	PROJECT QA ASSESSMENT: IMPLEMENTATION

	OVERALL PROJECT 
	

	EXEMPLARY

	HIGH

	SATISFACTORY

	NEEDS IMPROVEMENT

	INADEQUATE


	At least four criteria are rated Exemplary, and all criteria are rated High or Exemplary. 
	All criteria are rated Satisfactory or higher, and at least four criteria are rated High or Exemplary 
	At least six criteria are rated Satisfactory or higher, and only one may be rated Needs Improvement. The Principled criterion must be rated Satisfactory or above.  
	At least three criteria are rated Satisfactory or higher, and only four criteria may be rated Needs Improvement.
	One or more criteria are rated Inadequate, or five or more criteria are rated Needs Improvement. 

	DECISION

	· CONTINUE AS PLANNED – the project is of sufficient quality to continue as planned. All management actions must be addressed in a timely manner. 
· TAKE REMEDIAL ACTION – the project has issues that must be addressed or the project may be suspended. If the Principled criterion is below satisfactory, the project may be suspended if the deficiencies are not addressed.  All management actions must be addressed in a timely manner.
· TAKE URGENT ACTION – the project has significant issues that require urgent management attention, or the project may be cancelled. If the Principled criterion is Inadequate, the project may be cancelled.  

	RATING CRITERIA
Select the option that best reflects the project

	STRATEGIC
	

	1. Is the project pro-actively identifying changes to the external environment and incorporating them into the project strategy? 
· 3: The project team has identified relevant changes in the external environment that may present new opportunities or threats to the project’s ability to achieve its objectives and the assumptions have been tested to determine if the project’s strategy is still valid. There is evidence that the project board has considered the implications, and documented any changes needed to the project in response. (all must be true)
· 2: The project team has identified relevant changes in the external environment that may present new opportunities or threats to the project’s ability to achieve its objectives. There is some evidence that the project board discussed this, but relevant changes may not have been fully integrated in the project. (both must be true)
· 1: The project team may have considered relevant changes in the external environment since implementation began, but there is no evidence that the project team has considered changes to the project as a result. 
	3
	2

	2. 
	1

	3. 
	Evidence
The project has identified planetary emergencies at global level that have local impact, especially at rural communities who depend on agriculture, grasslands, fisheries and forests for their livelihoods. These communities are those experiencing some of the greatest threats from ecosystem degradation, biodiversity loss, and climate change.
Poor and marginalized urban communities, as well, face increasing temperatures and lack of heat-reducing green landscaping or appropriate cooling technologies; pervasive pollution from motorized transport, plastic waste, and harmful chemicals; insufficient access to adequate clean water or dependable energy for cooking, lighting, heating or cooling; and increased disaster risk from extreme climate-driven rainfall events resulting in flooding, landslides, power outages and other effects. 

Rising inequality increases the vulnerability of disadvantaged groups in this context and decreases their ability to cope and recover. All these impacts are disproportionately borne by women, youth and children, the elderly, persons with disabilities, and ethnic, racial, LGBTQ, and other minorities (Prodoc).
The project support CBO and CSO who have organized to address increasing ecological degradation of the landscapes and seascapes where they live and work and the rising vulnerability of their societies, cities, homes, and production systems. 

The National Sterring Committee (NSC) have updated the Country Programme Strategy (CPS) that include strategic initiatives and priorities thematic areas such as, community-based conservation of threatened ecosystems and species, sustainable agriculture and fisheries, and food security, low-carbon energy access and co-benefits, promoting Social Inclusion, including gender equality and women’s empowerment and CSO-Government-Private Sector Dialogue Platform. These are opportunities for CBO and CSO are working on to address the planetary emergency and local level, but also have impacts at global level (CPS OP8 2024-2028)


	4. Is the project aligned with the UNDP Strategic Plan? 
· 3: The project responds at least one of the development settings[footnoteRef:1] as specified in the Strategic Plan (SP) and adopts at least one Signature Solution[footnoteRef:2]. and the project’s RRF includes at all the relevant SP output indicators. (all must be true)  [1:  The three development settings in UNDP’s 2018-2021 Strategic Plan are: a) Eradicate poverty in all its forms and dimensions; b) Accelerate structural transformations for sustainable development; and c) Build resilience to shocks and crises]  [2:  The six Signature Solutions of UNDP’s 2018-2021 Strategic Plan are: a) Keeping people out of poverty; b) Strengthen effective, inclusive and accountable governance; c) Enhance national prevention and recovery capacities for resilient societies; d) Promote nature based solutions for a sustainable planet; e) Close the energy gap; and f) Strengthen gender equality and the empowerment of women and girls.] 

· 2:  The project responds to one of the three areas of development work1 as specified in the Strategic Plan. The project’s RRF includes at least one SP output indicator, if relevant. (both must be true)
· 1: While the project may respond to a partner’s identified need, this need falls outside the UNDP Strategic Plan. Also select this option if none of the relevant SP indicators are included in the RRF. 
*Note:  Management Action must be taken for score of 1. 
	3
	2

	5. 
	1

	6. 
	Evidence
The project is contributing PAP, National toward achievement of strategic objective  health planet and it is also aligned with international agreements (Paris Agreement, Kunming-Montreal Global Biodiversity Framework, Montreal Protocol) and national agreements ( National Biodiversity Strategy and Action Plan NBSAP 2015-2035,  National Action Plan 2024 – 2030,  National Strategy for Adaptation and Mitigation of Climate Change (2013 – 2025),  Provincial Adaptation Plan-PAP,  National Determined Contribution- NDC  National Strategy for the Development of Blue Economy- EDEA and PQG

The project is relevant to the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs), most notably SDG 14 (Life Below Water), SDG 15 (Life on land) and SDG 1 (No Poverty), SDG 5 (Gender Equality), SDG 12 (Responsible Consumption and Production), SDG 13 (Climate Action), SGP 16 (Peace, Justice and Strong Institutions), and SDG 17 (Partnerships for the Goals). 

Contribution towards achievement of the UNDP Strategic Plan (2022-2025), namely Output Signature Solution #4 (Environment); contributing to UNDP SP Result 4.1: “Natural resources protected and managed to enhance sustainable productivity and livelihoods”; and Result 4.2: “Public and private investment mechanisms mobilized for biodiversity, water, oceans, and climate solutions”, at global level.

Under the Integrated results and resources framework (IRRF) of the UNDP Strategic Plan, the project will contribute towards Indicator 4.1.1 (“Number of people directly benefitting from initiatives to protect nature and promote sustainable use of resources”), Indicator 4.1.2 (Natural resources that are managed under a sustainable use, conservation, access, and benefit-sharing regime) and Indicator 4.2.1 (“Number of people directly benefitting from mechanisms for biodiversity, water, oceans, and climate solutions funded by public and/or private sector resources”). The SGP OP8-Part 1 strategy was also developed according to the “Leaving No One Behind” framework, a core principle of the SGP. 

At country level the project is aligned with UNDP CPD 2022-2025 priority number 3 (climate and sustainable use of natural resources), output 3.1.2 -solutions scaled up for biodiversity conservation and transparent and inclusive management of the environment and natural resources (SGP Country Programme Strategy-CPS)


	RELEVANT
	

	3.  Are the project’s targeted groups being systematically engaged, with a priority focus on the discriminated and marginalized, to ensure the project remains relevant for them?
· 3:  Systematic and structured feedback has been collected over the past two years from a representative sample of beneficiaries, with a priority focus on the discriminated and marginalized, as part of the project’s monitoring system. Representatives from the targeted groups are active members of the project’s governance mechanism (i.e., the project board or equivalent) and there is credible evidence that their feedback informs project decision making. (all must be true)
· 2:  Targeted groups have been engaged in implementation and monitoring, with a priority focus on the discriminated and marginalized. Beneficiary feedback, which may be anecdotal, has been collected over the past year to ensure the project is addressing local priorities. This information has been used to inform project decision making. (all must be true)
· 1: Some beneficiary feedback may have been collected over the past year, but this information has not been used to inform project decision making. This option is also selected if no beneficiary feedback has been collected.
*Note:  Management Action must be taken for a score of 1
	3
	2

	
	1

	
	Evidence
SGP is engaging with community-based organization and Civil Society organization in the target landscape under OP8 (Matutine Landscape and Chimanimani-Gorongosa-Marromeu, by providing them access to knowledge and information, capacitating them through learning-by-doing, skills development, and delivering technical and grant assistance for interventions that enhance socioeconomic conditions and generate global environmental benefits.

Selected projects under OP8 focus on social inclusion and vulnerable groups, including women, Indigenous Peoples, persons with disabilities, the elderly and youth. In addition, SGP promotes gender equity and social inclusion by supporting initiatives that aimed to reduce barriers to gender mainstreaming through inclusion of specific gender targets and gender mainstream approach in all selected projects, ensuring that every project undertakes gender impact and gender vulnerability assessments prior to implementation. The types of projects to be considered include: 
· Contributing to equal access, control and sharing of socio-economic benefits and services from natural resources by women and girls, men, youth and persons with disabilities
· Improving the participation and decision-making of women, youth and people with disabilities in natural resource governance
· Promote gender mainstreaming and social inclusion in climate change adaptation.

The beneficiary feedback will be collected through grantee reports and M&E reports to assess the level of beneficiary’s engagement and project ownership
SGP is built over 30 years of experience with Annual Monitoring reports that’s capture the results achieved.
CPS M&E Reports, and Grantee reports

	4. Is the project generating knowledge and lessons learned (i.e., what has worked and what has not) and has this knowledge informed management decisions to ensure the continued relevance of the project towards its stated objectives, the quality of its outputs and the management of risk? 
· 3: Knowledge and lessons learned from internal or external sources (gained, for example, from Peer Assists, After Action Reviews or Lessons Learned Workshops) backed by credible evidence from evaluation, corporate policies/strategies, analysis and monitoring have been discussed in project board meetings and reflected in the minutes. There is clear evidence that changes were made to the project to ensure its continued relevance. (both must be true)
· 2: Knowledge and lessons learned backed by relatively limited evidence, drawn mainly from within the project, have been considered by the project team. There is some evidence that changes were made to the project as a result to ensure its continued relevance. (both must be true)
· 1: There is limited or no evidence that knowledge and lessons learned have been collected by the project team. There is little or no evidence that this has informed project decision making.
*Note:  Management Action must be taken for a score of 1
	3
	2

	5. 
	1

	6. 
	Evidence

As with previous operational phases, the organizational and civic capacities of CSOs/CBOs are strengthened through learning-by-doing, their increasing sense of responsibility and ownership, and their firm commitment to landscape management goals and decisions. Decision making bodies – to be respected - must be representative and inclusive; this means that overcoming structural inequalities faced by different groups and populations living and working in the landscape-seascape must be a central goal of landscape-seascape governance to ensure effective resource management to enhance resilience.  SGP-OP8 builds on 30 years of successful experience in empowering local CSOs and CBOs in community driven initiatives that have enhanced wellbeing, increased awareness and resilience, and generated global environmental benefits.

Knowledge management and learning are integral parts of the SGP. The knowledge obtained from project experiences and lessons learned will be socialized through SGP’s national, regional and global networks of stakeholders and broaden the GEF SGP repository, and it will be used in upscaling successful initiatives.

In Mozambique  SGP builds on 20 years of successful experience on supporting more than 287 CBO and CSO and contributed to restore 90,500 hectares of target landscapes/seascapes under improved community conservation and sustainable use, 2,950 hectares of forests and non-forest lands with restoration and enhancement of carbon stocks initiated through completed projects, 883 Hectares of land brought under improved management practices and 1,450 community members with improved actions and practices that reduce negative impacts on land uses, 150 hectares of seascapes covered under improved community conservation and sustainable use management systems and  104,200 tons of Solid Waste avoided from open burning. 
CPS and AMR and Prodoc


	5. Is the project sufficiently at scale, or is there potential to scale up in the future, to meaningfully contribute to development change? 
· 3: There is credible evidence that the project is reaching a sufficient number of beneficiaries (either directly through significant coverage of target groups, or indirectly, through policy change) to meaningfully contribute to development change.
· 2: While the project is currently not at scale, there are explicit plans in place to scale up the project in the future (e.g. by extending its coverage or using project results to advocate for policy change).
· 1: The project is not at scale, and there are no plans currently to scale up the project in the future.
	3
	2

	
	1

	
	Evidence
The project is expected to engage with 500,000 direct beneficiaries, of whom 250,000 are women, at global level and in the country level, at least 1000   of indirect project beneficiaries disaggregated by gender (individual people- 600 female and 400). Successful initiatives will be upscaled.

	PRINCIPLED

	6. Are the project’s measures (through outputs, activities, indicators) to address gender inequalities and empower women relevant and producing the intended effect? If not, evidence-based adjustments and changes have been made. 
· 3: The project team has systematically gathered data and evidence through project monitoring on the relevance of the measures to address gender inequalities and empower women. Analysis of data and evidence were used to inform adjustments and changes, as appropriate. (both must be true)
· 2: The project team has some data and evidence on the relevance of the measures to address gender inequalities and empower women. There is evidence that at least some adjustments were made, as appropriate. (both must be true)
· 1: The project team has limited or no evidence on the relevance of measures to address gender inequalities and empowering women. No evidence of adjustments and/or changes made. This option should also be selected if the project has no measures to address gender inequalities and empower women relevant to the project results and activities. 
*Note:  Management Action must be taken for a score of 1
	3
	2

	7. 
	1

	8. 
	Evidence
Under Component 2 there is a dedicated output focused on advancing gender equality and women’s empowerment objectives. Similar with previous operational phases, inclusion of marginalized people, including women, youth and people living with disabilities residing in the target landscapes-seascapes will be an important strategic objective.
Civil society and community-based organizations, particularly those of local communities and Indigenous Peoples, have not been passive in the face of these trends nor have they been inactive in addressing obstacles to the exercise of their rights and agency. Worldwide, there are thousands, if not tens of thousands, of civil society organizations (CSOs) and community-based organizations (CBOs), including women and youth, Indigenous Peoples, and other vulnerable groups, who have organized to address increasing ecological degradation of the landscapes and seascapes where they live and work and the rising vulnerability of their societies, cities, homes, and production systems.
 The project is contributing for GEF core indicator 11, number of direct beneficiaries disaggregated by gender as co-benefit of GEF investment.  Each project has at least 60% female and 40% male. The Country Programme Strategy indicator for enhancing social inclusion has set the following targets to address gender inequalities: 
· At least one SGP projects that demonstrate appropriate models of engaging youth and person with disability
· At least 1000   of indirect project beneficiaries disaggregated by gender (individual people- 600 female and 400)
· At least 5 projects contributing to closing gender gaps related to access to and control over natural resource
· At least 2 projects that improve the participation and decision-making of women in natural resource governance
· At least 1 project that target socio-economic benefits and services for women
CPS and grantee report

	[bookmark: _Hlk500165037]7.  Are social and environmental impacts and risks being successfully managed and monitored? 
· 3:  Social and environmental risks are tracked in the risk log. Appropriate assessments conducted where required (i.e., Environmental and Social Impact Assessment (ESIA) for High risk projects and some level of social and environmental assessment for Moderate risk projects as identified through SESP). Relevant management plan(s) developed for identified risks through consultative process and implemented, resourced, and monitored. Risks effectively managed or mitigated. If there has been a substantive change to the project or change in context that affects risk levels, the SESP is updated to reflect these changes. (all must be true)
· 2:   Social and environmental risks are tracked in the risk log. Appropriate assessments conducted where required (i.e., Environmental and Social Impact Assessment (ESIA) for High risk projects and some level of social and environmental assessment for Moderate risk projects as identified through SESP). Relevant management plan(s) developed, implemented and monitored for identified risks. OR project is categorized as Low risk through the SESP. 
· 1:  Social and environmental risks have not been tracked in the risk log. For projects categorized as High or Moderate Risk there is no evidence that social and environmental assessments have been completed and/or management plans or measures development, implemented or monitored. There have been substantive changes to the project or changes in the context but SESP has not been updated. (any may be true)
	3
	2

	
	1

	
	Evidence
The project has developed risk management plan, and each project has identified its risks and mitigation plan, and applies UNDP’s Social and Environmental Screening Procedure to all projects approved. The project will monitor each risk at grantee level and update the risk log accordingly.

Grantee Project document

	[bookmark: _Hlk500165049]8.   Are grievance mechanisms available to project-affected people and are grievances (if any) addressed to ensure any perceived harm is effectively mitigated? 
· 3: Project-affected people have been actively informed of UNDP’s Corporate Accountability Mechanism (SRM/SECU) and how to access it. If the project is categorized as High or Moderate Risk through the SESP, a project -level grievance mechanism is in place and project affected people informed. If grievances have been received, they are effectively addressed in accordance with SRM Guidance. (all must be true)
· 2: Project-affected people have been informed of UNDP’s Corporate Accountability Mechanism and how to access it. If the project is categorized as High Risk through the SESP, a project -level grievance mechanism is in place and project affected people informed. If grievances have been received they are responded to but face challenges in arriving at a resolution.
· 1: Project-affected people not informed of UNDP’s Corporate Accountability Mechanism. If grievances have been received they are not responded to. (any may be true)
	3
	2

	
	1

	
	Evidence
Complain mechanisms
SGP risks at project level have been considerate Low.
The grantees are informed about the Corporate Accountability Mechanism.


	MANAGEMENT & MONITORING

	9. Is the project’s M&E Plan sufficient and adequately implemented? 
· 3: The project has a comprehensive and costed M&E plan. Baselines, targets and milestones are fully populated. Progress data against indicators in the project’s RRF is being reported regularly using credible data sources and collected according to the frequency stated in the Plan, including sex disaggregated data as relevant. Any evaluations conducted, if relevant, fully meet decentralized evaluation standards, including gender UNEG standards. Lessons learned, including during evaluations and/or After Action Reviews, are used to take corrective actions when necessary. (all must be true)
· 2: The project has a costed M&E Plan, and most baselines and targets are populated. Progress data against indicators in the project’s RRF is collected on a regular basis, although there may be some slippage in following the frequency stated in the Plan and data sources are not always reliable. Any evaluations conducted, if relevant, meet most decentralized evaluation standards. Lessons learned have been captured but may not have been used to take corrective actions yet. (all must be true)
· 1: The project has an M&E Plan, but costs are not clearly planned and budgeted for, or are unrealistic. Progress data is not being regularly collected against the indicators in the project’s RRF. Evaluations may not meet decentralized evaluation standards. Lessons learned are rarely captured and used. Select this option also if the project does not have an M&E plan.
*Note:  Management Action must be taken for a score of 1
	3
	2

	
	1

	
	Evidence

SGP monitoring and evaluation IS aligned with GEF-8 core indicators for global environmental and socio-economic benefits and include additional indicators and targets specific to the landscape/seascape defined through a baseline assessment. The SGP have synergy with the UNDP Country Programme Document. The monitoring and evaluation of SGP projects will follow the SGP M&E Country Programme Guidelines.
Each project must have a specific baseline with indicators and targets. Grantees are expected to monitor their own projects to enhance ownership and tracking progress by adhering to the implementation and monitoring and evaluation plan approved by the NSC. 
The grantees will submit a progress report and the SGP team will use the report to verify the quality and accomplishments of the targets. Thus, the SGP  provided grantees with templates for work plan and report, to capture standard information from all supported projects. Based on reports submitted by each grantee, the SGP team will produce a national report for submission to the Central Programme Management Team (CPMT). 
Grantees will be required to submit annual work plans and progress reports to the SGP, to feed a database with data from all projects being supported in the country. At least once per year the SGP team will conduct monitoring visits to clusters of projects supported in each landscape, to document project activities, ensure continued coaching and mentoring of the grantees and recommend measures to improve the quality of implementation and the quality of monitoring data collected. 
Data quality control will also be assured by using monitoring data from other entities that operate in the landscape, such as, foundations and Civil Society Organizations. Supported projects will be aligned and contribute to the plans of local Governments. Therefore, these will be engaged in the activities including in the collection and sharing of monitoring data. 
The project will be required to follow a participatory approach in M&E, through the use of socio-economic methods of data collection such as interviews, Focus Group Discussions, involving men, women, youth and people with disabilities, to document their participation and the benefit they get from the project. 
This will be through facilitating grantees participation in workshops aimed at equipping the grantees with the necessary skills to conduct M&E such as report writing, M&E tools and proper documentation. The workshops will also allow the exchange of experience and sharing of good practices among a cluster of SGP grantees in each landscape. The NC will review progress of ongoing projects as well as the achievement of results by completed projects


	10. Is project’s governance mechanism (i.e., the project board or equivalent) functioning as intended? 
· 3: The project’s governance mechanism is operating well, and is a model for other projects. It has met in the agreed frequency stated in the project document and the minutes of the meetings are on file. There is regular (at least annual) progress reporting to the project board or equivalent on results, risks and opportunities. It is clear that the project board explicitly reviews and uses evidence, including progress data, knowledge, lessons and evaluations, as the basis for informing management decisions (e.g., change in strategy, approach, work plan.) (all must be true to select this option)
· 2: The project’s governance mechanism has met in the agreed frequency and the minutes of the meeting are on file. A project progress report has been submitted to the project board or equivalent at least once in the past year, covering results, risks and opportunities. (both must be true to select this option)
· 1: The project’s governance mechanism has not met in the frequency stated in the project document over the past year and/or the project board or equivalent is not functioning as a decision-making body for the project as intended.
*Note:  Management Action must be taken for a score of 1
	3
	2

	
	1

	
	Evidence

The National Steering Committee NSC) was selected and approved by CPMT nominated by the RR. The NSC is working effectively and serves as the main decision-making body of the SGP at the country level, and provides overall strategic direction, guidance and programming support to the Country Programme.

The NSC minutes are produced and kept in file and the NSC AWP was approved and includes meeting for proposal review and approval, CPS review, and M&E missions.


	11. Are risks to the project adequately monitored and managed? 
· 3: The project has actively monitored risks every quarter including consulting with key stakeholders, including security advisors, to identify continuing and emerging risks and to assess if the main assumptions remain valid. There is clear evidence that relevant management plans and mitigating measures are being fully implemented to address each key project risk, and have been updated to reflect the latest risk assessment. (all must be true)
· 2: The project has monitored risks every year, as evidenced by an updated risk log. Some updates have been made to management plans and mitigation measures.
· 1: The risk log has not been updated as required. There may be some evidence that the project has monitored risks (including security risks or incidents) that may affect the project’s achievement of results, but there is no explicit evidence that management actions have been taken to mitigate risks. In the case of a deteriorating security environment, no consultation has occurred with the UNDP Security Office on appropriate measures.
*Note:  Management Action must be taken for a score of 1
	3
	2

	
	1

	
	Evidence

The project has identified the risks and developed risk management plan, and each grantee submitted the risk and mitigation measures before the project is approved.
The NSC and NC monitor the risk every year and update the risks in quantum.

CPS

	EFFICIENT
	

	12. Adequate resources have been mobilized to achieve intended results. If not, management decisions were taken to adjust expected results in the project’s results framework.
	Yes
(3)
	No
(1)

	13. Are project inputs procured and delivered on time to efficiently contribute to results? 
· 3:  The project has an updated procurement plan. Implementation of the plan is on or ahead of schedule. The project quarterly reviews operational bottlenecks to procuring inputs in a timely manner and addresses them through appropriate management actions. (all must be true)
· 2:  The project has an updated procurement plan. The project annually reviews operational bottlenecks to procuring inputs in a timely manner and addresses them through appropriate management actions. (all must be true)
· 1:  The project does not have an updated procurement plan. The project may or may not have reviewed operational bottlenecks to procuring inputs in a timely manner, however management actions have not been taken to address them. 
*Note:  Management Action must be taken for a score of 1
	3
	2

	
	1

	
	Evidence
The project has developed a procurement plan and uploaded in Quantum, before the due date and the implementation is on.

	14.  Is there regular monitoring and recording of cost efficiencies taking into account the expected quality of results? 
· 3: There is evidence that the project regularly reviews costs against relevant comparators (e.g., other projects or country offices) or industry benchmarks to ensure the project maximizes results that can be delivered with given resources. The project actively coordinates with other relevant ongoing projects and initiatives (UNDP or other) to ensure complementarity and seek efficiencies wherever possible (e.g. joint activities.) (both must be true)
· 2: The project monitors its own costs and gives anecdotal examples of cost efficiencies (e.g., spending less to get the same result,) but there is no systematic analysis of costs and no link to the expected quality of results delivered. The project coordinates activities with other projects to achieve cost efficiency gains.
· 1: There is little or no evidence that the project monitors its own costs and is considering ways to save money beyond following standard procurement rules.

	3
	2

	
	1

	
	Evidence
The project has submitted the budget revision for grant and non-grant costs and is tracking the expenses against the budget allocation.
The project had a coordination meeting with economic diversification and RIMA portfolio, to leveraging resources and contribute to achieving those portfolios goals.

	EFFECTIVE
	

	15. Is the project is on track to deliver its expected outputs?
	Yes
(3)
	No
(1)

	16.  Have there been regular reviews of the work plan to ensure that the project is on track to achieve the desired results, and to inform course corrections if needed? 
· 3:  Quarterly progress data has informed regular reviews of the project work plan to ensure that the activities implemented are most likely to achieve the desired results. There is evidence that data and lessons learned (including from evaluations and/or After Action Reviews) have been used to inform course corrections, as needed. Any necessary budget revisions have been made. (both must be true)
· 2: There has been at least one review of the work plan per year to assess if project activities are on track to achieving the desired development results (i.e., outputs.) There may or may not be evidence that data or lessons learned has been used to inform the review(s).  Any necessary budget revisions have been made.
· 1: While the project team may have reviewed the work plan at least once over the past year to ensure outputs are delivered on time, no link has been made to the delivery of desired development results. Select this option also if no review of the work plan by management has taken place over the past year.
*Note:  Management Action must be taken for a score of 1
	3
	2

	
	1

	
	Evidence
The work will be reviewed at the beginning of the year (semestral) and at the end of the year, to track the budget and activities against the expenditures.
The work plan was already reviewed, submitted and approved in Quantum.

	17. Are targeted groups being systematically identified and engaged, prioritizing the marginalized and excluded, to ensure results are achieved as expected? 
· 3: The project is targeting specific groups and/or geographic areas, identified by using credible data sources on their capacity needs, deprivation and/or exclusion from development opportunities relevant to the project’s area of work. There is clear evidence that the targeted groups are being reached as intended. The project has engaged regularly with targeted groups over the past year to assess whether they are benefiting as expected and adjustments were made if necessary to refine targeting. (all must be true)
· 2:  The project is targeting specific groups and/or geographic areas, based on some evidence of their capacity needs, deprivation and/or exclusion from development opportunities relevant to the project’s area of work. Some evidence is provided to confirm that project beneficiaries are members of the targeted groups. There has been some engagement with beneficiaries in the past year to assess whether they are benefiting as expected. (all must be true)
· 1: The project does not report on specific targeted groups. There is no evidence to confirm that project beneficiaries are populations have capacity needs or are deprived and/or excluded from development opportunities relevant to the project area of work. There may have been some engagement with beneficiaries to assess whether they are benefiting as expected, but it has been limited or has not occurred in the past year.
	3
	2

	
	1

	
	Evidence
Based on national priorities, GEF and UNDP programming documents, baseline assessment and consultations with the NSC and stakeholders throughout the scoping process, during OP8, SGP Mozambique will concentrate efforts on two geographic areas that integrate landscapes/seascapes and multi-stakeholders for synergies in project implementation, monitoring and evaluation. The following strategic initiatives will be implemented: (1) Community-based conservation of threatened ecosystems and species, (2) Sustainable agriculture, fisheries, and food security, (3) Low-carbon energy access co-benefits, (4) Local to global coalitions for chemicals and waste management and (5) Community-based Adaptation. Priority types of projects are listed under each strategic initiative for the OP8 will implement the strategic initiatives number 1, 2 and 3. However, projects linked with other environmental and socio-economic issues that might emerge during the implementation of the CPS should also be considered, provided that these are aligned with the scope of the CPS.
To achieve greater impact, priority in the selection should be given to projects that most contribute to the target of each indicator related to the strategic initiatives.  Moreover, selected projects must show potential for sustainability and, where applicable, include a value chain analysis. To improve coordination, during the monitoring visits, the SGP team shall organize meetings with clusters of projects supported in each landscape, to share experiences and explore opportunities for synergies.
The project is being implemented in the landscape of Matutuine, buffer zone of Maputo National Part and Chimanimani-Gorongosa-Maromeu landscape (buffer zone of Chimanimani National Park, Gorongosa National Park and Marromeu reserve) to assist those communities to find alternatives sources of living to reduce the pressure to the Natural resources.

	SUSTAINABILITY & NATIONAL OWNERSHIP

	18. Are stakeholders and national partners fully engaged in the decision-making, implementation and monitoring of the project? 
· 3: Only national systems (i.e., procurement, monitoring, evaluation, etc.) are used to fully implement and monitor the project. All relevant stakeholders and partners are fully and actively engaged in the process, playing a lead role in project decision-making, implementation and monitoring. (both must be true)
· 2: National systems (i.e., procurement, monitoring, evaluation, etc.) are used to implement and monitor the project, but other support (such as country office support or project systems) may also be used if necessary. All relevant stakeholders and partners are fully and actively engaged in the process, playing an active role in project decision-making, implementation and monitoring. (both must be true)  
· 1: There is relatively limited or no engagement with national stakeholders and partners in the decision-making, implementation and/or monitoring of the project. 
*Note:  Management Action must be taken for a score of 1
	3
	2

	
	1

	
	Evidence
All grantees in the project budget document have up 5% of total budget for M&E. They are fully implementing the project and have full ownership of the project and decision making. 

The grantees received training on how to conduct procurement, reporting writing and type of data will be collected. They received a standard template for reporting the data and results they achieve.
 In addition, the NSC conduct M&E mission to the grantees and local patterners and communities.

	19. There is regular monitoring of changes in capacities and performance of institutions and systems relevant to the project, as needed. The implementation arrangements[footnoteRef:3] have been adjusted according to changes in partner capacities.  [3:  Responsible Parties, Direct Country Office Support (DCOS), MOUs/LOAs] 

· 3: In the past two years, changes in capacities and performance of institutions and systems have been comprehensively assessed/monitored using clear indicators, rigorous methods of data collection and credible data sources including relevant HACT assurance activities. Implementation arrangements have been formally reviewed and adjusted, if needed, in agreement with partners according to changes in partner capacities. (both must be true) 
· 2:  In the past two years, aspects of changes in capacities and performance of relevant national institutions and systems have been monitored by the project using indicators and reasonably credible data sources including relevant HACT assurance activities. Some adjustment has been made to implementation arrangements if needed to reflect changes in partner capacities. (both must be true)
· 1:  Some aspects of changes in capacities and performance of relevant national institutions and systems may have been monitored by the project, however changes to implementation arrangements have not been considered. Also select this option if changes in capacities and performance of relevant national institutions and systems have not been monitored by the project.
*Note:  Management Action must be taken for a score of 1
	3
	2

	
	1

	
	Evidence
SGP is using Low Value Grant modality and the amount awarded to each grantee is up to 20,000 USD. SGP indicator have been captured and produced the Annul Monitoring Report. 

The grantees during the application process submit the letter of recommendation. The projects are adjusted and LVGA amendments are signed during the adjustment of the project as needed.

AMR and LVGA

	20. The transition and phase-out arrangements are reviewed regularly and adjusted according to progress (including financial commitments and capacity). 
· 3: The project’s governance mechanism has reviewed the project’s sustainability plan, including arrangements for transition and phase-out, to ensure the project is on track in meeting the requirements set out by the plan. The plan has been adjusted according to progress as needed. (both must be true)
· 2: There has been a review of the project’s sustainability plan, including arrangements for transition and phase-out, to ensure the project is on track in meeting the requirements set out by the plan.
· 1: The project may have a sustainability plan, but there has not been a review of this strategy since it was developed. Also select this option if the project does not have a sustainability strategy.
*Note:  Management Action must be taken for a score of 1
	3
	2

	
	1

	
	Evidence
The application template has sustainability session, and the National Steering Committee reviewed it. In addition, the selection criteria also capture the sustainability plan of the proposal, and thus, the project approved are screened for its sustainability after the end of the project with SGP funds.



