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1. Project Overview
The aim of the project is to strengthen the adaptive capacity of coastal communities and
protected areas in the Mesoamerican Reef ecoregion. The project carried out several science-
based analyses including climate and ecological risk analyses, cost-benefit analyses, and the
modeling of ecosystem services and development scenarios. These analyses supported the
identification of climate change adaptation options through a participatory and cross-sectoral
decision-making process. This was the focus of the first project phase (2018-2020). Building
on this, in the project’s second phase (2020-2023) adaptation strategies were integrated into
Nationally Determined Contributions (NDCs) of the participating countries, national-level
coastal development plans, and marine protected area management plans. Furthermore, some
of the identified adaptation measures were implemented in prioritized project sites in Mexico,
Belize, Guatemala, and Honduras (implementation is ongoing). The project also supported the
development of technical knowledge and capacities in climate change scenario analysis and
adaptation strategies at local and national levels. In addition, a structured exchange between
the four target countries aimed to strengthen regional cooperation with regard to successfully
tested adaptation approaches and measures.

 The project’s outcome and outputs are:

Outcome: Increasing the adaptability of the local population in selected coastal
communities dependent on coastal and marine protected areas in the countries bordering
the Mesoamerican reef.

Output I: Climate change adaptation options are identified and prioritized by the target
groups.

Output II: The knowledge of target group representatives regarding potential climate
change impacts and corresponding adaptation options has been improved and specially
trained decision-makers from competent authorities have the ability to identify and
prioritize adaptation options using basic methods.

Output III: Competent national authorities have concrete recommendations for integrating
climate change aspects and adaptation strategies and measures into existing or planned
management plans for coastal/marine conservation areas and coastal development plans
in the project areas.

Output IV: Selected environment-friendly adaptation measures are implemented.

Output V: A regional working group is established that disseminates widely used best
practices for the identification, integration, and implementation of adaptation measures in
coastal zones, in particular in coastal and marine protected areas.

Project stakeholders include the government authorities in charge of climate change and
natural resources in the four countries as well as the managers and co-managers of protected
areas. Stakeholders also include local community members whose communities are located
near the protected areas prioritized by this project. These stakeholders participated actively in
the science-based analyses and the identification of the adaptation measures via extensive
participatory processes.

Given the COVID-19 pandemic and associated lockdowns, the project suffered delays, and thus
a project extension was authorized up to May 2023. The project is currently in its final phase,
implementing specific adaptation measures identified and prioritized by the project. The
project is also working on ensuring that the science-based analyses carried out are readily
available for decision-makers to consult and use in the future.
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2. Evaluation Purpose and Use, Objectives, and Scope
This final evaluation offers the opportunity to assess the overall project progress and process
for the Smart Coast project funded by BMUV-IKI. It will assess the project’s relevance,
efficiency, effectiveness, adaptive capacity, and sustainability of its strategies and activities.
The focus shall lie on the criteria of effectiveness, sustainability, and impact of project
strategies.

The knowledge generated during the Evaluation will be used as the basis for:

 Reporting to donors to enhance accountability, credibility, and transparency
 Identify key elements (both technical and operational) that can guide future project

design
 Identify follow-up actions required to ensure continuity and sustainability for project

results
 Sharing Lessons Learned within and outside of WWF regarding approaches for

climate-smarting marine protected areas and coastal management

The evaluation will be coordinated and methodologically guided by WWF Germany and
Guatemala/Mesoamerica while contracting an external consultant to execute the process. The
scope includes the sites that the project prioritized in all four countries, although site visits will
be limited to a representative sample. Results shall be made available to all involved WWF
offices in due course.

Relevant stakeholders involved in the evaluation are:

Target Audience of
the Final Report

Objectives of the
Evaluation

Regarding the
Target Group

Relevance, Added
Value and Benefit of

the Evaluation
Report for the Target

Audience

Actions to be
Considered on the
Level of the Target

Audience

Project Team Learning and
adaptive
management for
follow-up phases

Independent point of
view, opportunity to
innovate.

Conclusions on the
evaluation should
include key lessons
learned and elements
that should be
considered for any
follow-up actions.
Dissemination of the
evaluation results will
be shared with
participating WWF
Offices and WWF
Germany.

Project Stakeholders
/ Target Groups

Opportunity to
provide feedback

Opportunity to
comment/offer key
messages on the
project to an
independent
observer.

Expectation
management on
future possibilities
for funding/follow-up
actions to address
climate change
adaptation is key
with project
stakeholders.

WWF Implementing
Office(s) (Name)

Learning and
adaptive
management for
follow-up phases

Independent point of
view to verify
performance from
implementing
partners

WWF Germany will
lead the preparation
of the management
response to the
evaluation.
Dissemination of the
evaluation results will
be shared with
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participating WWF
Offices.

External Donor
Office BMUV - IKI

Learning,
confirmation of
expected results, and
implementing office
performance

Independent
assessment of project
results and
effectiveness

Key insights on how
future funding
opportunities can
integrate science-
based analyses in
participatory
processes can be
highlighted.

3. Evaluation & Guiding Questions
Criterion 1: Relevance & Quality of Design
Relevance and quality of design is a measure of the extent to which the project design
represents a necessary, sufficient, and appropriate approach to achieving changes in key
factors (e.g. direct and indirect threats, opportunities, stakeholder positions, enabling
conditions) necessary to bring about positive changes in targeted elements of
biodiversity/footprint/human wellbeing (i.e. species, ecosystems, ecological processes,
including associated ecosystem services that support human wellbeing).

Assessments of relevance and quality of design must consider:

 How the project was originally planned
 How the design has changed over time
 The results chain
 The validity of underpinning assumptions

The evaluation may also make recommendations regarding the future design/approach of
follow-up projects, including changes in key contextual factors or the status of targeted
biodiversity/footprint/human wellbeing issues that have occurred since the project started.

Also, it is critical to assess the rigor that was applied in designing the project, as this is a
predictor of the extent to which the intervention had a strong foundation and was able to
remain relevant over the course of its implementation.

Key Questions to Assess Relevance and Quality of Design
For the project as originally conceived, assess the quality of design and the relevance of
decisions and plans with regard to the following factors:

RQ1. Relevance to Context, Priorities of Stakeholders, and Objectives
 Has the project focused on and does it remain relevant to issues of the

highest priority?
RQ2. Environmental and Social Safeguards Framework (ESSF) and Social Policies

 Did the project link its actions to the ESSF-Risk Assessment, and
Environmental and Social Management Plan in the relevant ESSF-
landscape?

 Has the ESSF enabled due adherence to WWF’s social policies on human
rights, gender and IP?

Criterion 2: Coherence
Coherence measures the compatibility of a project intervention with other interventions
(particularly policies) in a country, sector, or institution. This can include internal coherence
and external coherence.

A. Internal coherence addresses the synergies and interlinkages between the project
interventions and those carried about by the same sector or institution in the
countries.
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B. External coherence measures the consistency and compatibility of the interventions
among different sectors, but in the same context.

This criterion helps avoid duplication as it should be assessing added-value of the
interventions. Coherence can also help with understanding the role of an intervention within a
particular system, including synergies and trade-offs.

Key Questions to Assess Coherence
CoQ1. Internal Coherence

 Does this project have internal coherence, such that the project
interventions create synergies and interlinkages with other interventions
in the countries/landscape by the same sector or institution?

 Do the project interventions provide an added value to same-sector
interventions?

CoQ2. External Coherence
 Does this project have external coherence, such that the interventions of

this project are consistent and provide complementarity, harmonization,
and coordination with other sectors within the same context?

CoQ3. Fit to Baseline
High coherence would mean that the project is leveraging and complementing
existing interventions in the country/landscape to address the same issue or
environmental problem.
 What baseline interventions in the country (or countries)/landscapes are

being leveraged and complemented by the project interventions?
 How well does the intervention fit?

Criterion 3: Efficiency
Efficiency is a measure of the relationship between outputs (i.e. the products or services of an
intervention) and inputs (i.e. the resources that it uses). Outputs are the immediate observable
results over which the managers of the intervention have a large degree of control. An
intervention can be thought of as efficient if it uses appropriate, sufficient, and least costly
avenues to achieve the desired outputs (i.e. deliverables) and meet desired quantity and
quality: the Economy and Efficiency aspects of VFM.

The quality of the inputs and the outputs is an important consideration in assessing efficiency:
the most economical resource is not necessarily the most appropriate and the trade-offs
between the quantity of outputs and their quality are key factors of overall performance.
Furthermore, assessing the efficiency of an intervention generally requires comparing
alternative approaches (e.g. use of human and financial resources, design of workflows,
division among roles and responsibilities) to achieve the same outputs.

Key Questions to Assess Efficiency
Efic1. Financial & Administrative Resources

 Are the financial and conservation plans consistent with one another (i.e.
sufficient financial resources to support planned conservation activities;
priorities have been developed against different funding scenarios)?

 Are there improvements to be made in financial planning and resourcing?
 Are appropriate administrative and financial management policies and

practices being followed?
 Is actual spending in line with the budget?
 Are there savings that could be made without compromising the quality of

results delivered?
Efic2. Use of Time

 Are there thorough, well-founded work plans being implemented
according to plan, monitored, and adapted as necessary?

Efic3. Human Resources
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 Are human resources (i.e. WWF Office, WWF Network, and via
partnerships) appropriate, adequate, efficiently organized, and operating
effectively (e.g. include considerations of capacity needs and gaps,
communications, division and clarity of roles and responsibilities,
processes for evaluation and improvement)?

Efic4. Resource Use
 Is the project delivering value for money in that costs are reasonable given

the outputs and outcomes generated?

Criterion 4: Effectiveness
Effectiveness is a measure of the extent to which the intervention’s intended outcomes—its
specific objectives or intermediate results—have been achieved. More explicitly, effectiveness is
the relationship between an intervention’s outputs—its products or services or immediate
results—and its outcomes—the intended changes in key factors affecting conservation targets
(e.g. threats, behaviors, enabling conditions for conservation).

Key Questions to Assess Effectiveness
Efct1. Planned Result versus Achievement

 Focusing on stated objectives, desired outcomes, and intermediate results
(as opposed to delivery of activities and outputs), what has and has not
been achieved (both intended and unintended)?

Efct2. Significance of Progress
 What is the significance/strategic importance of the progress – or any lack

thereof – made to date?
 To what extent have targeted key factors – drivers, opportunities, threats –

been affected to the degree they need to be to achieve the stated goals?
Efct3. Factors Affecting Effectiveness

 Which strategies are proving to be effective, and which are not?
 What anticipated and unanticipated factors have promoted or impeded the

program’s progress?
Efct4. Coordination & Communication

 To what extent has coordination/communication been effective within and
between the implementation team, stakeholders, partners, and
participants, as well as donor offices in the Network and external donors?

 Are there well-developed internal and external communications strategies
being implemented to good effect (e.g. providing reach and/or spread)?

 What factors have hindered good communication and coordination?
 What could be done differently to improve this?

Efct5. Stakeholder Engagement
 Are the stakeholder engagement processes inclusive, gender-sensitive and

accessible for all community members, including indigenous people?
 Have stakeholders been engaged at the right level for each of them

throughout the project cycle?
 Is there a clear indication of increasing capacity?
 Is there an effective complaint mechanism in place (usage of entry points,

follow-up process, documentation, etc.)?

Criterion 5: Impact

Key Questions to Assess Impact
Imp1. Evidence of Change

 To what extent has the project attained its stated vision and goals, in terms
of outcomes effecting positive change in ecosystem services and human
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wellbeing? Which significant changes can be observed on the level of target
groups and key stakeholders engaged in the project?

 Discuss observed impacts at all appropriate scales—local, national,
regional, and present evidence?

Imp2. Contribution
 How confident can we be that WWF activities contributed to the perceived

changes?
 What is the likelihood that these changes would have occurred in the

absence of the project?
Imp3. Unforeseen Consequences

 Were there any unforeseen impacts (whether positive or negative)?
 Could anything have been done differently to repeat or avoid these

unforeseen consequences and to have acknowledged them earlier as
emerging consequences?

Imp4. Increasing Impact
 How might the project increase its impact and what would be the

associated human and financial capacity needs?
 How was the process of increasing impact understood at the design stage

(e.g. project replication, good practice guidelines through policy change,
multi-stakeholder processes), and is there evidence that this has happened
or is likely to happen?

Criterion 6: Sustainability
Sustainability is a measure of whether the benefits of a conservation intervention are likely to
continue after external support has ended.

Key Questions to Assess Sustainability
Sust1. Evidence for Sustainability

Is there evidence that the following key ingredients are being established or
exist to the extent necessary to ensure the desired long-term positive impacts
of the project?
 Adequate socio-cultural integration, including no negative impact on

affected groups (e.g. by gender, ethnicity,) and/or on benefits realized by
them, as well as ensuring necessary motivation, support, and leadership by
relevant individuals and groups.

 Adequate institutional and organizational capacity and clear distribution
of responsibilities among those organizations or individuals necessary to
ensure continuity of project activities or impacts. For example, local
government, educational or religious institutions (e.g. schools, pagodas).

Sust2. Risk and Mitigation
 What external factors could have a high or medium likelihood of undoing

or undermining the future sustainability of project positive impacts? (e.g.
political stability, economic crises and shocks, natural disasters, climate
change).

 Is the project adequately anticipating and taking measures to ensure
resilience to these?

Sust3. Exit-Phase Out Plan
 Based upon existing plans and observations made during the evaluation,

what are the key strategic options for the future of the project (e.g. exit,
scale down, replicate, scale-up, continue business-as-usual, major changes
to approach)?
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Criterion 7: Adaptive Capacity
Adaptive Capacity is a measure of the extent to which the project regularly assesses and adapts
its work, thereby ensuring continued relevance in changing contexts, strong performance, and
learning.

Key Questions to Assess Adaptive Capacity
AC1. Monitoring of Efficiency, Effectiveness, and Impact

 Did the project track intermediate results that are part of a results chain
that clearly lay out anticipated cause-effect relationships and enable
definition of appropriate indicators?

 Is there ongoing, systematic, rigorous monitoring of output delivery,
outcome attainment, and impact measurement, with plausible attribution
to WWF’s actions?

 Are adequate steps taken to ensure regular reflection on efficiency,
effectiveness, and impact by the project team and partners? Is monitoring
information being used to support regular adaptation of the strategic
approach?

 How where the recommendations of the mid-term evaluation considered
and implemented by the team?

 Are lessons documented and shared in a manner that is promoting
learning by the project team and the broader organization?

AC2. Learning
 Identify any exceptional experiences that should be highlighted regarding

what worked and didn’t work (e.g. case-studies, stories, good practices).
AC3. Risk Assessment

 How often were the original risks (incl. ESSF where relevant) and
assumptions revisited during the project cycle?

 Were the risks assessed adequately enough and were external assumptions
identified realistically?

 How were mitigation strategies identified and responded to by the project
team to optimize?

4. Methodology Considerations
 The evaluation should include a desk review and the collection of new information

collection via interviews/surveys and visits to project sites. A mix of methods is
recommended to ensure qualitative and quantitative data and evidence is assessed and
referred to by the evaluators. To highlight project impacts, methods such as case
studies or impact stories from communities are encouraged to be included as well.

 The evaluation is also expected to engage with project stakeholders, especially the local
communities involved, including the Q’eqchi’ indigenous group in Guatemala and
Garifuna in Belize.

 The evaluation will consult the project’s core documents including the project proposal
and Gantt chart, technical reports, monitoring matrix, WWF policies1, the project’s
Mid-term Evaluation, associated management response, and other communication
and technical materials produced. Annex 1 includes the list of documents and the list
of key WWF project staff to be consulted.

 Key external partners and stakeholders to be consulted are also listed in the Annex.
 Evaluators are to adhere to the ‘principles for ensuring quality evaluations’ see OECD

DAC quality standards2.
 Key deliverables for the evaluation include the following:

o Inception report (incl. detailed evaluation design and methods)

1 https://sites.google.com/wwf.panda.org/networkstandards
2 https://www.oecd.org/dac/evaluation/qualitystandards.pdf
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o Presentation of initial findings
o Draft report, and
o Final report in both English and Spanish.

The evaluator will carry out an in-depth analysis of the project’s progress via a desk review plus
the collection of empirical information via online and in-person interviews, surveys or other
proposed instruments, and field visit(s) to some project sites. Core documents and a list of
external partners and stakeholders to be considered for the evaluation will be provided by
WWF upon contract agreement.

The evaluator should propose their preferred evaluation methodology. An outline of this
methodology should be included in their proposal. Once evaluators are contracted, they shall
be asked to elaborate in detail the evaluation methodology they intend to follow, as part of the
inception report, possibly using a matrix that links the key evaluation criteria and questions to
specific research questions to data sources and to data collection tools or methods.

5. Profile of Evaluator(s) & WWF Supporting Responsibilities
Evaluator

 Postgraduate University degree (i.e. Master), preferably in disciplines relevant to
natural resource management and social development;

 At least 5 years of verifiable experience carrying out project evaluations, preferably
including multi-country evaluations;

 Solid knowledge and experience of project/program management standards;
experience with IKI-funded projects desired.

 Be willing to visit project sites;
 Permanent resident of one of the four project countries or verifiable experience and

understanding of relevant local context and institutions;
 Preferably some knowledge or experience in climate change adaptation
 Demonstrated ability to communicate effectively;
 Fluent in written and spoken English and Spanish;
 Trustworthiness and integrity and a demonstrated ability to work independently in

challenging environments.

The evaluator will be responsible for carrying out a thorough evaluation considering the views
of all project subcontractors (mainly local NGOs), members of communities adjacent to project
sites, key stakeholders especially from government, academia (Stanford and Columbia, and
local Universities), and the four WWF offices involved.

WWF Support

WWF Germany Project Manager, WWF Guatemala/Mesoamerica Project Coordinator,
Monitoring and Evaluation Specialist, F&A Manager, and Technical Officers associated with
the project will support the consultant in a successful evaluation.

WWF offices will be responsible for providing contact information for key stakeholders and
project subcontractors; will arrange site visits; and will inform the evaluator of any planned
project activities that the evaluator can observe if dates coincide. WWF will also provide all
relevant background information on the project and direct the evaluator(s) toward key sources
of complementary information.

The evaluation will be jointly coordinated by WWF Germany and WWF
Guatemala/Mesoamerica, while the contract will be signed with WWF
Guatemala/Mesoamerica.
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6. Evaluation Process, Deliverables, and Timeline
Major Evaluation Task/Output Dates or Deadline Who is Responsible

Evaluation of Terms of Reference
finalized, including budget

January 3, 2023. Evaluation Manager

Recruit Evaluator(s): Advertise using a
summary of the ToR, shortlist, interview,
and negotiate terms with the best
candidate

January 3, launch call for proposals
February 1, deadline to submit proposals
February 2, proposals revised. If relevant,
shortlist candidates selected and
contacted for fine-tuned proposals.
February 7, final proposals revised, and
evaluator identified.

Evaluation manager/steering
group WWF
Guatemala/Mesoamerica and
WWF Germany

Evaluator(s) Contracted Negotiate adapted ToR based on their skill
set and advice; contract by February 22,
2023

Evaluation manager, Contracts
Officer WWF
Guatemala/Mesoamerica

Evaluation Team reviews project
information

1 week for some back-and-forth between
evaluator(s) and project team for requests.
Ensure at least 2 days for analysing TOR
and clarifying requirements, and 3 days
for reading.

Evaluation team, with the
evaluation manager in
coordination with the staff of the
evaluated project.

Evaluation Team delivers Inception
Report to Evaluation Manager

March 3, 2023, inception report
submitted

Evaluation team.

Evaluation information request sent to
relevant sources

If a survey instrument will be filled out, a
call for participation sent: on March 7
2023, with two weeks for submission
If interview appointments are to be
organized, ask for interviews by March 7
2023.

Coordinated by Evaluation
Manager

Sources provide requested information March 21 2023, data from initial
surveys/interviews is ready.

Supply of information: staff of
project being evaluated; donors;
WWF partner offices;
stakeholders

Project team arranges for evaluator’s
visit (if planned), including WWF and
additional stakeholder interviews, site
visits, and logistics

March 7- 11 2023 Local offices/partners and
evaluation team negotiate dates
taking into consideration local
conditions.

Evaluation Team visits the region (if
required).

March 13-25 2023 Evaluation Team, working with
evaluated project staff, partners,
and community members

Evaluation Team briefs those relevant on
preliminary findings.

March 27-28 2023 Evaluation Team briefs Evaluation
Manager, partners, community
representatives, project leadership

Evaluation report drafted and circulated
to relevant staff.

April 20 2023 Evaluation Team to write and
share with the Evaluation
Manager and project leadership.

Project team review report findings April 24-28 2023 Evaluation Manager and
Evaluation Team organize the
review.

Evaluation report finalised and approved
by person/people who commissioned the
evaluation.

May 5 2023 Evaluation Team finalises the
report based upon comments
received. Evaluation Manager
reviews and gives final approval of
report.

Presentation of evaluation results to
Evaluation Manager, evaluated project
partners, project partners interviewed,
and relevant Network staff.

May 8-12 2023 Evaluation Team

Management response developed by
project leadership (see Annex B, Table D
template).

May 22-26 2023 Evaluation Manager and
evaluated project team
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7. Budget, Funding, and Payment Terms

Table 1.
Schedule of Payments to Team Leader Due Date Payment % Total US$

Submission of Inception Report March 3,
2023

15%

Submission of draft evaluation report April 20,
2023

45%

Submission and approval of final evaluation
report in both English and Spanish

May 5, 2023 40%

Total Payment

8. PROPOSAL SUBMISSION
WWF welcomes interested evaluation consultants to submit an evaluation proposal.
Submissions are welcome until February 1, 2023. Proposals should include: a) a cover letter, b)
an outline of the proposed methodology, c) a comprehensive CV outlining the Evaluator’s
qualifications, and d) a proposed budget (consultant fees per day and number of days). Travel
expenses shall also be covered within the overall budget.

Please submit proposals to: lmarquez@wwfca.org , include: Smart Coasts Evaluation Proposal
as the email’s subject.

9. Evaluation Report Structure
Part A: Evaluation Report Structure

1. Title Page
 Report title, project title, and contract number (if appropriate), data of report,

authors and their affiliation, locator map (if appropriate)

2. Executive Summary (2-4 pages)
 Principal findings and recommendations organized by the core evaluation

criteria from the ToR.

3. Table of Contents
4. List of Acronyms and Abbreviations
5. Body of the Report (25 pages approximately)

A. Introduction (3 pages max)
 Concise presentation of the project characteristics
 Purpose, objectives, and intended use of the evaluation (reference and attach

the ToR as an annex)
 Evaluation methodology and rationale for approach (reference and attach as

annexes the mission itinerary; names of key informants, a list of consulted
documents, and any synthesis tables containing project information used in
the exercise, limitations of the methodology/evaluation.)

 Composition of the evaluation team, including any specific roles of team
members.

B. Project Overview (5 pages max)
 Concise summary of the project’s history, evolution, purpose, objectives, and

strategies to achieve conservation goals (attach results chain including
conceptual model, results chain or logical framework and project monitoring
system as annexes)
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 Essential characteristics: context, underlying rationale, stakeholders and
beneficiaries

 Summarize WWF’s main interest in this project
C. Evaluation Findings (3-5 pages)

 Findings and lessons learned organized by each of the selected core evaluation
criteria, including sufficient but concise rationale.

 Tables, graphics, and other figures to help convey key findings
D. Recommendations for this Project (3-5 pages)

 Recommendation organized each of the core evaluation criteria and the
findings, including sufficient but concise rationale – recommendations should
be specific, actionable, and numbered.

 Project performance rating tables to provide a quick summary of performance
and to facilitate comparison with other projects see the Summary Table Part
B, below).

6. Annexes
 Terms of Reference
 Evaluation methodology detail
 List of informants interviewed/consulted
 Questionnaire/guiding questions used for interviews/consultation
 Itinerary with key informants
 Documents consulted
 Project results chain/logical framework/conceptual model/list of primary

goals and objectives
 Specific project and monitoring data, as appropriate
 Summary tables of progress toward outputs, objectives, and goals
 Maps
 Recommendations summary table

Part B: Evaluation Summary Table

Evaluators are to assign the project a score assessing the extent to which the project embodies
the description of strong performance as described in the table below:

5 - Excellent, 4 - Good, 3 - Sufficient, 2 - Low, 1 - None at all

N/A – Not Applicable

D/I – The criterion was considered, but the data were insufficient to assign a rating or
score.

Evaluators are also to provide a brief justification for the rating and score assigned. Identify the
most notable strengths to build upon as well as the highest priority issues or obstacles to
overcome. Note that this table should not be a comprehensive summary of findings and
recommendations, but an overview only. A more comprehensive presentation should be
captured in the evaluation report and the management response document. Even if the report
itself contains sensitive information, the table should be completed in a manner that can be
readily shared with any internal WWF audience.
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Criteria Description of Strong Performance Evaluator
Score Evaluator Brief Justification

Relevance and
Quality of

Design

1. The project addresses the necessary factors in the specific
context to bring about positive changes in conservation elements
– biodiversity and/or footprint issues (i.e. species, ecosystems,
ecological processes, including associated ecosystem services)
and human wellbeing.
2. The project has rigorously applied key design tools including
involvement of partners and community members, as
appropriate, in the design
3. The project has identified the right opportunities or strategies
to respond to key threats

Coherence

The project interventions are synergistic with and provide value
to other interventions by the same actor in-country. They also
are harmonized and consistent with other actors’
interventions in the same context.

Efficiency

1. Most/all project activities have been delivered with efficient
use of human & financial resources and with strong value for
money.
2. Governance and management systems are appropriate,
sufficient, and operate efficiently.

Effectiveness
1. Most/all intended outcomes were attained.

2. There is strong evidence indicating that changes can be
attributed wholly or largely to the WWF project or programme

Impact

1. Most/all goals—stated desired changes in the status of species,
ecosystems, ecological processes, human wellbeing—were
realised.
2. WWF actions have contributed to the perceived changes

Sustainability

1. Most or all factors for ensuring sustainability of
results/impacts are being or have been established.
2. Scaling up mechanisms have been put in place with risks and
assumptions re-assessed and addressed - as relevant.

Adaptive
Management

1. Project results (outputs, outcomes, impacts) are qualitatively
and quantitatively demonstrated through regular collection and
analysis of monitoring data.
2. The project team, involving key stakeholders, uses these
findings, as well as those from related projects/ efforts, to
strengthen its work and performance
3. Learning is documented and shared for project and wider
learning
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Annex 1: Project documents and stakeholders

Project Documents

1. Original proposal
2. Project Monitoring Matrix
3. Gantt Chart
4. Monitoring Matrix including Baseline data
5. Progress reports submitted to donor
6. Technical reports and technical publications
7. Informal reports (social media, powerpoints)
8. List of stakeholders
9. List of sub-contractors (and associated sub-contract documents)
10. Project management and planning documents
11. Communication strategy documents
12. Communication products
13. WWF Safeguards Categorization Memo for the Mesoamerican Reef Ecoregion

Project Team

 Regional Coordinator – María Amalia Porta
 Technical Coordinator and Belize Officer – Nadia Bood
 Mexico Climate Change Adaptation Coordinator – Alejandra Calzada
 Mexico Climate Change Adaptation Officer – Jaime Villareal
 Guatemala Fisheries & Marine Conservation Technical Officer – Pilar Velásquez
 Honduras – Senior Food Production Officer – Mauricio Mejía
 Communications Officer – Rosario Calderón
 M&E Officer – Lilian Márquez
 F&A Manager – Karen Rosales
 Germany Mesoamerican Reef Manager – Janne Rohe
 WWF US -Ryan Bartlett
 Stanford University – Katie Arkema
 Columbia University – Manishka de Mel

Project Subcontractors

 Mexico ProNatura – Efraim Acosta
 Mexico CEMDA  - Aaron Siller
 México MarCost – Frank Ocaña
 México - Roberto Méndez
 Belize Coastal Zone Management Authority – Arlene Young
 Belize Sarteneja Alliance for Conservation and Development – Joel Verde and Samuel

Barrett
 Belize Hol Chan Marine Reserve – Kirah Foreman
 Belize Southern Environmental Association – Darius Avila
 Belize Toledo Belize Institute for Development and the Environment - Caroline Oliver
 Guatemala FUNDAECO – Silja Ramírez and Guillermo Gálvez
 Honduras Cuerpos de Conservación Omoa – Roger Flores
 Honduras Centro de Estudios Marinos– Jimmy Andino

Regional Working Group Members

 Mexico – Sergio Aguilar
 Mexico – Efraim Acosta
 Mexico – Frank Ocaña
 Mexico – Melania Lopez
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 Mexico – Jorge Herrera
 Mexico – Christian Alva
 Belize – Diane Marie Wade
 Belize – Johanna Noble
 Belize - Ide Sosa
 Belize – Ryan Zuñiga
 Belize – Arlene Young
 Belize – Adriel Castañeda
 Guatemala – Kenset Rosales
 Guatemala – Sergio Hernández
 Guatemala – Fabio Cresto Aleina
 Honduras – Indira Gutiérrez
 Honduras – Alex Vallejos

Project Government focal points

 Mexico – CONANP – Cristóbal Cáceres, Brenda Hernández,
 Mexico – SDS - Sergio Aguilar
 Belize – CZMAI – Chantalle Samuels, Arlene Young
 Guatemala – CONAP – Sergio Hernández
 Honduras – ICF – Indira Gutiérrez

Local communities to be included:

 Mexico – El Cuyo, Yucatán - Jesús Bobadilla
 Mexico – San Felipe, Yucatán - Pedro Figueroa
 Guatemala – Aldea Barra Sarstún, Livingston. To be contacted through FUNDAECO
 Guatemala – Aldea San Juan, Livingston. To be contacted through FUNDAECO
 Belize – Sarteneja Village, northern Belize (to be contacted via SACD)
 Belize - Copper Bank Village, northern Belize (to be contacted via SACD)
 Belize - Chunox Village, northern Belize (to be contacted via SACD)
 Honduras – Omoa communities:

 San Antonio de las Palmas village– Mr. Rony Leonel Torres
 La Ceibita-Sinai village – Mr. Jose Maria Melendes
 San Martin #1 village – Mr. Crisanto Mejia
 San Martin #2 village – Walter Joel Cantillano
 San Martin #3 village – Dimas Mejia


