisfactory preparation for the roll-out of components 2 and 3.

	Question: What has been the progress, challenges and outcomes regarding engagement of stakeholders in the project/programme? (This should be based on the description included in the Stakeholder Engagement Plan or equivalent documentation submitted at CEO Endorsement/Approval)

	Response: same as above: the overall project performance at the project’s mid-point regarding stakeholders’ engagement can’t be fully evaluated. Component 1 (legislation and institutional strengthening, at the national level) has achieved substantive progress and has engaged a wide range of stakeholders at central level in various government departments in Juba. However components 2 and 3 which envisage activities with local communities and stakeholders engagement in the five target protected areas are only taking first steps at the time of the MTR. However the MTR assessed ‘moderately satisfactory’ progress considering the initial delays (largely outside of the project team’s control) and the satisfactory preparation for the roll-out of components 2 and 3 which entails the participatory development of management plans for the target protected areas, representing a first test for the project team.

	Question: 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)

	Response: Gender mainstreaming into project activities was assessed as moderately satisfactory during the MTR. Several women are engaged in the project team at various levels, and women groups are being engaged at community meetings in target protected areas. However, these aspects appear to require continued attention and improvement. Therefore a specific recommendation on enhancing gender-responsive measures is included in the MTR as Recommendation n.4 

	Question: 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)

	Response: the overall project performance at the project’s mid-point against the original SES Plan can’t be fully evaluated as only component 1 (legislation and institutional strengthening, at the national level) has achieved substantive progress, while components 2 and 3 which envisage activities with local stakeholders and impact in the five target protected areas are only taking first steps at the time of the MTR. Based on mission findings, a specific MTR Recommendation (n.5) was provided for the inclusion of Human Rights Principles in all training programmes implemented by the project. The implementation of this recommendation has already started, as witnessed by the MTR consultant during the national training workshop on Illegal Wildlife Trade held in Juba on 4-7 March 2025 organised by the project.  

	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. (This should be based on the documentation approved at CEO Endorsement/Approval)

	Response: the aspects related to Knowledge and Learning Deliverables (e.g. website/platform development); Knowledge Products/Events; Communication Strategy were found to be well below expectations and current levels of attention to all these tasks have been suboptimal. This May have been due to the team’s effort focusing on execution in very complex circumstances, however this also resulted in the poor visibility of the project’s otherwise good results and initial impact. The MTR includes a whole cluster of three Recommendations on this aspect of implementation. Ref.: Recommendation Cluster 7 on Knowledge Management, Communications and Awareness (Recommendations 7.1, 7.1 and 7.3). 

With Regards to Lessons Learned and Good Practice and Adaptive Management Actions: the project team has demonstrated excellent capacity to learn from experience and adjust course in the initial (very complex) stage of the project. It is thanks to this demonstrated adaptive management capacity that the project is now gradually delivering initial results and hopefully gaining momentum.

	Question: What are the main findings of the review?

	Response: Based on the findings from this MTR and considering initial delays, the project now demonstrates overall performance at a ‘Moderately Satisfactory’ level, with a prospect of moving to ‘Satisfactory’ should the current momentum be maintained and consolidated during the remainder of the project implementation period (and should the country’s security situation remain stable). The rating takes into consideration the slow start as well as the operational capacity being gradually acquired by the MWCT and MoEF, and the current positive momentum of project activities. 

The project has demonstrated satisfactory performance in the areas of adaptive management, development of policy and legislation, preparations for accessing international conventions and training needs assessments (Component 1). Activities under Components 2 and 3 in target protected areas are behind the original schedule, however these are now taking first steps and gaining significant momentum. The MTR’s assessment of ongoing preparatory work is satisfactory. However, it is way too early to adequately assess project impact on the ground in target Protected Areas. Project success will largely depend on steps taken in the coming year to deploy trained staff, essential facilities and operational capacity at field sites. 

Areas that would benefit from further attention by the project team and enhanced support by UNEP include: Capacity development and Training; Partnerships; Gender Mainstreaming and Human Rights; Knowledge Management; Communications and Reporting; Execution Arrangements, Administration & Fund Management; Monitoring & Evaluation; resources mobilization and sustainability post-project. Specific recommendations are provided below on each of these areas.


Annex XI – Results Framework: with MTR suggested revisions  

The Project Results Framework is extracted from the original UNEP Project Document (Pro Doc Appendix 3). Readers can refer to the UNEP project document for a more extensive description of assumptions (section 3.4.2) and risks (section 3.5) that are of a more strategic or context-setting nature. Some indicators also have certain assumptions and risks, noted here, that are more operational in nature.

For the purpose of this MTR (Ref. MTR Recommendation n. 10), the final column to the right was added to the RF table, to help identify the most relevant changes made to the UNEP Project Document after the first project planning meeting in June 2022 (also called the ‘Maanzoni’ meeting). Detailed comments and suggestions were recorded during the Maanzoni meeting and are duly recorded in the Meeting Report. In the table below, only those changes or comments that imply a significant change to the Results Framework are hereby recorded and analysed. Other comments of a purely technical, managerial or operational nature, and/or that are not deemed to affect the inte.g.rity of the original project RF, are not discussed below. These will be covered in upcoming progress reports to be produced by the project, and they can all be found in the Maanzoni Meeting Report. 

The MTR comments provided along the table are intended as guidance and advice for the project team to conduct ASAP a thorough review the Monitoring and Evaluation Framework tables, as a central tool for progress reporting and project management, with a reminder to the project team that the below tables will also be used at the project Terminal Evaluation stage to assess project progress.

	Project Objective/Outcomes 
	Indicators
	Baseline
	Targets and Monitoring Milestones
	Means of Verification 
	Assumptions & Risks
	MTR Comments & Assessment of ‘Maanzoni’ Revisions 

	Project Objective: To combat illegal wildlife trade by strengthening PA legislative and management systems through institutional strengthening, improved information management and monitoring, and community empowerment through both national and site level actions.
	(i) Area of Protected Areas under improved management (ha)

(ii) gender-disaggregated number of people benefitting from the project 
	The baseline is to be established as follows:

(i) Protected Areas Management effectiveness tracking tool (PA METT) to be undertaken for all targeted PAs at inception of components 2 and 3, during the preparation of the PAs General Management Plans 

(ii) gender-disaggregated data on n. of people benefitting from project activities is to be collected for each targeted PA during the preparation of the PAs General Management Plans
	Targets to be defined as soon as the baseline data will be collected during the preparation of the PAs General Management Plans
	Repeat AP METT and stakeholder interviews to be conducted at project end
	The socio-political situation in South Sudan and in target PAs remains stable and allows access to PAs for MOWCT and MoEF to implement project activities
	

	COMPONENT 1: National frameworks and coordination mechanisms for wildlife protection.

	Outcome 1.1: Policies, laws and strategies for wildlife protection revised and harmonized.
	Output 1.1.1: Wildlife and forest crimes analysed using the ICCWC’s Wildlife and Forest Crime Analytic Toolkit.

	
	Output 1.1.2: Legislation, regulations and policies on wildlife and protected areas are developed, reviewed, updated, endorsed and enforced (e.g., Wildlife Act, Wildlife Policy, Tourism Policy, etc.).

	
	Output 1.1.3: Transboundary Wildlife Management Protocols developed.

	
	Output 1.1.4: South Sudan Protected Area Network Strategy developed. (MTR: Output 1.1.4 to be changed into ‘South Sudan IWT Strategy)

	
	Output 1.1.5: SS accedes to and implements the obligations of the Lusaka Agreement, CITES, the CMS, and the Horn of Africa Wildlife Enforcement Networks (HAWEN).

	
	# priority laws, regulations and policies established and under  implementation.


	Priority draft laws and policies are listed in section 2 of the prodoc.
	Mid-term: Laws, regulations and policies and protocols are ready for approval following consultation with stakeholders.
End: All priority laws and policies are in place and being implemented.
	Ascent in the National Legislative Parliament.

	Assumptions:

· Legislature, with push from local MPs and civil society, fast tracks the enactment of priority laws and policies.

Risks:

· Local MPs, civil society and the national legislature do not recognize expediting the enactment of key laws and policies as priority.

· Local community leaders, community-based organizations and MPs are not interested and not available to participate.

· Political instability re-ignites and government priority shifts to security issues
	

	
	# of transboundary wildlife management protocols issued.
	There is one MOU with Uganda
	Mid-term: Agreements paving the way for protocols are concluded, and consultations for development of the protocols completed and tested in various PAs. 

End: Protocols are in full implementation in various locations for transboundary cooperation PAs.


	Copies of endorsed protocols.
	Assumptions:

· MOUs with Ethiopia, Uganda, Kenya, DRC, CAR and Sudan will be readily reached early in the project and followed by development of the protocols.

Risks:

· Agreements with the neighbouring countries not reached and consequently no protocols are developed in timely manner.
	

	
	A Illegal wildlife Strategy in place and being implemented.

NEW text proposed at MTR: South Sudan’s strategy to combat Illegal Wildlife Trade in place and being implemented
	There is no Protected Area Network Strategy in place

NEW text proposed at MTR: there is no strategy to combat IWT in place
	Mid-term: A Protected Area Network Strategy is developed and implementation has started

End: Strategies are being fully implemented

NEW text proposed at MTR:

Mid Term: South Sudan’s strategy to combat Illegal Wildlife Trade being developed in consultation with all relevant stakeholders
End:  IWT Strategy in place and being implemented
	Copies of endorsed PA management strategies

NEW Text proposed at MTR:

Document of South Sudan’s strategy to combat Illegal Wildlife Trade 
	Risks:

· Strategies not developed in timely manner

· Strategy developed but implementation is impeded due to political instability.

NEW Text proposed at MTR:

Risks:

· Strategy not developed in timely manner

· Strategy developed but without adequate stakeholder consultations

· Strategy developed but implementation is impeded due to political instability.


	Output 1.1.4 CHANGED to ‘SS strategy to combat Illegal Wildlife Trade’

Comment at MTR: a substantive change in focus but feasible without major budgetary implications.

See suggested changes to the RF table in red

	
	Lusaka Agreement, CITES, the CMS, and the Horn of Africa Wildlife Enforcement Networks (HAWEN) acceded to and SS is meeting its obligations.
	South Sudan has not acceded to any of the conventions
	Mid-term: The responsible authorities are enlightened on the importance of acceding to the conventions, they have legally acceded to at least 2 of the target conventions.

End: South Sudan has acceded to all 4 target conventions, is fully participating in and adherent to the conventions.
	Copies of documents of accent to the conventions.
	Assumption:

· There will be strong political will for South Sudan to accede to the conventions.

Risks:

· Possibility of armed conflict and/or weak rule of law.
	

	Outcome 1.2: Capacity development, coordination and awareness on wildlife protection enhanced.
	Output 1.2.1: Capacity of key national and field-level institutions for implementing laws and policies for the effective management of wildlife and protected areas are strengthened. 

	
	Output 1.2.2: Capacity of the information management unit within the South Sudan Wildlife Service and staff from policy/judiciary involved in wildlife trade are strengthened for implementation of laws and policies.

	
	Output 1.2.3: Improved coordination between PA management, local government authorities and Central Government.

	
	Output 1.2.4: Awareness raised on the value of protected areas, wildlife protection and combatting illegal wildlife trade.

	
	Capacity of staff has improved, enabling effective efforts to combat IWT and PA management. 

Measured through training programmes delivered:
· Number of training programmes delivered.
· Number of staff and others trained in target Ministries and communities.

	# Training programmes delivered in the last two years: 0
# Staff trained in target ministries over the last two years: 0
	Mid-term: 10 training programmes per year.

End: 15 training programmes delivered.

Mid-term: 200/year

End: 500/year


	Records kept.
	Assumptions:
· Target institutions and beneficiaries will have the interest and capacity to participate.

Risks:

· Possibility of armed conflict and/or weak rule of law.
· Weak management capacity and weak accountability mechanisms.
· Inability to effectively absorb new staff who have been redeployed from the military.
	Outputs 1.2.1 and 1.2.2 NEW Activities included: ‘Conduct a Training Needs Assessment…’

MTR Inception comment: reasonable additions but with budget and time implications 

	
	Training programs delivered:

Skills of the information management unit
	No monitoring or measures in place to assess coordination or communications.
	Mid-term: Equipment is in place and at least 4 training sessions delivered providing some basic knowledge and skills. 

End: At least 8 training sessions are delivered and the unit has necessary knowledge and skills to effectively manage information.
	Copies of training programs, and records of attendees.

Assessment of beneficiaries’ knowledge and skills.
	Assumption: 

· Training programs and sessions are delivered in a timely manner.

Risks:

· Possibility of armed conflict and/or weak rule of law.
· Inability to effectively absorb new staff who have been redeployed from the military.
	

	
	Level of coordination between PA management, local government authorities and Central Government.
	No monitoring or measures in place to assess the level of local PA site community knowledge and attitude toward wildlife.
	Mid-term: Frequency of communication and coordination activities including meetings increased by 50%

End: Frequency of communication and coordination activities including meetings increased by at least 100%
	Records of communication and coordination activities including minutes of meeting, mails etc.
	Assumptions:

· Parties are interested and willing to share information and coordinate efforts.

Risk:

· Confusion over jurisdiction / governance between the national and state governments.
	

	
	Level of community knowledge and attitude towards wildlife.

Number of incidences 

	Initial assessment of level of local PA site community knowledge and attitude toward wildlife.

High number of incidences of crimes 
	Mid-term: Communication, Education, Public Awareness Programs prepared and being implemented.

Regular scheduled events delivered and contacts made.

End: 100 % increase in community members with knowledge


	Reports. 
Assessment by the Local PA Site Committees.

	Assumptions:
· Improved awareness will lead to improved appreciation and support.
Risks:
· Potential problems of community access and displacement and land tenure conflicts related to strengthening protected area management and wildlife protection.
	


	Project Outcomes 
	Indicators
	Baseline
	Targets and Monitoring Milestones
	Means of Verification
	Assumptions & Risks
	MTR Comments & Assessment of ‘Maanzoni’ Revisions 

	COMPONENT 2: Improved wildlife conservation demonstrated through strengthened management of Nimule National Park.

	Outcome 2.1: Park management and wildlife protection in Nimule NP improved.
	Output 2.1.1: Targeted intelligence-led law enforcement operations conducted and park security systems implemented.

	
	Output 2.1.2: Park wildlife surveys and management strategies updated to provide a basis for diversification of funding streams, including tourism.

	
	Output 2.1.3: Basic tourism hiking trails developed and signage improved.

	
	Increase score in METT scorecard.

MTR: The Management Plan for NNP is updated


	METT scores at PPG stage: 27

MTR: NNP Management Plan is outdated and not used
	Mid-term:
METT scores increased to 51.
MTR: GMP for NNP ready in draft form

End: 
METT scores increased to 78.
MTR: GMP for NNP ready and in use


	At project inception, the NRMC will be asked to assess the baseline scores, based on field visits as well as their knowledge and experience.
METT Scorecard will be re-assessed at mid-term and end of project by the Local PA Site Committee.
	Assumptions:
· Socio-political-economic context is stabilized and remains stable.
Risks:
· Climate change may increase the speed and intensity of ecosystem degradation and associated human response impacts.
· Possibility of armed conflict and/or weak rule of law.
	MTR comment: the updating of the of the General Management Plan for NNP could be included here as an indicator of progress 

See MTR suggested insertions in red



	
	Number of km patrolled by wildlife forces (foot +/or vehicle)

Number of patrols carried out per month and distance covered  
	Between 2015-18, on average there have been:

· Km patrolled on foot: 7,488

· Km patrolled in vehicle: 0

· Hours aerial surveys: 0
	Mid-term: 8,985

20% increased effort.

End: 11,232

50% increased effort.
	Patrol reports, airplane records, GPS data, pictures.
	Assumptions:
· Increased patrolling effort is expected to yield more enforcement results, fewer poached animals and higher wildlife populations. However, other factors can affect this causal chain, such as awareness raising and enforcement may reduce the number of poachers; or climate may affect habitat suitability of wildlife. Therefore, these indicators should be considered alongside others.
Risks:
· Frontline patrol staff encounter armed poachers.
	

	
	Number of law enforcement results – arrests, confiscations and convictions.
	Between 2015-18, on average there have been:

· Arrests: 1/year. 

· Confiscations of animal parts (elephant tusks): 115 kg/yr. - (at an average of kg/adult elephant tusk)

· Number of animal parts confiscated (tusks): 5/yr.

· Convictions: 0.5/yr.
	Mid-term:
1st and 2nd year, anticipate improved law enforcement and an increase (to be determined) in arrests, confiscations and convictions.

End: 
3rd and 4th years of law enforcement and conservation education campaigns, a decline is expected (to be determined) in arrests, confiscations and convictions.
	Patrol reports, airplane records, GPS data, pictures.
	Assumptions:
· Increased patrolling effort is expected to yield more enforcement results, fewer poached animals and higher wildlife populations—see above.
Risks:
· Frontline patrol staff encounter armed poachers.

· Increased patrolling efforts do not yield law enforcement results like fewer poached animals, and increased wildlife population due to other causative factors.
	

	
	Number of law enforcement results–livestock involved in illegal grazing in NNP and the Buffer Zone.
	Between 2018-19, on average there have been:
●     Number of livestock (cattle and small ruminants) grazing in NNP and Buffer Zone: 350/yr. (about 100 cattle and 250 small ruminants).
	Mid-term:
40% decrease.
End:
80% decrease over midterm results or stabilized at low levels


	Patrol reports, airplane records, GPS data, and pictures.
	Assumptions:
· Increased patrolling effort is expected to yield more enforcement results, fewer livestock (competing for or degrading habitat) and higher wildlife populations—see above.
Risks:
· Increased patrolling efforts do not yield law enforcement results like fewer livestock, and increased wildlife population due to other causative factors.
	

	
	Estimated population of elephant, hippo, Uganda kob, goliath heron, Africa clawless otter stabilized or increased. 
	· Elephant: 125
· Hippo: 130
· Uganda kob: 516
· Africa clawless otter: 20

(population estimates are more than a decade old and initial estimates are required as baseline)
	Mid-term: Stable or increasing population trend.
End: Increased population trend.
	Reports of aerial and/or ground surveys.
	Assumptions:
· A variety of factors can affect this increase (ecological carrying capacity) or decrease of populations. Therefore, these indicators should be considered alongside others.
Risks:
· Climate change may increase the speed and intensity of ecosystem degradation and associated human response impacts.
	Output 2.1.2

CHANGED to:

Remove ecological surveys as ‘not needed and the current data is to be evaluated to determine the need for new surveys.’

MTR comment: recommend keeping the wildlife surveys as an essential part of the Management Plan – wildlife survey data that is more than 10 years old would normally require an update to provide a proper basis for PA management 

  

	
	 Amount of tourism revenues.
	Between 2011-13, on average revenues have been USD 8,820/year.
Highest revenues were attained in 2011-2013, when USD 8,820 was taken in per year.

	Mid-term:
Increase (to be determined) depending on stability of enabling factors.

End: 
Increase on midterm results (to be determined)
	Park financial and gate records.
	Assumptions:
· Socio-political-economic context is stabilized and remains stable.
Risks:
· Instability erupts and tourist industry is negatively impacted.
	

	
	Number of visitors by origin and length of stay.
	Between 2011-13, on average there were 70 SS resident visitors (South Sudanese)/yr. staying 2 days and 2 nights each visit; and 308 foreign visitors (both resident and non resident/yr. staying 2 days and 2 nights each visit.


	Mid-term:
Increase (to be determined) depending on stability of enabling factors.

End: 
Increase on midterm results (to be determined)
	Park gate records.
	Assumptions:
· Socio-political-economic context is stabilized and remains stable.
Risks:
· A higher number of visitors is not necessarily better, depending upon ecological, social and management carrying capacities.
	Output 2.1.3 NEW ADDITION to include the ‘renovation of the lodge in NNP and the Training Centre’

MTR comment: this suggested inclusion was thoroughly assessed during the MTR and the MTR concluded that:

(a) The renovation of the Lodge is NOT an eligible activity for funding by the GEF, and 

(b) the costs for a renovation of the Training Centre are eligible for GEF funding, and would have multiple benefits. So this renovation can be pursued, project budget permitting

	Outcome 2.2: Strengthened capacities and information for wildlife protection in and around Nimule National Park.
	Output 2.2.1: Multi-agency anti-trafficking Rapid Response Units established and operationalised.

	
	Output 2.2.2: Protocols piloted for management of transboundary movements of wildlife on the Western and Southern borders.

	
	Output 2.2.3: Networks established and nurtured for information gathering and sharing among PAs, state/local authorities, and communities.

	
	Number of MOUs and protocols developed, approved and being implemented.
	For NNP, an MOU was initially drafted in 20xx.
So far, xx meetings have been held (on average xx/year).
	Mid-term: Operational protocol is established; regular meetings; and joint patrols occurring.
End: MOU and protocol are functioning with regular joint activities.

	Signed protocol; minutes of transboundary meetings.
	Assumptions:
· Neighbouring countries will cooperate effectively.
Risks:
· 
	On Outcome 2.2 ADDITION of ‘conducting a training needs assessment…’

MTR Inception comment: a reasonable addition, no significant implications

	
	Number of km patrolled by RRU (foot +/or vehicle) and by aerial patrols for each PA and other key areas. (associated with rapid response capabilities)
	The RRU does not exist.
	Mid-term: 

4 responses/year

End: 

12 responses/year
	Patrol reports, airplane records, GPS data, pictures.
	Assumptions:
· Increased patrolling effort is expected to yield more enforcement results, fewer poached animals and higher wildlife populations. However, other factors can affect this causal chain, (see above).

Risks:
· Possibility of armed conflict and/or weak rule of law.
	

	
	Number of law enforcement results– arrests, confiscations and convictions. (associated with rapid response capabilities)
	The RRU does not exist.
	Mid-term:
· Arrests: xx/year. 
· Confiscations of animal parts: xx kg/yr.
· Number of animal parts confiscated (tusks, horn, meet, etc.): xx/yr.
· Convictions: xx/yr.
End: 
50% increase over mid-term results.
	Patrol reports, airplane records, GPS data, pictures.
	Assumptions:
· Increased patrolling effort is expected to yield more enforcement results, fewer poached animals and higher wildlife populations—see above.
Risks:
· Possibility of armed conflict and/or weak rule of law.
	

	
	Community Conservation-Security Partnerships established in key communities, and or other incentives are in place.
	Intelligence is currently gathered through personal contacts. A formalized reporting with incentives does not currently exist.
	Mid-term:
System is designed and being implemented. A means of evaluating costs and benefits of the system has been developed.
End:  The system is evaluated to determine its success.
	Evaluation of costs vs benefits.
	Assumptions:

· Conservation compatible, sustainable livelihood activities will yield sufficient sustainable benefits, and lead to decreased pressures on wildlife and protected areas. It is assumed that local people will want to engage in such activities to improve their livelihoods.

Risks:

· Poverty and food security challenges will undermine project aims.
· Inability to find supplementary co-financing to meet beneficiary expectations.
	

	Outcome 2.3: Community-based conservation and sustainable livelihoods developed.
	Output 2.3.1: Community structures and partnerships for wildlife protection and wildlife friendly land-use forged.

	
	Output 2.3.2: Community livelihood activities compatible with biodiversity conservation in NNP buffer zone are supported and operational.

	
	Output 2.3.3: Community awareness of biodiversity conservation and natural resources increased.

	
	Local PA Site Committee is in place and operating, including the Buffer Zone (Natural Resources Management Committee) 
	Current: effective coordination is not in practice. The NRMC is not yet established.


	Mid-term:
Improved coordination through regular meetings of the LAC and communications actions. One-third of members are women.
End: 
A high degree of coordination is expected by the parties and is the standard practice. One-half of members are women.
	Committee terms of reference
Meeting minutes
Committee self-evaluation of progress and improvements needed.
	Assumptions:
· Local community will have the interest and capacity to participate.
Risks:
· Potential problems of community access and displacement and land tenure conflicts related to strengthening protected area management and wildlife protection.
	Output 2.3.3 NEW addition: ‘need to recruit a community expert’.

MTR Inception comment: a reasonable addition, supported by the MTR so long as community expert spends the majority of the time in the field and not in Juba

	
	Community livelihoods improved through economic benefits derived from sustainable uses of natural resources.
Includes:
· Direct and indirect employment with PAs as a result of the project (age and sex disaggregated).
· Number of activities supported.
· Number of direct and indirect beneficiaries. 
· Quantification of socio-economic benefits derived from the activities e.g. amount of money generated through the supported livelihood activities.
	Current: 0 activities in microfinance supporting sustainable uses of natural resources.
	Mid-term: 25

End: 50


	Survey of communities affected
	Assumptions:

· Conservation compatible, sustainable livelihood activities will yield sufficient sustainable benefits, and lead to decreased pressures on wildlife and protected areas. It is assumed that local people will want to engage in such activities to improve their livelihoods.

Risks:

· Inability to find supplementary co-financing to meet beneficiary expectations.

· Possibility of armed conflict and/or weak rule of law.


	

	
	Community awareness improved:
· Communication, Education, Public Awareness Plan prepared and implemented.
· Number of events delivered and contacts made.
	Current level of activity: Unscheduled Local FM Radio programs presented about 3 times a week
	Mid-term: Awareness programs are scheduled and delivered regularly, at least 25% increase, Other platforms of awareness raising investigated, developed and ready to use.

End: In addition to FM radio programming, other platforms are used, number of presentation / programming increased by 50%


	Samples of presentations, public awareness materials.
	Assumptions:

·  Current FM radio owners continue to accept hosting community awareness programs.

· Local community interested and willing to participate in awareness programs.

Risks:

·  The FM radio currently hosting the awareness program stops to cooperate or closes.

· Local community become disinterested and unwilling to participate.
	


	Project Outcomes
	Indicators
	Baseline
	Targets and Monitoring Milestones
	Means of Verification
	Assumptions & Risks
	MTR Comments & Assessment of ‘Maanzoni’ Revisions 

	COMPONENT 3: Wildlife protection initiative in the Sudd Ecosystem.

	Outcome 3.1 Protection of Sudd ecosystem and associated PAs (Shambe, Meshra, Zeraf).


	Output 3.1.1: Targeted intelligence-led law enforcement operations conducted; patrol training & equipment given to key areas.

	
	Output 3.1.2: Aerial and ground surveys and animal tracking completed to support PA planning and wildlife protection.

	
	Output 3.1.3: Coverage of PAs in the Sudd Ecosystem are expanded and their management processes and systems strengthened.

	
	Output 3.1.4: Engagement with extractive industries in the Sudd project area at all levels.

	
	Increase score in METT scorecard.

	METT scores at PPG stage:
Shambe: 12
Meshra: 12
Zeraf: 12

Fanyikang: ?
	Mid-term:
METT scores increased to:

Shambe: 57
Meshra: 56
Zeraf: 56
Fanyikang: ?
End: 
METT scores increased to:

Shambe: 73

Meshra: 72 

Zeraf: 71

Fanyikang: ?
	METT Scorecard will be re-assessed at mid-term and end of project by relevant stakeholders.
	Assumptions:

· Socio-political-economic context is stabilized and remains stable.
Risks:

· Climate change may increase the speed and intensity of ecosystem de.g.radation and associated human response impacts.

· Possibility of armed conflict and/or weak rule of law.
	NEW under this component: ‘the Fanyikang Protected Area is to be included in the project scope as it is a key area of the Sudd ecosystem’

MTR Comments: 

(a) the addition is reasonable and supported by the MTR

(b) indicators for Fanyikan should now be added in the RF as done for other target PAs: see MTR suggested insertions in red



	
	Estimated population of key wildlife species, e.g. elephant, hippo, Nile lechwe, tiang, buffalo, giraffe, shoebill increased or stabilized.
	· Elephant:
· Hippo: 
· Nile lechwe:
· Tiang:
· Buffalo:
· Giraffe:
· Shoebill:
· Sitatunga:
· Ostrich:
· Reedbuck:
· All to be assessed (see METT)
	Mid-term: populations assessed.

End: populations stable or slight increase.
	Reports of aerial and/or ground surveys.
	Assumptions:

· A variety of factors can affect this increase (ecological carrying capacity) or decrease of populations. Therefore, these indicators should be considered alongside others.
Risks:

· There may be a lag time in seeing results; may not be discernible during the life of the project.
· Climate change may increase the speed and intensity of ecosystem de.g.radation and associated human response impacts.
	Output 3.1.2 REMOVED aerial surveys as ‘not practical and instead carry out assessments to obtain data and information’

MTR comment: this will generate budget savings, however it is not clear how wildlife data can be obtained without aerial surveys especially in the Sudd

	
	Increase in number of km patrolled by wildlife forces (foot +/or vehicle) and by aerial patrols for each PA and other key areas.
	Between 2015-18, on average there have been:

Shambe N P:

· Km patrolled on foot: 0
· Km patrolled in vehicle: 0
· Hours aerial surveys: 0
Meshra G R:
· Km patrolled on foot: 0 km
· Km patrolled in vehicle: 0
· Hours aerial surveys: 0
Zeraf G R

· Km patrolled on foot: 0km
· Km patrolled in vehicle: 0
· Hours aerial surveys: 0
Fanyikang: ?
	Mid-term:
Shambe N P:

· Km patrolled on foot: 500 km.
· Km patrolled in vehicle: 1,250 km.
· Hours aerial surveys: 50 hours.
Meshra G R:
· Km patrolled on foot: 500 km.
· Km patrolled in vehicle: 1,250 km.
· Hours aerial surveys: 50 hours.
Zeraf G R

· Km patrolled on foot: 500 km.
· Km patrolled in vehicle: 1,250 km.
· Hours aerial surveys: 50 hours.
Fanyikang: ?
End: 
Shambe N P:

· Km patrolled on foot: 1,000 km.
· Km patrolled in vehicle: 2,500 km.
· Hours aerial surveys: 100 hours.
Meshra G R:
· Km patrolled on foot: 1,000 km.
· Km patrolled in vehicle: 2,500 km.
· Hours aerial surveys: 100 hours.
Zeraf G R

· Km patrolled on foot: 1,000 km.
· Km patrolled in vehicle: 2,500 km.
· Hours aerial surveys: 100 hours.
Fanyikang: ?
	Patrol reports, airplane records, GPS data, pictures.
	Assumptions:

· Increased patrolling effort is expected to yield more enforcement results, fewer poached animals and higher wildlife populations. However, other factors can affect this causal chain, such as awareness raising and enforcement may reduce the number of poachers; or climate may affect habitat suitability of wildlife. Therefore, these indicators should be considered alongside others.
· Government will deploy sufficient and qualified park staff to the PAs, provide minimum required equipment (uniforms, arms and ammunition) and pay salaries.
· Political situation remains stable and conducive

Risks:

· Frontline patrol staff encounter armed poachers.
	

	
	Number of law enforcement results – arrests, confiscations and convictions for each PA and other areas.
	Between 2015-18, on average there have been:

· Arrests: x/year. 

· Confiscations of illegal wildlife parts: x kg/yr.

· Convictions: x yr.

· X = unknown: baseline to be assessed.
	Mid-term:

20% increase of the baseline.

End: 

50% increase of baseline.
	Patrol reports, airplane records, GPS data, pictures.
	Assumptions:

· Increased patrolling effort is expected to yield more enforcement results, fewer poached animals and higher wildlife populations—see above.
· Wildlife Conservation and Protected Areas Bill will be enacted within the first year of the project.
· Strengthened wildlife forces in South Sudan will keep pace with the evolving external drivers and pressures happening beyond the country, and will be effective at reducing poaching and illegal wildlife trade.

Risks:

· Due to other causative factors, increased patrolling efforts do not yield more enforcement results.
	

	
	Increase in the number and area of PAs in the Sudd.
	Three PAs exist:
Mershra (part within Sudd): 6,135 km2
Shambe: 1,750 km2
Zeraf: 10,961 km2
	Mid-term:
PA Network Strategy drafted, and consultation completed.
End: 
Meshra/Bentiu (revised): 68,666 km2
Shambe (enlarged): 44,728 km2
Zeraf: 10,961 km2
	PA Network Strategy
Amended law.

	Assumptions:

· Government is willing to proceed with changes.

Risks:

· Extractive companies (oil, mines) obtain resource access rights without sufficient consideration of wildlife and PA values.

· National reconstruction policies and programs do not integrate biodiversity conservation.
	Output 3.1.3 REMOVED reference to ‘expansion PA system, as it is beyond the objectives and scope of this project’

MTR comment: agree to remove this activity from the project scope. The project can hardly focus on delivering essential support to existing PAs. 

 

	Outcome 3.2: Strengthened capacities and information for wildlife protection in and around three protected areas in the Sudd Ecosystem.
	Output 3.2.1: Multi-agency anti-trafficking Rapid Response Units established and operationalised.

	
	Output 3.2.2: Protocols piloted for management of transboundary movements of wildlife on the Eastern border.

	
	Output 3.2.3: Networks established and nurtured for information gathering and sharing between park, state / local authorities, and communities.

	
	Number of protocols implemented.
	
	Mid-term: Regular meetings; operational procedures in place; and joint patrols initiated.
End: Protocol is functioning with regular joint activities.

	Signed protocol; minutes of transboundary meetings.
	Assumptions:
· Neighbouring countries will cooperate effectively.
Risks:
· Neighbouring countries do not cooperate effectively.
	Output 3.2.2 ‘REMOVE this output as the transboundary MOU cannot be piloted in the Eastern Border’

MTR comment: disagree and suggest to keep this objective: it can be implemented in partnership with some of the existing conservation NGOs operating at the borders between RSS and neighbouring countries 

	
	Number of km patrolled (foot +/or vehicle) and by aerial patrols for each PA and other key areas. (associated with rapid response capabilities)
	The RRU does not exist.
	Mid-term:
4 responses/year
End: 
8 responses/year
	Patrol reports, GPS data, pictures.
	Assumptions:
· Increased patrolling effort is expected to yield more enforcement results, fewer poached animals and higher wildlife populations. However, other factors can affect this causal chain, (see above).
Risks:
· Possibility of armed conflict and/or weak rule of law.

· Due to other causative factors, increased patrolling efforts do not yield more enforcement results.
	

	
	Number of law enforcement results – arrests, confiscations and convictions. (associated with rapid response capabilities)
	The RRU does not exist.
	Mid-term and end-term targets will be set once the RRU has been established.

	Patrol reports, airplane records, GPS data, pictures.
	Assumptions:
· Increased patrolling effort is expected to yield more enforcement results, fewer poached animals and higher wildlife populations—see above.
Risks:
· Possibility of armed conflict and/or weak rule of law.

· Due to other causative factors, increased patrolling efforts do not yield more enforcement results.
	

	
	Community Conservation-Security Partnerships established in key communities in the 3 PAs.
	No information collection system in place. 
	Mid-term:
Conservancies Action Plan developed and implementation initiated at least one site.
End: Implementation is ongoing at least one site.
	Evaluation of costs vs benefits.

Meeting reports; training reports; actors involved; conservation-security incident reports; reports on issues addressed as a direct result of the partnerships.
	Assumptions:

· Local community will be interested and have capacity to participate

Risk:

· Poverty and food security challenges will undermine project aims.
· Inability to find supplementary co-financing to meet beneficiary expectations.
	

	Outcome 3.3 Community-based conservation and sustainable livelihoods developed in the Sudd ecosystem.
	Output 3.3.1: Community structures and partnerships for wildlife protection and wildlife friendly land-use forged.

	
	Output 3.3.2: Community livelihood activities compatible with biodiversity conservation in/around PAs are supported and operational.

	
	Output 3.3.3: Community awareness of biodiversity conservation and natural resources increased.

	
	Local PA Site Committee or other partnership is in place and operating for each PA.
	Current: effective coordination not in practice
	Mid-term:
Improved coordination through regular meetings of the committee, or through other mechanisms.
End: 
A high degree of coordination is expected by the parties and is the standard practice.
	Meeting minutes.
	Assumptions:
· Local community will have the interest and capacity to participate.
Risk:
· Potential problems of community access and displacement and land tenure conflicts related to strengthening protected area management and wildlife protection.
	

	
	Conservation is improved with associated increased social and economic benefits in local communities. 

	Current social and economic benefits: Nonexistent
	Mid-term:
# sustainable resource projects in buffer zones
Economic benefits calculated 
End: Conservation is supported fully by community members benefitting from sustainable livelihood activities


	Reports on results.
	Assumption:

· Those economic benefits for the local communities can be realized.

· That increased benefits will translate into increased support for conservation

Risks:

· Poverty and food security challenges will undermine project aims.
· Inability to find supplementary co-financing to meet beneficiary expectations.

· National reconstruction policies and programs do not integrate biodiversity conservation.
	

	
	Community livelihoods improved through economic benefits derived from sustainable uses of natural resources.
Includes:
· Direct and indirect employment with PAs as a result of the project (age and sex disaggregated).
· Number of activities supported.
· Number of direct and indirect beneficiaries. 
· Quantification of socio-economic benefits derived from the activities e.g. amount of money generated through the supported livelihood activities.
	Current: 0 participants in sustainable uses of natural resources and livelihood activities.
	Mid-term: 150

End: 300


	Survey of communities affected
	Assumptions:

· Local community continue to have interest in sustainable livelihood activities.

Risks:

· Poverty and food security challenges will undermine project aims.
· Inability to find supplementary co-financing to meet beneficiary expectations.


	

	
	Community awareness improved:
· Communication, Education, Public Awareness Plan prepared and implemented.
· Number of events delivered and contacts made.
	Current level of activity: 0 FM radio programmes/week.
	Mid-term: Awareness programs are scheduled and delivered regularly, at least 25% increase, Other platforms of awareness raising investigated, developed and ready to use.

End: In addition to FM radio programming, other platforms are used, number of presentation / programming increased by 50%


	Samples of presentations, public awareness materials.
	Assumptions:

·  Current FM radio owners continue to accept hosting community awareness programs

· Local community interested and willing to participate in awareness programs

Risks:

· Possibility of armed conflict and/or weak rule of law.
	


	Project Outcomes
	Indicators
	Baseline
	Targets and Monitoring Milestones
	Means of Verification
	Assumptions & Risks
	UNEP MTS reference*

	Gender Marking

	
	· The number of women and men among the full-time project staff.

· The number of women and men that are members on project-sponsored committees.

· The number of women and men who are employed in jobs created by the project.

· The number of women and men who access micro-finance opportunities through the project.


	n/a
	Mid-term:
30%

End: 
50%


	PSC reports.
	Assumptions:

· Government will promote and make positive changes in support of equitable opportunities for women to participate in activities (e.g., jobs, sustainable livelihood activities, participating on committees, etc.). 

Risks:

· Possibility of armed conflict and/or weak rule of law There are fewer women in the current MWCT workforce, which may limit the availability of women for positions.
	

	GEF 7 Core Indicator #11
	· Number of direct beneficiaries disaggregated by gender as co-benefit of GEF investment.
	Component 1

Female: __

Male: __

Component 2

Female: __

Male: __

Component 3

Female: __

Male: __


	Component 1

Mid-term:

Female: __

Male: __

End of project:

Female: __

Male: __

Component 2

Mid-term:

Female: __

Male: __

End of project:

Female: __

Male: __

Component 3

Mid-term:

Female: __

Male: __

End of project:

Female: __

Male: __


	PSC reports
	Assumptions:

· This indicator can be realistically measured.

Risks:

· There may be a lag time between efforts to create benefits and the actual realization of benefits.

· The indicator may be negatively affected by other circumstances despite efforts to create benefits, e.g., peace and stability.
	


ANNEX XII. GEF RISKS TO ACHIEVING PROJECT OUTCOMES (for GEF funded projects)
Summarize risks that might affect the achievement of desired outcomes and the mitigation measures which are planned or already undertaken to address these. The risk rating should reflect the residual risk to achieving outcomes after considering the implementation of mitigation measures. The rating scale is: High, Substantial, Moderate, Low. See the GEF Risk Appetite document (GEF/C.66/13) for more information and its Annex B for a description of each risk category. Note that the rating for the “Environment and Social” category should be the same as the risk rating for Safeguards.


	RISK CATEGORIES
	RATING
	ASSESSMENT AND MITIGATION MEASURES

	CONTEXT
	
	

	Climate
	Low
	No unpredictable climate risks recorded at MTR stage

	Environment and Social
	High
	The risk of a re-ignition of social unrest in South Sudan remains very high. Adaptive management, a high level of risk awareness by the project team, and internal mechanisms for a rapid response remain the most appropriate mitigation measures. 

	Political and Governance
	High
	Same as above

	INNOVATION
	
	

	Institutional and Policy
	High
	Same above the institutional and policy context of South Sudan remains volatile and the same mitigation measures listed above apply here

	Technological
	Low
	no significant tech solutions are applied by the project hence any associated risk is very low

	Financial and Business Model
	n/a
	Not applicable to this project

	EXECUTION
	
	

	Capacity for Implementation
	High
	National capacity remains very low. Any changes in staff may result in loss of precious capacity and that may negatively affect project delivery. Focusing on achieving a high level of staff retention, nurturing the current good team and avoid loos of staff by listening to and addressing their concerns and needs in a timely and efficient manner to avoid disillusionment and departure. 

	Fiduciary
	High
	Same as above – MTR clearly recommended a step-up of the level of technical and administrative support provided by the lead executing partner UNEP-ROA and by the UNEP-GEF team as the implementing agency, to manage this specific risk

	Stakeholder
	Medium
	Capacity for stakeholder engagement is low, and needs to be gradually built up through training and sharing of regional expertise – this process is ongoing and should be maintained

	Other
	n/a
	

	Overall Risk Rating
	High
	Overall this remains a high-risk context and a high-risk project


Annex XIII Stakeholder Analysis Table

This Table provides an analysis of key project stakeholders that are largely identified in the UNEP Project Document and are listed in Section 4 of this MTR Inception Report:

	Expanded Stakeholder Analysis

	Stakeholder(s)
	Power they hold over the implementation and results of the project
	Context and expected role in the project
	Changes in their behaviour expected through the implementation of the project

	Type A: High power / high interest = Key player

	UNEP (Ecosystem Division and Evaluation Office)
	As the GEF Implementing Agency overseeing the project it is tasked with ensuring smooth project implementation as well as quality technical and financial reporting to the GEF. 

Also facilitates linkages to other relevant programs and projects, access to data and specialized technical advisory services.
	· Implementing agency responsible for providing quality assurance, oversight and support

· Responsible (with the UNEP Evaluation Office) for the project’s GEF specific M&E function, including evaluation services

· Ensuring compliance with GEF requirements.
	· Garnering lessons learned for the design of future projects and GEF portfolio.

	UNEP’s Regional Office for Africa
	UNEP-ROA lead on several African initiatives in the field of environmental conservation and hosts a strong knowledge base of regional mechanisms, policies, and networks to foster dialogue, capacity development and partnerships and promote synergies with MEAs and SDGs.
	· The Regional Office for Africa is now the project execution partner supporting the MOWCT and MoEF of South Sudan in the execution of all project components and particularly on component 1.
	· Knowledge management, sustainability of benefits and promotion of approaches across key networks in the Africa Region.

	Ministry of Wildlife Conservation and Tourism 
	As a lead Execution partner in South Sudan and a Steering Committee (SC) member, the MWCT will work closely with the MoEF and is tasked with leading all project execution with support from UNEP ROA.

Actively participating in the SS as the project governance body guiding the project and removing barriers from implementation.
	· MWCT is the Government’s lead project execution partner with MoEF for this project and a co-financier, responsible for ensuring the project is timely and efficiently executed, and aligned with national priorities and investments 

· Should also facilitate liaison with other ministries, sub-national governments (at the governorate and district levels e.g.), with local authorities and with foreign partners and peer government organizations in neighbouring countries, to ensure coordination at the national and regional levels. 
	· Ensuring benefits accrue to the project’s target beneficiaries through supporting adoption of measures to combat illegal wildlife trade and enhanced PA management approaches in national policies and budgeting processes.

	Ministry of Environment and Forestry

(Hosting the National GEF OFP)
	Tasked with the execution of components 2 and 3 in target protected areas and working closely with MWCT.

At the national level the MoEF will facilitate liaison with other ministries, sub-national governments (at the governate and district levels e.g.), with local authorities and with foreign partners to ensure coordination at the national and regional levels. 

As a Steering Committee member, they are tasked with actively participating in this governance body and guiding the project and removing barriers from implementation.
	· They are expected to (a) work closely with MWCT and UNEP to oversee the smooth implementation of components 2 and 3 and (b) participate actively in the Project Steering Committee. 


	· This core line ministry oversees implementation of components 2 and 3 and also ensures that benefits accrue through supporting adoption of laws and approaches in national policies and budgeting processes, as well as in setting research and PA management priorities.

	Type B: High power/ low interest over the project = Meet their needs

	Ministry of Justice (MJ)
	The Ministry of Justice provides legal support for the creation of new protected areas, formal adoption of management plans and budgets as well as the development and revisions of wildlife laws and policies where necessary. The judiciary adjudicates on the constitutionality of laws and set aside or strikes down laws or provisions of laws that are inconsistent with the constitution or the constitutions of the state to the extent of the inconsistency.


	The role of the MJ as a project partner is critical at all stages of the project, to ensure long-term sustainability of project results especially in the technical areas of legal framework drafting and revisions (component 1), and legislation related to PA management (components 2 and 3)
	· Enhanced protocols for close collaboration with MWCT and MoEF on environmental legislation and law enforcement

	Ministry of Petroleum (MP)
	The ministry is mandated to manage the petroleum sector as well as establish the petroleum exploration and production authority to oversee petroleum operations, among other functions. It is also charged with the responsibility of managing  government relations with petroleum companies, and in consultation with affected communities ensure that development of concessions are subject to strategic assessment of environmental impacts of petroleum projects such as exploration and drilling, development and production and consruction of transportation systems. In line with this, it is also the mandate of MP to ensure that the licensee conducts comprehensive environmental baseline studies, prepares environmental management plan which should be made public, and holds licensees accountable for pollution damage.


	The MP oversees major Oil exploration and operations within and around many PAs in South Sudan. As such is it a key player for the success and long-term sustainability of the project’s impact.  
	· Improved collaboration with MWCT and MoEF both and central and site level in target Protected Areas (especially in the Sudd ecosystem where oil exploration is being conducted)

	Ministry of Mining (MM)
	The ministry is charged with the responsibility to ensure preservation of the natural environment and prevention of pollution from mining activities, in addition to other responsibilities. It is also the mandate of MM to ensure that the title holder conducts mining operations in a manner that preserves the natural environment, minimizes loss of natural and biological resources, promptly treat pollution and contamination of the environment in case of contamination. Further, MM ensures that licensees prepare and submit comprehensive environmental and social impact assessment as part of the business as well as rehabilitation and mine closure plans and ensures on-going rehabilitation. It is the mandate of the MM to ensure that no mineral mining is permitted in an area: that is declared by applicable law a wildlife sanctuary exclusively reserved for the preservation of animals, birds, reptiles or fish; declared by applicable law a national park wherein mining operations are specifically banned; declared by applicable law a protected forest area in which mining operations are specifically banned.
	As above for the MP, the MM is potentially a key strategic partner for the MWCT and MoEF to be engaged and to foster the success and sustainability of the results of this project
	· As above, improved collaboration with MWCT and MoEF both and central and site level in target Protected Areas 

	Ministry of Livestock and Fisheries (MLF)
	The national policies for livestock and fisheries were recently developed. The laws for both livestock and fisheries sectors are still in the process of being formulated.


	The MLF is potentially a key strategic partner for the MWCT and MoEF to be engaged and to foster the success and sustainability of the results of this project especially at site level
	· As above, improved collaboration with MWCT and MoEF on laws and policy at central and site level especially in the buffer zones around target Protected Areas

	Ministry of Gender, Child and Social Welfare (MGCSW)
	The MGCSW formulated a National Gender Policy, which was endorsed by the Council of Ministers in 2012. The overall objective of this national gender policy is to serve as a framework and provide guidelines for mainstreaming principles of gender equality and the empowerment of women in the national development process. The MGCSW also has a strategic plan for the 2013-2018 periods, which now requires updating.
	The MGCSW may potentially be a strategic partner for the MWCT and MoEF to be engaged in the project Steering Committee as well as at the local level (if and as applicable/possible) to foster the engagement and empowerment of women and key stakeholder groups. This is a key UNEP objective and a strategic avenue to foster the success and sustainability of the results of this project.
	· As above, the project team may explore ways to foster enhanced engagement of MGCSW with MWCT and MoEF both at central level as members of the SC, and at site level in target Protected Areas

	Local Government
	Broadly, local government councils are charged with the responsibility of administering and regulating their territorial land including the acquisition of community land in the local council’s area for government and other use is also the respective council’s function. Within the local government is the council land committee who represent the local government council in the process of urban and rural planning, land use planning and land master plan development, initiated or undertaken by the state government, or government of South Sudan. As such, local government plays a central role in the management of land and related resources. Traditional authority leaders, as a component of local government, also play an important role in matters that affect their communities including the management of land and natural resource under customary laws.
	Local Governments are a key strategic partner for the MWCT and MoEF to be engaged and to foster the success and sustainability of the results of this project especially at site level 

	· Improved collaboration with MWCT and MoEF especially at the site level in and around target Protected Areas

	South Sudan Police Service (SSPS)
	One of the primary mandates of SSPS is to prevent, combat and investigate crime, maintain law and public order. It is also the role of the police to protect the people and their properties as well as to uphold and enforce the constitution and the laws of South Sudan, which include PA management and wildlife conservation laws.
	The SSPS is a key strategic partner for the MWCT and MoEF to be engaged and to foster the success and sustainability of the results of this project especially at site level.
	· Improved collaboration with MWCT and MoEF both at the national level on IWT policies and law formulation and enforcement, and at the site level in and around target Protected Areas

	National Security Service (NSS)
	The NSS is well positioned to provide opinion, advice, consultation and services to various national organs including MWCT/SSWS in terms of intelligence related to illegal wildlife trade and trafficking. This is particularly the case considering it has the infrastructure and resources to detect and cooperate with MWCT/SSWS in exchanging information, combating such destructive activities as IWT, logging and trafficking by organization, group or individuals, foreign country or South Sudanese.


	As above, the NSS is a key strategic partner for the MWCT and MoEF and as such may be engaged in the SC to foster the success and sustainability of the results of this project both at national and at site level.
	· Improved collaboration with MWCT and MoEF project both at national and at the site level in and around target Protected Areas

	South Sudan People’s Defense Force (SSPDF)
	Like the NSS, SSPDF has the personnel, equipment infrastructure to support the efforts to combat poaching, illegal logging, IWT and trafficking in the country. However, of late some elements in the forces have taken part in these illegal activities in NNP, Badingilo NP and other areas where they have been apprehended. Actively engaging them in conservation education and law enforcement is of paramount importance.


	As above, the SSPDF is a key strategic partner for the MWCT and MoEF to foster the success and sustainability of the results of the project interventions especially at site level 
	· Improved collaboration with MWCT and MoEF especially at the site level in and around target Protected Areas

	Civil Society/Community-based Organizations (CSOs/CBOs) and Local Community Representatives
	Several CSOs/CBOs, including women’s groups, work with local communities in various domains including sustainable livelihoods. For example, Community Empowerment for Progress (CEPO) worked on conservation-based alternative livelihoods, sustainable fishing projects with communities, in Mangalla and Gemeiza on the western boundary of Badingilo National Park. Jonglei Oil Taskforce and Upper Nile Oil Taskforce are two CSOs that previously worked on petroleum industry governance issues, including the environment, in the Sudd Ecosystem area. Prior to escalation of insecurity, East Bank Women Agency (EBWA), a local women’s CSO, based in Eastern Equatoria provided “micro finance” service to its members to support small businesses in Torit and Nimule areas to support alternative livelihoods. In addition to these, two national NGOs, MRDA and SPEDP collaborated with the Ministry of Gender, Child and Social Welfare in implementing ‘Building Resilience among host communities and IDPs’ project in Nimule. A media CSO, the Association for Media Development in South Sudan (AMDISS) trained journalists on covering issues related to governance of the extractive industries including, the environment, in the greater Sudd Ecosystem.

	When meaningfully engaged in project governance and engaged in selected elements of the project implementation strategy (especially at the site level), CSOs/CBOs can contribute significantly to ensuring the equity of project interventions and the long-term sustainability of project impact (a key UNEP objective)
In addition to local CSOs and CBOs, South Sudan still has strong local community leadership in form of traditional authorities, opinion leaders, land committees, women’s groups and youth groups including those of indigenous groups. These networks play important role in issues related to land and natural resources in their areas. National and international organizations dealing with land and natural resources find it important to consult and coordinate efforts with them as key stakeholders.


	· Increased understanding, collaboration, support for and meaningful engagement in biodiversity conservation, protected area management and in combating illegal wildlife trade

	African Parks 
	African Parks operates selected protected areas in South Sudan, with regular consultations and information exchanges with MOWCT
	A relatively recent player in SS and potentially relevant to help MOWCT and MOEF in selected aspects of the project both at central and at the site level on all project components 
	· Potential for provision of technical advice and support to MWCT and MOEF on all project components

· Potential for synergy on training, communication and awareness, knowledge sharing and data management



	Type C: Low power/ high interest over the project = Show consideration

	University of Juba
	The College of Natural Resources and Environmental Studies of the University of Juba offers a four-year degree in wildlife science and environmental studies. Its faculty has contributed to biodiversity related work in South Sudan and graduate students from the college have, in recent years, conducted some thesis research in wildlife conservation domain including work in NNP. 


	Acting as a member of the project SC the UoJ may also assist in undertaking selected scientific tasks (eg surveys and field studies, etc.) through its network of professors and students, and sharing knowledge generated by the project 
	· Improved collaboration with MWCT and MoEF, generation of training and capacity development opportunities for university students and graduates, support to BD and PA research needs

	Wildlife Conservation Society (WCS)
	The WCS is no longer active in the Republic of South Sudan 
	Formerly a UNEP partner in the design of this project, WCS is no longer involved in the project. The current status of WCS in South Sudan: not operational
	n/a

	Fauna and Flora International
	FFI supported MWCT with PA demarcation and camera trapping of animals in Bangangai and Bire Kpatuos Game Reserves in Western Equatoria. It carried out various smaller programs on PA management strengthening in Southern National Park and in the said the reserves as well as the formulation of new policies and regulations concerning the wildlife and tourism sector. It plans to conduct training of MWCT personnel in Bangangai Game Reserve.


	Could contribute to the review and assessment of project results and could be a member of the Steering Committee in an advisory role (?)
	· Exchange of know-how and best practices, sharing or dovetailing of resources and joint initiatives with MWCT and MoEF, joint resource mobilization

	United Nations Development Programme (UNDP)
	UNDP is a GEF implementing agency in South Sudan. They are engaged widely in an array of initiatives related to democratic governance and stabilization, human development, inclusive growth, gender equality and women’s empowerment, thematic funding community resilience. 


	A key UN partner for UNEP, can ensure synergies and linkages to other national efforts in various fields 
	· Exchange of know-how and best practices, sharing or dovetailing of resources and joint initiatives with MWCT and MoEF

	Type D: Low power /low interest over the project = Least important

	Secondary stakeholders
	Limited power/influence in the project but can make key data and assessments more visible and amplify the outreach. Can contribute to changing beliefs of sceptics. 
	Private Sector, the media, donor agencies that support baseline activities are important but secondary stakeholders. 
	· Can amplify the outputs of the project

· Increased use of data products




Mid-Term Review of the UNEP/Global Environment Facility project: 


“Capacity Development in Reducing Illegal Wildlife Trade and Improving Protected Area Management Effectiveness in South Sudan”


(GEF Project ID: 9551 – UNEP PIMS ID: 01392 / 32GFL-11207-14AC0003-SB-009605 / SMA ID: 36820)


 2020 – 2027
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� Please provide maximum five key words, which are not already in the project title.


� SMA refers to the ID provided by the Integrated Planning, Management and Reporting Solution (IPMR) system, which was introduced by UNEP in July 2023.


� Where applicable, list countries who have provided project funds and/or co-finance.


� Indicate where funding institutions are any/all of the following: Foundation/NGO; Private Sector; UN Body; Multilateral Fund; Environment Fund.


� MTR NOTE: The following partners appear in the UNEP project co-financing table but are not appearing in the stakeholder analysis within the UNEP project document. The MTR met with only SSNCO in Juba, to discuss if and how they may be again engaged in the project


� The MTR confirms this as start date of the project as it is linked to the first disbursement. However, activities were thereafter significantly delayed due to a combination of external and internal factors discussed in the MTR Report.


� The MTR also assessed the proposed project operational completion date and finds this suggested date to be realistic at the time of writing, considering the current pace of activities


� This PA was added after the ‘Maanzoni’ inception meeting


� This reflects the new execution arrangement approved by UNEP and South Sudan’s Government, after the withdrawal of WCS and IUCN, see above.


� 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, also on a six-point scale, from Highly Likely (HL) down to Highly Unlikely (HU) and Nature of External Context is rated from Highly Favourable (HF) to Highly Unfavourable (HU). 


� This PA was added after the ‘Maanzoni’ inception meeting


� This reflects the new execution arrangement approved by UNEP and South Sudan’s Government, after the withdrawal of WCS and IUCN, see above.


� wedocs.unep.org/bitstream/handle/20.500.11822/7100/UNEP%20Evaluation%20Policy%202016.pdf?sequence=1&isAllowed=y


� unenvironment.org/resources/other-evaluation-reportsdocuments/unep-evaluation-manual


� UN Environment’s Medium-Term Strategy (MTS) is a document that guides UN Environment Programme’s planning over a four-year period. It identifies the UN Environment Programme’s thematic priorities and sets out the desired outcomes.  


� Contributing partners may be providing resources as either cash or in-kind inputs (e.g. staff time, office space etc.).


� the MTR de-briefing meeting at MWCT on Friday 7th of March was cut short as news of grave security incidents just happened in the Upper Nile Region in North of the country - �HYPERLINK "https://www.bbc.com/news/articles/clyj13zw7yyo"�South Sudan: UN evacuation attempt disrupted by deadly shooting� generated concern that the security situation may deteriorate across the country, so all MWCT staff should be allowed to reach home ASAP and before dark, while waiting for further news


� 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, also on a six-point scale, from Highly Likely (HL) down to Highly Unlikely (HU) and Nature of External Context is rated from Highly Favourable (HF) to Highly Unfavourable (HU). 


� If the review raises concerns over adherence with policies or standard procedures, a recommendation maybe given to cover the topic in an upcoming audit, or similar financial oversight exercise.


� See also document ‘Criterion Rating Description’ for reference


� Acronym for ID assigned by the Integrated Planning, Monitoring and Reporting (IPMR) system.


� State whether co-financing amounts are cash or in-kind.


� UNEP policies require projects with planned implementation periods of 4 or more years to have a mid-point assessment of performance. For projects under 4 years, this should be marked as N/A.


� �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�


� Sustainability is similarly rated on a six-point scale but labelled from Highly Likely (HL) down to Highly Unlikely (HU).


� �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.


� The conditions and processes for amendments should abide by the terms of the funding agreement. For example, the GEF has specific requirements for the approval/reporting of ‘minor’ and ‘major’ amendments. This includes the provision that any minor and major (approved) amendments should be reflected in the PIR report of the same year. 


� UNEP, 2019, Glossary of Results Definitions


� This can be as a driver or assumption if there is no specific equality results statement.


� 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 behaviour, attitude or condition (UNEP, 2019)


� The terms catalytic effect, scaling up and replication are inter-related and generally refer to extending the coverage or magnitude of the effects of a project. Catalytic effect is associated with triggering additional actions that are not directly funded by the project – these effects can be both concrete or less tangible, can be intentionally caused by the project or implied in the design and reflected in the TOC drivers, or can be unintentional and can rely on funding from another source or have no financial requirements. Scaling up and Replication require more intentionality for projects, or individual components and approaches, to be reproduced in other similar contexts. Scaling up suggests a substantive increase in the number of new beneficiaries reached/involved and may require adapted delivery mechanisms while Replication suggests the repetition of an approach or component at a similar scale but among different beneficiaries. Even with highly technical work, where scaling up or replication involves working with a new community, some consideration of the new context should take place and adjustments made as necessary.


� Adaptive management is an iterative process in which practitioners test hypotheses and adjust behavior, decisions, and actions based on experience and actual changes (Stankey et al., 2005).


� For GEF funded projects the UNEP Project Manager refers to the Task Manager.


� Complementarity with other interventions during project design, inception or mobilization is considered under Strategic Relevance above.


� SMART refers to results that are specific, measurable, achievable, relevant and time-oriented. Indicators help to make results measurable.


� Project Information Management System (PIMS) or, from 2022, Integrated Planning Monitoring and Reporting (IPMR) 


� 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)


� During 2023 UNEP is reviewing its Partnership Policy and Procedures and a future version is expected to include a requirement for risk mitigation against weak performance among partners.


� GEF Minimum Fiduciary Standards: Separation of Implementation and Execution Functions in GEF Partner Agencies (2019).


�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 Safe.g.uard 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.


� For GEF funded projects, UNEP Project Manager refers to the Task Manager.


� This does not apply to Enabling Activities
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