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- To serve as one of the inputs for Sida in assessing the effectiveness and efficiency of the
programme as part of the implementation of Sweden”s Regional Development Strategy for
Asia and the Pacific 2016-2021.

- To provide Sida with a basis on which to be able to evaluate the relevance and efficiency of
0))TV IXWXUH SURJU EaP#sLtRelpdtential of other actors and service providers in the
region working with similar challenges.

The evaluation was carried out as a participatory exercise involving, i.a. participation in a meeting
with the Programme Regional Steering Committee (RSC) where 65 individuals participated, and
where the evaluation team interacted with the participants through person-to-person interviews and
facilitation of a learning event as part of data collection for the evaluation. In accordance with the
terms of reference, the focus of the evaluation was on Phase Ill of the Programme. Wherever
relevant, results and lessons learned from previous phases were included in the analysis, including



percentage of women participating in the NCBs has been around 23% and in total for all NCBs, 44%
have represented civil society.

The sustainability of the NCBs beyond the end of 2018 when the Swedish funding expired is unclear.
It has to a major extent been the availability of project funding that has motivated the NCBs in their
work. When this funding has seized, in most cases the NCBs are not expected to survive as
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Effectiveness

Evaluation Purpose number 2B: Input for Sida in assessing the effectiveness of the programme as
part of the implementation of Sweden’s Regional Development Strategy for Asia and the Pacific
2016 -2021.

Learning and knowledge exchange at local, national and regional level:

There has been a general exchange of experiences and methodologies between staff from different
member countries. Exchange visits between member countries are considered having been effective
by programme staff at all levels as a means of learning from success stories in other countries. More
could have been done, however, to support learning under the programme.

An important intended purpose of the RSC meetings has been that it would function as a forum for
learning. This has not functioned well. The RSC meetings have focussed on formal presentations of
activities in the respective country programmes, and other than comments from the floor there has
been little in the way of interactive learning processes, a critique that has been raised by the donors.

The analysis, packaging and dissemination of learnings generated under MFF to a larger audience
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The beneficiaries of the field projects for which perception was assessed through questionnaires
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Evaluation Purpose Number 1: Learning from the outcomes and experiences of the programme in

UHODWLRQ WR 6LGDTV IXWXUH FRRSHUDWLRa t® Q514 RBIO HiRtelgWwdD WLRQ UHO
ILVKHULHY FRDVWDO PDQDJHPHQW DQG SDUWQHUVY IXUWKHU GHYHORSPHQW R
implementation.

One important conclusion of MMF as a provider or learning for future similar Sida cooperation related

to SDG14/Integrated Coastal Management DFWLYLWLHYV DV ZHOO DV IRU WKH SDUWC(
implementation is that the soft governance structure has been in most cases conducive to broadened

participation, exchange of knowledge, policy influence and effectiveness in pilot project
implementation. There is, however, need for enhanced participation of Civil Society Organisations

(CSOs)
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Engage staff with competence in, and experience of, private sector business.

Make changes to the RSC meetings in terms of how they can support learning between member
countries and individuals. The current type of country activity presentations can be reduced if
they are sent out as briefing documents to all NCBs before the meeting. Only the most important
or innovative examples from country level, which have the potential to become instruments for
policy change could be brought up for discussion. The competent facilitators that are part of the
IUCN/MFF community should be made use of, but external ones could also be employed. The
RSC meetings could be smaller and hosted at less costly venues, and they should always be
located close to existing field project sites. The programme could organise annual or biennial
thematic meetings that would be more results-oriented and focussed on learning and knowledge
exchange than the current ones. Regional physical meetings and workshops could also be
organised as smaller events back-to-back with larger conferences in which many of the MFF
stakeholders would anyway participate.

Continue the current function of the Management Committee and strengthen its role as a
decision-making body for MFF.

Establish a more general resilience-oriented membership in the NCB, instead of as today having
a focus on ecosystem protection and natural resource management. This means that the
selection of NCB members would be linked directly with resilience strengthening objectives. Bring
in national expertise on resilience building and allow such expertise to integrate these ideas at
policy level, both regionally and nationally, and engage national-level actors with social science
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and community. Spending funds based on equal distribution must be avoided. The projects would
rather benefit from being clustered in one or a limited number of areas, where MFF should
attempt to engage local government, authorities and NGOs/CSO in a more comprehensive
integrated approach to enhancing resilience rather than implementing narrow thematic projects

Financing and partnerships

- The available channels of financing need to be explored. Among the potential new financing
opportunities, MFF may consider the Global Climate Fund including its REDD+ Results-Based
Payment window, bilateral financing and also foundations and endowment funds. In order to
strike a better match, certain elements of the current phase may be packaged separately so as
to match with the priorities of a potential financing institution.

- IUCN/MFF should continue and increase functional partnerships at regional level, for instance
with BoBLME, PEMSEA#, COBSEAS

15



between Sida and IUCN, at national, regional or global level. The specific audit mentioned above
should therefore also include any other Sida support to IUCN.

16



Team

1 Introduction

This report presents the results of a process-oriented independent external evaluation of the third
phase of Mangroves for the Future (MFF), a programme implemented by the International Union for
Conservation of Nature (IUCN) in partnership with the United Nations Development Programme
(UNDP) in the South and South-East Asia region. The programme has been funded by several
donors® and has received financial support from the Swedish International Development Cooperation
Agency (Sida) since it started in 2006. The Swedish funding for the third phase of MFF has amounted
to 75 mill SEK.

The outcome objective of the third phase of the programme is to strengthen the resilience of
ecosystem dependent coastal communities . The mission statement for the programme has been to
promote healthy coastal ecosystems through a partnership -based, people focused and policy
relevant approach that builds and applies knowledge, empowers communities and other
stakeholders, enhances governance, secures livelihoods, and increases resilience to natural hazards

and climate change

The evaluation has been carried out in accordance with the Terms of Reference provided in Annex
1, by a team of six international and national specialists on evaluation, communication, knowledge
management, resilience, agroeconomics, community development and gender. The methodology
and work plan of the evaluation was specified during an inception phase in August-September 2018.
The inception phase included a number of stakeholder interviews and meetings with Sida, the IUCN
Asia Regional Office (IUCN-ARO) located in Bangkok, MFF staff, partner organisations and national
stakeholders. A communication platform managed by the MFF Regional Secretariat, intended to
provide a forum for communication and knowledge sharing among MFF stakeholders, was
established during the evaluation process. The evaluation Team (in the following called the Team)
participated in an MFF Regional Steering Committee (RSC) meeting in Bali in September 2018 (RSC-
15) where they facilitated a half-day learning event. In October and November, field visits were
carried out to projects implemented by MFF in Bangladesh, Sri Lanka, Indonesia and Vietnam and a
large number of interviews with a variety of stakeholders and other informants at local, national,
regional and global level were carried out. A total of 300 stakeholders, beneficiaries and other
informants were interviewed or met with during focus group meetings, and relevant documentation



future activities on coastal management and resilience enhancement for local communities in the
region.

The evaluation has three primary purposes:

1. To provide Sida and other intended users with an opportunity to learn from the outcomes and
experiences of the programme. Sida will seek to apply the findings from the evaluation in
cooperation related to SDG147 and integrated fisheries/coastal management. Partners will use
the evaluation in the further development of operational relevance for future implementation.

2. To serve as one of the inputs for Sida in assessing the effectiveness and efficiency of the
programme as part of the implementation of Sweden”s Regional Development Strategy for Asia
and the Pacific 2016-2021.

3. 7R SURYLGH 6LGD ZLWK D EDVLV RQ ZKLFK WR EH DEOH WR HYDOXDWH WKH U
future programming vis-a-vis the potential of other actors and service providers in the region
working with similar challenges.

1.2 Evaluation object and scope

MFF has its origin in the disaster caused by the tsunami in the Indian Ocean in 2004. From having

originally had a relatively narrow focus on mangrove forest rehabilitation, the programme has

transformed into covering investment and action to conserve coastal ecosystems and at the same

time building resilience and improving the security and livelihoods of dependent communities. The

focus on resLOLHQFH LV ZHOO LQ OLQH ZLWK WKH FXUUHQW VWUDWHJI\ IRU 6ZH
cooperation in Asia and the Pacific region 2016 #2021, which has regional cooperation for

strengthening resilience to environmental and climate-related problems as one focus area.

The initiative is a partner-led platform, co-chaired by ITUCN and UNDP. Originally it involved only the
six countries worst hit by the tsunami, but it later expanded to include 11 countries in the region®.
The programme has three broad output areas: knowledge management; stakeholder empowerment,






governance body, the Regional Steering Committee (RSC), which meets once a year. There is a
Management Committee (MC), which meets in-between RSC meetings, tasked with taking
implementation decisions.

The implementation of small grants projects has been an important part of the programme, and 151
such projects have been implemented under MFF Phase 111°. These projects are intended to support
enhancing the resilience and livelihoods of coastal communities and creating learning that could be
shared with others and improve policy for coastal zone management.

1.3 Evaluation questions

The Terms of Reference for the assignment provide 42 specific evaluation questions relating to the
two OECD-DAC evaluation criteria of efficiency and effectiveness!®. The evaluation questions are
listed below. In the evaluation matrix in Annex 4, the evaluation questions are tabled along with
indicators, instruments for data collection and sources of information. As agreed with the Client
during the inception phase of the evaluation, the presentation of the findings (Section 3 below) is
structured under the respective evaluation questions and each criterion/sub-heading/evaluation
question has its own subsection in the report.

Efficiency

1. What is the main additional value of this governance structure in terms of efficiency, in
relation to other alternative setups?

2.



11. Has the RSC been an efficient mechanism for strategic leadership for policy change and
advocacy?



28. How successful has MFF been in promoting integrated coastal planning and management in
policy development?

29. Assess if is MFF a well-positioned programme to deliver on policy development at regional,
national and/ or local level?

30. How well has MFF succeeded in promoting inclusion of land rights, gender, and conflict
sensitivity in policy development?

31. Exemplify how the Resilience Protocol Approach has been able to generate increased
resilience of the coastal communities and generate change in gender roles and human rights
etc.

Promoting partnerships and increased engagement at local, national and regional level

32. How have programme results benefited different stakeholders in pilot sites?

33. What have been the enabling and dis-enabling factors determining the level of cooperation
between the different stakeholders in the programme?

34. How has MFF used the potential in the partnerships between with UNDP, FAO, UNEP and
Wetlands International? How have the respective partners adopted the insights and results of
MFF in their own program of work?

35. During Phase 111, MFF has made moves towards strengthened relations with relevant regional
initiatives including three regional inter-governmental bodies * namely Partnerships in
Environmental Management for the Seas of East Asia (PEMSEA), South Asian Association for
Regional Cooperation (SAARC) and the Association of South East Asian Nations (ASEAN). What
has been the key achievements? And what have been the enabling and dis-enabling factors
determining the level of cooperation? Have other regional entities benefited and adopted insights
from MFF?

36. Has the MFF generated input to SEAFDEC, BOBLME and COBSEA operations throughout the
years?

Future looking

2

37. What could the programme do to improve its efficiency and effectiveness?
38. Should it be beneficial to consider an adjustment in design or format of the programme?

39. What potential does the programme have to improve its delivery on sustainable coastal
management, poverty reduction, and resilience for men and women in coastal areas in Asia?

40. Are there alternative programmes to MFF that delivers on the same issues in this region?

41. Would there be an effect on the program implementation and its delivery of results if the
financial resources were distributed in a different manner, i.e. the financial allocation between
national and regional?

42. What other sources of funding could support MFF interventions? (including GCF and GEF)
How could such funding be leveraged and maximised by Sida support to MFF? Would such
funding mean a shift in focus for MFF, and would such a shift be in line with emerging needs?

Methodology

2.1 Overall approach

The evaluation has been carried out as an independent evaluation in accordance with OECD-DAC
criteria and guidelines and the approach has centred around the key evaluation questions.

The approach and methodology for the evaluation have included applying evidence from several
sources to draw well-founded conclusions and producing concrete recommendations and lessons

6



that can be useful in relation to the stated purposes of the evaluation. Monitoring data and other
information already available in the programme have been used as far as possible.

The evaluation has employed a combination of qualitative and quantitative evaluation
methodologies. The Team has collected information by means of desk study of documentation,
person-to-person interviews and focus-group meetings with informants, distance interviews with
informants, field observations during country visits, a SWOT workshop at the 15" RSC meeting with
around 60 key programme stakeholders participating, and questionnaire surveys directed at around
170 key stakeholders and field project beneficiaries.

Participatory

It is stated in the ToR that opportunities have been missed in the programme for greater and deeper
interaction and sharing of knowledge, and the methodology of the evaluation and the methods for
data collection used should create space for reflection, discussion and learning between the intended
users of the evaluation. In addition to a large number of stakeholder interviews at both regional and
national levels, two actions intended to promote learning as part of the evaluation process were
implemented: a SWOT workshop carried out in conjunction with RSC-15, and the initiation of a
communication platform for stakeholder interaction. The learning event at the RSC meeting was
carried out as a SWOT-based workshop with group discussions on themes central to the evaluation.
The SWOT exercise resulted in a large number of specific findings, arrived at by more than 60 of the



Indonesia and Vietnam. Around half of these were selected by the team from a set of projects
proposed by MFF staff and half were selected among non-proposed projects. The selection criteria
included thematic representativity, inclusion of projects from the current as well as previous phase
of MFF, small- and medium-size projects, and accessibility but at the same time no restriction to
areas in the vicinity of the capital cities. While the field visits included physical observation of project
activities and results, the focus was on interviews and focus-group meetings with project
beneficiaries. Summaries of findings from these field visits are provided in project briefs in Annex 7.

Interviews. Interviews were carried out as semi-structured interviews, the specific questions/issues
to be covered having been formulated beforehand by the Team in joint sessions at the outset of the
missions, based on the evaluation questions listed in the evaluation matrix. In the case of
beneficiaries in the pilot project areas, the sample was by random selection in almost all cases,
except for three projects where the respondents had been invited by the programme staff or the
project grantee. The interviews and focus group discussions were combined with issuing
questionnaires to the persons participating (see Annex 5). The questionnaires were filled out by the
respondents, sometimes with clarifications being provided by the Team. The purpose of these
questionnaires was to provide, in the absence of more in-depth field surveys on MFF project
beneficiaries, quantitative information on the results of the programme as they have been perceived
by the beneficiaries. The results of these questionnaires are included as graphs in Section 3.32.

The full Team participated in the 15" RSC meeting, during which one-on-one interviews were
performed with around 20 informants.

The Team members identified external experts'? from government departments, organisations,
companies and media in the four countries to be visited, a collection of whom were later interviewed
either one-on-one during country visits or by distance interviews.

The Team had a Skype discussion with the co



Questionnaires. As mentioned, brief and simple tick-a-






effectiveness below), can to a large extent be traced back to IUCN, and to some extent to UNDP, as
organisations. The relatively high level of effectiveness in implementing the SGF projects locally in
the countries is also a reflection of strong convening power at that level.

Another important governance function has been the existence of the NSAPs that were developed
for each country under the NCBs in order to keep them in line with government policy and strategic
orientation.

With regard to the functioning of the MC and the RSC, see Sections 3.3, and 3.11 and 3.23
respectively, where this is discussed. With regard to details of the functioning of the regional
secretariat, this is covered in Sections 3.2, 3.7 and 3.8.

3.2 What role, function and added value does the Regional Secretariat have in the
delivery at local, national, regional and global level? Is it working to its full potential?
What is its weakness and strengths in its delivery on local, national a nd regional le  vel?

11



and quick access to staff with good competence particularly in communication without having to
employ staff externally, which is assessed by the Team as an efficient solution.

In addition, time is charged to the programme for a number of other regular IUCN staff for inputs
to MFF as need arises. The Programme has not reported on the number of workdays that charged

to the Programme for that contribution.

Table 2 Staff at MFF Regional Secretariat

Designation

Coordinator

Programme Manager Knowledge Management and Sustainability
Programme Manager, Capacity Development

Accountant

Programme Officer

Programme Assistant

Intern

Head of Regional Communication

Regional Communication Assistant

Manager Information and Knowledge Management

Leve
M1
SP
SE
P1
P1
A3

Intern
SP

A3

Full/part time
Full time

Full time
Fulltime

Fulltime

Fulltime

Fulltime

Fulltime

1A: 87 days/year

1A: 93 days/year

12
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The methodology of applying the RAP has involved information gathering, resilience analysis,
stakeholder participation, identification and prioritisation of interventions, and the preparation of a
resilience assessment report forming the basis for pilot project planning and implementation.

The regional secretariat has produced a strategic framework and action plan for gender integration,
which provides for implementation and monitoring of gender mainstreaming in the programme?”.
This describes principles and approaches for how gender integration can be provided through
resilience analysis, facilitating equitable access by men and women to project results and their
equitable participation in decision-making.

The gender inputs have been commended in interviews by both MFF staff and NCB members at the
national level, and by regional cooperation partners and donors. MFF methodology and contributions
to addressing resilience has been appreciated by NCB members at the national level, but has not
been mentioned as an important innovative contribution in interviews with external national experts
or by regional cooperation partners.

An important weakness with regard to the operation of the regional secretariat is that it has
consumed a big part of the MFF budget, according to many stakeholders interviewed, including the
donor representatives and, as mentioned, several key national stakeholders, a much too big part.
With lower costs for the regional secretariat, more funding could have gone to financing more
comprehensive projects in the field that could have achieved larger impacts and higher levels of
sustainability'® of project results, since the projects could be supported for longer durations by NGOs
with presence in the field project areas (see Section 3.39).

The difference in charge-out fee rates between MFF staff based in Bangkok and staff based in
member countries other than Thailand is large. Based on information provided by IUCN, it is
calculated that the average charge for staff at the P1 and P2 grades combined is 51 % higher for
Bangkok-based staff than for average P1 and P2 grade staff charges in the other countries.?®

A related issue is the high mark-up on expenses for staff working at the regional secretariat (see
Section 3.8). Unless this mark-up is being used specifically and exclusively for MFF purposes, it
cannot be concluded that the regional secretariat is working to its full potential with regard to
providing MFF deliverables.

Several interviewees at the national level have pointed out that the way the regional secretariat has
communicated with the MFF entities in the member countries has not always been timely and
efficient. It has often been top-down and included posing ad-hoc and last-minute requests for
information, which was seen as putting an unnecessary work burden on the national teams and was
difficult to plan for.

These two weakness areas were expressed by stakeholder interviewees at national level in
Bangladesh, Sri Lanka and Vietham, and also by some external experts at both national and regional
level. They were also reflected in the outcome of the SWOT workshop at RSC-15 (see Annex 6).

A more general and important weakness of the overall governance system is that it has not been
effective in ascertaining an exit strategy, by which for instance the NCBs could be sustained

13



comprehensive national sustainability plans or lack of implementation of plans in countries where
such existed, came out as a weakness at the SWOT workshop.

With regard to the strengths of the regional secretariat, the SWOT workshop concluded that it has
facilitated communication and connections between the member countries, including learning
between countries by supporting exchange visits in several cases and through arranging the annual
RSCs. Another important function of the regional secretariat, mentioned by several respondents at
the national level, has been that it has ascertained and managed the flow of funds from the financing

14






Figure 3 Membership of women in NCBs (Source: MFF, 2018: List of NCB members_11 countries_Sep 2018)

The number of members in the MC

16



original budget. SidafV SRVLWLRQ RQ EXGJHW FXWYV, ZzVdefichd ghbiubkd Ra HB U O\
addressed through any reduction in the funding of SGF projects??, the cuts should be made from
other budget lines.

Figure 4 Change in exchange rate USD to SEK 2014-01-01 to 2016-01-01

The relative development of budget spending on regional operations and on project facilities and
studies, the latter including SGF projects amongst others, over the programme period is shown in
Table 3. The table shows that savings in relation to the budget were initially made under both the
regional operations and the project facilities and studies budget lines. However, while the
expenditures on projects continued to fall during all remaining years of the programme

17



Figure 5. Relative spending on Regional Operations (blue colour) vs Project Facilities and Studies
(orange colour) (Based on data received from MFF Coordinator on 21 February 2019)

Due to the budget reductions caused by the exchange rate changes in combination with the fact that

the programme failed to acquire sufficient donor financing from donors other than Sida, Norad and
Danida, the final total programme expenditure was much lower than foreseen, 14.75 million USD as

18



necessitate competence in working with communities and acquiring the participation and
engagement of the intended beneficiaries. There are examples, particularly from Sri Lanka and to
some extent Bangladesh, of SGF project implementers having failed in the initial stages to engage
with beneficiaries in order to acquire a basic understanding of their needs and demands, and the
realism of the interventions in relation to local capacity, markets and value-chain considerations.
(see Annex 7 for examples).

Even in cases where MFF engages NGOs that have appropriate social-oriented competence, which
has been the case in most countries but not always in Sri Lanka, it is necessary that MFF field staff
are competent to oversee and monitor the implementing organisation. It is not evident that the
professional profiles of the IUCN/MFF staff engaged in the programme have been the best suited for
this, being typically marine scientists, biologists, ecosystems analysts and environmental or natural
resource management specialists. Thus, there is need in the future for employing staff with
development expertise to complement protection and natural resource management with developing
sustainable income-generating activities in fisheries, aquaculture and coastal tourism, based on the
available natural resources.

The staff of the Swedish Embassy have been actively engaged in monitoring the implementation of
the programme and provided frequent and sometimes critical comments during programme review
and RSC meetings. Sida also engaged the Swedish Agency for Marin and Water Management as a
monitoring consultant to assist in technical progress monitoring. The value of this support could
have been enhanced by including some provision of technical assistance to the programme. This
could have been mainly in the form of advice and it should have been demand based and the themes
agreed beforehand. There would be several advantages with this. It would probably be cost efficient
since it could be combined with missions that the consultant would anyway do. The monitoring
consultant would become better informed about weaknesses and issues in implementation and
communicate this

19



Figure 6
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this mark-up
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countries visited during the data collection phase of the evaluation, there had not been any formal
meetings with the respective NCBs during 2019. A follow-up six months later has confirmed that at
least in Vietnam, there had still not been any meetings and it was informed that some members of
the NCB had been integrated with a national advisory body on marine plastics. It has also been
reported that in Sri Lanka there has been a similar integration of some of the members to ITUCN
country committee, and no NCB meetings.

The NCBs were designed to guide the process of supporting resilience-building at two levels: (a) the
grassroots level where small-scale resilience-building activities have been implemented, and (b) the
national level where attempts have been made to push the policy agenda related to the objectives
of the project. There is evidence from interviews with national stakeholders and with MFF regional
staff that in most of the countries, the NCBs have worked well and contributed towards achieving
the programme objectives.

The major expected outcome of Phase Ill was to promote resilience among coastal communities by
promoting livelihoods that were not dependent on unsustainable extraction and exploitation of
resources from mangrove ecosystems. While the majority of the SGF and MGF projects have
intended

22






Figure 8 Representation of civil society in National Coordination Bodies (Source: MFF, 2018: List
of NCB members_11 countries_Sep 2018)

The distribution of different categories of NCB members in all member countries is shown in Annex
8. The distribution is quite similar in all countries except Indonesia, where the government
stakeholders dominate more than elsewhere.

The actual participation of the different categories of stakeholders in NCB meetings during
programme implementation was analysed for the four countries visited by the Team. The overall
average rate of actual participation in the meetings for all categories was between 54% and 60%
and participation corresponded rather well with the respective percentages of membership. There
was one clear anomaly and that was for Bangladesh, where the average meeting participation rate
for the civil society members was only 35%, compared to civil society having 63% of the membership
in the body. The actual meeting participation of the private sector in the NCBs of the four countries
has been very low. In Bangladesh and Vietnam it has been less than one person on average and in
Indonesia (with no private sector membership) and Sri Lanka it has been O.

There has been no marked upward or downward trend in the degree of participation in NCB meetings
during the MFF Phase III.

However, as explained earlier, the membership of high government officials has in some cases come
with limited actual participation in NCB meetings since high officials are often too busy to attend. A
two-tier body (see 3.38) could have been a better and more functional structure, with the different
tiers having specific and well clarified roles and functions.

The NCBs were often able to identify suitable partners to implement the resilience-building projects
and other activities, but the level of their engagement in monitoring progress was not uniform across
the participating countries. In the case of Bangladesh, field visits conducted by NCB members were
not planned for including external experts who could have brought up issues and concerns that would
have needed inter-agency coordination.

It has been one of the strengths of the NCB platform that, in a humber of member countries, it has
provided for discussTQq0.000008873 0 595.44 841.68 reW*nBT/F2 9 Tf1 0 0 1 132.5 449.95 TmO g0 G.95 TmrlF2
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decentralised communication function, for instance, the NCB would need to be strengthened with
such competence in order to fulfil its new function.

The sustainability of the NCBs has been a theme for discussion throughout the duration of MFF Phase
Il and forma a central part of the

25



For almost all member countries, MFF has considered these cash and in-kind contributions as
amounts leveraged by the programme. However, in some countries such as Pakistan and Vietnam,
the private sector ha
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Vietnam
Overview MFF MGF Vietnam
- Period: 2013-

Indonesia

Overview MFF MGF Indonesia

Overview MFF MGF Indonesia

- Period: 2014-2017 (Phase I1I)

- Total grants awarded and completed: 1

- MFF: USD 43,920

- In kind contribution from Grantees: USD 5,710

Overview MFF SGF Indonesia:

- Period: 2014-2017 (Phase 111 )

- Total grants awarded and completed: 22

- MFF: USD 335,903

- In kind contribution from Grantees: USD 50,419

Note fRU ,QGRQHVLD 7KH 0*) LQ ,QGRQHVLD R Q-fisliz\y prRGiXdorlirRgpoRrmgV
the conditions of coastal communities, Tambak Gejoyo Sub-village, Wedung Village, Demak
5HIHQF\ &HQWUDO -D XonsdiieRi bt § few special projects, where grantee has received
monetary additional fund for further rehabilitation activity beyond the MFF project duration from
government agency with 50,000 USD.

The Ministry of Marine Affairs and Fishery, an NCB member, considered MFF projects effective and
has developed a rehabilitation program to plant 500,000 mangroves in Probolinggo adjacent to
SGF site to support coastal rehabilitation.

28



Effectiveness - Learning and knowledge exchange at local, national and
reqgional level
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Lanka. Interviewees in Sri Lanka also pointed to the option of using national resources for developing
the communications function of the programme.

Knowledge products produced by the MFF Regional Secretariat (in printed form) were thought to be

by respondents largely focused on technical, natural science-based knowledge and much less

focused on social-science aspects of the programme. Products focusing on process-oriented

approaches, e.g. gender analysis and the RAP were observed by the Team to be of good use at
QDWLRQDO OHYHO DQG DW SDUWQHUVY OHYHO IRU LGHOifordeyelophgHGYV S ODQ ¢
implementation strategy for small grants projects. Besides this, external experts and implementing

partners were of the view that the majority of knowledge products produced by the regional

secretariat were mostly meant for use by NCB members and policy makers. There were instances of

such products being used by NCB members to generate awareness and influence policy in countries

like Viethnam and India.

Knowledge products produced in print have mostly focused on consolidating success stories from

the SGF and MGF projects and have been instrumental in bringing together 0))1V RXWUHDFK WR WKH
communities. However, it was felt by interviewees, including external experts, that the products

were unidimensional in approach and not well disseminated with partners who may want to use the

successful approaches used by other member countries at their respective project sites. They would

also need to be translated to local languages in order to be useful at that level (see Section 3.17).

The need for documenting more of failures and process-oriented learnings was also felt by certain

interviewees.

The communication platform established
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Had the knowledge management and outreach elements been given greater emphasis,
popularisation and replication could have been better ensured.

Table 4. Number of direct beneficiaries of MFF Phase |11 SGF projects.

It is encouraging to notice that about 50% of the beneficiaries are women. While this indicates a
VLIJQLILFDQW HQJDJHPHQW RI ZRPHQ LQ WKH SURMHFWY I[IURP ILHOG REVHUYD\
particular vulnerabilities have indeed been considered in the design of grants projects and attempts

have usually been made to deliver women-centric resilience building. In production-oriented

adaptation schemes, a thorough analysis of barriers against women §V D F F H khsrk#R could have

helped in improving market integration and providing better benefit streams for women producers.

Weaknesses in this regard were found in Sri Lanka and Indonesia.

The
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shift in government attitude and policy in favour of softer approaches to coastal protection, as
embodied in the BiCCRA proposal*4. The recommendations in the Vietnam NSAP were mainstreamed
into national policy, plans, and programmes including the 2016 Decision 111 in Ca Mau that
recognized integrated mangrove-shrimp farming as a valid form of PES.

MFF's contribution is attributed indirectly in setting up methodologies of planting/protecting
mangroves. The Vietnam NCB members are stated to be closely knit. Through discussions in NCB
knowledge sharing takes place amongst members. This sharing adds to the confidence of being able
to manage a certain programme and other members share their experience of doing a certain
project, which adds to the overall knowledge and quality of implementation of other projects.

The popular science publications on coral reefs and mangroves in India were taken up by other
countries including Maldives, Thailand,
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national academia. Even in countries with representation of national NGOs, these are rarely what
can be considered as CSOs, which through their local linkages could better have voiced the concerns
and demands of community-level MFF stakeholders. The representation of media has been low
overall and sometimes at a very high level, e.g. in Bangladesh where the formal media member has
been the Director General of Bangladesh Television. In India, there are media organisations that
could have represented not only media as such but at the same time the environment movement
and communities, for instance the Centre for Science and Environment. This opportunity to get a
different and more critical type of input to policy change processes has been missed.

The NSAPs of the member countries are supposedly in line with their respectively national policies,
and many NCB members have had a clear role in policy advocacy. NCBs have been instrumental in
the selection of organisations to deliver the grants projects and pushing policy changes at national
level, as exemplified in several other sections of this report. An important factor has been that the
NCB members have had at least a certain role in monitoring and evaluation of the supported projects,
meaning that they have got exposure to field experiences at a personal level, which undoubtedly
have had an effect on their willingness to promote policy change.

The voice of the private sector and local CSOs has depended on their representation in NCB. In some
member countries, where the inclusion in NCBs of representatives of private sector and real grass-
root based organisations has been more limited (e.g. Indonesia and Vietnam), the NCB has been
more of an extension of the regular government set-up.

At regional level, the soft governance structure should work in the same way, with the RSC being
the central actor. However, policy change facilitation intended to take place under MFF through
contacts between member countries has not been evident for several reasons. Each country has its
own geographic and social context, its own legislation and its own NSAP. Therefore, the direct
learning and experience sharing between the countries is not easy to begin with
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membership of 70 corporates, of which some are already sponsoring coastal ecosystems activities,
although there are linkages he is not a member of the NCB.

3.23 Assess the effectiveness of RSC as a governing body of the prog ramme and its
potential to contribute to policy development, knowledge exchange and cap acity building
to improve coastal management.

The RSC has had annual meetings with wide participation from IUCN and the member countries,
donors and cooperating organisations. The way the RSC meetings have been conducted has been
criticized by donor representatives taking part in the meetings, who have stated during interviews
that the RSC events have not been used to their full potential. There could have been less of long
country progress presentations and IUCN projection, and more of deeper analysis, exchange of
lessons learned, discussion between participants and focuss
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NCB members take place in between formal meeting.
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SGF project visited by the team has become up-scaled through local government initiatives,
reportedly emanating from capacity building provided by MFF:

MFF has engaged local governments directly in project management to develop leadership
capacity and pave the way for replication of succe ssful outcomes through local government
resources. For example, in Eastern Java the local governments of Situbondo and Probolinggo

were brought in at the initial stage of the SGF project development process to build their
understanding and capacity for coa stal management planning processes and to develop
opportunities for local planning authorities to promote and up -scale the work of the SGF
project grantees. This approach resulted in strong uptake and support of project outcomes.

For ex ample, in the Regenc
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Indonesia
In Indonesia, the NSAP has been aligned with the national plans including the National Medium-
Term Development Plan. The NSAP has been dedicated to the delivery of the national mangrove

forest restoration agenda of national governmen
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Sri Lanka

6UL /DQNDTV 16%$3 ZDV GHYHORSHG VSHFLILFDOO\ WR LQWHJUDWH DQG GHOLY|
QDWLRQDO &RDVWDO =RQH ODQDJHPHQW 30DQV G HvasaRGHIBNALION Bitl IRYHUQPH
Coastal Resources Management Department and to strengthen the application of the ecosystem

approach in the work related to the plans. The NSAP was used by the Coastal Conservation

Department to guide the preparation of its National ICM Strategy and Action Plan.

The NCBs of Sri Lanka and India were instrumental in guiding a study to assess the living resources
in Gulf of Mannar and bring together the high-
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3.28 How successful has MFF been in promoting integrated coastal planning and
management in policy development?

Promoting integrated coastal planning and management in policy development has been a core
activity of MFF.

In Bangladesh, MFF has raised greater policy awareness, which had culminated in the declaration of
one MPA, with a second MPA about to be declared towards the end of 2018. However, such
declarations might not be directly improving the resilience of ecosystems at national level or enable
communities and households to enhance their resilience. Resilience should be built through the
implementation of strategic action plans to that effect around the MPAs.

In Indonesia, the NSAPs developed by the NCB for the periods 2012-2015 and 2016-2019 included
consideration of the National Strategy for Mangrove Ecosystem Management, which regulates the
protection, preservation, and utilization of sustainable mangrove ecosystem as an integrated part of
coastal planning and management.

In Vietnam, the NSAP integrated the three regional MFF objectives along with seven core Vietham
priority areas. At central level, the priorities were knowledge and awareness improvement,
integrated coastal management, improvement of governance capacity for stakeholders, sustainable
financing, the Ridge-to-Reef Approach, and the Marine Protected Area Network. At local level, four
topics was included: coastal ecosystem rehabilitation, community participation, sustainable
livelihoods and community resilience, and private sector participation.

Several government and internationally supported ICM programmes have been implemented over
the past 10-15 years, and an organizational framework for further ICM planning has been established
by the Ministry of Natural Resources and Environment, aiming to apply ICM in 28 provinces by 2020.
These efforts were incorporated in a decree on ICM and protection of marine and island environment
and subsequently implemented via a national ICM programme for 14 coastal provinces from Thanh
Hoa to Binh Thuan.

In recent years, the Ridge-to-Reef technical meetings and a technical workshop on sustainable
hydropower in Oct 2017 have helped in identifying solutions towards the sustainable development
of hydropower for the Vu Gia +Thu Bon River Basin, including information sharing, technical support
and capacity building for the management level in the concerned provinces, using existing data from
models to provide flooding impact scenarios for the basin.

A workshop on lllegal, Unreported and Unregulated (IUU) fishing in Hoi An co-organized by IUCN,
the Department of Fisheries and local stakeholders followed the decision by the EU in October 2017
toissue a 3\HO OR Z RdWeakiam, which is a final warning to the government to take action before
all seafood exports to the EU are banned. Although steps have been taken to reform their fishing
policies, the warning still remains in place.

Capacity building for 25 provincial government officials in Ben Tre and Tra Vinh province has
enhanced coast0 595.44 841D/F2 9 Tfi(s )-233(i)-7()-4(as)15(t)-5(0 595.44 841D/F2 9 Tfi(s )-233(i)-7()-4(as)15(
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the SGF projects. The fact that the NCBs in most countries have been a multi-stakeholder set-up
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mangrove cut, the person who cut mangrove tree have
to replant 10 mangrove seeds.

LKA

LKA

[SGF]
Installation of
an efficient
model of water
management
and novel
home garden
system at the
Delft Island

[SGF] Building
economic
resilience of
returned
coastal
communities
through
sustainable
management
of ecosystems

1 Mar 2016 -
28 Feb 2017

15 Aug 2016 -
15 Feb 2017

School children,
staff and
identified
families in Delft
South  Farmers
community

Communities in
the J3 ward of
Delft Island and
will  specifically
benefit the
inhabitants of the
Ward 6, 7, 8 of
this GN Divisions

- A drip irrigation system installed to use the harvested
rain water in plastishell tanks

The system is in running condition but there are several
indications of insufficient maintenance, , it is intended to
use the water for irrigation of vegetables for the students
but apart from that, the use of the system is unclear and
there does not seem to be a well thought through plan
for this

- Two eco-friendly beach cabanas built with landscaped
garden
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Figure 11 Perception-based average scores per year of implementation

There is a slightly higher level of appreciation of the medium-sized grant projects than for the small
ones as shown in Figure 12. It should be noted, though, that MGF data is available only for two
projects

Figure 12 Perception-based average scores per type of grant project

There is a clear difference in the appreciation scores for women and men as shown in Figure 13,
with markedly higher appreciation among male beneficiaries. It is possible that this reflects that
more of the project benefits has gone to men than to women.
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Figure 13 Perception-based average scores per gender

3.33 What have been the enabling and dis-enabling factors determining the level of
cooperation between the different stakeholders in the programme?
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Several stakeholders interviewed have acknowledged that the mere existence of the NCBs as
nationally acknowledged stakeholder platforms has led to enhanced capacity through the sharing of
experience and stories through the NCB. However, there are regional differences. In Bangladesh, as
mentioned, it is reported that relatively junior officers were standing in for high level decision
makers. Therefore, there is a risk of loss of institutional memory. In Sri Lanka, the engagement of
the stakeholders in the NCB has been longer, 2-6 years, thus enabling cooperation emanating from
long-term collegiality. A similar type of collegiality is also present in Indonesia, possibly strengthened
by the fact that the NCB members represent almost exclusively government entities.

The convening power of IUCN and MFF (see 3.1 and 3.23) along with obvious general advantages
of cooperation, has led to a number of agreements and cooperation with other regional organisations
being established, including with UNDP, FAO, UNEP, WII, SAARC, ASEAN, SEAFDEC, BOBLME and
COBSEA. The actual content and usefulness of the different cooperation arrangements seems to
have been determined by the similarity of objectives and level of common interest. In addition to
the important direct programme management partnership with UNDP, cooperation with SEAFDEC
and BOBLME have been particularly effective (see Sections 3.12, 3.24, 3.26 and 3.36).

At the local level, MFF has cooperated with a large number of communities, NGOs, CSOs and local
governments in the implementation of MGF and SGF projects, enabled through the funds made
available and by the provision of guidance, supervision and monitoring of the activities.

3.34 How has MFF used the potential in the partnerships between with UNDP, FAO,
UNEP and Wetlands International? How have the respective partners adopted the insights
and results of MFF in their own program of work?

United Nations Development Programme (UNDP)

United Nations Development Programme (UNDP) has been the co-chair of the MFF Programme since
it was initiated. The partnership with IUCN and the engagement and support from UNDP has
strengthened the implementation and contributed to the long-term performance of MFF.

Due to the absence of IUCN in the Maldives, the grant facility projects have been managed by UNDP.
Implementation of a small grant component of the Low Emission Climate Resilient Development
Programme (LECReD) through MFF's existing grant modality was taken up in 2015.%°

UNDP Maldives has provided programmatic and financial support to MFF implementation including
project cycle management training organised together with the UNDP-SGF programme. At the same
time, MFF has played an important role in supporting the LECReD programme, where the MFF
mechanism and modality including the RAP was adopted and utilised by UNDP in the implementation
of the LECReD Programme.

Food and Agriculture Organization (FAO)

As one of MFF {Mnstitutional partners, the UN Food and Agriculture Organisation (FAO) has
acknowledged that MFF has been effective in raising the profile of mangroves and in developing
collaborative work with partners and sectors. As areas that could be improved, enhanced country
ownership and engagement with partners at national level were mentioned by FAO, the latter in
order to create more synergy.’®

FAO was awarded a project under the RGF W Khicédme for coastal communities for mangrove
PURWHFWLRQ! SU
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MFF in collaboration with AIT and FAO/GEF BOBLME held regional ICM courses. Since the inception
in 2007, 140 professionals have completed the post-graduate ICM course at AIT, Bangkok, and
that course is currently intended to become integrated within 12 universities in Bangladesh,
Cambodia, Myanmar, Pakistan and Sri Lanka’?. The courses are expected to be given at different
levels, including B.Sc. and vocational level (see also 3.28).73.

As mentioned earlier, cooperation between IUCN/MFF and FAO has been established in the
preparation of BOBLME, Phase 2 (see Section 3.42) and a Letter of Agreement has been entered
into, under which national consultations will be organised and facilitated to identify and validate
country priorities under the project.

United Nations Environment Programme (UNEP)

During MFF Phase 111, the United Nations Environment Programme (UNEP) implemented three (3)
projects under the MFF Regional Grant Facility:

1. Mapping and enhancing natural resource governance in small island communities (Sri
Lanka, Maldives, Thailand and Seychelles)

2. Protecting marine ecosystems in MFF countries using the green fins approach (Maldives,
Vietnam)

3. Strengthening the resilience of coastal communities, ecosystems, and economies to sea-
level rise and coastal erosion (Pakistan, Thailand)

MFF has conducted, in collaboration with UNEP, a regional training of trainers course on ecosystem-
based disaster risk reduction and adaptation.”*

Regarding the partnership between UNEP and MFF, UNEP has provided several suggestionson 0)) TV
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At RSC-14, however, WII shared their concern about the difficulty to find similar tangible synergies

at the institutional level and it was suggested to explore the roles and responsibilities of institutional
partners in the next phase of MFF.

3.35 During Phase Ill, MFF has made moves towards strengthened relations with
relevant regional initiatives including three regional inter -governmental bodies + namely
Partnerships in Environmental Management for the Seas of East Asia (P EMSEA), South

Asian Association for Regional Co -
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understand how gender can impact coastal ecosystems resource use and management. The
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their opinion. The results are shown in Figure 15. The outcome of the exercise indicates a general
need for having more focus in a new phase
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Figure 16 Results and themes/keywords mentioned by RSC stakeholders, grouped from global to
community level.
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Figure 17 Results belonging to different MFF Phase 111 components.

3.39 What potential does the programme have to improve its delivery on sustainable
coastal management, poverty reduction, and resilience for men and women in coastal
areas in Asia?

The implementation of the grants projects has provided an opportunity for enhancing resilience and
reducing the
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Even when an MGF project was approved in a given member country, the tendency was to cover a
large number of groups spread over a large area. As a result, the resource allocation per household
became too small to engage the household members to address most of the aspects of vulnerability
meaningfully and simultaneously. If, for instance, members of a household were given training and
support to make some small earnings from poultry, they were not simultaneously given support for
safe water supply®® or other forms of livelihood support. In order to improve the

61



plan®”. CTI-CFF has also led the development of a plan for Ecosystems Approach to Fisheries
Management (EAFM) in the SSS region together with several development partners, including USAID
Oceans. The Worldwide Fund for Nature (WWF) is a development partner to CTI-CFF and has been
and is being involved in several capacity building and large implementation programmes on EAFM in
the SSS region, including a large GEF project in Indonesia. The EAFM approach is not limited to
fisheries management but covers also coastal community livelihoods and good governance, and has
many similarities to the field projects implemented under MFF.88

One major difference between the CTI-CFF and MFF is the level of regional and country ownership,
which is much stronger in the case of CTI-CFF. This is manifested not only in the ownership of the
regional set-up in the form of a regional secretariat in Indonesia, but also by the fact that there is
funding from the participating governments of activities at the country level, which has not been the
case under MFF to any substantial extent. As part of CTI-CFF, there are National Coordination
Committees, which have a similar representation of government, civil society and private sector
actors as the NCBs set up under MFF.

CTI-CFF was mentioned in the SEI/SEAFDEC/MFF regional synthesis report on gender in coastal and
fisheries resource management, as one example of a possible important starting point or building block
for gender mainstreaming as it intends to promote social learning among participants.

Other regional activities
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3.42 What other sources of funding could support MFF interventions?( including GCF
and G EF) How could such funding be leveraged and maximised
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In contrast, MFF may try to tap resources from other REDD+ opportunities. For instance, the
Norwegian Fund for REDD+ could have been comparatively easy to access, since the funds are
bilateral in nature and a formal registry on FREL may not have been a hard requirement towards
securing REDD+ finance.

Each of the above issue-based financing windows can have specific objectives that need to be
matched with the project activities and expected results. While the GCF financing window can involve
a number of aspects of resilience building including afforestation, REDD+ is applicable only for
projects involving mangrove forest restoration, regeneration and rehabilitation. Other elements that
involve adaptation responses to climate variability and change do not qualify under REDD+. Thus,
the available financing opportunities do have inherent limitations.

Outside such multilateral and bilateral financing windows, there can be opportunities for arranging
financing from charities and endowments based on large-scale global CSR activities
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NCBs in a shape similar to what they have had during the third phase of MFF may remain to some
extent.

It is concluded that a major weakness of MFF has been that a disproportionately large part of the
programme budget has been allocated to running the regional secretariat in Bangkok. This has been
at the expense of opportunities to fund larger and better field projects at the national level. With
more resources allocated to the national level, more and larger projects of longer duration could
have resulted in higher efficiency, effectiveness and sustainability. In order for MFF to provide higher
value for the countries involved and for potential future financing partners, more functions currently
managed by the regional secretariat could be decentralised and delegated to national IUCN offices
and NCBs. For instance, communication and knowledge management functions do not necessarily
have to be located at the regional secretariat but could well be moved to one of the other countries,
where staff and operational costs are substantially lower than in Bangkok. Competence could be
attached to an IUCN country office either by recruiting staff or by procuring external resources on
the private of NGO market

Functions that must remain with a central secretariat in Bangkok are:

- Chair of the RSC, which will be the IUCN Regional Director

- Financial management

- Regional programme planning, progress monitoring and reporting

- Procurement and management of technical assistance to region and countries

With regard to programme efficiency, the actual use of a substantial part of the funding provided by
the donors is unclear. Based on financial data received from IUCN, it has been calculated that the

difference between the staff fees charged to MFF and the actual staff expenditures incurred by IUCN
reflects a mark-
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by programme staff at all levels as a means of learning from success stories in other countries. More
could have been done, however, to support learning under the programme.

An important intended purpose of the RSC meetings has been that it would function as a forum for
learning. This has not functioned well. The RSC meetings have focussed on formal presentations of
activities in the respective country programmes, and other than comments from the floor there has
been little in the way of interactive learning processes, a critique that has been raised by the donors.

The analysis, packaging and dissemination of learnings generated under MFF to a larger audience
has not been effective. There has been lack of outreach to local level partners in this regard, and
apart from larger overall strategy and methodology products such as the strategic framework for
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SEAFDEC and CTI-CFF. These projects have had one thing in common: they have usually been too
small to create significant impacts and they would have benefitted from being part of more concerted
action programmes by governments and regional organisations in order to be more effective.

Promoting partnerships and increased engagement at local, national and regional
level

The programme has been active in engaging with a large number of other organisations at local,
national, regional and global level.

The selection of organisations for implementation of grants fund projects was overall appropriate
and implementation largely effective. Several failures have also occurred, the most common reasons
being weak planning and lack of social and community development competence and experience,
both in the programme and grantee organisations.

The cooperation with SEAFDEC and SEI in connection with gender and coastal community field
projects has been valuable for the organisations involved and has enhanced the effectiveness of the
programme through the production and implementation of strategic and policy documents as well
as practical tools. While MFF has sought partnership with many other regional organisations and
general agreements on cooperation have been made, the extent to which these have been followed
up with substantial action has been limited.

The MFF-UNDP partnership has functioned well and had mutual benefits in terms of joint governance
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strike a better match, certain elements of the current phase may be packaged separately so as
to match with the priorities of a potential financing institution.

IUCN/MFF should continue and increase functional partnerships at regional level, for instance
with BoBLME, PEMSEA, COBSEA and SEAFDEC, to possibly ensure sustained and larger,
collaborative funding, as well as to continue synergetic cooperation of the type that has taken
place on gender and coastal ecosystem conservation under the current programme.
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Output 3: Coastal governance enhanced to promote integrated and inclusive management
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3. Evaluation purpose:
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Annex B: Data sheet on the evaluation object
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