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[bookmark: _Toc2116852389]Project Overview

	Project Information

	IUCN Project ID
	P04649

	GEF ID
	10799

	Title
	Regional Initiative for Water and Environment in the transboundary basin of the Mono River (RIWE-Mono)

	Country(ies)
	Togo and Benin

	Regional Programme
	PACO

	Global Thematic Programme/Regional Thematic Programme  (if relevant)
	Regional Water and Wetlands Programme

	Joint Agency (if relevant)
	IUCN

	Executing Agency(ies) 
	Mono Basin Authority (MBA), Sahara and Sahel Observatory (OSS), Global Water Partnership (GWP-WA), National Focal Points ( 

	Project Type 
	



	Project Description

	From the project document, please provide overall context, project expected objectives, outcomes and outputs 
(Delete the above guidance after reporting - max 500 words)

The Mono River Basin is a transboundary basin located between Benin and Togo in West Africa. It is located in its lower reaches, on the border between Togo and Benin, and flows for 340 km before emptying into the Gulf of Guinea. Its north-south oriented watershed covers an area of approximately 30,000 km², 86% of which is located in Togo. In Togo, it is the largest river, covering 37% of the national territory and 48 municipalities, 32 of which have more than half of their area in the region.

However, it is far from immune to numerous pressures, including land degradation due to inappropriate land use, deforestation, and pollution. These actions affect terrestrial ecosystems, reducing land productivity and increasing the risks of landslides, floods, and drought; They also impact freshwater ecosystems themselves, with increased sedimentation, decreased water quality and increased risks of flooding, etc. Unfortunately, these pressures are compounded by growing population pressure and climate change.

The "Regional Initiative for Water and the Environment in the Transboundary Mono River Basin" (RIWE-Mono) project aims to restore and preserve the basin's ecosystems, while improving the living conditions of riparian populations through the development of pilot initiatives.
The project aims to ensure the sustainable development and ecological resilience of the Mono River basin by strengthening governance, capacity building, and participatory planning for Integrated Water Resources Management (IWRM) by communities, as well as strengthening cooperation between Togo and Benin. The specific objectives of the project are as follows:
· To provide the Mono basin with a Transboundary Diagnostic Analysis (TDA) accompanied by a Strategic Action Plan (SAP) and an initial investment plan, using GEF best practices and available and accessible data.
· To strengthen the technical and institutional capacities of the ABM and other key stakeholders in the basin.
· To improve knowledge management and dissemination within the basin and its stakeholders, as well as the monitoring and evaluation of project activities.


The project is structured into three components:
· Component 1: Assessment and planning of water resources as well as ecological and economic development of the Mono River basin
· Component 2: Institutional and technical capacity building
· Component 3: Knowledge management, monitoring and evaluation, and communication

The project includes a total of six outcomes and 14 outputs.

	Project Contacts
	

	Task Manager (Implementing Agency)
	Mr Armel MEWOUTH

	Global/Regional Thematic Lead (Implementing Agency)
	Regional Water and Wetlands Programme

	Project Manager (Executing Agency)
	Mr Gounten MANOUABA

	Project Monitoring and Evaluation Officer (Executing Agency)
	Mr Koffi AGBÉKO

	Project Safeguards Officer (Executing Agency)
	

	Project Communication Officer (Executing Agency)
	

	GEF Operational Focal Point
	Benin: Mr Mémanton BONI YALLA
Togo: Mr Comlan AWOUGNON




[bookmark: _Toc344105249]Overall Ratings (Final – Validated by Regional Portfolio Manager)

	Overall Development Outcomes Rating[footnoteRef:1] [1:  This section will use the scale used by the GEF and outlined in Annex L of this document: 1) Highly satisfactory, 2) Satisfactory, 3) Moderately Satisfactory, 4) Moderately Unsatisfactory, 5) Unsatisfactory, 6) Highly Unsatisfactory] 

	

	Overall Implementation Rating[footnoteRef:2] [2:  Idem] 

	

	Overall Risk Rating[footnoteRef:3] [3:  This section will use the scale used by the GEF and outlined in the Annex of this document: 1) High Risk, 2) Substantial Risk, 3) Moderate Risk, 4) Low Risk] 

	

	Safeguards Risk Rating[footnoteRef:4] [4:  Using the methodology established by the IUCN Environmental and Social Management System (ESMS) - see Annex] 

	Moderate



Ratings and Overall Assessments
	Role
	YEAR Development Objective Progress Rating[footnoteRef:5] [5:  This section will use the scale used by the GEF and outlined in Annex of this document: 1) Highly satisfactory, 2) Satisfactory, 3) Moderately Satisfactory, 4) Moderately Unsatisfactory, 5) Unsatisfactory, 6) Highly Unsatisfactory] 

	YEAR Implementation Progress Rating[footnoteRef:6] [6:  Idem] 

	YEAR Project Risk Rating

	Project Management Unit (PMU)
	Overall Assessment
	Overall Assessment
	Overall Assessment

	
	Satisfactory
	Moderately Satisfactory
	Moderately Satisfactory

	
	Please provide justification for overall assessment
	Please provide justification for overall assessment
	Please provide justification for overall assessment

	
	The RIWE-Mono project implementation contract was signed in October 2024. However, the PMU recruitment process was delayed. It was not until January 2025 that it was truly operational. Thanks to the PMU team's capacity building efforts, some progress has been made towards achieving the project's annual objectives.
	The first year of the RIWE-Mono project is primarily dedicated to conducting baseline studies. As of July 2025, most of the consultants recruited were still at the start-up stage of their assignment. This situation has an overall impact on the technical and financial execution rate of the project.
	The main risk is simply the consultants' delay in submitting deliverables.
All measures have been taken to better monitor consultants.

	






	IUCN Regional/Country Office (IA)

	Overall Assessment
	Overall Assessment
	Overall Assessment

	
	Satisfactory
	Moderately Satisfactory
	Satisfactory

	
	Please provide justification for overall assessment
	Please provide justification for overall assessment
	Please provide justification for overall assessment

	
	The project got off to a somewhat timid start, particularly with the delay in the recruitment of the PMU by the Mono Basin Authority (MBA). However, the support provided by the Regional Water and Wetlands Programme helped improve understanding of the project and contributed to a better annual work plan and budget for the first year of the project.
	The overall execution of the project is still relatively low, almost 30% in July 2025. Efforts must be made to speed up the transmission of deliverables by the consultants recruited for this project.
	For the moment, the project does not present any major risks.

	
	

	IUCN Regional/Global Thematic Lead (as relevant)


	Overall Assessment
	Overall Assessment
	Overall Assessment

	
	
	
	

	
	Please provide justification for overall assessment
	Please provide justification for overall assessment
	Please provide justification for overall assessment

	
	
	
	

	
	

	IUCN Regional/Global Portfolio Manager

	Overall Assessment
	Overall Assessment
	Overall Assessment

	
	
	
	

	
	Please provide justification for overall assessment
	Please provide justification for overall assessment
	Please provide justification for overall assessment

	
	
	
	



[bookmark: _Toc1474989362]Outcomes achievements and outputs delivery
	Component 1: Mono River Basin water resources, ecological and economic development assessment and planning
Outcome 1.1: The threats and potentials of the ecological and economic functions of the Mono basin are assessed and their management planned in an integrated and concerted manner
Output 1.1.1: A Transboundary Diagnostic Analysis (TDA), including groundwater, is performed, published and agreed by the two countries
01 international consultant and 04 national consultants currently being recruited

Outcome 1.2: Pilot Integrated interventions to enhance suitable use of the basin resources, economic development as well as environment protection and population adaptation and resilience to climate change
Output 1.2.1: Pilot activities on the integration of CC into IWRM, pollution control at source, co-management of transboundary protected areas, conservation of biodiversity of global interest, local community mobilization and knowledge management for IWRM in the Mono River Basin are conducted and lessons learned.
Recruitment of the consultant responsible for drafting the detailed terms of reference and the call for proposals for pilot activities is underway, drawing on the services of the recruited consultants.
46 local stakeholders, including 12 women, have been trained in Lomé on Nature-Based Solutions.
13 participants, including the PMU, MBA, OSS, and GWPAO, have been trained on ESMS, GEF standard indicators, and the completion of the PIR.

Component 2: Institutional and technical capacity strengthening
Outcome 2.1: The technical and institutional capacities of the MBA and key partners are strengthened to enable actions for water and soil conservation, and restoration and protection of Mono basin ecosystems
Output 2.1.1: Capacity building and training of MBA Executive Directorate and main stakeholders in IWRM regulation, management of Protected Areas as well as the animation of the CLE
Recruitment of a consultant to develop a guide on the water management development process, describing the roles and responsibilities of stakeholders, is underway.
Procurement of two vehicles for the project is underway.
Installation of national coordination units in Benin and Togo.
Recruitment of a national consultant to strengthen the capacities of Local Water Committees (CLEs) in Togo.
Recruitment of a national consultant to develop and update action plans for the CLEs and the ACCB

Output 2.1.3: Institutional and technical capacities of CSOs/CBOs operating in the Mono Basin are increased for better engagement in transboundary management of shared resources
Recruitment of a national consultant to train CLEs and CSOs/CBOs involved in Mono is underway.
Recruitment of a national consultant to conduct an inventory of POSC/Mono and organize capacity-building sessions for stakeholders is underway.

Outcome 2.2 Improved governance and cooperative framework of the Mono basin to support water-related challenges and transboundary flooding risk reduction
Output 2.2.1: The statutory bodies of the MBA are established and operational
The MBA Technical Committee of Experts meeting was held in Cotonou in April 2025, bringing together 26 participants from Togo and Benin. This was an opportunity to present the RIWE-Mono project to the participants.

Output 2.2.3: A regulatory framework for the sustainable and collaborative management of transboundary natural resources in the Mono River Basin is developed and submitted for approval
Component 3 -Knowledge Management, Monitoring and Evaluation and Communication
Outcome 3.1: Project implementation is improved
Review and consolidation of draft 1 of the project monitoring and evaluation strategy and action plan

(Delete the above guidance after reporting - max 500 words)



[bookmark: _Toc2049582155]Challenges: Information on challenges of project implementation activities
	· Provide description of the challenges encountered since project started
Weaknesses in the technical capacities of implementing agencies at the start of the project
Understanding the project was one of the major challenges for the implementing agencies at the beginning of this project. We organized several explanations of the project and financial management for the PMU, MBA, OSS and GWP-WA.

· Provide description of the challenges encountered during this reporting period
Reporting on activities that have just started
The bulk of the activities planned for this first year of the project are primarily carried out by consultants. This reporting period coincides with the start of their activities. Therefore, it is somewhat difficult to highlight the major results of the project.

(Delete the above guidance after reporting - max 500 words)







Please fill in the table below building on your result framework. 
	Objective 1: [doter le bassin du Mono d’une Analyse Diagnostique Transfrontalière (ADT) assortie d’un Plan d’Action Stratégique (PAS) et d’un premier plan d’investissement, en utilisant les meilleures pratiques du FEM ainsi que les données disponibles et accessibles, pour la gestion durable et concertée des ressources naturelles et soutenir la coopération inter-étatique dans le bassin]

	Outcomes 
(Copy and paste outcomes from Result Framework)
	Indicators
	Baseline
	 Midterm Target
	End of project Target 
	Periodic Results (01/07/2024-30/06/2025)
	Result to Date (from project start)
	Progress rating (HS, S,MS,MU,U,SU)[footnoteRef:7] [7:  Abbreviations are explained in the Annex] 


	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
At this reporting phase, the project is at the stage of sizing the baseline situation and basic indicators. The results framework, including indicators, the baseline situation and monitoring deadlines will be validated during a regional workshop planned for September 2025.



GEF Core Indicators 
Please report on GEF core indicators that are relevant to your project using guidance provided by GEF on the implementation of the GEF-8 results measurement framework

Table 1. Eleven GEF Core Program Indicators
	Indicator # 
As per GEF portal
	Indicator
	

Baseline
	Project Target
	Progress to date (from project start)
	Means of Verification

	1
	Terrestrial protected areas created or under improved management 
This indicator will be reported as the aggregate total of the following Sub-Indicators. 
· Terrestrial protected areas newly created
· Terrestrial protected areas under improved management effectiveness
	
0


0

0
	
261 150


91 500

169 650
	
0


0

0
	
Rapport d’activité

	2
	Marine protected areas created or under improved management
This indicator will be reported as the aggregate total of the following Sub-Indicators. 
· Marine protected areas newly created
· Marine protected areas under improved management effectiveness
	

	

	
	
Rapport d’activité

	3
	Area of land and ecosystems under restoration
This indicator will be reported as the aggregate total of the following Sub-Indicators. 
· Area of degraded agricultural lands under restoration
· Area of forest and forest land under restorationArea of natural grass and woodlands under restoration
· Area of wetlands (including estuaries and mangroves) under restoration
· 
	0


0

0



0
	2 500


1 300

  400



400
	0


0

0



0
	Rapport d’activité

	4
	Area of landscapes under improved practices (excluding protected areas)
This indicator will be reported as the aggregate total of the following Sub-Indicators. 
· Area of landscapes under improved management to benefit biodiversity
· Area of landscapes under third-party certification incorporating biodiversity considerations
· Area of landscapes under sustainable land management in production systems
· Area of High Conservation Value or other forest loss avoided
· Terrestrial OECMs supported
	0




0

0


0
	2 500




   400

   300


1 300


	0




0

0


0
	Rapport d’activité

	5
	Area of marine habitat under improved practices to benefit biodiversity
This indicator will be reported as the aggregate total of the following Sub-Indicators.
· Fisheries under third-party certification incorporating biodiversity considerations
· Large Marine Ecosystems with reduced pollution and hypoxia
· Marine OECMs supported
	
	
	
	

	6
	Greenhouse gas emissions mitigated
This indicator will be reported through the following Sub-Indicators
· Greenhouse gas emission mitigated in the AFOLU sector
· Greenhouse gas emission mitigated outside of the AFOLU sector
· Carbon sequestered or emissions avoided in the AFOLU sector (Direct)
· Carbon sequestered or emissions avoided in the AFOLU sector (Indirect)
· Emissions avoided outside AFOLU sector (Direct)
· Emissions avoided outside AFOLU sector (Indirect)
· Energy saved
· Increase in installed renewable energy capacity per technology 
	
	
	
	

	7
	Shared water ecosystems under new or improved cooperative management
This indicator will be reported through the following Sub-Indicators
· Level of Regional Legal Agreements and Regional Management Institutions to support its implementation
· Level of Transboundary Diagnostic Analysis and Strategic Action Program (TDA/SAP) formulation and implementation
· Level of National/Local reforms and active participation of Inter-Ministerial Committees
· Level of engagement in IW:LEARN through participation and delivery of key products
	


	


	
	






	8
	Globally over-exploited fisheries moved to more sustainable levels
	
	
	
	

	9
	Chemicals of global concern and their waste reduced
This indicator will be reported through the following Sub-Indicators 
· Solid and liquid Persistent Organic Pollutants (POPs) removed or disposed (POPs type)
· Quantity of mercury reduced
· Hydrochlorofluorocarbons reduced/phased out
· Countries with legislation and policy implemented to control chemicals and waste
· Low-chemical/non-chemical systems implemented, particularly in food production, manufacturing and cities
· POPs/Mercury containing materials and products directly avoided
· Highly Hazardous Pesticides eliminated
· Avoided residual plastic waste
	
	
	
	

	10
	Persistent organic pollutants to air reduced
This indicator will be reported through the following Sub-Indicators
· Countries with legislation and policy implemented to control emissions of POPs to air
· Emission control technologies/practices implemented
	
	
	
	

	11
	People benefiting from GEF-financed investments
This indicator will be reported as the aggregate total of the following Sub-Indicators.
· Female
· Male
	0


0
0
	20 665


10 200
10 465
	146


32
	Rapport d’activité semestriel du projet et Rapport d’activité à mi-parcours du CRP



[bookmark: _Toc604700831]Adjustments 

	Please provide comments on delays during this reporting period in achieving any of the following key project milestones: inception workshop, mid-term review, terminal evaluation and/or project closure. 


	RAS



Project Minor Amendments
Minor amendments are changes to the project design or implementation that do not have significant impact on the project objectives or scope, or an increase of the GEF project financing up to 5% as described in Annex 9 of the Project and Program Cycle Policy Guidelines.
Please tick each category for which a change occurred in the fiscal year of reporting and provide a description of the change that occurred in the textbox. You may attach supporting documents as appropriate within this PIR submission.
	
	Results framework

	
	

	
	Components and cost

	
	

	
	Institutional and implementation arrangements

	
	

	
	Financial management

	
	

	
	Implementation schedule

	
	

	
	Executing Entity

	
	

	
	Executing Entity Category

	
	

	
	Minor project objective change

	
	

	
	Safeguards

	
	

	
	Risk analysis

	
	

	
	Increase of GEF project financing up to 5%

	
	

	
	Co-financing

	
	

	
	Location of project activity

	
	

	
	Other




	Minor amendments
	Change description

	None
	

	
	

	
	



[bookmark: _Toc490420272]Implementation Progress 

Please insert graph below showing cumulative disbursements on quarterly and yearly basis since project launch 


	Cumulative Disbursements

	Cumulative general ledger delivery against total approved amount (in Project Document) -  %
	%

	Cumulative general ledger delivery against expected delivery as of this year -  %
	%

	Cumulative disbursement as of 30 June 2025 (note: amount to be updated in later August) 
	163 734 USD



	Key Financing Amounts

	PPG Amount
	USD

	GEF Grant Amount
	USD

	Planned Co-Financing

Co-Financing to date
	USD

USD



	Key Project Dates

	PIF Approval Date
	USD

	CEO Endorsement Date
	USD

	Project Document Signature Date (Project start date) 
	USD

	Date of Inception workshop (Project launch)
	

	Expected date of mid-term review
	

	Actual date of mid-term review
	

	Expected date of Terminal Evaluation
	

	Original planned closing date
	

	Revised Planned closing date
	



	Dates of Project Steering Committee / Board Meetings during reporting period  (June to July)

	27 au 28 janvier 2025 : Réunion du Comité régional de Pilotage, tenu à Grand Popo au Benin

	07 août 2025 : Réunion en ligne du Comité régional de Pilotage

	

	





[bookmark: _Toc969415236]Critical Risk Management

Please complete the table below (Only risk with High or Medium rating / level should be recorded) by using the information in the Project Risk register (excel file provided with PIR templates). If a project risk register has already been completed for the project, please provide any updates for High or Medium risk from this reporting period – e.g. changing in risk rating, risk owners or additional risk identified etc. in the table below.

	Risk Category[footnoteRef:8] [8:  IUCN risk categories: Strategic, Financial, People management, Operational, Legal/Compliance, Information systems, External ] 

	Risk description
	Rating / Level (H, M)
	Mitigation measures undertaken in this reporting period
	Risk Owner
	Updates / Changes

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	



Project overall risk rating (Low, Moderate, Substantial or High). Please see Annex – Ratings definition for guidance. 


	2023 rating (H, S, M, L) 
	2024 rating (H, S, M, L) 
	Comments/reasons for the rating for 2023 and any changes (positive or negative) in the rating since the previous reporting period 

	
	
	




[bookmark: _Toc1923201570]Gender

Progress in advancing Gender equality and women’s empowerment
Please note that all projects approved since GEF 6 are required to carry out a gender analysis and provide gender-responsive and where possible gender transformative measures to address differences, identified impacts and risks, and opportunities through a Gender Action Plan (GAP) or equivalent.

	Does this project specifically target woman or girls as direct beneficiaries? 

	
While the project does not specifically target women or girls as direct beneficiaries, a detailed gender analysis was undertaken to ensure that the project has positive outcomes for all genders. 


	In case a gender analysis was not undertaken during project preparation (PPG), has it been carried out in this reporting period? If yes, what were the main findings? If an analysis during project design had been undertaken, but further updates have been carried out during the reporting period, please indicate this below. Please also report on additional site level gender analyses if they were undertaken during this reporting period.



	Gender analysis was undertaken during PPG, further updates will be carried out when the sub project screening takes place.

	Please describe progress in implementing the Gender Action Plan (GAP); you could also add the GAP in form of a GAP progress report as annex. Please also specify results achieved during this reporting period through implementing gender-responsive measures.

Results reported can include site level results working with local communities and municipal/ regional organizations as well as work to integrate gender considerations into national policies, strategies and planning. Please explain how the results reported addressed the different needs of men or women, improved norms, values and power structures, and/or contributed to transforming or challenging gender inequalities and discrimination.

	The GAP is attached. As site-based activities have not yet commenced, on ground actions are yet to be implemented.

	Please report on gender-responsive indicators and gender-disaggregated targets as established in the results framework of the project 

	There are included in the GAP. As site-based activities have not yet commenced, on ground actions are yet to be implemented.




[bookmark: _Toc75619606][bookmark: _Toc455042764]Implementing the Stakeholder Engagement Plan

The GEF Stakeholder Engagement Policy Guidelines[footnoteRef:9] require that Agencies prepare a Stakeholder Engagement Plan to describe how Stakeholders will be engaged in the project specifying means of engagement throughout the project/program cycle. Agencies should include information on progress, challenges and outcomes of stakeholder engagement in the annual PIR.  [9:  Stakeholder Engagement Policy Guidelines (SD/GN/01), December 20, 2018] 


Please either provide the Stakeholder Engagement Plan and its respective progress report as annex or complete the below table by specifying the engagement strategies and achievements for the most important stakeholder groups. This can include demonstrating how different stakeholders were engaged in decisions on project governance (e.g. as member of the steering group), in the management or monitoring of the project or in specific programmatic activities. Forms of engagement include direct consultation or exchange, or the obtaining of consent prior to carrying out activities, as well as indirect forms such as through media or other communication channels. Where relevant, explain whether further stakeholder mapping and analysis has been carried out. Please also specify how the engagement is documented to provide evidence of such activities. 

Please note that the data may be used for reporting to the GEF or IUCN web site, and for other internal and external knowledge and learning efforts. It is critical that the SEP and documentation is complies with the IUCN Data Protection Policy[footnoteRef:10]  [10:  Available at: https://iucn.org/sites/default/files/2022-05/iucn-data-protection-policy_0.pdf.] 


All projects must complete this section. Please enter N/A in cells that are not applicable to your project. 

	Information on stakeholder engagement strategies, progress, outcomes and challenges 

	Local governments 

	

	Civil society organisations

	

	Local communities (disaggregate where relevant)

	

	Indigenous Peoples

	

	Private sector

	

	Other relevant stakeholders as identified in the projects’ stakeholder mapping and analysis

	




[bookmark: _Toc75619607][bookmark: _Toc1691420692]Environmental and Social Safeguards 

This section of the PIR describes the progress made towards implementing the Environmental and Social Management Plans or other safeguard tools, when appropriate. Note that this section only applies to projects classified as moderate or high risk, not to low-risk projects. 

For reporting progress on the implementation of ESMS plans or tools, please either provide the ESMP Monitoring Table as annex (see ESMP guidance note and template[footnoteRef:11]) or complete the below table.  [11:  https://www.iucn.org/sites/dev/files/esms_esmp_guidance_note_and_template.docx] 



	Progress of implementing the Environmental and Social Management Plan (ESMP) or other safeguard tools 

	Environmental and Social Risks
	Risks identified by ESMS Screening or during any update of ESMP since project start[footnoteRef:12] [12:  Add n/a if the respective risk issues has neither been identified during the ESMS screening nor in any update of the ESMP.] 

	Actions taken during this FY; explain how you engaged with groups affected by the identified risks and the outcomes achieved
	Are the measures considered sufficient?  Are there any outstanding issues relevant for next FY? 

	Adverse gender-related impacts  
	Potential risk of gender-based discrimination, or of perpetuating gender-related inequalities relating to access or rights over natural resources 
	Recruitment of relevant consultant and staff positions ongoing in order to ensure that the GAP accurately reflects on ground situations once project sites are identified 
	Yes

	Risks of affecting vulnerable groups
	Apart from women and youth, no specific vulnerable groups were identified during consultations. There are a number of ethnic groups represented in both countries and basin, and while there are historical issues at national scale, communities did not flag any. More specific consultations will be carried out once specific sites have been identified.
On a basin level scale, it is not envisaged that there should be project risks or negative impacts falling disproportionately on vulnerable individuals, namely as the project is seeking to provide sustainable and equitable development in the entirety of the basin, for all users. 
However, it is acknowledged that for certain of the pilot projects involving direct action on landscapes and involvement of communities (i.e. Pilot projects 2 and 4), this will need to be included in the assessment of sites.
	An update of the SEP at the beginning of the project (activity 3.2.1.1) is planned, during which there will be an opportunity to ensure that this is reconsidered and subsequently incorporated into key activities, namely the TDA/SAP process (output 1.1.1 and 1.1.2) and the pilot activities (Output 1.2.1).
	Yes

	Risk of undermining human rights
	No major risks foreseen as the project focusses on equitable, inclusive and sustainable development
	
	

	Community health, safety and security risks
	There is a low likelihood of risks related to community health and safety. In certain areas of the basin, conflict between different water and land users were noted, notably between farmers and livestock. 
However, it was noted that there are government-led pilot activities (Benin) to help resolve these, as well as work with CLEs and ACP to help resolve these. 
In terms of the project, there are no direct interventions or pilot projects that will address these issues. By working with CLEs and ACP, as well as other actors in the basin, there is the opportunity to continue cementing their roles and visibility for the community. As they have sustainable development and resource management missions, their capacity building and support should help communities work through such issues.
Human-wildlife conflict is present within the basin, mainly with monkeys and hippopotamus based on consultations. 
As the project looks to promote effective and sustainable management in the basin, it is likely that the issue of human-wildlife conflict will be raised, whether in the development of the TDA/SAP or through some of the pilot activities (namely in the Ramsar sites, pilot activity 1). 
	Mitigation measures proposed are described in the ESMF, but sub-project screening will help identify whether these risks are prevalent in the project sites. 
	Yes

	Labour and working conditions  
	With the project area including the UNESCO-MAB Transboundary Reserve, there are community ecoguards. It is intended that specific activities target them – namely Activity 3.1.2.1, which looks at increasing their capacity in terms of information sharing and mobilization techniques for local communities. However, activities will be limited to capacity building
	Although this risk is considered to be low, the sub-project screening will be used to identify site-specific risks and mitigation measures. 
	

	Resource efficiency, pollution, wastes, chemicals 
	No significant risks foreseen
	
	

	New risks emerged
	None so far
	
	

	ESMS Standards[footnoteRef:13]  [13:  Please check the respective box to indicate the decision at Screening stage: whether a standards has been triggered or not, or the decision was deferred to the implementation phase. If the latter, please explain the status of this decision.] 

	Required management measures/plans (when standard triggered)
	Actions taken during this FY – for each safeguard plan, please indicate if actions are on schedule; explainhow you engaged with groups affected by the identified risks and the outcomes achieved
	Are the measures considered sufficient?  Are there any outstanding issues relevant for next FY? 

	Involuntary Resettlement & Access Restrictions 
☐ yes    
☐ no         
☒ TBD
	☐ Resettlement Action Plan  
☐ Resettlement Policy Framework 
☐ Action Plan to Mitigate Impacts Access Restriction
☐ Access Restrictions Mitigation Process Framework 
☒ Other: ESMF 
	The project is not expected to trigger this standard as the pilot projects are small in size and benign in nature. However, it cannot be completely excluded as pilot initiative 2 may require use restrictions when restoring degraded land and therefore affect the vulnerable groups who depend on these resources for their livelihoods. 
As the project area is vast and specific sites for on-ground interventions are in the process of being identified, screening will be carried out for each sub-project at the time of site selection. The proposed mitigation measures for each potential risk as identified at the project level in the ESMS Screening report are detailed in the ESMF, this will be tailored to each sub-project before implementation. Site identification is expected to commence shortly. 
	Yes

	Indigenous Peoples 
☐ yes                    
☐ no       
☒ TBD
	☐ Indigenous Peoples Plan
☐ Indigenous Peoples Planning Framework
☒ Other: ESMF
	While the project area is home to many ethnic groups, the presence of indigenous peoples, particularly pastoralist groups such as the Peul was not confirmed with certainty, especially given their seasonal movements. A detailed stakeholder analysis is foreseen in the implementation phase with extensive consultations to identify any project areas that overlap with (changing) routes of transhumant pastoralists, and strategies to include them in the TDA process where applicable.
As the project area is vast and specific sites for on-ground interventions are in the process of being identified, screening will be carried out for each sub-project at the time of site selection. The proposed mitigation measures for each potential risk as identified at the project level in the ESMS Screening report are detailed in the ESMF, this will be tailored to each sub-project before implementation. The TDA/SAP manual also provides in-depth guidance. Site identification is expected to commence shortly.
	Yes

	Cultural Heritage 
☐ yes                    
☐ no          
☒ TBD
	☐ Chance Find Procedures
☒ Other: ESMF

	The project area has strong cultural and religious significance for communities living in the area. However, as these types of sites are protected from exploitation and/or degradation by host country legislation, it is highly unlikely that any will be subject to direct activities (e.g. landscape restoration). The project will not directly support the development of economic benefits from cultural heritage.
As a precautionary measure, screening will be carried out for each sub-project at the time of site selection to prevent accidental or unintentional impacts on sites of cultural significance. The proposed mitigation measures for each potential risk as identified at the project level in the ESMS Screening report are detailed in the ESMF, this will be tailored to each sub-project before implementation. Site identification is expected to commence shortly.
	Yes

	Biodiversity & Sustainable Use Natural Resources 
☐ yes                     
☐ no          
☒ TBD
	☐ Pest Management Plan
☒ Other: ESMF
	The project encompasses a number of sites of conservation significance such as forest reserves. There is the potential for some of the pilot activities, or activities identified in the SAP to deal with water use. However, as the overall goal of the project is to promote sustainable development, use and management of the basin and its resources, these should not negatively affect water dynamics and flow, or forests, but rather improve them.
As a precautionary measure, screening will be carried out for each sub-project at the time of site selection. The proposed mitigation measures for each potential risk as identified at the project level in the ESMS Screening report are detailed in the ESMF, this will be tailored to each sub-project before implementation. Site identification is expected to commence shortly.
	Yes

	ESMS Risk Category (as per ESMS Screening)             
	☐ Low Risk     ☒ Moderate Risk       ☐ High Risk

	Have findings during implementation triggered any changes to the ESMS Risk Category? If yes, explain the issues and justification for the new rating. 
	None so far

	List all risk issues that are now rated as high risk 
(if any)
	N/A

	Has a list of relevant host country regulations on environmental and social matters been established? What is the status of the project’s compliance with the applicable laws and regulations? 
	Yes, this is included in the ESMF.

	In case any changes of regulations have occurred since project design, have these changes been reflected in project implementation?
	N/A



Please indicate whether any grievances as per IUCN ESMS and GEF ESS policies have been received during this reporting period. If yes, please complete the below table. Also include grievances that had been received in earlier reporting periods which have not yet been closed. Note that anonymity and compliance with the IUCN Data Protection Policy (see footnote above) needs to be ensured. 

	Grievance [footnoteRef:14]   [14:  Please describe the grievance in an anonymized way, e.g type (e.g. gender, participation, violence etc)] 

	Date of receipt
	Action taken during this reporting period; has the grievance been addressed (closed)?
	If grievance hasn’t been closed: describe actions planned for next FY
	Has the grievance led to changes / improvement of project design / activities?

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	








[bookmark: _Toc745176090]Knowledge Management

Knowledge activities / products (when applicable), as outlined in Knowledge Management Approach approved at CEO Endorsement / Approval during this reporting period. 
 
	Does the project have a knowledge management strategy? How does the project collect, document and share good practices? Please list relevant good practices from this year that can be learned and shared from the project.  

	








	Does the project have a communication strategy? Please provide a brief overview of the communications successes and challenges this year. 

	








Communication material
	Please provide a list of publications, project website, project page on the IUCN website, any other facebook, twitter, flickr or youtube account related to the project, as well as hyperlinks to any media coverage of the project, for example stories written by an outside source. Please upload any supporting files, including photos, videos, stories, and other documents. 

	












Lessons learned
	Please share any particular lessons learnt in the context of project implementation (e.g. successfully tested tools, unexpected positive or negative impacts) and/or lessons learnt regarding one of your key outcomes

	






Communicating impact
	Tell us the story of how the project has helped to improve people’s lives and biodiversity and how it contributed to the target(s) pledged through internal conventions (UNCCD LDN, UNFCCC NDCs, CBD NBSAPs, SDGs, etc) and/or national policies

(The text will be used for IUCN Corporate Communications, the IUCN-GEF web-site, and/or other internal and external knowledge and learning efforts)

Please also note you can share your success story and solution on the IUCN PANORAMA web platform. This will allow for knowledge retention and dissemination of project outcomes and success factors.

	


	What is the most significant change that has resulted from the project during this reporting period? 


	











[bookmark: _Toc1529254877]Annex -  Ratings definitions	
[bookmark: _Toc3461365]
Implementation Progress Ratings

Highly Satisfactory (HS): Implementation of all components is in substantial compliance
with the original/formally revised implementation plan for the project. The project can be presented as “good practice”.

Satisfactory (S): Implementation of most components is in substantial compliance with the original/formally revised plan except for only a few that are subject to remedial action.

Moderately Satisfactory (MS): Implementation of some components is in substantial compliance with the original/formally revised plan with some components requiring remedial action.

Moderately Unsatisfactory (MU): Implementation of some components is not in substantial compliance with the original/formally revised plan with most components requiring remedial action.

Unsatisfactory (U): Implementation of most components is not in substantial compliance with the original/formally revised plan.

Highly Unsatisfactory (HU): Implementation of none of the components is in substantial compliance with the original/formally revised plan.

[bookmark: _Toc3461366]Global Environment Objective/Development Objective Ratings

Highly Satisfactory (HS): Project is expected to achieve or exceed all its major global environmental objectives, and yield substantial global environmental benefits, without major shortcomings. The project can be presented as “good practice”.

Satisfactory (S): Project is expected to achieve most of its major global environmental objectives, and yield satisfactory global environmental benefits, with only minor shortcomings.

Moderately Satisfactory (MS): Project is expected to achieve most of its major relevant objectives, but with either significant shortcomings or modest overall relevance. Project is expected not to achieve some of its major global environmental objectives or yield some of the expected global environment benefits.

Moderately Unsatisfactory (MU): Project is expected to achieve its major global environmental objectives with major shortcomings or is expected to achieve only some of its major global environmental objectives.

Unsatisfactory (U): Project is expected not to achieve most of its major global environment objectives or to yield any satisfactory global environmental benefits

Highly Unsatisfactory (HU): The project has failed to achieve, and is not expected to achieve, any of its major global environment objectives with no worthwhile benefits.

[bookmark: _Toc3461367]Development/Adaptation Objective Ratings (For LDCF/SCCF/GCF Adaptation)

Highly Satisfactory (HS): Project is expected to achieve or exceed all its major development/adaptation objectives, and yield substantial adaptation benefits, without major shortcomings. The project can be presented as “good practice”.

Satisfactory (S): Project is expected to achieve most of its major development/adaptation objectives, and yield satisfactory adaptation benefits, with only minor shortcomings.

Marginally Satisfactory (MS): Project is expected to achieve most of its major relevant development/adaptation objectives, but with either significant shortcomings or modest overall relevance. Project is expected not to achieve some of its major development objectives or yield some of the expected adaptation benefits.

Marginally Unsatisfactory (MU): Project is expected to achieve its major development/adaptation objectives with major shortcomings or is expected to achieve only some of its major adaptation objectives.

Unsatisfactory (U): Project is expected not to achieve most of its major development/adaptation objectives or to yield any satisfactory adaptation benefits.

Highly Unsatisfactory (HU): The project has failed to achieve, and is not expected to achieve, any of its major development/adaptation objectives with no worthwhile adaptation benefits.

[bookmark: _Toc3461368]Risk ratings

Risk ratings will assess the overall risk of factors internal or external to the project that may affect implementation or prospects for achieving project objectives. Risks of projects should be rated on the following scale:

High Risk (H): There is a probability of greater than 75% that assumptions may fail to hold or materialize, and/or the project may face high risks.

Substantial Risk (S): There is a probability of between 51% and 75% that assumptions may fail to hold and/or the project may face substantial risks.

Modest Risk (M): There is a probability of between 26% and 50% that assumptions may fail to hold or materialize, and/or the project may face only modest risks.

Low Risk (L): There is a probability of up to 25% that assumptions may fail to hold or materialize, and/or the project may face only modest risks.
	
	The table below illustrates how the risk categories used by GEF and IUCN align with one another.

	
	

	GEF risk categories
	IUCN risk categories

	Climate
	External

	Environment & Social
	Part of Environmental and Social Safeguards 

	Political and Governance
	External

	Macro-economic
	External

	Strategies and policies
	Strategic

	Technical design of project or program
	Operational

	Institutional capacity for implementation and sustainability
	Operational

	Fiduciary: financial management and procurement
	Finance

	Stakeholder engagement
	Part of ESMS risk assessment

	Other
	People management; Legal / Compliance; Information systems

	Financial risks for NGI projects
	N/A




	The table below illustrates how the risk rating/level used by GEF and IUCN align with one another.

	
	

	GEF risk rating / level
	IUCN risk rating / level

	High
	High

	Substantial
	High

	Moderate
	Medium

	Low
	Low



Safeguard risk ratings (also referred to as ESMS risk category)

The ESMS risk category determines the significance of environmental and/or social (E&S) risks or impacts. The significance is established for each identified E&S risks by combining likelihood and expected impact as demonstrated in table 2. The project ESMS risk category is then that of the highest risk rating. The ESMS Guidance Note on Assessment and Management of Environmental and Social Risks provides further details (including factors influencing the likelihood and impact).[footnoteRef:15] [15:  Available et: https://iucn.org/sites/default/files/2022-09/iucn_esms_gn-risk-management-clean-22.pdf  ] 

 
Rating significance of a risk event
	Impact
	Likelihood of occurrence

	
	Very unlikely to occur (1)
	Low likelihood (2)
	Likely – could occur (3)
	Known to occur - almost certain (4)
	Common occurrence (5)

	Severe (5)
	Moderate
	Moderate
	High
	High
	High

	Major (4)
	Low
	Moderate
	Moderate
	High
	High

	Medium (3)
	Low
	Low 
	Moderate
	Moderate
	Moderate

	Minor (2)
	Low
	Low
	Low
	Moderate
	Moderate 

	Negligible (1)
	Low
	Low
	Low
	Low
	Low
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