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Executive Summary 
 
The UNEP-GEF Project “Removing Barriers to Invasive Plant Management in Africa” is a 
collaborative initiative amongst four countries: Uganda, Ethiopia, Ghana and Zambia. The 
United Nations Environmental Programme (UNEP) is the Implementing Agency (IA), with 
responsibility for project management, overview, monitoring, and liaison with, and reporting, to 
GEF.  International project coordination is undertaken by CABI and the International Union for 
the Conservation of Nature (IUCN).  The National Executing Agencies (NEA) in each of the four 
countries are: 
 
Á Ethiopian Institute for Agricultural Research (Ethiopia) 
Á Council for Scientific and Industrial Research (Ghana) 
Á National Agricultural Research Organization (Uganda) 
Á Environmental Council of Zambia (Zambia) 

 
The project aims to develop a coordinated approach towards removing barriers for the effective 
management and control of invasive alien (plant) species (IAS) that are impacting globally 
significant biodiversity (and human populations). The main goals of the project are: 
 
Á Strengthening the enabling policy environment for IAS management; 
Á Provision and exchange of critical information amongst key stakeholders in IAS 

management; 
Á Implementation of IAS control and prevention programmes; 
Á Building capacity for sustainable IAS management. 

 
The RBIPMA project was launched in December 2005 and is due for completion by end 
November 2009 (4 year duration). 
 
GEF procedures require all Full Sized Projects to undergo a project Mid Term Review (MTR). 
The MTR is considered an integral part of the GEF project and it is the responsibility of the 
project executing agency to implement. The MTR should be based on an extensive and 
transparent consultation process with key stakeholder groups and project partners. The MTR 
took place between June and July 2008 and consisted of the drafting of a Country MTR Report by 
each National Executing Agency and National Coordination Unit, site visits and stakeholder 
consultations by an International Mid Term Review Team Leader and a National Deputy Mid 
Term Reviewer to review progress and plans, and ultimately culminated in a series of MTR 
Workshops in each Country where the Country MTR Reports were presented and discussed. A 
first draft of the Consolidated Mid Term Review Report was disseminated amongst NCUs and 
stakeholders in September 2008 and a final version (this report) will be presented to the 
International Steering Committee Meeting of the RBIPMA in Nairobi, Kenya on 1st to 3rd October 
2008.   
 
The project program delivery against benchmarks was variable across all four countries. Zambia 
and Uganda performed rather satisfactorily, Ethiopia and Ghana less so. These differences were 
attributed to a variety of reasons, and differing factors in each of the countries. In Ethiopia, for 
example, the project inception was delayed for more than 1 year, and so implementation was 
bound to be slower. It should be noted however that the Ethiopian NCU has worked efficiently to 
get the program back on track within the last year. Ghana has experienced difficulties with 
Government stability and support for the project has been limited, these have both led to 
significant delays in delivery. Zambia performed very well, and this was partly attributable to an 
efficient and dynamic NCU, but also to excellent government support and significant additional 

  



financing. Uganda also performed well and has a strong platform to ensure IAS is absorbed into 
existing structures. 
 
This report outlines the shortcoming in each country as well as some of the highlights and lessons 
learned from the first half of the project implementation. It presents a series of recommendations 
specific to each country, and a section of general remarks applicable to all (18 main 
recommendations are made in all, and a further 17 general recommendations are presented in 
Section 6.5). It is hoped that these will assist project implementation between now and the end of 
the project. A summary of the recommendations for each country are summarized below: 
 
Uganda 
 
Recommendation 1:  Expedite the formation of an Apex Body responsible for the coordination 

and promotion of IAS issues in Uganda  
Recommendation 2:  Expedite the modification of the NBSAP to include IAS management and 

control issues 
Recommendation 3:  Ensure that IAS management and prevention issues are embedded within 

other appropriate policies and plans 
Recommendation 4:  Continue to build capacity at all levels to handle IAS management and 

prevention 
Recommendation 5:  Improve communications and information sharing on IAS issues 
Recommendation 6:  Fast-track development and approval of cost recovery mechanisms for IAS 

activities in Uganda 
 
Ethiopia 
 
Recommendation 1:  Urgent and strategic re-focusing of RBIPMA program components is 

needed in Ethiopia 
Recommendation 3:  Build consensus to enable a unified approach for the management and 

control of Prosopis juliflora in Ethiopia 
Recommendation 4:  Develop more effective partnerships with other initiatives / agencies to 

tackle IAS issues 
Recommendation 5: Expedite the formation of an Apex Body responsible for the coordination 

and promotion of IAS issues in Ethiopia 
 
Ghana 
 
Recommendation 1:  Seek high level Government intervention to solve co-financing stalemate 
Recommendation 2:  Urgent need to promote Draft NISSAP and use it to enhance awareness of 

IAS issues at the highest levels 
Recommendation 3:  Move to implement the National Communication and Public Awareness 

Strategy developed under Component 2 
Recommendation 4:  Develop strategies and partnerships to speed up progress with capacity 

building under Component 4 
 
Zambia 
 
Recommendation 1:  Expedite the formal establishment of ECZ as the coordinating body for IAS 

issues in Zambia 
Recommendation 2:  Enhance local partnerships to scale-up IAS control and management 

  



Recommendation 3:  Fast-track National-level surveys to determine the presence and impact of 
IAS in Zambia 

Recommendation 4: Improve communications and information sharing on IAS issues 
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SECTION 1: INTRODUCTION  
 



 
UNEP DGF/2328-2711-4890: Removing Barriers to Invasive Plant Management in Africa 

(RBIPMA) 
Consolidated Mid Term Review Report 

 

 
Final Version: 28 September 2008  2 

 

1.2 Scope and Methods of the Mid Term Review 
 
7 GEF project monitoring and evaluation procedures require all Full Sized Projects to 
undergo a project Mid Term Review (MTR) (and an independent Project Completion 
Evaluation). The MTR, in contrast to the independent mid term evaluations they replace, is 
considered an integral part of the GEF project and it is the responsibility of the project executing 
agency to implement. The MTR should be based on an extensive and transparent consultation 
process with key stakeholder groups and project partners.  
 
8 The MTR process consists of (i) country MTR workshop(s); (ii) a project review by a 
small team of international and domestic MTR consultants. During the review process this team 
visits project sites, holds dialogue with stakeholder groups, reviews outputs & deliverables, and 
attends the country MTR workshop(s); (iii) preparation of Country MTR Reports by the country 
executing agencies; (iv) preparation of a Consolidated MTR Report by the team of international 
and domestic MTR consultants; and (v) a full project SC meeting for formal endorsement of the 
MTR findings, recommendations and action schedule. The MTR team consists of an International 
Team Leader (ITL) / Senior Reviewer, domestic Reviewer(s), as well as an MTR Workshop 
Facilitator in each country. The Terms of Reference for the ITL are detailed in Annex 1, 
guidelines on the MTR process are detailed in Annex 2, the full travel itinerary of the MTR ITL 
is included as Annex 3, and a list of persons met on the mission is detailed in Annex 4.  
 
9 The main goal of the MTR is the fine-tuning of work plans for Phase 2 of the project, 
improving project approaches and optimizing implementation arrangements, based on a review of 
progress on execution as well as the achievement of project outcomes of Phase 1 as specified in 
the Project Document at project mid term. The review will assess, amongst other things:  
 
• Execution performance during the first half of the project: determining effectiveness and 

efficiency of project management and supervision of project activities.  
• Delivery on outputs to date: Assessments of project's success in producing each of the 

programmed outputs, both in quantity and quality, as well as usefulness and timeliness.  
• Project progress against available and spent budget;  
• Project impact against log-frame benchmarks.  
• Sustainability and replicability of project achievements to date.  
 
10 Based on this assessment, the MTR team shall make recommendations on how to 
continue and improve project implementation during the second half of the project. Specifically, 
they will: 
  
• Confirm and/or recommend any specific redirecting of program activities in the second half 

of the project;  
• Confirm or change benchmarks;  
• Advise on project institutional arrangements;  
• Advise on project approaches towards stakeholder groups and other beneficiaries;  
• Advise on approaches required to better achieve project objectives and/or outcomes.  
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11 The review shall also highlight lessons learned and/or best practice features for 
expansion, the replication elsewhere and strengthening of the GEF project portfolio, in particular. 
The review of sustainability and replicability of the project will be an integral part of this.  
 
12 It is not the aim of this Consolidated MTR Report to duplicate the conclusions drawn by 
the Country MTR Reports, but these were used as the basis for the independent review. This 
report aims to present an overview of the MTR process, a summary of the project performance 
and impact over the review period and, based on this a set of observations and recommendations 
for implementation during the second half of the project.  
 
13 The report is divided into six sections. The first is the introduction and background to the 
project and the scope and methods of the MTR. The next four sections are country by country 
accounts of the execution performance: assessing the management and institutional, financial and 
technical aspects of the project in each country, providing insights to sustainability and 
replicability of project activities, key requirements to sustain or enhance project approaches in the 
next phase of the project, conclusions based upon lessons learned and best practices and lastly, 
recommendations – putting the MTR into action. The country order used is Uganda, Ethiopia, 
Ghana and Zambia – the order of the countries visited by the ITL. The sixth section provides a 
brief overview of the Mid Term Review Criteria and Ratings on a country by country basis, and 
also provides general observations and recommendations that have relevance to all country 
components.  
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4: Capacity building for prevention and management of 
IAS 
 

45% 35% 

5: Project management coordination  
 

90% 75% 

 
Component 1: Strengthening the enabling policy and institutional environment for cross-
sectoral prevention and management of invasive plants  
 
39 Progress towards achieving the benchmarks under Component 1 was estimated at 55% 
by the Uganda NCU. The MTR noted that completion of activities to date supports this 
assessment. Achievements of particular note under Component 1 include the completion of the 
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revealed that significant increases in public knowledge of IAS issues have been made (although 
these results were not available t the MTR Team).  
 
42 Progress on other parts of Output 2.2 and the whole of Output 2.3 has been much slower. 
Communication and sharing of information on a regional level remains a major gap in the 
implementation of RBIPMA in Uganda. In particular, the following areas of concern were 
identified during the MTR: 
 

a) lack of progress on the development and establishment of a national database, and 
information transfer to regional and global databases on IAS (Output 2.2). Currently the use 
of the I3N Database was being promoted, but links to a simpler system (e.g., as promoted 
by AGIS in South Africa) may be more appropriate, 

b) lack of integration of the project website (www.invasivespecies.co.ug) into the NARO web 
site (or other institutional website) (Output 2.2) makes it unsustainable. There is also a need 
to broaden the website beyond the project to become a national website on IAS; 

c) little or no progress on facilitating external communication and information exchange and 
data transfer with international and regional organisations and neighbouring countries on 
IAS issues (only one poster on RBIPMA in Uganda presented at an international 
workshop), 

d) Target groups for awareness raising did not include some key groups (e.g., legislators, 
educationalists, enforcement officers and policy makers), and more emphasis is required to 
target local stakeholders at the pilot site levels for involvement in awareness raising 
campaigns. It was noted that some of the materials had been translated into three local 
languages appropriate for such target audiences. 

 
Component 3: Implementation of strategies for prevention and management of priority 
invasive plants  
 
43 Progress towards achieving the benchmarks under Component 3 was estimated at 50% by 
the Uganda NCU. However the MTR team notes that this is probably an over-estimate of 
achievement, and the figure is closer to 35%. Much of Outputs 3.1, 3.2 and 3.3 have not been 
completed (or started), and although the site management plans under Output 3.4 have been 
successfully completed, and pilot trials of IAS management and eradication initiated, much work 
remains to be done on other aspects of Output 3.4. 
 
44 Achievements of particular note under Component 3 do include: 
 

a) Ecosystem management plans for the two pilot sites (Mbarara rangelands and Budongo 
forest reserve) were developed in a participatory way, together with the local communities 
and site management committees. Management plans for management and control of 
Cymbopogon nardus and Eichhornia crassipes at Mbarara and for Senna spectabilis at 
Budongo forest reserve have been produced. Note however, that these plans cannot be 
considered as detailed “ecosystem management plans”, but more like species management 
plans for the IAS concerned.  

b) Approval of these plans by the site management committees at both pilot sites has been 
completed. 

http://www.invasivespecies.co.ug/
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participation of project stakeholders in international meetings and forums was initiated under 
Output 4.3, but this could have been enhanced to include non-project staff such as staff at the 
local levels and from other relevant stakeholders.  
 
48 A key concern under Component 4 was the fact that no activities took place under 
Output 4.4 (formulate programmes for integrating IAS issues into learning institution courses), 
and problems with local consultant deliverables was cited as the reason for this.  The delays 
associated with implementation of activities under Output 4.4 also had knock on effects to 
implementation of activities under Output 4.1. It is imperative that both implementation of the 
training programme (Output 4.1) and integration of IAS issues into learning institution courses 
(Output 4.4) are fast-tracked during the early stages of part two of project implementation. 
 
2.3 Issues for sustainability and replicability of the Project in Uganda 
 

a)  Promoting the NISSAP more widely and embedding IAS issues into other plans and 
policies: IAS management and prevention issues will continue to be peripheral to the 
concerns of most Ministries and Departments within Government as long as awareness 
remains low and the excellent progress made by the RBIPMA project in Uganda are not 
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c) 
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• Small-scale studies on the socio-economic impact of invasive plants / IAS on community 

livelihoods should be implemented, and their results used to promote management and 
control programs.  

 
• The project should establish local linkages (e.g., to agricultural extension offices) to enable 

better dissemination of information and provide documentation and training for locals IAS 
management and control.  

 
• The review of relevant curricula and development of IAS information packages for schools 

and higher education institutions (under Output 4.4) need to be expedited. As such the 
Ministry of Education, and other relevant training institutions need to be brought on board 
as soon as possible. 
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SECTION 3: ETHIOPIA 
 
3.1  Background 
 
60 The Ethiopian component of the RBIPMA, in addition to establishing the national 
strategy, institutional  and legislative framework on the prevention and control of IAS, focuses its 
project pilots on removing barriers to the management of three invasive plants species – the 
annual herb Parthenium hysterophorus, the aquatic herb Eichhornia crassipes (water hyacinth) 
and the scrubby tree species, Prosopis juliflora.   
 
61 The project components mirror those in other RBIPMA project countries, with national 
components focused on strengthening the enabling policy and institutional environment; 
increasing information and raising awareness levels and enhancing capacity to deal with the 
problems. There is also a site based component to implement strategies for the prevention and 
management of priority IAS. In Ethiopia, demonstration activities are underway at three pilot 
sites: in Amibara District, the focus is on the management and eradication of P.  juliflora, which 
has significantly reduced the productivity of grazing lands and threatens the Awash National 
Park; in the Awash River Catchment System, and specifically at the Aba Samuel Dam and the 
Shewa Sugar Estate in Wonji, the project addresses the problem of infestation of waterways by E. 
crassipes; and, in croplands around the Welenchiti area the project addresses the issue of 
cropland invasion by P. hysterophorus. 
 
62 The National Executing Agency (NEA) of the Ethiopian component of the RBIPMA is 
the Ethiopian Institute of Agricultural Research (EIAR), under the Ministry of Agriculture and 
Rural Development (MoARD), and the National Coordination Unit (NCU) is housed within 
EIAR (based in Addis Ababa). An overview of the institutional set-up is provided below.  
 
63 A Mid Term Review Report was not available to the MTR Team, due to computer 
problems at the NCU, and input to the consolidated MTR Report was based upon a presentation 
of the 4th Semi-annual Report, made at the MTR Workshop by the NPC (Mr. Rezene Fessehaie) 
on project progress covering the period until December 2007. This, along with visits to the field 
sites (18 to 19 June 2008), the MTR Workshop (20 to 21 June 2008), the Workshop Report, 
national reviewer reports, and stakeholder consultation throughout this period, forms the basis for 
this Review. 
 
3.2 Review of project performance and impact in Ethiopia 
 
3.2.1 Institutional aspects  
 
Overview of the Institutional set-up 
 
64 The National Executing Agency (NEA) of the Ethiopia component of the RBIPMA is the 
Ethiopian Institute of Agricultural Research (EIAR) and the National Coordination Unit (NCU) is 
housed within EIAR (based in Addis Ababa). The NCU has four full time staff, the National 
Project Coordinator (NPC) (Mr. Rezene Fessehaie), a Project Assistant (Dr. Taye Tessema), a 
Project Accountant/Administrator (Mr. Abrham Tesfyae) and one Driver. An Advisory 
Committee (AC) consisting of six members from EIAR, MOARD and EPA assists the NPC in 
technical and coordination activities. The NCU reports directly to the National Project Director 
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second half of the project. PSOs need more mobility, and provision of motorbikes to each site 
coordination office should be considered. 
 
3.2.2 Financial aspects  
 
Project progress against available and spent budgets 
 
71 Planned project expenditure in Ethiopia up to December 2007 was USD 303,558, with 
actual expenditure recorded at USD 152,162 (approximately 50%). During the review period 
USD 183,336 had been received from UNEP/GEF and USD 273,416 in cash co-finance from the 
GoE.  
 
72 Funds disbursement in the second half of the project will have to be greatly accelerated if 
the project is to spend all the available funds, and it is unlikely that this will be the case. 
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77 Equipment procurement in the second half of the project is likely to be significantly 
lower as most of the necessary items have already been procured. 
 
Disbursement of budget 
 
78 During the review period, a total of USD 183,336 had been received from UNEP-GEF, of 
which USD 152,162 had been spent (accounting for 83%).    
 
79 No significant delays with disbursement of the UNEP/GEF budget were reported by the 
Ethiopia NCU.  
 
3.2.3 Technical aspects  
 
Overview of progress against project benchmarks 
 
80 The Country MTR Report of Ethiopia provides a detailed analysis of the perceived levels 
of completion of each output in relation to the project benchmarks and these are summarized in 
the table below. The consolidated MTR Report will highlight some of the main achievements 
within each component and also highlight gaps that need to be addressed in the second half of the 
project implementation.  
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82 There has been little real progress in Component 1 in during the period under review and 
there remain some major concerns towards the completion of this Component that will require 
substantial effort and priority action during the 
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much of the scientific basis for developing the IAS Action Plans. Monitoring of regeneration after 
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and are undertaking invasive species research projects; 11 are just beginning their first year of 
course work, with the intention of pursuing research on a variety of invasive species-related 
topics next year (2009). Six additional MSc students from four beneficiary institutions (MoARD, 
PPRC, SOPARI and APAR) have also recently been selected under the RBIPMA project and will 
register during the 2009 academic year. Some project staff have also attended international 
meeting (e.g., NPC attended CBD COP 8 in Brazil) and promoted RBIPMA project in Ethiopia.  
 
93 Progress under the remainder of Component 4 was largely unsatisfactory, and 
considering the important nature
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amongst stakeholders. Evidence presented at the MTR Workshop indicated that promoting 
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southern Africa bio-control measures; FARM Africa – sustainable management of pastoral 
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Severely impacted communities need urgent assistance to control (and possibly eradicate) 
IAS from their lands. The project can assist directly in this, through expansion of successful 
demonstrations (on-going) and through controlled release of suitable bio-control agents. On 
the other hand, the project needs to develop a strategy of “containment of spread” to 
prevent further spread of IAS into neighbouring lands. It is very clear that the RBIPMA 
project needs to form strategic partnerships with other agencies to work towards solutions 
for severe IAS infestations. Agencies such as the Office of Pastoralist, Agriculture and 
Rural Development (OPARD), and NGOs such as FARM Africa and CARE Ethiopia are 
all involved in different aspects of Prosopis management and would be potential partners.   

 
3.6 Recommendations – putting the MTR into action in Ethiopia 
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102 Recognizing that the different agencies, projects and NGOs will have different agendas 
for dealing with IAS issues, it is proposed that the RBIPMA project start to initiate more 
partnerships with the following initiatives and agencies: 
 

a) Office of Pastoralist, Agriculture and Rural Development (OPARD): This agency has an 
initiative to rehabilitate Prosopis affected areas back to crop- and pasture-land.  

b) FARM Africa: NGO that has already completed a one pilot project and is launching 
another four year project on management and utilization of Prosopis at shared pilot site at 
Amibara District. 

c) CARE Ethiopia: NGO that is also undertaking some activity related to Prosopis 
management and control.  

 
103 There will be opportunities to coordinate RBIPMA activities with these initiatives and 
find out more about their goals, objectives and proposed activities (and budgets) and determine 
where synergy can be created. This recommendation is closely linked to Recommendation 2, but 
partnerships with other initiatives, involving other IASs should be investigated also.  
 
Responsibility 
 

Task Time frame Deliverable 

NCU Review complimentary 
initiatives (especially 
those listed here) and 
develop ways to 
cooperate. Communicate 
with others. 

By 4Q 2008 1. List of opportunities for 
cooperation. 

NCU Where appropriate 
develop unified 
approaches and 
partnerships (joint 
activities / MoUs) 

By 1Q 2009 
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NCU and NSC Review suitability of 

relevant agencies and 
develop proposal to create 
Apex Body of IAS issues 
in Ethiopia 

By next NSC 
meeting, latest by 
mid-2009 

Approval of proposal to 
establish Apex Body and 
mechanism to financially 
support such a body. 

 
105 Other sub-recommendations are highlighted below: 
 
• NCU to initiate contact with appropriate agencies within the customs and quarantine 

departments and expedite activities under Output 3.1 and 3.2 relating to IAS risk 
procedures and early detection and rapid response systems. 

 
• Fast-track implementation of the yet to be drafted Training Strategy as soon as it is 

approved by NSC. The project should make better use of existing support structures and 
extension programs within Ethiopia to build capacity and create more awareness of IAS 
issues at the local level. The Farmers’ Training Centre program was highlighted as a 
possible partner for this during the MTR. 

 
• Pilot site management committees, with guidance from NCU should review site 

management plans and if appropriate expand them to include wider ecosystem 
considerations.  

 
• More studies on the impact of invasive plants / IAS on ecosystem and species biodiversity 

should be implemented, and their results used to promote management and control 
programs amongst protected areas staff.  

 
• The project should establish better links with the management and staff of the Awash 

National Park and implement more activities to train staff and involve them in IAS 
management issues.  
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SECTION 4: GHANA 
 
4.1  Background 
 
106 The Ghana component of the RBIPMA, in addition to establishing the national strategy, 
institutional and legislative framework on the prevention and control of IAS, focuses its project 
pilots on removing barriers to the management of two invasive plants species – the tree 
Broussonetia papyrifera (pulp mulberry), and the aquatic herb 



 
UNEP DGF/2328-2711-4890: Removing Barriers to Invasive Plant Management in Africa 

(RBIPMA) 
Consolidated Mid Term Review Report 







 
UNEP DGF/2328-2711-4890: Removing Barriers to Invasive Plant Management in Africa 

(RBIPMA) 
Consolidated Mid Term Review Report 









 
UNEP DGF/2328-2711-4890: Removing Barriers to Invasive Plant Management in Africa 

(RBIPMA) 
Consolidated Mid Term Review Report 

 

 
Final Version: 28 September 2008  40 

 

Responsibility 
 

Task Time frame Deliverable 

NPD / NSC Convene NSC with 
specific task to tackle this 
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NCPA Strategy 
NCU Fast-track appointment of 

IT / Data Base specialist 
By 4Q 2008 2. Web site uploaded 

 
3. Data Base developed and 
populated – linked regionally. 

CABI / IUCN Support IT / Data Base 
specialist 

By 4Q 2008 4. Online support and direction  

NCU Engage Task Team to 
implement NCPA 
Strategy  

By 2Q 2009 5. Awareness programs 
developed under Strategy  

 
 
Recommendation 4:  Develop strategies and partnerships to speed up progress with 

capacity building under Component 4. 
 
142 Almost no progress has been recorded for key training and capacity building outputs 
under Component 4. These delays have been attributed to a lack of capacity with local consultants 
and task teams. If this is the case, the NCU needs to take more initiative to develop alternative 
strategies to meet these outputs. This could be achieved through development of more 
partnerships with local training agencies (such as agricultural extension agencies and forestry 
schools) and through developing better links to the Education Ministry and the responsible 
agency for curricula development. NCU needs to develop a strategy to move this component 
forward, for approval by NSC 
 
Responsibility 
 

Task Time frame 
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• In line with the recommendation for more basic research, budgets can be re-allocated to 
ensure adequate provision for this. Move funds away from under-performing components 
to support better information and awareness. 

 
• Websites should be national IAS information portals and not RBIPMA project specific. 
 
• Local incentives to improve community participation should not be in terms of direct cash 

incentives. It was proposed during the MTR that pilot site management committee 
members and community members involved in IAS management should be advised or 
assisted (if possible) to register for the National Health Insurance Scheme (NHIS) as an 
incentive. 

 
• Risk analysis is a key prerequisite in IAS management. The process evaluates biological, 

economic and socio-cultural evidence to determine whether management is called for. The 
NCU should expedite the award of contract for this activity. 
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SECTION 5: ZAMBIA 
 
5.1  Background 
 
144 The Zambia component of the RBIPMA, in addition to establishing the national strategy, 
institutional  and legislative framework on the prevention and control of IAS, focuses its project 
pilots on removing barriers to the management of three invasive plants species – the shrub 
Lantana camara, the aquatic herb Eichhornia crassipes (water hyacinth), and the shrub Mimosa 
pigra (giant mimosa).   
 
145 The project components mirror those in other RBIPMA project countries, with national 
components focused on strengthening the enabling policy and institutional environment; 
increasing information and raising awareness levels and enhancing capacity to deal with the 
problems. There is also a site based component to implement strategies for the prevention and 
management of priority IAS. In Zambia, demonstration activities are underway at two pilot sites: 
at the Victoria Falls / Mosi Oa Tunya National Park (including the Maramba River), the project 
focus is on the management and control of L. camara (especially in the gorges and ‘rain’ forest 
around the falls themselves), and E. crassipes (principally along the Maramba River which is 
regularly infested). The second pilot site is within the Lochinvar National Park where the project 
addresses the problem of infestation of Chunga Lagoon on the Kafue Flats (and its impacts on the 
biodiversity of the floodplain ecosystem) by M. pigra.  
 
146 The National Executing Agency (NEA) of the Zambia component of the RBIPMA is the 
Environmental Council of Zambia (ECZ), under the Ministry of Tourism, Environment and 
Natural Resources (MTENR). The National Coordination Unit (NCU) is housed within ECZ 
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154 In addition, a total of USD 323,325 had been received as cash co-funding from the 
Government of Zambia (GRZ) during the same period – this exceeds the originally agreed cash 
co-finance.  To date, USD 148,778 (46%) of this co-finance had been disbursed. During the 
review period approximately USD 115,254 in-kind GRZ contribution had been received 
(accounting for 18 % of original GRZ in-kind contribution). In early 2008, the GRZ approved 
additional cash co-finance to the RBIPMA in Zambia. An allocation of USD 625,560 was made 
for Mimosa pigra control and eradication. Thus the agreed GRZ budget for co-financing has been 
met with 100% cash co-finance at the half way stage of the project. The GRZ and the ECZ are to 
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Disbursement of budget
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5: Project management coordination  
 

82.5% 75% 

 
 
Component 1: Strengthening the enabling policy and institutional environment for cross-
sectoral prevention and management of invasive plants  
 
165 Progress towards achieving the benchmarks under Component 1 was estimated at 50% by 
the Zambia NCU, thus at the half way point, the component is half completed. MTR noted that 
completion of activities to date would probably support a more optimistic assessment of 60%. 
 
166 The major achievement under Component 1 in Zambia has been the positive support 
generated by the National IAS Strategy and Action Plan (NISSAP) (under Output 1.1). Since its 
completion and promotion the GRZ has made provision to include IAS issues in Zambia’s Fifth 
National Development Plan (FNDP) and the National Energy Policy. In addition, the 
development of a mechanism to coordinate and promote IAS management between the various 
sectors (the establishment of the so-called “Apex Body”) (under Output 1.2), is also at an 
advanced stage. The ECZ has made provision for IAS within its Strategic & Business Plan for 
2006 – 2011 and negotiations are on-gong for establishment of the Apex Body as a unit within  
ECZ. Perhaps the one criticism here is that the NISSAP does not clearly state the roles and 
responsibility of an Apex Body for IAS.  

 
167 No major concerns towards the completion of Component 1 emerged during the MTR 
and although there is a lot of work to do before Zambia has its own IAS coordinating body with 
financial sustainability and high capacity staff, the RBIPMA project has already significantly 
contributed to this goal.  
 
Component 2: Utilisation of appropriate information on risks, impacts and management of 
IAS by key stakeholder groups and raising awareness levels  
 
168 Progress towards achieving the benchmarks under Component 2 was estimated at 55% 
by the Zambia NCU and this is probably an accurate reflection of progress to date.  
 
169 Major achievements under Component 2 include and comprehensive review of existing 
communication strategies in Zambia and the development of the National Public Awareness and 
Communication Strategy for IAS, and based upon this, the production and dissemination of a 
wide range of information leaflets, posters, etc and promotion of IAS through radio and TV 
events and other print media (all under Output 2.1) – there was however some criticism at the 
MTR Workshop that public awareness campaigns could be more strategically targeted (include 
ornamental plant nurseries in Livingstone) and better coordinated (perhaps by developing ECZ as 
a one-stop resource centre on IAS issues). Good progress had also been made towards monitoring 
the impacts of public awareness campaigns, with pre-appraisals completed prior to the airing of 
26 local radio events, and follow up surveys planned for 2009 (see Activity 2.2.5).  
 
170 Most other aspects of Component 2 were on track (and will not be detailed here). Perhaps 
the only point of concern was the development and establishment of a national IAS database, and 
information transfer to regional and global databases on IAS (Output 2.2). A national database 



http://www.necz.org.zm/invasiveplant/
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c) Broadening of participatory control methods to include other partners as well as encourage 
volunteerism (especially amongst the private tourism sector at VF/MOT). The current 
method of participatory control is too expensive and slow to be effective or sustainable in 
the long term. 

 
Component 4: Capacity building for invasive plant management 
 
175 Progress towards achieving the benchmarks under Component 4 was estimated at 50% 
by the Zambia NCU, and this is deemed an accurate reflection of progress to date.  
 
176 The major achievements under Component 4 included the preparation of a draft National 
Training Strategy (titled: Implementation of Capacity Building Strategies for Prevention and 
Management of IAS in Zambia), and development of draft training modules to facilitate its 
implementation and extension (under Output 4.1). The initiation of some training programs for 
local community members was also noted by the MTR Team. Progress had also been made on 
registering two MSc students (with another proposed) for IAS research and project staff had 
attended numerous training opportunities, both nationally and within other RBIPMA participating 
countries. 
 
177 Another achievement in Zambia was the preparation of Guidelines for the Integration of 
IAS into the Learning Institution Curricula (Output 4.4). To meet this aim the project has been 
actively working through the Curriculum Development Center to start the process of including 
IAS into school and tertiary institution science curricula (50% completed).  
 
178 Areas where Component 4 needs to be improved during the second half of project 
implementation include: 
 

a) The need to build capacity in partner organizations especially in project management at 
pilot site level to ensure sustainability, 

b) Generation of more research opportunities for MSc (and other) students through developing 
direct links to research institutes and promoting ideas for research (e.g., the impacts of IAS 
on biodiversity, socio-economic impacts of IA
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Responsibility 
 

Task 
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Recommendation 3: Fast-track National-level surveys to determine the presence and impact 
of IAS in Zambia 

 
184 As the project moves into its second stage, having vital information on potential problem 
plant species, their current ranges and rates of spread, and their potential impacts, will be essential 
tools in promoting IAS control and management at the highest level. A comprehensive IAS 
survey and mapping program on a national scale is re
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NCU Expedite activities under 
Output 2.3 

To begin before 1Q 
2009 

1.  Regular mechanism for 
external communications 

   2.  Input to AGIS regional 
database on IAS 

   3.  At least 1 publication in 
international media / year 

   4.  Increase number of local radio 
shows and local language 
leaflets 

 
 
188 Other sub-recommendations are highlighted below: 
 
• Significant improvements in integrated habitat management are necessary at the pilot sites. 

In particular, where appropriate, demonstrations of vegetation rehabilitation with 
indigenous species, establishment of shade cover, control of water euthrophication, as well 
as experiments to find the optimal modes of habitat management to reduce re-occurrence of 
IAS.  

 
• NCU to initiate contact with appropriate agencies within the customs and quarantine 

departments and expedite activities under Output 3.1 and 3.2 relating to IAS risk 
procedures and early detection and rapid response systems. 

 
• More studies on the impact of invasive plants / IAS on ecosystem and species biodiversity 

should be implemented, and their results used to promote management and control 
programs amongst protected areas staff.  

 
• Promote awareness of national and local by-laws on IAS. For instance, the by-law against 

selling or planting L. camara in Livingstone, and the Noxious Weeds Act, nationwide. 
 
• In line with the recommendation for more basic research, budgets can be re-allocated to 

ensure adequate provision for this. Move funds away from under-performing components 
to support better information and awareness. 

 
• Websites should be national IAS information portals and not RBIPMA project specific. 
 
• Local incentives to improve community participation should not be in terms of direct cash 
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Criterion 
Reviewer’s Summary Comments  Rating 

Country ownership / driveness Project is clearly a NARO initiative MS 

Stakeholders involvement Effective site management committees, and multi-sector 
Government support. 

S 

Financial planning Sound financial planning with 78% of planned budget 
disbursed in review period. 

HS 

UNEP Supervision and 
backstopping  

UN operational procedures in place. CABI / IUCN 
providing regular technical support. More guidance 
welcomed. 

MS 

Overall Rating  S 

 
 
6.2 Mid Term Review Criteria and Ratings: Ethiopia  
 

Criterion 
Reviewer’s Summary Comments  Rating 

A) Attainment of project 
objectives and results (overall 
rating) 

Sub criteria (below) 

Considering the late project start up in Ethiopia, progress 
towards achieving project objectives and results at the MTR 
are quite satisfactory. Although much remains to be done 
on Components 1, 2 and 4; the outputs of the pilot site 
activities under Component 3 are satisfactory. MTR 
performance ratings of components 1 -4 range from 20% to 
35% 

MS 

Effectiveness  The NCU has been effective in getting the project kick-
started after a 1 year delay. The results of stakeholder 
participation and pilot site activities have been satisfactory. 

S 
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Criterion 
Reviewer’s Summary Comments  Rating 

tackle invasion fronts.  
Achievement of outputs and 
activities 

At MTR, performance ratings against outputs are currently 
well below benchmark targets, (only 20 – 35%) but 
indications are that achievements will increase during 
2008/09. There is a need for the project to develop the non-
academic aspects and increase partnerships. It is reasonable 
to assume that the project will not achieve some of its 
outputs and activities. 

MU 

C) Monitoring and Evaluation  
(overall rating) 

Sub criteria (below) 

.  S 

M&E Design 
Project log-frame and benchmarks are good. No 
benchmarks available for MTR. Regular progress reporting 

S 
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Criterion 
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Criterion 
Reviewer’s Summary Comments  Rating 

Overall Rating  MU 

 
 
6.4 Mid Term Review Criteria and Ratings: Zambia 
 

Criterion 
Reviewer’s Summary Comments  Rating 



 
UNEP DGF/2328-2711-4890: Removing Barriers to Invasive Plant Management in Africa 

(RBIPMA) 
Consolidated Mid Term Review Report 

 

 
Final Version: 28 September 2008  60 

 

Criterion 
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Enabling policy and institutional environment 
 

3. Establishment of coordinating bodies for IAS (so-called Apex Bodies) need to be fast-tracked 
in all RBIPMA participating countries. Lessons can be learned from the Zambia situation 
where ECZ is close to finalizing arrangements for this. 
 

4. All RBIPMA participating countries need to speed up development of cost recovery 
mechanisms for IAS control and management. Most NCUs have had problems with this 
activity and lessons should be shared between project participating countries. Some more 
guidance (and examples of cost recovery mechanisms elsewhere) from CABI / IUCN would 
be desirable. 
 

5. RBIPMA participating countries which have already developed a NISSAP need to ensure that 
this important tool is used to promote awareness of IAS and ensure that IAS issues are 
embedded in the most appropriate policies and plans. In some cases (e.g., Ghana) the 
NISSAP has been developed but activities have stalled since late 2006. 
 

Information and awareness 
 

6. Progress on the development of National IAS databases using the I3N format has been 
variable, due to unfamiliarity with the system, a complicated set up and low priority for this 
activity. During the MTR it was suggested that RBIPMA countries should use a simpler and 
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11. All RBIPMA participating countries are struggling with outputs concerning IAS risk 
assessment guidelines and rapid response mechanisms. More technical guidance from CABI / 
IUCN and examples of international best practice should be disseminated to NCUs. There 
may be a need for a short-term consultancy to meet this need. 
 

12. Ecosystem Management Plans produced by all RBIPMA participating countries need to be 
expanded to include wider biodiversity aspects that are currently lacking (perhaps with the 
exception of Zambia). 
 

13. All RBIPMA participating countries have struggling to define a realistic baseline, especially 
in terms of social and environmental (biodiversity) terms. Whilst it is too late in the project to 
expect baseline surveys to be conducted, more research projects that will help to determine 
the impacts of IAS and monitor the results of the project outcomes are needed. 
 

14. In all RBIPMA participating countries more research on the impacts of IAS are needed. 
Countries should look at the example of Ethiopia, where considerable government support 
has been put into supporting MSc research students. This lesson could be replicated 
elsewhere, and project budget could be transferred from under-performing components to 
support more student scholarships.  
 

elsewhere, 37(o)-2( )]TJ
0.001t   
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ANNEXES 
 
Annex 1: Terms of Reference: International Mid Term Review Team Leader 
 
1. Background 
 
According to the Convention of Biological Diversity (CBD) Invasive Alien Species (IAS) are a 
major cause of biodiversity loss and in response to this threat, Article 8(h) of the CBD calls on 
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2. Scope of the Consultancy 
 
The revised GEF procedures necessitate the execution of a project MTR on all Full Sized 
Projects. The MTR has as a main goal the fine-tuning of workplans for the second half of the 
project, improving project approaches and optimizing implementation arrangements, based on a 
review of progress on execution as well as the achievement of project outcomes as specified in 
the Project Document.  MTRs are considered an integral part of GEF projects and the 
responsibility of the project executing agencies and should be based on an extensive and 
transparent consultation process with all key stakeholder groups. MTR findings and 
recommendations will be reviewed and endorsed by the International Steering Committee (ISC) 
and be adopted by National Executing Agencies (NEAs) and staff followed by a summary of key 
decisions indicating target dates, and key responsible agencies/officers for meeting these 
recommendations.  
 
The MTR is composed of (i) country MTR workshops; (ii) the process facilitation and project 
review by a small team of MTR consultants visiting a selection of field sites, meeting key 
stakeholder groups, reviewing outputs & deliverables, and attending a number of the country 
MTR workshops; (iii) preparation of Country MTR Reports and Consolidated MTR Report; (iv) 
ISC meeting on formal endorsement of the MTR findings, recommendations and action schedule. 
 
The MTR team consists of a Team Leader, National Reviewer for each country (4), and a MTR 
Workshop Facilitator for each country (4).  
 
Key review objectives 
The MTR has as a main goal the evaluation of progress to date using the indicators as a 
benchmark for project progress, rating project performance based on standardized criteria, 
possible fine-tuning of workplans for the second half of the project, improving project approaches 
and optimizing implementation arrangements, based on a review of progress on execution as well 
as the achievement of project indicators as specified in the Project Document. 
  
The review will assess, amongst other things: 
 
1. The effectiveness and efficiency of project management and supervision of project activities; 
2. The production of planned outputs and milestones, in terms of quantity, quality, usefulness 

and timeliness; 
3. Project performance in achieving project objectives and outcomes; 
4. Project performance against quantified criteria; 
5. Project progress against available and spent budget (GEF & co-finance);  
6. Sustainability and replicablility of project achievement towards outputs and outcomes to date. 
 
Based on this: 
• The Consultant and his/her team shall make recommendation on how to continue and improve 

project implementation during the second half of the project; 
• Confirm and/or recommend any specific redirecting of program activities; 
• Confirm or change activity benchmarks;  
• Advise on project institutional arrangements; 
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• Advise on project approaches towards stakeholder groups and other beneficiaries; 
• Any needed approaches to better achieve project objectives and/or outcomes. 
 
The Consultant, supported by his/her team of a National Reviewer and Workshop Facilitator, 
shall compile, capture and evaluate project information and prepare a consolidated MTR Review 
Report for review and endorsement by the ISC, which is scheduled to meet in 2008. 
 
It shall also provide a summary review of the approach and methods used during the first years 
towards achieving the project objectives and outcomes. 
 
The review shall also highlight lessons learned and/or best practice features for expansion, the 
replication elsewhere and strengthening of the GEF project portfolio, in particular. The review of 
sustainability and replicability of the project will be an integral part of this. 
 

3. Statement of Services 
 
The Consultant is responsible for leading the MTR team conducting a review of project 
implementation to date, and for submitting to UNEP and the International Steering Committee the 
summarized results in a Consolidated MTR Report.   
 
Specific tasks are as follows:  

1. Lead and supervise the MTR team of National Reviewers and Workshop Facilitators;  
2. Ensure a consultative review process is used in the countries; 
3. In close consultation with the PCU and the UNEP DGEF Task Manager, prepare a 

workplan during the first week of assignment; 
4. Use the project logframe tracking form to assess project progress and impact as against 

indicators; 
5. Review the country Mid Term Reports submitted by NCUs; 
6. Review all available project documents, outputs and other deliverables for the project 

countries. It is primarily the responsibility of the National Reviewers to do this under the 
direction of the Team Leader, and before the country MTR Workshops;  

7. Review the GEF SO2- Tracking Tools, baseline and midterm. 
8. Compile and review co-finance delivery, as against the project plan (draft through 

National Reviewer) 
9. Review progress, expenditure to date, as against the cashflow prediction in the project 

document; 
10. Attend the country Workshops together with other team members and review the 

workshop reports; 
11. Participate in field visits to the project pilot sites ( at least one pilot site each country, in 

three of the four countries).  
12. Consult with key persons, stakeholder groups and organizations through meetings, 

interviews, e-mail or phone, on project progress and performance;  
13. Determine level of stakeholders’ participation in site management planning, 

implementation and project benefits generated; 
14. Assess the sustainability of current outputs and the anticipated situation after completion 

of the project (continued delivery of services and benefits; long-term institutional 
capacity; support from key stakeholders; financial sustainability); 
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15. Determine the level of replicability of current
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During this period the consultant may bill up to but not to exceed a total of 2.5 pm or 65 work 
days. This would consist of approximately 10 days preparation, 30 days travel, 15 days writing up 
& incorporating comments, and 10 days for preparation and participation in the ISC, and final 
reporting. 
 
6. Supervision 
 
The MTR Team Leader will be responsible to the UNEP GEF Task Manager, with copies of 
correspondence to the PCU.  
 
7. Reporting 
 
The Consolidated MTR report, the format will be provided, should be clear and concise.  It must 
present evidence-based findings, quantified ratings, consequent conclusions, recommendations 
and lessons. 
 
The report shall be written in English, be of no more than 50 pages (excluding annexes), use 
numbered paragraphs and include: 

i) Executive summary 
ii) Introduction and background: A brief overview of the project, and scope and 

methods of review. 
iii) Project performance and impact to date – Organized per country: This section 

should include technical, financial and institutional aspects.  
iv) Conclusions and ratings of project implementation success giving the evaluator’s 

concluding assessments and ratings of the project against given evaluation criteria and 
standards of performance. The conclusions should provide answers to questions about 
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5. Other comments 
 
8. Schedule of Payment 
 
The consultant shall select one of the following two contract options. 

Lump-Sum Option 
The evaluator will receive an initial payment of 30% of the total amount due upon signature of 
the contract. A further 30% will be paid upon submission of the draft report. A final payment of 
40% will be made upon satisfactory completion of work. The fee is payable under the individual 
Special Service Agreement (SSA) of the Reviewer and IS inclusive of all expenses such as 
international travel, accommodation and incidental expenses.  

Fee-only Option 
The evaluator will receive an initial payment of 40% of the total amount due upon signature of 
the contract. Final payment of 60% will be made upon satisfactory completion of work. The fee is 
payable under the individual SSAs of the evaluator and is NOT inclusive of all expenses such as 
international travel, accommodation and incidental expenses. Ticket and DSA will be paid 
separately.  
 
The consultant’s choice of payment option will be specified in the signed contract with UNEP 

In case, the evaluator cannot provide the products in accordance with the TORs, the timeframe 
agreed, or his products are substandard, the payment to the evaluator could be withheld, until 
such a time the products are modified to meet UNEP's standard. In case the evaluator fails to 
submit a satisfactory final product to UNEP, the product prepared by the evaluator may not 
constitute the evaluation report. 

NOTE: Local travel in the countries related to mid term workshops and field site visits will be 
paid through the country project budgets and are not part of the consultant SSA, both options.  
 
9. Administrative and Logistical Support 
 
UNEP DGEF will provide the following administrative and logical support to the Consultant: 
• Support on international travel to project countries OR consultant can opt for a LS payment 

and arrange for travel him/her self; 
• Backstopping on all matters related to this ToR 

 
The National Coordination Units and/or PCU will provide the following administrative and 
logistical support to the Consultant: 
 
• Official letter of introduction and support to apply for visas 
• Full cooperation regarding staff availability for the discussion of project implementation and 

progress 
• Unrestricted access to all documents, outputs and other project deliverables as required and 

as available 
• Assistance in contacting national provincial and site staff, consultants, subcontractors and 

stakeholders 
• Making arrangements for site visit(s), and associated accommodation  
• Assistance in booking accommodation and local transport to attend the MTR Workshop 
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• Country MTR Reports and MTR Workshop report as soon as they are available 
  
10. Consultant Qualifications 
 
The consultant should have the following qualifications, experience and skills: 
 
Education:   

• Degree in natural sciences; with subjects related to biodiversity conservation, invasive 
species, or any relevant combination 

• Training in project management, project cycle, project evaluation (optional) 
 
Experience: 

• A minimum of  15 years working experience in biodiversity conservation, invasive 
species management or related field 

• Demonstrated experience of over 7 years in project management, monitoring and 
evaluation 

• At least 5 years experience in developing countries (required), preferably in Africa  
• Professional experience of invasive species issues 

 
Skills and attributes: 

• Excellent communication and inter-personal skills 
• Strong team builder 
• Excellent analytical, evaluation and report-writing skills 
• Computer literate – especially in use of MS Office programmes  
• Good spoken and written English  

 
Three professional references are required. 
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• Recommend approaches to better achieve project objectives and outcomes; 
• Highlight lessons learned and/or best practices for application elsewhere in  the GEF project 

portfolio. The review of sustainability and replicability of the project will be an integral part of 
this. 

 
3. Review Team 
 
The review team will comprise of: 

 
1. Team Leader (international) 
2. National Reviewers (one per country) 
3. Workshop Facilitators (one per country) 
4. National Coordination Units 
5. Project Coordination Unit (CABI & IUCN) 
6. UNEP DGEF Task Manager 

 
Position 1 will be funded by UNEP DGEF, except for costs of local travel in countries, which is 
part of the project budget allocation.  Positions 2 and 3 will be funded from the respective country 
budgets, and the 2008 budgets have been re-phased to include this.  Positions 4 and 5 are already 
funded under project coordination, and position 6 under the UNEP Task Manager’s supervision 
budget. 
 
The responsibilities of the team are summarised in the following table.  Detailed terms of 
reference for positions 1, 2 and 3 are provided in Annex II.  
 
 Position Input  

 
Summary responsibility and key deliverables 

1. Team Leader  2.5pm • Supervise the MTR team 
• Establish a fully consultative review process 
• Participate in each country Workshop 
• Visit and review one pilot site each in at least 

three of the four project countries 
• Coordinate National Reviewers and Facilitators 
• Review key project outputs and deliverables 
•  
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NCUs will be required to present the results of a critical program implementation self-assessment 
including on key issues affecting the performance of the project, which has as main goal the 
drafting of effective mitigation measures for the remainder of the project. The Country MTR 
Reports will form the basis for these presentations and discussions.  
 
Each country workshop will take 2 days and be facilitated by a national Facilitator who is 
responsible for proper use of communications, stakeholder participation, analysis and synthesis of 
findings, and ownership by target stakeholders. Furthermore the workshop facilitation will 
highlight lessons learned, both positive and negative.  
 
Indicative the programme could be as follows:  
Day 1: Presentations  
Day 2: Stakeholder consultations / breakout groups & Reporting; Conclusions 
 
It is advocated to use small breakout groups based on the main cluster of issues identified during 
the short summary presentations on Phase I project implementation, and brainstorm on how to 
address them.  

Format and Programme 
To allow for cross-country review and standardized reporting, workshops should contain the 
following components:  
 

• A formal opening ceremony, including VIP and media 
• Presentations by the NCU covering progress against workplan and benchmarks, outputs, 

implementation challenges and problems (HR, financial, logistic, operational), plans 
• Plenary discussions and workgroups for stakeholders to: 

evaluate the projects, progress and plans; identify lessons learned and best practice; 
discuss problems, constraints and possible solutions; assess sustainability 

• Summary session to confirm the key findings 
 
The detailed programme should be approved by the Team Leader, and be designed to deliver a 
report with the contents as below (subject to confirmation by the Team leader when appointed). 

Participation 
There should be about 30 workshop participants, (apart from project staff) drawn from a variety 
of stakeholders directly involved in the project, as well as those working in similar fields.  
Suggested groups: 

• High ranking government official associated with the project (e.g. Minister of 
Environment) to open the workshop 

• The media (TV, radio, newspapers) – for the opening session 
• NCU 
• Selected members of the Steering Committee 
• Selected representatives of pilot site management committees 
• Representatives of the private sector 
• Project staff and consultants 
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• Summary of media coverage 
 
National Reviewers’ Reports.  The National Reviewer for each country will submit their 
independent report to the Team Leader, its contents to be established in consultation with the TL.  
 
Consolidated MTR Report.  The Team Leader will prepare the Consolidated MTR Report based 
on the country reports, combined with the outcomes of the country workshops as well as the 
team’s findings from desk studies, field visits and meetings.  The report, after a round of 
stakeholder reviews on the accuracy of the basic assumptions and data used, will be discussed and 
the action plan on recommendations formally endorsed through a special meeting of the 
International Steering Committee. 

8.  Budget 
Each country has made allocation for the national costs of the Mid Term Review. The  
preliminary 2008 national budget estimate includes:  
 
Á Workshop Costs (Meeting room; Equipment; Meals; Accommodations for participants; 

Travel for participants; Materials)  
Á Workshop Facilitators (1 per country) - Fees for 2-3 weeks; DSA & travel costs for 

attending meeting  
Á National Reviewers (1 per country) - Fees for 2 months; DSAs; Travel costs to field 

site(s) 
Á All field visit costs  
Á Reporting and media coverage 
Á In-country travel costs for Team leader. 
 

Fees and DSA for the Team Leader are paid by UNEP out of their overheads.  
 
Costs of participating RCU members are paid from the 2008 RCU budget. 

9. Summary workplan for MTR 
 
The draft workplan indicates a total of 30 weeks for the MTR process. Starting in mid-June 2008, 
it can be completed by mid-October 2008. 
 
 
 



 
UNEP DGF/2328-2711-4890: Removing Barriers to Invasive Plant Management in Africa 

(RBIPMA) 
Consolidated Mid Term Review Report 

 

 
Final Version: 28 September 2008  77 

 

Annex 3: MTR Mission itinerary for Team Leader 
 
Date 
(2008) Day Location / Main work activities 
   
June    
14 Sat Travel to Nairobi, Kenya, via Doha 
15 Sun Nairobi meet Arne Witt (CABI). Travel to Kampala, Uganda 
16 Mon Uganda: MTR Workshop Day 1 (Kampala) 
17 Tues Uganda: MTR Workshop Day 2 (Kampala) 
18 Wed Travel to Addis Ababa, Ethiopia 
19 Thurs Ethiopia: Pilot site visit – Wonji and Welenchiti   
20 Fri Ethiopia: Pilot site visit – Awash NP and Werer Agricultural Station 
21 Sat Ethiopia: MTR Workshop Day 1 (Addis Ababa) 
22 Sun Ethiopia: MTR Workshop Day 2 (Addis Ababa). Travel to Accra, Ghana 
23 Mon Ghana: Pilot site visit – Kumasi / Afram Headwaters Forest Reserve   
24 Tues Ghana: Pilot site visit – Afram Headwaters Forest Reserve   
25 Wed Ghana: MTR Workshop Day 1 (Accra) 
26 Thurs Ghana: MTR Workshop Day 2 (Accra) 
27 Fri Travel to Nairobi, Kenya. Visit CABI offices. 
28 Sat Travel to Lusaka, Zambia. Travel to Livingstone. 
29 Sun Zambia



mailto:akellodorcus@yahoo.com
mailto:Pamela.anying@uwa.or.ug
mailto:anyingp@yahoo.com
mailto:biryetegadfpd@yahoo.com
mailto:Bblasto2005@yahoo.com
mailto:byarubeatrice@yahoo.com
mailto:byenkya@yahoo.com
mailto:naforridiv@infocom.co.ug
mailto:Davidhaf2000@yahoo.com
mailto:deziirumba@yahoo.com
mailto:hkasigwa@yahoo.co.uk
mailto:mbadifa@uffouline.co.ug
mailto:Ekawooya2005@yahoo.com
mailto:richardkisakye@yahoo.co.uk
mailto:dpuaro@infocom.co.ug
mailto:cgs@naro.go.ug
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Malowa Charles District Vice 
Chairperson, Busia 

0772835628 - 

Mugerwa Swidiq Production co-ordinator 
Nakasongola 

0782660295 swidiqm@yahoo.com

Mununuzi David NFA - Budongo 0772466499 davidmenfa.org.ug 

Musenero Eva 

mailto:swidiqm@yahoo.com
mailto:fecomusingwire@yahoo.co.uk
mailto:gmutumba@botany.muk.ac.ug
mailto:mwine_lamech@yahoo.com
mailto:cnatekateka@yahoo.com
mailto:gnsereko@vetmed.male.ac.ug
mailto:nsmrwilliam@yahoo.com
mailto:stephenochola@dellmail.com
mailto:gococh@yahoo.com
mailto:fogwal@nemaug.org
mailto:jogwang@gmail.com
mailto:ojurfranco@yahoo.com
mailto:nthonyokwir@yahoo.com
mailto:ssenteyi@yahoo.com


 
UNEP DGF/2328-2711-4890: Removing Barriers to Invasive Plant Management in Africa 

(RBIPMA) 
Consolidated Mid Term Review Report 

 

 
Final Version: 28 September 2008  80 

 

Wandira M. James Nakasongola District 
Chairperson 

0772498828 muraliwandira@yahoo.com

Wapokka John Nebbi District 0772994153 - 

Project Staff 

Beine A. Peter NARO/UNEP/GEF-
IAS Project 

0712135773 abeinefs@yahoo.com

Gumisiriza Gadi “ 0714484314 ggumisiriza@naro.go.ug

Nabateregga Zalikah “ 0772459387 nabateregga@yahoo.co.uk

Nakazibwe Sylvia “ #295 Ebb 
0774925643 

sylviesipt@yahoo.com

MTR Consultants / Workshop Assistants 

Kwesiga B. Ronald ECL – Workshop Asst 0712313743 - 

Muhimbura Apophia MTR Workshop 
Facilitator - ECL 

# 23020 Kla 
0772987114 

enviroconsultancy@gmail.com

Nebira Edna ECL – Workshop Asst   

Obua Joseph Makerere University 0772444492 obua@forest.mak.ac.ug

Media Representatives 

Kafenyi Lukka  The Daily Monitor 0752311655 k-lukka@yahoo.com

Kidya O. Simon  The Weekly Observer   

Mugumya Ernest Top TV/ Radio 0752272411 mugezipro@yahoo.co.uk

Thembo Harris WBS TV 0772635616 - 

Waiswa Juliet The New Vision 0772516440 jwaiswa@newvision.co.ug
 
4B: List of stakeholders met during MTR Mission to Ghana 
 

NAME ORGANISATION 

mailto:muraliwandira@yahoo.com
mailto:abeinefs@yahoo.com
mailto:ggumisiriza@naro.go.ug
mailto:nabateregga@yahoo.co.uk
mailto:sylviesipt@yahoo.com
mailto:enviroconsultancy@gmail.com
mailto:obua@forest.mak.ac.ug
mailto:k-lukka@yahoo.com
mailto:mugezipro@yahoo.co.uk
mailto:jwaiswa@newvision.co.ug


mailto:infocom@eiar.gov.et
mailto:aberatgm@yahoo.com
mailto:info@ibc-et.org
mailto:abr_ham@yahoo.com
mailto:adefires@yahoo.com
mailto:forestry@eiar.gov.et
mailto:webmaster@eiar.gov.et


mailto:belayyos@yahoo.com
mailto:ergbaberhanu@yahoo.com
mailto:ergbaberhanu@yahoo.com
mailto:berhansol@yahoo.com
mailto:ctzale@yahoo.com
mailto:danielhibret@yahoo.com
mailto:emanagetu@yahoo.com
mailto:ensermuk2002@yahoo.co.uk
mailto:ensermuk2002@yahoo.co.uk
mailto:firehunyirefu@yahoo.com
mailto:estcagri@yahoo.com
mailto:hibretdan@yahoo.com
mailto:haimanot%1F_abebe@yahoo.com
mailto:haimanot%1F_abebe@yahoo.com


mailto:hussienibro@yahoo.com
mailto:kassahunzewdie@yahoo.com
mailto:kassahunzewdie@yahoo.com
mailto:lijalemworkineh@yahoo.com
mailto:lijalemworkineh@yahoo.com
mailto:mengeshadk@yahoo.com
mailto:mdawd2000@yahoo.com
mailto:rezenefessehaie@yahoo.co.uk
mailto:rezenefessehaie@yahoo.co.uk
mailto:shimelisf@yahoo.co.uk
mailto:ntakele@yahoo.com
mailto:tayetessema@yahoo.com
mailto:tfenta@yahoo.com
mailto:wassieneb@yahoo.com
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Unlikely, regardless of whether higher ratings in other dimensions of sustainability produce a 
higher average.  

 
C) RATINGS OF PROJECT M&E 
 
Monitoring is a continuing function that uses systematic collection of data on specified indicators 
to provide management and the main stakeholders of an ongoing project with indications of the 
extent of progress and achievement of objectives and progress in the use of allocated funds. 
Evaluation is the systematic and objective assessment of an on-going or completed project, its 
design, implementation and results. Project evaluation may involve the definition of appropriate 
standards, the examination of performance against those standards, and an assessment of actual 
and expected results.  
 
The Project monitoring and evaluation system will be rated on ‘M&E Design’, ‘M&E Plan 
Implementation’ and ‘Budgeting and Funding for M&E activities’ as follows: 

Highly Satisfactory (HS): There were no shortcomings in the project M&E system.  

Satisfactory(S): There were minor shortcomings in the project M&E system.    

Moderately Satisfactory (MS): There were moderate shortcomings in the project M&E 
system.   

Moderately Unsatisfactory (MU): There were significant shortcomings in the project 
M&E system.  

Unsatisfactory (U): There were major shortcomings in the project M&E system.       

Highly Unsatisfactory (HU): The Project had no M&E system. 

“M&E plan implementation” will be considered a critical parameter for the overall assessment of 
the M&E system. The overall rating for the M&E systems will not be higher than the rating on 
“M&E plan implementation.” 

 

ALL OTHER RATINGS, e.g. ‘’catalytic role’’ etc  will be on the GEF six point scale. 

GEF Performance Description Alternative description on the same 
scale 

HS = Highly Satisfactory Excellent 

S  = Satisfactory Well above average 

MS  = Moderately Satisfactory Average 

MU  = Moderately Unsatisfactory Below Average 

U  = Unsatisfactory Poor 

HU = Highly Unsatisfactory Very poor (Appalling) 
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