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To improve the management of freshwater quality on Rarotonga

Community

Objective 1

To develop a freshwater management plan for the Takuvaine Community (Community)

Outcome 1

Freshwater Management Plan Developed

Activity 1

Conduct PPA workshop to understand the root causes of the problem 

(October 2004)

Activity 2

Elect Community Working Committee to develop the Management Plan (including enforcement etc

)October 2004

Activity 3

Consult with landowners of the catchment (November 2004)

Activity 3

Develop and implement community awareness program on the fragility of the catchment area (November 2004)

Activity 4

Community Committee Prepares Action Plan to develop the Freshwater Management Plan (November 2004)

Activity 5

Develop Community-based Monitoring programme to help people understand the problem (December 2004)

Activity 6

Assess initial Socio-economic survey attempt for the community (December 2004)

Activity 7

Complete Socio-Economic Survey of the Community (January 2005)

Activity 8

Draft freshwater quality management plan for the Takuvaine catchment (April 2005)

Activity 9

Hold Community Forum to endorse Implementation of the Management Plan (May 2005)

Activity 10

Develop communication plan to promote management plan (April 2005)

Outcome 2

Freshwater Management Plan Implemented

Activity 1

Establish Community Management Structure and Protocols (October 2004)

Activity 2

Establish ongoing Community-based Monitoring & Enforcement Programme (January 2005)

Activity 3

Legalise management plan - Register under the National Environment act (May 2005)

Activity 4

Implement Community Communications Plan to explain changes/new rules to Takuvaine Community and National Audience (May 2005)

National

Objective 1

To develop a national freshwater quality management plan for the Rarotonga (National)

Outcome 1

National Management Plan developed

Activity 1

Consult withTraditional leaders of Rarotonga (To propose an Island wide management plan)

Activity 2

Conduct Economic Evaluation of Freshwater Resources and Cost-Benefits of Possible Solutions (March 2005)

Activity 3

Prepare Report Analysing Water Quality Data and Forecast Trends (December 2004)

Activity 4

Review Takuvaine Management Plan (August 2005)

Activity 5

Conduct Review of Legislation and Institutional Arrangements relating to protection of freshwater quality (April 2005)

Activity 6

Prepare Draft Rarotonga Management Plan for consideration by the National Task Force (August 2005)

Activity 7

Develop communication plan for the management plan (August/September 2005)

Activity 8

Conduct a forum for national agencies and stakeholders to discuss and endorse National Freshwater Management Plan (September 2005)

Activity 9

Conduct public consultation meetings with the various stakeholder groups in the Cook islands (October 2005)

Outcome 2

National Management Plan Implemented

Activity 1

Seek Cabinet Endorsement for Management Plan (October 2005) -also to sell project to Outer island MPs

Activity 2

Legalise Management plan e.g. recognised under the Environment Act (November 2005)

Activity 3

Establish a permanent body (if required) to coordinate Community Freshwater Management Plans (November 2005)

Activity 4

Implement Communications Plan to explain new system - encourage other communities to join (November 2005)
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Foreword

During 2004 to 2005, the IWP supported 13 countries in developing monitoring plans to support in-country activities they were implementing to improve resource management. This paper documents the rationale behind this decision and the process subsequently adopted in the IWP to develop monitoring plans. The paper also outlines the nature of monitoring plans developed, the kinds of indicators identified and adopted to support resource management and the lessons learned in the process. Readers are referred to detailed meeting documents for further information.
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1
Introduction

The Pacific International Waters Project (IWP) is a seven-year (2000-2006) regional project involving 14 participating countries: Cook Islands, Federated States of Micronesia, Fiji, Kiribati, Marshall Islands, Nauru, Niue, Palau, Papua New Guinea, Samoa, Solomon Islands, Tonga, Tuvalu and Vanuatu.

The project is funded by the Global Environment Facility (GEF), implemented by the United Nations Development Program (UNDP) and executed by the Secretariat of the Pacific Regional Environment Programme (SPREP). Day to day regional management of the project is conducted through a SPREP based project coordination unit (PCU) located in Apia while in-country management of IWP activities is coordinated by country-based officers, national coordinators (NCs).

The objective in the Integrated Coastal and Watershed Management (ICWM) component of the Project is to address root causes of identified threats to the international waters
 of the Pacific Islands region relating to:

· pollution of marine and freshwater (including groundwater) from land-based activities;

· modification of critical habitats, and 

· unsustainable use of resources.

The Project Document (UNDP/GEF 1999) that describes the rationale and problem analysis for the IWP observes that these three identified threats to international waters are intimately connected to four focal areas in the small island environments of the Pacific:

· the management of coastal fisheries;

· the establishment of marine protected areas;

· the protection of freshwater resources; and

· effective management and reduction of waste.

Accordingly, the ICWM component of the project supports national and local level pilot activities to improve the management of coastal resources in these four ‘focal’ areas. It aims to strengthen environmental management at local, national and regional levels, drawing on lessons learned from previous initiatives as well as the experience in implementing its own pilot activities (see below).

The ‘two pronged approach’

The Project seeks to improve the management of coastal areas and resources through a ‘two-pronged approach’ that targets pilot activities at the local and national level in each country.

At the local level, the project supports pilot activities in selected host communities (villages or sets of villages). The focus is to promote increased community involvement and responsibility for local resource management and conservation initiatives, recognising that Pacific communities have significant authority, control and systems of management over natural resources.

Of course, not all environmental problems can be solved by community action (local level activities) alone. Types of environmental issues that cannot be addressed at the local level include the cumulative impacts of resource degradation across several communities or regions (such as total catch levels or pollution from a number of villages), strategic and coordination issues (such as the need to manage multiple communities in a single management plan) and legislative and national enforcement issues.

Accordingly, those root causes for environmental problems that cannot or should not be addressed locally alone are addressed under the IWP at the higher (national and or regional) level. Therefore, the project also supports initiatives to address root causes on an island-wide or national scale. These activities can focus on issues such as policy or legislation development, enforcement or institutional arrangements contributing to root causes in the four focal areas.
From a monitoring perspective, this distinction between local and national level activities will be important in terms of the shape of monitoring plans and the types of indicators to be used.

IWP project cycle

An important aspect of the coastal component of the IWP is the project cycle (figure 1) adopted to support continuous learning and adaptive management. The project cycle allows for a stepwise approach to describing and analysing environmental problems and assessing, implementing and evaluating solutions. Each step undertaken in the cycle is intended to build on the lessons and activities from the previous step so that resource management follows a logical path with a strong emphasis of learning.

From a monitoring perspective, the use of a project cycle is important for two reasons. First, continuous learning and adaptive management in projects hinges on the monitoring and assessment of projects so that appropriate refinements to project design and implementation can be achieved. This means that the selection of relevant indicators and their collection and analysis are critical.

Second, the sequence of activities in the IWP project cycle means that the identification of indicators naturally follows the identification of project activities. Nevertheless, and as will become evident in subsequent sections in this paper, there are distinct benefits and challenges to considering monitoring issues in the initial strategic planning stage to ensure that project activities and resulting indicators were properly linked to project goals and objectives.

Figure 1
Project cycle for the IWP pilot projects
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2
Monitoring under the IWP

The GEF places a heavy emphasis on monitoring of IW projects. Duda (2002, p. 2) observed that:

... the GEF Council adopted an Operational Strategy that recognizes that the reversal of environmental degradation in complex transboundary freshwater or marine situations may take decades. It was acknowledged that a series of projects with progressive GEF involvement may be needed in a specific basin or marine ecosystem to leverage the needed country reforms and investments for adequately addressing transboundary water issues… Consequently, experience up to 1994 illustrated that different types of monitoring and evaluation indicators were needed for international waters interventions to show actual step-by-step progress toward the adoption of the joint management regimes, country-based reforms, and priority investments that are necessary precursors of improvements in water quality, quantity, or biological factors detectable in transboundary systems.

GEF IW projects are consequently expected to formally contain monitoring structures and processes that enable stakeholders to assess the progress in projects towards real outcomes. Furthermore, a mid term evaluation of the IWP (Hunnam and Schuster 2003) in 2003 recommended increased attention to monitoring and evaluation to:

· link national activities to the overall project log frame; and

· identify how pilot project activities were contributing to improving environmental status and reducing environmental stress.

3
Starting off the monitoring plan process

Considerable information exists throughout the literature on principles, frameworks and potential indicators for monitoring development processes. (See, for example, Olsen 2003, Belfiore 2003, Bowen and Riley 2003). In addition, the GEF has also provided some information on key issues for consideration when monitoring GEF projects (Duda 2002).

However, there was a general feeling in the SPREP PCU that assistance was needed to guide countries and SPREP together through the process of developing monitoring plans. This is because there was:

· limited time to review the plethora of existing approaches and information;

· a lack of good examples/templates available from the GEF from similar projects worldwide which could be used to develop plans to meet the specific needs of the Pacific IWP; and

· admittedly, limited experience in the IWP in applying formal monitoring frameworks to a GEF project.

To provide support, the SPREP-based PCU contracted a consultant
 to review relevant work on monitoring, develop a framework and train NCs in the development of monitoring plans. Terms of reference for the consultant are given in annex 1. The terms of reference essentially involve a review of monitoring literature of relevance to Pacific island and UNDP/ GEF environment and development projects, together with the conduct of training workshops with NCs and follow up work as necessary. Details of the work conducted and outcomes are given in Mahanty (2004a and 2004b).

3.1
Review of relevant work/information

Before considering how to identify indicators for the IWP or frameworks to adopt, the consultant reviewed a number of relevant monitoring processes and documents including:

· the overall project log frame and monitoring and evaluation plan for the Pacific IWP (GEF/UNDP 1999 and subsequent revisions);

· GEF guidelines for monitoring environment and development project (Duda 2002);

· UNDP criteria for effective indicators (UNDP 2002);
· IWP guidelines for IWP project implementation (PCU 2003);

· Lessons from previous attempts by SPREP to develop and implement monitoring activities in community based activities (such as through the South Pacific Biodiversity Conservation Programme);
· Supplementary material from sources such the World Bank, IDRC and academic literature (Bunce and Pomeroy 2003; Earle et al. 2001; Guijt and Abbot 1998; Lusthaus et al. 2000; Margoluis and Salafsky 1998; Pasteur 2001; Russell and Harshbarger 2003; Thorburn 2003).

The purpose in conducting this review was to ensure that the focus and objectives in the IWP monitoring program drew on best practice and current thinking in monitoring and evaluation while applying the GEF framework. This information provided the basis for discussions on how to approach monitoring, what kinds of indicators to target, how to collect, analyse and report on information collected as well as likely challenges. A review of work that underpins processes supporting the process ultimately developed for IWP monitoring purposes can be found in Mahanty et al. (forthcoming).

3.2
Dedicated planning workshops for the IWP

Broad overview of workshops

Having reviewed relevant information, the consultant developed and facilitated two workshops to guide the development of monitoring plans for the IWP. Two workshops were conducted because, although only one 1.5 day workshop was originally envisaged (see Mahanty 2004a), NCs requested extra time and assistance to complete plans in a second dedicated meeting of national coordinators (see Mahanty 2004b).

Monitoring workshop 1

Monitoring workshop 1 was conducted as a discrete 1.5 day component of the annual meeting of national coordinators (NCM) for the IWP. This monitoring workshop was intended to:

· refine an agreed project Log frame at the regional level and related monitoring and evaluation plan to take to the Multi-Partite Review immediately following NCM4 (facilitated by the Project Manager);

· develop NCs’ understanding of key monitoring concepts;

· develop NCs’ understanding of the GEF/UNDP framework for monitoring;

· develop generic examples of monitoring indicators for three focal areas, which could be adapted to specific projects; and

· assist NCs with initial development of their project monitoring plans (Mahanty 2004a).

The workshop was designed around the use of the GEF framework for monitoring, involving the use of process, environmental stress reduction and environmental status indicators (defined in section 5). The emphasis in the workshop was the identification and assessment of indicators that might be expected to adequately support in-country project goals/objectives/outcomes.

The workshop involved the following broad steps:

· presentation by the consultant on:

-
the meaning and purpose of monitoring and how it relates to indicators;

-
broad principles and components of monitoring and indicators under the GEF and UNDP;

· guided NC activities to develop a set of generic indicators for three focal areas that NCs could then draw on in developing their own monitoring plans. This involved the use of three hypothetical case studies that were based around conditions and issues relevant to three key focal areas being addressed in pilot projects (fisheries, waste management, freshwater resources management). NCs developed a set of monitoring indicators for these hypothetical projects;

· initial steps towards developing project monitoring plans for pilot projects, which involved:

-
completing templates to articulate in-country goals, objectives, outcomes and activities;

-
identifying relevant indicators in light of goals, objectives, outcomes and activities (drawing on the indicators developed in step 2);

-
identifying other (logistical) issues that might have a bearing on monitoring work, as appropriate.

Monitoring workshop 2

Monitoring workshop 2 was conducted as a discrete 1 day component of an extra ordinary NCM. The workshop was intended to:

· further clarify the requirements of the GEF/UNDP monitoring framework;

· assist NCs to refine project goals, objectives, outcomes and activities; and

· assist NCs to revise and compile project monitoring plans.

The workshop involved the following broad steps:

· presentations by nominated 'champion’ NCs on the draft project monitoring plans they had so far produced. These presentations were intended to stimulate discussion on common challenges they faced in developing monitoring plans in practice;

· as necessary, refining in-country projects goals and objectives with support from the consultant and PCU staff;
· R\reviewing and refining indicators in light of any revisions to in-country project goals and objectives with support from the consultant and PCU staff; and
· completion of project monitoring plans, including identification of when and how specific indicators might be monitored, recognising that the plans would need further refinement and discussion with project stakeholders in-country.
4
Identifying project goals and objectives

The IWP recognises that monitoring is a process of tracking change and progress towards project objectives. In the workshops, an effort was made to support NCs develop monitoring plans that would help to assess in-country progress towards project goals, objectives, and desired outcomes.

Since project monitoring is ultimately about assessing progress towards project goals and outcomes, it goes without saying that project goals and objectives need to be articulated as a basis for monitoring. Nevertheless, in the IWP case, many countries had gravitated automatically towards certain activities, presuming that they were valuable (which they often were), without explicitly identifying the relationship between the activities selected and the overall goals of the project.

To assist NCs articulate their goals and their relationship to activities, they were encouraged to complete the template below (Table 1) outlining their goals, objectives, outcomes and activities. This ‘objectives table’, as it became known, provided the most critical step in the entire monitoring process as all monitoring plans hung from this. (It can be seen that effectively NCs were being asked to arrange their project activities into a log frame.)

1
Objectives template

	Goal:
	

	Objective:
	

	Outcome 1
	

	Activity 1.1
	

	Activity 1.2
	

	Activity 1.3
	

	
Outcome 2
	

	Activity 2.1
	

	Activity 2.2
	

	Activity 2.3
	

	Outcome 3
	

	Activity 3.1
	

	Activity 3.2
	


As the work of the IWP involves activities at both the local and national level, NCs generally divided up their project objective, outcomes and activities accordingly. Examples of draft objectives tables produced during the meeting are given in tables 2 to 4. Table 2 reflects the Cook Islands’ IWP focus on freshwater management and the protection of freshwater and coastal habitats. Table 3 reflects Niue’s IWP focus on coastal fisheries management through effort and habitat management. Table 4 reflects Tonga IWP’s focus on freshwater and coastal habitats through improved waste management.

2
Draft objectives table IWP Cook Islands (November 2004)

3
Draft objectives table IWP Niue (November 2004)

	GOAL:
	To strengthen sustainable management of coastal resources

	
	LOCAL PROJECT COMPONENT

	Objective 1:
	Strengthen capacity at Alofi North and Makefu to sustainably manage coastal fisheries. 

	Outcome 1
	Motivated stakeholders participating in coastal fisheries management arrangements.

	Activity 1.1
	Establish, implement and manage a communication strategy for Alofi North and Makefu (posters, radio programmes, public education and awareness, etc).

	Activity 1.2
	Stakeholder analysis and participation plan for Alofi North and Makefu.

	Activity 1.3
	Complete a PPA (root cause assessment at Makefu and Alofi North).

	Activity 1.4
	Assess solution options for addressing root causes for non-sustainable use of coastal resources at Makefu and Alofi North. 

	Activity 1.5
	Complete review of prior research literatures in relation to fisheries for Makefu and Alofi North

	Activity 1.6
	Ecological baseline survey completed for Makefu and Alofi North

	Activity 1.7
	Socio-economic baseline survey for Makefu and Alofi North

	Activity 1.8
	Prepare a village profile

	Outcome 2:
	Strengthened local capacity to sustainably manage coastal fisheries at Makefu and Alofi North.

	Activity 2.1
	Describe existing village governance arrangements (community structure) at Alofi North and Makefu

	Activity 2.3
	Establish a Village Fisheries Management Committee Group in Makefu and Alofi North village (Local Project Working Group) and support regular meetings.

	Activity 2.4
	Review options for strengthening village co-management arrangements to achieve sustainable coastal fisheries. 

	Activity 2.5
	Design and implement a local community coastal fisheries management plan (incorporating tools such as area rotation permanent closures system of harvesting using the ‘Fono’, and participatory monitoring, etc.).

	Activity 2.6 
	Select and train local facilitators to support participatory marine resource monitoring.

	Outcome 3
	Options and alternatives for income generating opportunities 

	Activity 3.1 
	Evaluate income generating opportunities to reduce fishing pressure for Makefu and Alofi North

	Output 4
	Increased capacity at Makefu and Alofi North to manage the impacts of local land-based activities on the coastal environment

	Activity 4.1
	Identify and engage partners to monitor impacts of land-based activities on the coastal environment at Makefu and Alofi North (water quality monitoring at coastal springs, etc) and report results to the communities and relevant Government agencies. 

	
	NATIONAL PROJECT COMPONENT 

	Objective 2:
	Strengthen capacity at a national level to sustainably manage coastal fisheries. 

	Outcome 1
	Project implementation arrangements established

	Activities 1.1
	Local project staff recruit, administrative arrangements (including information management) established 

	Activities 1.2
	National stakeholder analysis

	Activities 1.3
	Establish a National Task Committee and service regular meetings

	Activities 1.4
	Establish a Project Development Team and support regular meetings

	Activities 1.5
	Undertake review of Priority Environment Concerns

	Outcome 2
	Strengthened institutional capacity for coastal fisheries management

	Activities 2.1
	Identify and train local facilitators to support participatory problem analysis (root cause) for coastal fisheries. 

	Activities 2.2
	Complete a profile of Government ministries

	Activities 2.3 
	Complete a national level assessment of root causes for non-sustainable coastal fisheries (Village Situation Analysis)

	Activities 2.4
	Assess existing legislation and institutional arrangements relating to coastal fisheries management (including Coastal Fisheries Management Plan) and revise and strengthen arrangements as necessary. 

	Activities 2.5
	Undertake a training needs analysis for coastal fisheries management in DAFF Fisheries Division

	Activities 2.6
	Support capacity building for DAFF Fisheries Division staff in coastal fisheries management

	Activities 2.7
	Support implementation and monitoring of adopted Coastal Fisheries Management Plan including coordinating arrangements for VFMCs

	Activities 2.8
	Identify and support initiatives to reduce fishing pressure on coastal resources (re-locate fishing effort off-shore)

	Activities 2.9
	Identify and support initiatives to reduce national level impacts of land-based activities on the coastal environment

	Outcome 3
	Project Communication Strategy implemented

	Activity 3.1
	Design and implement a National Project Communication Strategy


4
Draft objectives table IWP Tonga (November 2004)

	Goal:
	To improve management of waste on Tongatapu 

	Objective 1
	Improved capacity at Nukuhetulu village in managing their waste

	Outcome 1
	Increased understanding of the causes and impacts of inappropriate waste disposal

	Activity 1.1
	Conduct Stakeholder Analysis (completed)

	Activity 1.2
	Conduct Participatory Problem Analysis (completed)

	Activity 1.3
	Conduct Baseline socio-economic and waste characterisation survey (completed)

	Activity 1.4
	Conduct water quality baseline survey

	Activity 1.4
	Implement local component of the Communication Strategy (including local management plan) 

	Outcome 2
	Increased recycling of waste in Nukuhetulu village 

	Activity 2.1
	Set up village project committee (completed)

	Activity 2.2
	Conduct compost training workshop (completed)

	Activity 2.3
	Establish household compost and home gardening demonstration and set up incentives 

	Outcome 3
	Improved Water Quality (groundwater and lagoon) at Nukuhetulu village

	Activity 3.1
	Conduct pesticide awareness and sustainable agriculture workshop (completed)

	Activity 3.2
	Set up demonstration plot for organic and low chemical farming

	Activity 3.3
	Conduct feasibility study on cost effective/appropriate sanitation system to replace pit toilet (demonstration) 

	Activity 3.4
	Develop and implement as appropriate a Nukuhetulu Waste Management Plan (animal, composting, rules, monitoring)

	Activity 3.5
	Train facilitators on water quality monitoring techniques 

	Objective 2
	Improve national capacity to manage waste

	Outcome 4
	Strengthened national capacity in management of waste in issues

	Activity 4.1
	Set up NTF and related technical sub-committees & hold regular meetings 

	Activity 4.2
	Establish partnerships with other programs/projects dealing with waste management 

	Activity 4.3
	Award scholarships to research students on topics related to waste management

	Outcome 5
	Legislative and policy reform 

	Activity 5.1
	Review legislation and policies related to waste management in Tonga 

	Activity 5.2
	Draft and implement legislative and policy amendments

	Outcome 6
	Improve awareness of waste management issues

	Activity 6.1
	Conduct Economic Evaluation of waste in Tongatapu 

	Activity 6.2
	Implement the national component of the communication strategy 


4.1
Lessons learned related to goals and objectives

Establishing the goals and objectives of in-country projects turned out to be the most difficult aspect in developing monitoring plans in the IWP for a variety of reasons:

· Although NCs had previously been provided with the log frame for the IWP and have been asked to consider it in light of their in-country work, this was the first time that some of them actually considered a log frame for their own projects.

· It was the first time that many NCs had tried to articulate their own project goals, objectives, outcomes and activities. Many coordinators had presumed the value of their activities but had not explicitly considered how one activity linked to another, and how goals were supported by specific objectives, which were in turn supported by relevant activities.

· In many cases, NCs had intuitively adopted multiple goals for their projects and it became difficult to map the relationship between goals/ objectives, prioritise them and relate specific activities to these.

Ideally, IWP countries should have specified goals and objectives before identifying in-country activities so that all activities could be clearly linked in advance. However, in practice, the IWP experience is that countries frequently wanted to have project activities firmly in mind/ underway before they were able step back and identify a broad pathway.

Although time consuming, the process of clarifying (or even identifying) goals, objectives, outcomes and activities therefore turned out to be a highly beneficial process for the IWP. Most NCs found the exercise highly valuable in terms of:

· clearly linking local and national level activities (the two–pronged approach) to addressing root causes; and 

· streamlining their projects and containing the focus of their work.

For example, where projects were targeted to address multiple focal areas, the monitoring process highlighted the importance of ensuring that different project components complemented each other and addressed the same goal. Thus, as Leah Nimoho, the national coordinator for IWP Vanuatu observed:

When we started on the IWP, we decided that we wanted to address two focal areas at once – freshwater and fisheries to address integrated watershed management. The PCU asked us at the time how these two focal areas linked together and would address the same goal. They asked whether we wanted to focus on only one focal area instead to keep things clearer. However, we were determined to address both issues. When we came to the monitoring process, however, we finally understood what they were saying about how these different areas complemented each other and addressed the same issue. In fact, after trying to strategically link the two areas and consider activities and monitoring issues, we decided to drop the freshwater component of the project and focus specifically on fisheries as the project made more sense this way (Leah Nimoho, IWP Vanuatu, personal communication 21 July 2005).

The monitoring process accordingly streamlined some projects and subsequently enabled identification of more targeted indicators. Because links between local and national activities were much clearer, NCs were also better able to communicate their work to the local stakeholders and in the local and regional media.

5
Identification of indicators

NCs were introduced to the three different types of indicators recommended by the GEF:

· Process indicators: these are indicators that measure progress with implementation of project activities and the establishment of supportive processes to support the achievement of project goals, such as participation and collaborative processes and mechanisms, capacity building, review and amendment of legislation, and development of management plans;
· Environmental stress reduction indicators: these are indicators that measure actual on the ground changes in actions and behaviours that address environmental threats, such as enforcement of legislation and resource management rules, evidence of increased stakeholder awareness, behavioural change for example in harvesting techniques and rates, and increase in areas under effective management or protection; and
· Environmental status indicators: these are indicators that measure actual success in environmental outcomes such as improvements in ecological or biological conditions, improvements in water quality, improvements in social conditions (which should not be worsened, but preferably improved), and recovery of flagship or indicator species. (Duda 2002).
It was noted during the workshops that stress reduction indicators are more likely to be the main focus of monitoring plans during the remaining two years of the IWP, while changes in environmental status would typically occur over a longer timeframe and be influenced by many factors beyond the project. However it would still be necessary to have the relevant baseline information on environmental status and to factor these indicators monitoring into plans to meet GEF guidelines. In addition it was suggested that most projects would probably have more process indicators than stress reduction indicators since the supportive processes and actions for the project were typically more numerous than the key changes being promoted in projects.

NCs worked in groups to identify process, environmental stress reduction and environment status indicators for hypothetical projects in three key focal areas that might generally be relevant to their projects. Subsequently, they were invited to complete a ‘monitoring plan template’ (table 5) in light of their objectives tables and drawing on the indicators developed in groups. The monitoring plan template guided NCs to identify two or three process and stress reduction indicators for each outcomes, together with two or three environmental status indicators for the entire project.

As many NCs enthusiastically identified numerous indicators, they were encouraged to limit the number of nominated indicators to avoid excessive monitoring loads. (This is particularly relevant where communities were being asked to conduct monitoring activities.) Accordingly, NCs were referred to a list of UNDP criteria (table 6) to help them select around ten to twelve indicators overall for their monitoring plans, including:

· one to five process indicators per outcome

· one to five stress reduction indicators per outcome; and

· two to three environmental status indicators per project.

Examples of draft monitoring plans produced during the meeting are given in tables 7 to 9. Table 7 builds on IWP Niue’s objectives table (Table 3). Table 8 builds on IWP Tonga’s objectives table (Table 4). Table 9 builds on IWP Cook Islands’ objectives table (Table 2).

5
Monitoring plan template

	Outcome
	Indicator
	Source of verification
(evidence)
	Timing of data collection (when) 
	Frequency (how often)
	Who does the monitoring
(who)
	Who are the results for? (audience).
	Estimated Cost?

	Outcome 1

	Process Indicators

(no more than 5-10)
	PI 1. 


	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	PI 2.
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	PI 3.
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	PI 4.
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	PI 5.
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Environmental Stress Reduction Indicators

(no more than 5-10)
	ESRI 1.


	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	ESRI 2.
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	ESRI 3.
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	ESRI 4.
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Outcome 2

	Process Indicators
	PI 1. 


	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	PI 2.
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	PI 3.
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	PI 4.
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	PI 5.
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Stress Reduction Indicators
	ESRI 1.
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	ESRI 2.
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	ESRI 3.
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	ESRI 4.
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	ESRI 5.
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Outcome 3

	Process Indicators
	PI 1.
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	PI 2.
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	PI 3.
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	PI 4.
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	PI 5.
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Stress Reduction Indicators
	ESRI 1.
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	ESRI 2.
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	ESRI 3.
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	ESRI 4.
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	ESRI 5.
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Environmental Status Indicators for Project

(no more than 3)
	ESI 1.
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	ESI 2.
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	ESI 3.
	
	
	
	
	
	


6
UNDP Criteria for assessing indicators

	The meaning of the indicator is clear.

	Data are easily collected. 

	Effort to collect the data is within the power of the project team and community and does not require experts for analysis.

	Indicator is sufficiently representative for the total of the intended results.

	Indicator is tangible and can be observed.

	Indicator is difficult to quantify but it is so important that it should be considered (proxy indicator). 


Source: UNDP (2002). 

7
Draft monitoring plan IWP Niue (November 2004)

	Output
	Indicator
	Source of verification
	Specific meaning
	Ease of data collection
	Who collects the data
	Cost

NZ$

	
	LOCAL LEVEL 
	
	
	
	
	

	(1) Establishments of Working Groups: To achieve social accountability services to effectively support co-management of coastal resources. (Demonstrate resource ownership). National Institutions are strengthened to support sustainable coastal fisheries management.
	Applicable Term of References (TOR) are developed and agreed to by parties,

National working groups including NTC (NTC) and Project Development Team (PDT) and Local Project Working Groups (LPWG) are established,

Establish a Village Group to work with Village Councils in affairs related to co-management of coastal fisheries,

Village social structures indicate diversity for stakeholder groups to support relative villages affairs including resource base projects,

National level is committed to development strategies that villages can approach for support.
	Project Memorandum of Understanding verifies TOR for NTC, 

TOR verifies tasks for the Project Development Team, 

Term of Reference is established for the Local Project Development Team,

Village Profiles,

Government Profiles, 


	Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes
	Ease

Ease

Medium

Ease

Ease
	Village Councils,

Local Project Working Group 

DAFF

Environment Department

Community Affairs

Premiers Department 


	$6,000.00 (2004-2006)



	(2) Marine Protected Area: Declare Vailoapu-Namoui Marine Protected Area and By-law to preserve overall resource biodiversity as a heritage.
	Indication of fishing still carried out in the Marine Protected Area,

Villages indicated in village meetings need to strengthen their role in managing the Marine Protected Area,

Villages submitted request indicating Expression of Interest for legal assistances to establish village-based co-management systems. 
	Fishing gear was observed in the Marine Protected Area,

Letters from Village and Meeting documents 

Existing legislations verifies support to develop village legal authority,


	Yes

Yes

Yes
	Ease

Ease

Medium


	Villages Councils,

Local Project Working Groups,

Crown Laws Office,

DAFF

 Cabinet 
	$2,000.00

	(3) Public Awareness: Deploy public awareness campaigns possible to change social behaviour impacts causing resource degradation.
	People in village meetings indicated weakness in awareness to remind and keeping the public informed,

Indication of development impacts (e.g. sea tracks) are in a accelerating trend as measured with coastal resource management, 

Increasing ease availability in modern sophisticated gear types and fishing practices is an indication risk to overfishing.
	Verified by level of awareness materials locally produced, 

Development strategies in the national strategic plan have minimal progression to parallel with sustainable commitments, 

Set nets, torches, hammers, axes are used uncontrolled to harvest and increase catches.
	Yes

Yes

Yes


	Yes

Medium

Medium


	Village Councils,

Local Project Working Group,

PCU, SPREP 

DAFF,

Environment Department

Health, 

Water Supply. 
	$22,250.00

	4) Village Capacity Building: To achieve specialised skills and setting up stakeholder’s capacity to monitor the reef flat targeted species.
	Villages expressed concerns and uncertainties related to the resource status presuming resources are degrading based on low level catches

Villages recognised that catches have decreased over the years.


	Concerns are verified in the Village Situation report covered during the participatory problem analysis phase 

Preliminary Baseline Survey provides data to verify status and applications for resource monitor,


	Yes

Yes


	Medium

Medium to High


	Village Councils,

Local Project Working Group,

DAFF.


	$30,000.00

	5) Income Generating: Implement other alternatives for income generating actions to achieve returns from resources in a sustainable and responsible manner and remove pressures off the reefs.
	Villages are concerned that if management plans should result in area closures or restricted harvests other beneficial alternatives should be explored like in tourism,

Efforts to remove the fishing pressures off the reefs may indicate interests in the offshore fishery, 


	Area Closures in Declaring the Marine Protected Area reduces fishing area for the villages,

Fishing offshore is a national interest to target the migratory species. 


	Yes

Yes


	Ease

Medium to High


	Village Councils,

Local Project Working Group,

Tourism,

DAFF.
	$1,000.00

	6) Niue Fish Management Plan: To adopt policies and implement overall effective management policies.
	* Indicated by the National Management Plan developed for Niue.


	Verified by national stakeholders consultations.


	Yes


	Medium


	Village Councils,

Local Project Working Group,

DAFF,
	$55,000.00



	7) Marine Protected Area Look out track, road signs and shelters: Provide access or scenic spot, awareness and platform to police Marine Protected Area. 


	Meeting between the village representatives and government technical advisors identified requirements under output 7 as a immediate need, 
	Meeting proceedings record,
	Yes
	Ease
	DAFF

Village Councils

Local Project Working Group
	$2,000.00

	8) Fish Poisoning (Ciguatera): Cautioning the general public of symptoms and effects caused from fish poisoning. 
	Concerns expressed by Alofi North village expressing uncertainties and extend of fishing poisoning in village vicinity. 
	People reported sick from fish poisoning, 
	Yes
	Medium
	Village Councils,

Local Project Working Group,

Health Department
	$500.00

	9) Village Base Fish Management Plan: Achieve a guided action plan for the villages to use to manage and administer management actions in the villages.
	Management Plan is part of the overall framework that the pilot project is envisaged to demonstrate and develop, 
	Verified by the success of the pilot project,

Village meetings to complete village-base fishery management plan
	Yes
	Medium
	Village Councils,

Local project Working Group,

DAFF,

Environment Department

Community Affairs,

Education
	$600.00

	10) Legislation: Safety for canoes and small boats (Monitor that actions are carried out) 
	Villages raised concerns that small outboard run fishing boats are too close to canoes causing problems for safety at sea,
	Verified in Meetings,

Near accidents occurring involving canoes and dinghies. 
	Yes
	Ease
	Village Councils,

Local Project Working Group,

Crown Laws Office. 
	Legislation review,

	11) Coastal Planting: Protect reef ecosystems from land-base erosion.
	Environment Department under the national strategic plan is responsible to organise a national tree planting day,

DAFF indicated supplies of plants to assist the tree planting activities in the villages.
	National Strategic Action Plans states need for a national tree planting day,

Villages met with government technical advisors 
	Yes

Yes
	Ease

Ease 
	Village Councils,

Local Project Working Group,

Environment Department

DAFF.
	$1000.00

	12) Ballast Water Discharges: Eliminate Ballast Water discharged near shore.
	Public are uncertain of the ballast water and procedures of discharges. 


	Data unavailable to support claim for uncontrolled ballast water discharges
	Yes
	Ease 
	Crown Law,

Port authorities, 
	$1,000.00

	13) Environment Impact Assessments (EIA): Conduct EIA prior to any development.
	EIA can be considered as not a priority pose to development progress. Just recently a fish process plant was constructed without an EIA conducted. 
	No EIA is verified by poor drainage systems causing siltation and runoffs. 
	Yes
	Ease
	Environment Department

Village Councils,

Local Project Working Group. 
	$500.00

	14) Baitfish Fish Aggregation Devices (FADs): Remove pressures off the reefs and entice baitfish near shore.
	Local preferred bait fish are not available most time of the year to target the offshore fishery. 
	Villages complaining about Fish Aggregation Device deployed too far out effecting good access for baitfish. 
	Yes
	Medium
	Village Councils,

Local Project Working Group,

DAFF,

NGOs, canoes and small boats 
	$4,000.00

	15) Catch Log: To achieve species catch information. 
	Fish catch data programs is depending on national capacity, Indications of village-base co-managing data is to be tested out.
	Villages setting up of resource centres in the villages and instalment of electronic data bases,
	Yes
	Medium to High
	Village Councils,

Local Project Working Group,

NGOs

DAFF 
	$500.00

	16) Coastal freshwater monitoring: To monitor quality of freshwater 
	Public uncertainty in freshwater quality (Village situation report)

Fresh water is commonly seen seeping out around the reefs, 
	Meetings

Documentations/reports 
	Yes

Yes


	Medium to High

Ease


	Village Councils

Local Project Working Group

Water Supplies
	$32,800.00

	17) Waste Management:
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	Indicator
	Source of verification
(evidence)
	Timing of data collection (when) 
	Frequency (how often)
	Who does the monitoring
(who)
	Who are the results for? (audience).
	Estimated Cost?

(TOP)

	Objective 1a: Improved capacity of Nukuhetulu village in managing their waste

	Outcome 1: Increased understanding of the causes and impacts of inappropriate waste disposal

	Process Indicators
	
	
	
	
	
	

	PI 1. Stakeholder analysis completed
	Stakeholder Analysis Report
	Completed
	Twice
	NC/PCU
	NTF/ Community
	None

	PI 2. Selection of Tonga’s Priority Environment Concern 
	PEC Report
	Completed
	Once
	NC/PCU
	NTF
	None

	PI 3. Participation of relevant stakeholders in Problem Analysis
	PPA Report
	Completed
	Once
	NPDT/ Community
	NTF

Community
	8000.00

	PI 4. Baseline socio-economic and waste audit for Nukuhetulu village completed
	Baseline Socio Economic and Waste Audit Report
	Completed
	Yearly
	NPDT/ Community
	NTF/NPDT Community
	17,000.00

	PI 5. Economic Evaluation of Waste in Tongatapu completed
	Economic Evaluation of Waste Report (incl. Scoping Report)
	Dec 04
	Once
	consultants
	NTF/NPDT Community
	40,000.00

	PI 6. National Communication Strategy completed
	National Communication Strategy Report
	Dec 04
	
	NC/PCU
	NTF/NPDT Community
	

	Environmental Stress Reduction Indicators
	
	
	
	
	
	

	ESRI 1. # of relevant stakeholders actively engaged in pilot activities
	· Meeting attendance record

· MOU & contract signed 
	
	
	
	
	

	ESRI 2. # of codes of conduct adopted by stakeholders
	· code of conduct

· meeting records
	
	
	
	
	

	ESRI 3. # of funding partnership established to invest in IWP initiatives
	· MOU

· correspondence
	
	
	
	
	

	Environmental Status Indicators
	
	
	
	
	
	

	EI 1. Improved understanding of root causes waste management
	
	
	
	
	
	

	EI 2.
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Outcome 2: Improved capacity of Nukuhetulu village in managing household organic waste

	Process Indicators
	
	
	
	
	
	

	PI 1. Compost Training Workshop conducted
	· workshop report

· 
	Completed
	
	NC/TCDT
	Community
	

	PI 2. Establishment of a Village Working Committee 
	· Village meeting minutes

· 
	Completed
	
	NC/LA/ NPDT
	NTF/ Community/ donors
	

	PI 3. Establish 10 household compost and home garden trial
	· observation

· photograph
	Completed
	6 monthly
	NPDT/ TCDT/ VWSC
	NTF/ Community/ donors
	

	PI 4. Conduct competitions on h/hold compost and home garden
	· competition flyer

· judges scoring record
	Dec 04
	3-6 monthly
	NPDT/ TCDT/ VWSC
	NTF/ public/ donors
	

	Environmental Stress Reduction Indicators
	
	
	
	
	
	

	ESRI 1. # of people from community participate in the compost training & demonstration
	· workshop participants list

· TV news/newsletter
	completed
	When required
	NC/PCU
	NTF/ donors
	

	ESRI 2. # of village working committee meeting & % attendance
	· meeting minutes

· photograph/newsletter
	
	Bi-monthly
	NC/LA
	NTF/ community/ donors
	

	ESRI 3. High % success from the 10 household demonstration compost 
	· observation

· MOU signed and followed

· TV news/newsletter
	
	monthly
	TCDT/ VWSC
	NTF/ public/ donors
	

	ESRI 4. Increase # of new compost and home garden registered for competitions
	· observation/newsletter

· judges scoring forms
	Oct 04
	Monthly inspection
	TCDT/ VWSC
	NTF/public/ donors
	

	ESR! 5. Reduction in % of organic waste generated at household level
	· household monitoring survey report
	Dec 04
	yearly
	NPDT/ VWSC
	NTF/public/ donors
	

	Environmental Status Indicators
	
	
	
	
	
	

	EI 1. Improve capacity of local village in managing household organic waste
	· 
	
	
	
	
	

	Outcome 3: Reduced chemicals use for subsistence farming

	Process Indicators
	
	
	
	
	
	

	PI 1. Pesticides awareness workshop conducted
	· workshop report

· TV news/newsletter
	Completed
	Yearly
	NC/TCDT/ VWSC
	Community/ donors
	

	PI 2. Community demonstration plot is completed and managed by the village working group
	· observation 

· photograph/newsletter

· newspaper clips
	Completed
	Yearly
	NC/TCDT/ VWSC
	Community/ public/ donors
	

	PI 3. Village code of conduct for organic farming practices agreed to by farmers
	· code of conduct for organic farming

· 
	Dec 05
	
	NPDT/ VWSC
	NTF/ Community/ donors 
	

	Environmental Stress Reduction Indicators
	
	
	
	
	
	

	ESRI 1. Reduction in # of farmers using pesticides
	· h/hold monitoring survey report
	Dec 04
	yearly
	VWSC
	NTF/farmers/ public
	

	ESRI 2. # of penalties for breaching code of conduct
	· village working committee meeting minutes
	Dec 05
	monthly
	VWSC
	NTF/farmers/ public
	

	Environmental Status Indicators 
	
	
	
	
	
	

	ESI 1. Improvement in community diet and health
	
	
	
	
	
	

	ESI 2. Improvement in water quality
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Outcome 4: Improved sanitation at Nukuhetulu village by replacing pit toilet 

	Process Indicators
	
	
	
	
	
	

	PI 1. Feasibility study for a viable h/hold sewage system completed
	· Feasibility study report
	Jan 05
	Once
	NC/ PCU/ consultant
	NTF/NPDT/ VWSC/ donors
	

	PI 2. Secure co-funding partners to replace pit toilet with a viable h/hold sewage system 
	· Funding/Partners Proposal

· MOU signed


	Jun 05
	Once
	NC/PCU/ VWSC
	Community/ donors
	

	PI 3. Code of conduct on h/hold sewage disposal endorsed by relevant stakeholders and HM Cabinet
	· Code of conduct for household sewage disposal 

· Cabinet submission and decision
	Jan 06
	Once
	NC/PCU/ VWSC
	Community/ donors
	

	Environmental Stress Reduction Indicators
	
	
	
	
	
	

	ESRI 1. Reduction in # of pit toilet at Nukuhetulu
	· H/hold monitoring survey report
	Dec 05
	yearly
	NPDT/ VWSC
	NTF/public/ donors
	

	Environmental Status Indicators 
	
	
	
	
	
	

	ESI 1. Improvement in sanitation and health
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Outcome 5: Improved grey-water treatment system at Nukuhetulu village

	Process Indicators
	
	
	
	
	
	

	PI 1. Feasibility study for a viable grey-water h/hold disposal system completed
	· Feasibility study report
	Jan 05
	Once
	NC/ PCU/ consultant
	NTF/NPDT/ VWSC/ donors
	

	PI 2. Secure funding partners to establish viable h/hold grey-water disposal system
	· Funding/Partners Proposal

· MOU
	Jun 05
	Once
	NC/PCU/ VWSC
	Community/ donors
	

	PI 3. Code of conduct on proper h/hold grey-water disposal system endorsed by relevant stakeholders and HM Cabinet
	· Code of Conduct for household grey-water disposal
	Jun 06
	Once
	NC/PCU/ VWSC
	Community/ donors
	

	Environmental Stress Reduction Indicators
	
	
	
	
	
	

	ESRI 1. Increase in # of h/hold practising the introduced grey-water disposal system
	· H/hold monitoring survey report
	Dec 05
	yearly
	NPDT/ VWSC
	NTF/public/ donors
	

	Environmental Status Indicators 
	
	
	
	
	
	

	ESI 1. Improvement in water quality
	
	
	
	
	
	

	ESI 2.


	
	
	
	
	
	

	Outcome 6: Improved management of roaming animals

	Process Indicators
	
	
	
	
	
	

	PI 1. Pigs pence competition conducted
	· Competition flyer

· Judges scoring forms
	Oct 04
	3-6months
	VWSC
	Community/ NTF/ donors
	

	PI 2. Animal control legislation has been reviewed
	· Reviewed legislation
	Dec 04
	once
	consultant
	NTF/ Community/ donors
	

	PI 3. Village rules/code of conduct and enforcement mechanism has been endorsed
	· Village rules
	Dec 05
	once
	NPDT/ VWSC
	NTF/ Community/ donors
	

	Environmental Stress Reduction Indicators
	
	
	
	
	
	

	ESRI 1. Decrease in # of roaming animals per household
	· Observation

· H/hold survey
	Dec 04
	monthly
	VWSC
	NTF/ Community/ donors
	

	ESRI 2. # of punishment for breaking the village rules
	· VWSC meeting minutes
	Jan 06
	monthly
	VWSC
	NTF/ Community/ donors 
	

	Environmental Status Indicators 
	
	
	
	
	
	

	ESI 1. Improvement in village aesthetic and health
	
	
	
	
	
	

	ESI 2. Improvement in water quality
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Outcome 7: Improved water quality (ground water and lagoon) at Nukuhetulu village

	Process Indicators
	
	
	
	
	
	

	PI 1. Baseline water quality testing complete
	· Water quality testing report
	Dec 04
	6 monthly
	Local consultant
	Community/ NTF/ donors
	

	PI 2. Local facilitators trained on monitoring technique
	· Contracts signed by local facilitators
	Dec 04
	6 monthly
	Local consultant
	Community/ NTF/ donors
	

	Environmental Stress Reduction Indicators
	
	
	
	
	
	

	ESRI 1. Decrease over time in % of nutrients presence in the lagoon/ground water
	· Water quality monitoring report
	Jun 05
	6 monthly
	Local consultant
	Community/ NTF/ donors
	

	Environmental Status Indicators 
	
	
	
	
	
	

	ESI 1. Improved water quality (both lagoon and ground water)
	· water quality monitoring report
	Dec 06
	
	
	
	

	ESI 2. Improved local capacity in monitoring water quality
	· water quality monitoring report
	Dec 06
	
	
	
	

	Outcome 8: Improved local capacity in managing ground water resources

	Process Indicators
	
	
	
	
	
	

	PI 1. Feasibility study of ground water management completed
	· Feasibility study report
	Jan 05
	
	
	
	

	PI 2. Training of Village Water Committee (VWC) completed
	· Training report
	
	
	
	
	

	PI 3. Secure funding partners and establish user-pay system
	· Funding proposal

· MOU
	
	
	
	
	

	Environmental Stress Reduction Indicators
	
	
	
	
	
	

	ESRI 1. Increase in % of household paying for water use
	· Payment slip
	
	
	
	
	

	ESRI 2. Less % water leaking
	· Water usage record balancing with financial record 
	
	
	
	
	

	Environmental Status Indicators 
	
	
	
	
	
	

	ESI 1. Improve local management of ground water
	· Village Water Committee meeting minutes
	
	
	
	
	

	ESI 2. Sustainable harvesting of ground water
	· monthly payment record
	
	
	
	
	

	Outcome 9: Improved capacity of IWP National Task force in addressing waste issues

	Process Indicators
	
	
	
	
	
	

	PI 1. NTF and related project sub-committees established
	· Cabinet Proposal and Decision

· Meeting minutes

· MOU
	completed
	
	
	
	

	PI 2. NTF Capacity building needs assessment completed
	· Capacity building report
	
	
	
	
	

	Environmental Stress Reduction Indicators
	
	
	
	
	
	

	ESRI 1. # of NTF and sub-committee meeting
	· Meeting minutes
	
	
	
	
	

	ESRI 2. High % rate of meeting attendance
	· Meeting minutes
	
	
	
	
	

	Environmental Status Indicators 
	
	
	
	
	
	

	ESI 1. Improved coordination among stakeholders at different levels in addressing waste issues
	
	
	
	
	
	

	ESI 2.
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Outcome 10: Legislative and policy reform

	Process Indicators
	
	
	
	
	
	

	PI 1. Legislative review completed
	· Legislation review report
	
	
	
	
	

	PI 2. Draft Bill completed
	· Draft Bill
	
	
	
	
	

	PI 3. Media campaign on legislative amendment
	· Media plan
	
	
	
	
	

	Environmental Stress Reduction Indicators
	
	
	
	
	
	

	ESRI 1. # of new policies and bill addressing waste management
	· Cabinet submission
	
	
	
	
	

	ESRI 2
	· 
	
	
	
	
	

	Environmental Status Indicators 
	
	
	
	
	
	

	ESI 1. 
	
	
	
	
	
	

	ESI 2.
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Outcome 11: Strengthened national capacity in management of waste in Tonga

	Process Indicators
	
	
	
	
	
	

	PI 1. Institutional arrangements completed
	· Institutional arrangements report
	
	
	
	
	

	PI 2. Local facilitators trained
	· Local facilitators contract

· Training program
	
	
	
	
	

	PI 3. Scholarship awarded
	· Scholarship agreement

· Research Thesis
	
	
	
	
	

	Environmental Stress Reduction Indicators
	
	
	
	
	
	

	ESRI 1. # of partnership established
	· Project report

· Institutional arrangement 
	
	
	
	
	

	ESRI 2. # of local facilitators trained and engaged in project activities
	· Contract

· 
	
	
	
	
	

	ESR 3. # of scholarship students graduated
	· 
	
	
	
	
	

	Environmental Status Indicators 
	
	
	
	
	
	

	ESI 1. Improved national capacity in addressing waste management
	
	
	
	
	
	

	ESI 2.
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	Indicator
	Source of verification
	Timing of data collection (when)
	Frequency (how often)
	Who does the monitoring
	Who are the results for (Audience)
	Cost

	Outcome 1 Freshwater Management plan developed

	Process Indicators
	
	
	
	
	
	

	PI 1 Action Plan for the development of the Freshwater management plan developed
	Action Plan
	November 2004
	Once
	NC & ANC, Community
	NC & ANC, NTF, PCU, Community
	

	PI 2 Management Plan developed, endorsed and legalized for implementation
	Management Plan
	May 2005
	Once
	Community, IWPCOOKS
	Community, IWPCOOKS, PCU
	

	Stress Indicators

	SI 1 No tramping without tour or community guide 


	Tour guide register 
	June 2005
	ongoing
	Community
	Community, IWPCOOKS
	

	SI 2 No more domestic animals in the catchment
	Community records
	June 2005
	Ongoing
	Community
	IWPCOOKS, Community
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Outcome 2 Freshwater Management Plan Implemented

	Process

	PI 1 Community structure and protocols revived and endorsed
	Structure on paper signed by community leaders
	November 2004
	Once
	Community, and Community leaders
	Community, government and the general public
	

	PI 2 Community communication plan Implemented (on the management Plan)
	Community Communication plan
	April 2005
	Until October
	NC & ANC
	Takuvaine Community
	

	Stress
	
	
	
	
	
	

	SR 1 Community construct toilet and install bin below water intake 
	Toilet and Bin, Photo
	November 2004
	Once
	Community
	IWPCOOKS, community and the general public
	

	SR 2 People seen entering the restricted catchment area without authorization are fined 
	Offenders record book

(observed, warned, fined)
	April 2005
	On going
	Village Committee, NC, ANC
	Takuvaine Community, IWPCOOKS
	


	National

	Outcome 1 National Management plan developed

	Process

	PI 1 National Freshwater Management Plan completed, endorsed, and legalised
	Management Plan
	September 2005
	Once
	IWPCOOKS
	IWPCOOKS, Community project committee, community
	

	Stress
	
	
	
	
	
	

	SI 1 Rarotonga catchment areas zoned 
	Lands and Survey records
	May 2006
	Once
	IWPCOOKS
	IWPCOOKS, Government, Rarotonga Public
	

	Outcome 2 National Management Plan Implemented

	Process
	
	
	
	
	
	

	PI 1 National Monitoring and coordination agency established
	Rarotonga Freshwater Management Plan
	September 2005
	Once
	IWPCOOKS
	Government, General Public
	

	Stress
	
	
	
	
	
	

	SI 1 Tourist accommodators promote management plan rules
	Brochures, Posters
	September 2005
	Bi-monthly
	IWPCOOKS, Tourist Authority
	IWPCOOKS, PCU
	

	SI 2 Village Councillors and Village leaders implement and monitor rules at village level
	Records of monitoring and of offenders (observed, warned, and fined) 
	September 2005
	Quarterly
	Village Councillors
	IWPCOOKS, general public
	

	Status Indicator

	STI 1 Takuvaine Faecal coliform level decreases
	Test results
	December 2005
	Monthly monitoring
	Department of Water works, Public Health
	IWPCOOKS
	

	STI 2 Number of bottled water sold decreased
	Shops in the village record
	May 2006
	Monthly
	NC & ANC
	IWPCOOKS, PCU, community
	

	STI 3 Water related illnesses down
	Hospital Record
	May 2006
	Three monthly
	Public Health
	IWPCOOKS, general Public
	


5.1
Common indicators selected by focal area

By the time the workshops on the development of monitoring plans ended, most but not all monitoring plans had been progressed to varying extents. In any event, all countries took home draft plans to discuss with stakeholders. This was important to address any differences in opinion as to the goals and objectives in projects or the practicality of plans.

Common indicators identified by NCs are shown in table 10. (Note that the process indicators in part reflect key activities completed under the strategic planning and design phase of the IWP project cycle. This includes, for example, participatory analysis work, consultations with stakeholders and baseline work.)

10
Indicators commonly identified during monitoring workshops

	Process
	· Participatory work completed and reported

· Baseline work completed and reported

· specific target groups (locals etc.) trained in x
· stakeholder analysis completed and reported

· revised legislation endorsed/passed

· codes of conduct/ new rules/ new management plans introduced

	Stress reduction indicators


	· increased number of households/ people conducting composting

· increased number of households/ people sorting waste/recycling

· decreased breaches in rule x/ increased number of people complying with rule x
· increased number of people attending awareness/action meetings

	Environmental status indicators


	· increased number of species x observed

· decreased level of faecal coliform in water samples

· decreased number of diarrhea/ typhoid etc cases reported


5.2
Lessons learned related to indicators

Despite efforts to encourage NCs to limit the number of indicators to be used, some NCs identified a wide range of items to monitor. This produced some draft monitoring plans that required refinement. For example, one country produced complete monitoring plans on each seven key aspects of its project work. Needless to say, this approach led to considerable duplication across all of its monitoring plans and the likely burden of monitoring would have been excessive in terms of cost and resources required. Accordingly, follow up work was conducted with all NCs to ensure that monitoring plans were refined after the workshops and synthesised or focused as necessary.

A challenge for some countries developing indicators for project work was the lack of clarity in the indicator selected. Frequently, indicators were expressed using vague terms such as ‘improved’ without specifying precisely what was meant or how this would be measured/verified. Examples of non specific indicators nominated (and therefore difficult to verify) are shown in table 11.

11
Vague indicators and more specific alternatives

	Vague indicator
	Alternative indicators

	· Improved local management of fishery/waste/water
	· Improved compliance with existing/new rules

· Number of people trained in development and implementation of new rules

· Introduction of new village rules

	· Improved quality of water
	· Reduced level of faecal coliform

	· Improved health quality
	· Reduced incidence of diarrhoea/ typhoid/ dengue fever

· Reduced incidence of skin/ear infections

	· Improved understand of marine environment/how waste impacts health etc
	· Number of training/ awareness sessions conducted with high attendance

· Number of people changing from a destructive fishing practice to an appropriate practice

· Number of people using appropriate toilet systems

	· Improved health of fisheries/freshwater ecosystems
	· Increased number of species x and y observed

· Reduced level of faecal coliform in water samples


The importance of accurate and relevant baseline information was highlighted during the development of monitoring plans. Although most countries participating in the IWP had already conducted, started or planned baseline work to support in-country activities, it became clear that the baseline work for some countries was or would be insufficient to meet monitoring needs. For instance, some countries concerned with protecting habitats by preventing pollution realised that they had not planned to collect baseline data on existing water quality before starting corrective activities. Without this information, it would be impossible to track whether water quality was consequently improving (let alone whether any changes were related to project activities). It also became apparent some countries who had completed baseline work did not consider their baseline information when identifying their indicators.

In light of the draft monitoring plans developed, countries generally reviewed their baseline information needs and many ended up building baseline data collection activities into their work plans. Consequently, some process indicators were identified to reflect the completion of additional baseline work. In a sense, the monitoring plans became a work plan for NCs to implement environmental work.

Another key issue in relation to baselines was the value of baseline studies as part of any situation analysis informing project design. While it is important for baseline information activities to have regard to monitoring plans, they need not be limited to these elements or variables. For example, in the Marshall Islands, where a very broad social assessment of host communities was conducted as part of baseline studies, important social issues were identified that were important both to the IWP project and in identifying priority areas for further action beyond the IWP.

6
Follow up work

The workshops resulted in the generation of draft monitoring plans for project activities across participating IWP countries. It was recognised early in the piece that the plans were only draft because:

· further work might be needed in-country to finalise and adopt the plans. As noted, for example, draft plans would at least need to be discussed with local and national stakeholders to ensure that they met the right goals and objectives and to ensure that they were realistic;

· some indicators would ultimately turn out in practice to be impractical to monitor or other indicators would emerge and take precedence.

For instance, follow up consultations conducted in Vanuatu following the monitoring workshops meant that the number of objectives and indicators used to support projects was reduced. As Leah Nimoho observed:

When I returned to Vanuatu with my draft monitoring plan, I originally had seven objectives to support our fisheries work in the IWP. However, after discussing the plan with stakeholders, we decided that this was too ambitious so we reduced the number of project objectives to three. Similarly, we considered that I may have selected too many indicators so we revised them and reduced the number. Rather than having 20 process indicators as I had in the draft, for example, I ended up with only seven specific ones that has some links to the stress reduction indicators and environmental status indicators. (Leah Nimoho, IWP Vanuatu, personal communication, 21 July 2005).

The IWP has since incorporated reporting on progress with monitoring to in-country quarterly narrative reports. NCs are required to outline monitoring activities undertaken and note how these relate to monitoring plans. In fact, partially because draft monitoring plans were only finalised in early 2005, only a few countries (Tonga, Niue, Fiji) have so far reported on monitoring. Box 1, for example, shows reporting on monitoring by Tonga in its March 2005 narrative report. It can be seen that the format closely followed the structure of the draft monitoring plan already noted in table 8.

1
First quarterly narrative report for IWP Tonga: monitoring section 

Monitoring

20. The status for process indicators.

(i) 
Process Indicator: 

Nukuhetulu Project Working Group (NPWG) meets regularly and well attended.

Source of Verification: 

Meeting minutes

Competition scorecard

Result of activities undertaken:

-
The NPWG met three times during the quarter and was well attended. In between these meetings, two general meetings with all the women in the village were held to discuss outstanding issues from 2004 activities. Issues discussed include the need for more participation and support from village people in project activities, and roaming pigs to be managed effectively. 


The general meetings with women’s group conducted a participatory problem analysis. A tentative list of activities to address the problem was generated in response to the root causes of the problem. The meeting agreed that village competition is one of the most effective ways of involving people, and change from household/individual-based to block/group-based. The village is currently divided into five blocks and ranging from 10 – 15 households in each block. 

-
Two leading members of each block were invited to participate in the NPWG meeting. The criteria and conditions of the competition were reviewed by the NPWG meeting and were passed on to the rest of the block through their respective leaders. Most of the blocks conducted their own weekly inspection prior to the project monthly inspection. The village clean up competition continued to focus on the following activities: household composting, home gardening, pig control, tree planting, proper disposal of non-biodegradable waste, tree planting and village cleanliness.

Upcoming activities:
-
The general meetings with women’s group also agreed to set up village regulations to control and reduce pigs negative impact on village environment. The issue was submitted and endorsed by the village fono in March and it is in the hands of the District Officer for further follow-up with the Crown Law Department.

-
The next competition judging will take place in April, May, and final in June. All the points will be tally-up and prizes will be awarded in June during the Environmental Awareness Week. 

21. The status for environmental stress reduction indicators:

(i)
Environmental Stress Reduction Indicator: 

more than 10 new households participating in composting and home gardening

Source of verification: 

Photograph

Competition score card 

Radio and TV program

Result of activities undertaken:

-
The judging of block/group-based competition started in March 2005 and will be awarded in June 2005. The first inspection in March recorded a total of 38 households composting in Nukuhetulu village. The 25 new composts were set up as a result of block/group inspection.
Upcoming activities:

-
Due to request from the new composters, the IWP and Tonga Trust is organising a follow-up meeting and on-site demonstration with all the new composters to further demonstrate setting up and proper maintenance of household compost. 

-
The competition will continue to encourage setting up of new household composts as well as proper maintenance of the existing ones.

22. The status for environmental status indicators:

(i) 
 Environmental Status Indicators: 

-
Improving the quality by reduction in quantity of nutrients presence in ground water and lagoon.

Source verification:
- 
water quality testing/monitoring report

Result of activities undertaken:

-
 sampling, data collection and part of the analysis is completed. Physical and biological data has been analysed while the pesticides analysis awaits results from NZ

Upcoming activities:

-
Upcoming activities the same water quality testing survey will be repeated in August and December 2005 and July 2006

Source: IWP Tonga (2005)
7
Conclusions

The IWP considers its work on the development of monitoring plans to be one of its most significant strategic activities to date. It could not have been achieved without the guidance of an experienced consultant. The PCU considers that all key players in the IWP – including the PCU – gained substantially from active involvement in the monitoring planning process.

In the experience of the IWP, the process used to develop the monitoring plans, and the templates provided, were extremely useful to countries in considering strategic monitoring plans (often for the first time). Feedback from NCs on the monitoring activities conducted was extremely positive. (See feedback question results at Annex 2). Particular strengths of the approach were:

· the development of objectives tables;

· the requirement to consider process, environmental stress reduction and environmental status indicators;

· the requirement to limit the overall number of indicators; and

· the focus on separate national versus local level activities (and the relationship between them).

This approach, adopted from the GEF, generally provided a useful approach to the development of indicators. It enabled project processes as well as outcomes to be monitored, and enabled the inclusion of indicators to assess long and short term impacts and outcomes. Ultimately, however, it must be noted that the changes addressed in stress reduction and environmental status indicators can be influenced by factors beyond project boundaries. It may in practice be difficult to isolate the influence of specific projects from influences of wider changes and developments in these areas.

Most importantly, the IWP approached the development of monitoring plans as a standard aspect of project planning. However, the activity turned out to be pivotal to focus in-country work. It provided a rationale for countries to revisit – or even explicitly consider for the first time – their implicit project aims and objectives. Clarifying project goals subsequently reaped benefits beyond those connected with monitoring. It took NCs through a strategic planning process which, for many of them, was the first time in their project. The process also brought to the fore the challenge that many NCs were facing with focusing and containing the scope of their projects. A focus on monitoring has thereby promoted a strategic approach to project planning in the IWP. Having said this, it required substantial time and resources to tease out and deal with monitoring issues. In relation to resources, this is especially important since few resources had initially been allocated to the stage of developing in-country monitoring plans (although resources had always been allocated for monitoring activities themselves). Further support may be needed in the future to help NCs interpret and document their monitoring findings.

Monitoring plans threw into perspective work that had been done to date. They highlighted where existing baseline work had been insufficient and identified tasks to fill baseline data gaps. In a sense, the draft monitoring plans became de facto work plans – or at least became a major part of them. Broad baseline data collection exercises were also found to provide valuable information for project planning.

Realistic monitoring plans need to be simple. IWP experience was that some countries got carried away with enthusiasm when developing monitoring plans. Instead, specifying a limit to the number of indicators to be used – and providing a list of criteria to select between competing indicators – will (and did in practice) help to keep the plans workable.
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Annex 1
Terms of reference for the monitoring consultant

The Monitoring and Evaluation Specialist and Facilitator is engaged to:

1. Provide support and advice to the PCU to review, and as appropriate, refine the IWP:

· log frame; and

· project monitoring and evaluation plan. 

2. Prepare any additional resource materials and subject matter to assist support discussions during NCM-4 to further refine the Project Log frame, the Project MEP and monitoring plans for community- and national level activities associated with addressing environmental concerns in relation to the IWP focal areas. 

3. In association with PCU staff, facilitate discussions during NCM-4 in relation to the Project Log frame, the Project MEP and monitoring plans for community- and national level activities in each IWP focal area. 

4. Provide a written report of the consultancy that clearly describes the work undertaken during the consultancy, details the outcomes achieved, and critically evaluates issues that could arise during implementation of the remainder of the Project in respect of i) the Log frame, ii) the Project MEP and iii) national level monitoring plans. A proposed schedule to keep project monitoring and evaluation activities under review for the remainder of the Project will be included in the report.
Annex 2
Summary of Evaluation Responses

1. Level of satisfaction that the workshop has achieved its objectives?

[image: image5.emf]0
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Dissatisfied Moderately

satisfied

Very Satisfied

The monitoring plan preparation is 

more understandable now; Now I 

have a paper track to follow; Better 

able to formulate M&E plans, and 

helped to streamline my pilot project

Satisfied with 

everything

Quite new in terms of 

applying into real stuff; I did 

not submit my M&E Plan prior 

to NCM-5; I think I am starting 

to get the point - the 

monitoring will help me put my 

objectives into action


Ranking->

2. Level of satisfaction with the content of the workshop?
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Dissatisfied Moderately Very Satisfied

I have managed to 

learn many new 

things

Well thought, flows logically, allows us 

space & time; OK; Needed more break time 

from the computer screens; Material was 

well prepared and presented

Too much changes between facilitators 

when addressing the indicators - PCU 

staff has different perceptions; Lost in 

UK to US English



3. Level of satisfaction with the training approach (learning by doing) and methods used?

[image: image7.emf]0

1

2

3

4

5

6

Dissatisfied Moderately Very Satisfied

Great, but very confusing at 

most times with different 

viewpoints from PCU, consultant 

etc.; discussion with each NC 

good; Very useful and 

professional support provided

I liked 

different 

ideas coming 

and passing 

through; 

"because…"; 

Consultants 

were always 

helpful



4. Level of satisfaction with the length (number of days) of the workshop.
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5. What has been the most useful or beneficial part of the training for you? Why?

· One on one assistance was excellent; 

· The monitoring plan - it will get me prepared to start working

· Face to face interaction with PCU and Sango, Meg

· Discussing with each other

· Reframing of goals, objectives and activities

· Everything, because its assist in linking our work with others

· Individual monitoring and evaluation plans

· ESRI - the end product of success and failure of the project

· Having someone (expert) talk and work with my plan

· Everything - gives more understanding of monitoring plans

6. What parts of the training should be strengthened or expanded in the future?

· Approach was satisfactory

· Its perfect, maybe if I get started working I'll give you some inputs in the future

· Be more clear on format

· Case studies like the ones in Samoa NCM-4

· Lateral thinking

· Linking goals, objectives and activities

· Identifying good indicators

· More time

· Very much effective

· What's next after monitoring plan done

· Indicators and maybe Goals and Objectives identification

7. What changes have you experienced in your knowledge, skills and attitudes as a result of the training?  

· Improved in all aspects

· Many, such as making a monitoring plan, meeting with the IWP staff

· Not much!  But I like the fact the M&E plan has provided clearer direction for my project

· More focused on issues

· Focusing of plan

· Merging and selecting the appropriate indicators

· Managed to think very strategic

· Knowledge and skill improved from NCM4

· Need more following up now and address the challenges

· More focused, clear where I'm heading and activities in between

· Being able to see a clear way forward for the program in terms of how to deal with the problems

8. What follow-up support or advice do you think you might need over the coming months in facilitating participatory planning (monitoring) activities with stakeholders?

· Email contact would be helpful in case problems are encountered

· More training and advice from PCU and experts dealing with RMI focal points

· Entry of new data into M&E

· Explaining M&E plan with key stakeholders and govt.

· Need to keep contact with Sango and PCU alive

· Keep in contact

· Need some email support from Sango M.

· Time and commitment of the community and key stakeholders

· Not sure now but I'm sure there will be

· All

9. Other suggestions or comments?

· Would it be possible to compile a manual on compiling M&E plans?  A simplified instruction booklet..

· Yeah, more training.

· Its great, but I would prefer if more time could have been spent on the definition of M&E terminology with easy examples

· Thank you very much for your time and effort - it have been great work, excellent

· None, just thank for your time and effort.  Job well done.

· Implementation of the plans to have a mentor apart from PCU

· Very interesting, many thanks

· Keeping in touch
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� International Waters is one of four focal areas of Global Environment Facility (GEF) supported activities. International Waters, as defined by the GEF, include oceans, large marine ecosystems, enclosed or semi-enclosed seas and estuaries as well as rivers, lakes, groundwater systems, and wetlands with trans-boundary drainage basins or common borders involving two or more countries. The ecosystems and habitats associated with these waters are essential parts of the system.


� These were identified during the formulation of the Strategic Action Programme for the International Waters of the Pacific Small Island Developing States (SAP). The SAP provided the basis for Project design (see SPREP 1998).


� This approach is based on lessons learned and best practice from the region and elsewhere. In relation to lessons learned from previous GEF projects, Nakashima (1997:16) described the need to use a ‘two-tracked approach’ to resource management to build capacity at the national level for policy regulation while integrating implementation activities at the local or community level.





� The IWP was fortunate to have the expertise of a consultant with previous experience in both natural resource management and Pacific conservation efforts generally, and experience in supporting the IWP specifically.
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