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Executive summary

Evaluation background and objective

ES1	 The mid-term evaluation of the Project GCP/BRA/078/GFF, “Integrated Management of the 
Ilha Grande Bay Ecosystem” also known as “BIG Project” was performed from November 
2014 to January 2015.

ES2	 SSSThe BIG project aims at adopting integrated management strategies aiming at the 
conservation and sustainable use of terrestrial and marine biodiversity in the Ilha Grande 
Bay ecosystem. 

ES3	 The Ilha Grande Bay (BIG) ecosystem, located on the south coast of Rio de Janeio state, is 
composed by a semi-closed coastal cove of nearly 1,120 km². It is characterized by te rich 
Atlantic Jungle biodiversity which is one of the most diversified and endangered forestry 
ecosystem on earth, a subtropical humid forest, dwarf, with wider leafs and bushes 
(sandbank), mangroves and coral reefs.

ES4	 Despite its worldwide famous biodiversity, the continuous economic growth and lack 
of efficacious spatial planning and land management has brought several threats that 
have damaged the BIG and its functions and associated processes. The BIG Project 
implementation is an opportunity to cope with those threats and of institutional 
strengthening of the executing agency and partner of the project, the State Environment 
Institute (INEA, in Portuguese) of Rio de Janeiro. Moreover, it provides an opportunity for 
Brazil as a whole to overcome the traditional approach of freshwater basins management, 
including the marine environment near the coast and islands. This innovation can be 
replicated in other areas of the country.

ES5	 The general objective of the Full-Size Project (FSP) is to reach, in the long run, the 
conservation and sustainable use of the Ilha Grande Bay Ecosystem and its terrestrial 
and marine biodiversity of global relevance. This objective will be reached employing an 
approach that includes different phases throughout a period of 15 to 25 years. 

ES6	 The Project implements actions through partnerships based on inter-institutional 
arrangements and on actions comprised by the project components and sub-components:

1	 Planning, Policy and Institutional strengthening

2	 Biodiversity and Protected areas: Strengthening of the Bocaina Mosaic, Strengthening 
of the Existing CU and Creation of New and/or Expansion of the CU Existing in the BIG

3	 Analysis of Threats, Mitigation and Monitoring

4	 Public Awareness-raising and Environmental Education: Public Awareness-raising 
Strategy and Implementation of the Public Communications Strategy

5	 Project Management, M&E and Information Dissemination.

ES7	 This mid-term evaluation has the objective of analyzing the actions developed and planned, 
as well as the results and successes of the Project GCP/BRA/078/GFF, taking the lessons 
learned that could improve sustainability of actions and strengthen the management 
and monitoring of this and other similar projects. It aims at identifying potential planning 
problems, evaluating the progress towards achieving the objectives, and recommending 
specific actions that could improve the project, identifying signs of success or failure and 
showing the adjustments required. 

Evaluation methodology and criteria

ES8	 The general key question that permeates the evaluation intends to answer the following 
proposition: To which extent should one preserve and conserve coastal biodiversity and 
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natural resources of the BIG, strengthening proper forms of management, sustainable use 
of natural resources by traditional populations in preservation areas?

ES9	 The evaluation is oriented by the analysis of the CAD criteria: relevance, effectiveness, 
efficiency, sustainability and impact. 

ES10	 The evaluation team has deeply reviewed the project documents and related literature 
and, moreover, interviews were made in Brasilia and the project work areas, with on-
site observations. The data gathered on field enabled the use o objective questions with 
flexible scripts. Baseline and comparison data were analyzed. The experts at central and 
regional levels were visited and interviewed, contributing with subsidies to the definition 
of lessons learned and recommendations proposed. The METT tables were reviewed. 

ES11	 In addition to the project documents and implementation, other sources such as 
newsletters and reports of events and training prepared by the technicians of the Project 
and institutions involved, and some pertinent academic documents served as ground to 
the analysis performed.

ES12	 In addition to the aforementioned criteria, and to facilitate comparison with other GEF 
projecs and contribute with the learning process of the GEF-FAO portfolio, the evaluation 
will assess the project success in the GEF t-point scale system: Highly Satisfactory 
(HS); Satisfactory (S); Moderately satisfactory (MS); Moderately unsatisfactory (MU); 
Unsatisfactory (U); and, Highly unsatisfactory (HU).

Findings

ES13	 In the following pages, the key question of this evaluation will be answered: “To which 
extent should one preserve and conserve coastal biodiversity and natural resources of the 
BIG, strengthening proper forms of management, sustainable use of natural resources 
by traditional populations in preservation areas?” Moreover, other conclusions by the 
evaluation tea, in line with the recommendations, are included.

ES14	 Firstly, we should refer to the project limitations that, to a large extent, have to do with 
the project formulation and the complexity of its Logical frame. According to the Project 
Document (PRODOC), the five components comprise 13 sub-components and 150 actions 
evidencing the complexity of the project activities and posing challenges to management.

ES15	 The project formulation process was adjusted to the needs of the Ilha Grande Bay in an 
attempt to reflect the complex problems of the region. Nonetheless, th PRODOC misses 
sound analysis of the institutional context where activities were to be developed. In 
addition, the logical frame indicators refer to the general objective and, as such, are to a 
great extent beyond the project control, and the project contribution to the objective is 
not measured. That, allied to the complexity and lack of flexibility of the PRODOC has led 
to a temporary stagnation to be adjusted to structural and context changes, like those in 
the Regional Superintendence where the Management Unit is housed.  The attributions of 
the project and its partners are unclear, partially due to the limited identity of the project. 

ES16	 The project must be executed with the INEA and municipal authorities, with the participation 
of the population and other actors of the Ilha Grande Bay; however, their engagement 
in the project formulation was restricted. This has hindered the due appropriation of the 
project. Sometimes, the attributions of the project and its partners are unclear, partially 
due to the limited identity of the project.

ES17	 Regarding the key question one can say that through the integrated activities proposed by 
the project, the efforts to maintain the BIG ecosystem balance were identified, supported 
by governmental partnerships and the civil society institutions. It is widely known 
that an ecosystem is a community of organisms that interact one another and with the 
environment to which they belong. In fact, it is the set of relationships among the fauna, 
flora, micro-organisms and the environment composed by the soil, water and atmosphere, 
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and related to balance. The degradation or change on one element could change all the 
system, leading to the loss of the existing balance.

ES18	 It is worth mentioning that human population is integral part of these ecosystems and 
provide benefits to persons, including goods and services of production, regulation and 
cultural. This way, the management of the ecosystem goods and services is the goal to be 
achieved by this project.

ES19	 The BIG Project implementation has performed supporting actions with the ecosystem 
“goods and services” although in a scattered and disconnected way. Therefore, the specific 
objective of working based on a program on the ecosystem integrated management 
should be reviewed and re-directed focusing on the interaction between the activities of 
the project components.

ES20	 Regarding the elaboration and implementation of a strategy to conserve the mosaic 
biodiversity, the evaluation team found that reaching this object demands a system to 
monitor information and knowledge about the ecosystem of the mosaic area and other 
BIG areas. This purpose is being discussed in partnership with the Tamoio Ecological 
Station professional team, but still in a preliminary way. The fulfillment of this objective 
would lead to the promotion of coordination and coherence among the CUs comprised 
by the BIG.

ES21	 It was observed that the Management Effectiveness Tracking Tool (METT) of the World 
Bank/WWF has not been properly used and should be reassessed by the BIG Project team. 
The projects developed with the GEF financial resources and aimed at the conservation 
of biodiversity and protected areas should use the METT as one of the CUs monitoring 
tools. 

ES22	 Regarding direct and indirect mitigation, i.e., through the support to interventions 
on threats considered to be critical and the organic pollution from enterprises in the 
municipalities, the data analysis performed by the evaluation team shows that the 
actions of coordination and partnership with the responsible officers at municipal level 
should be reinforced. The actions to solve sanitation issues and that are part of the BIG 
Project would also lead to the improvement of the BIG Ecosystem “health”.

ES23	 One of the project expected products was the establishment of forums aimed at 
coordination and institutional strengthening. It is worth mentioning the crucial 
contribution of the project to the establishment of Water Basins Committee (CBH). The 
Committee is very relevant and organized at legal level. However, it remains a weaker than 
it should, facing difficulties regarding its structuring and work, reducing its effectiveness.

ES24	 The public awareness-raising actions and environmental education proposed by 
Component 4 are virtually uninitiated. 

ES25	 The structuring of the activities in that component, according to the evaluation team, 
should be fostered through the selection and hiring of professionals specialized in the 
fields of communications and environmental education. These hiring would enable 
carrying out studies and planning to formulate a communications plan that would include 
the definition of target groups to be worked on to become multipliers of environmental 
education actions, including the presence of representatives of different sectors of the 
local government, civil society and private sector.

ES26	 The participation and engagement of all in the definition and planning of awareness-
raising and environmental education actions mean finding ways of seeking the 
engagement of the society sectors through different communication means responsive 
to the different target audiences to be engaged.

ES27	 It is worth emphasizing that communications means aim at the effective participation 
of local leaders, stakeholders, experts, academics and others. Participation will be more 
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efficacious, free and conscious as participants perceive that reaching the intended 
objective is crucial for all parties participating in the action, and the objective can only be 
fulfilled upon the effective participation of all. 

ES28	 The evaluation team also believes the objective of this engagement should be of discussing 
and internalizing the positions about what is socially, environmentally and economically 
better to people, and the advantages of fulfilling the development that preserves future 
lives, with no damages to environment, although involving risks of potentially pollutant 
activities. The fulfillment of this objective demands selecting the consultation means and, 
above all, the priority groups to be engaged. 

ES29	 In addition, according to the evaluation team it is necessary to plan training programs 
involving representatives of the main regional forums and collegiate bodies. They also found 
the need for training to a qualified participation, mainly at the Water Basin Committee, 
which should include work with marine waters, and will have effective subsidies with the 
CEEZ implementation. 

ES30	 As regards procedures and actions oriented to reaching the specific objective of enhancing 
the institutional capacity on environmental planning and management on ecosystem 
grounds, at municipal and regional level, despite the execution and support to a wide 
range of activities related to ecosystem, the institutional training activities and, above all, 
the training to groups and members of forums and collegiate bodies still require greate 
effort and continuity.

ES31	 The training to quality and provide confidence to the discussions and decisions resulting 
from the work of forums and collegiate bodies becomes important to be placed as 
maximum priority to the planning and execution of proper forms of training to members 
representing the civil society and governmental levels in those collegiate bodies. 

ES32	 Firstly, the evaluation team suggests scheduling training to the teams of the BIG Project 
executing institution through fortnightly or monthly seminars or workshops, approaching 
topics involving issues that are impacting or could impact the BIG ecosystem balance, like 
the economic investments being made in the region. 

ES33	 The efficacious work to connect people and environment results in the integrated 
managemeng of ecosystems; this integration would be a large step towards sustainability. 
Reaching sustainability through the sustainable use of natural resources needs institutions 
with effective and efficient structures, requiring continuous training and qualified decisions 
by the personnel involved.

ES34	 Finally, the evaluation of the BIG Project activities concluded that the actions on sensitivity, 
public awareness about the importance of the results of the BIG ecosystem integrated 
management demand effectiveness based on an information communication and 
dissemination plan. 

ES35	 Moreover, the evaluation team reaffirms the importance and urgency of building an 
integrated system to monitor information on the BIG ecosystems, as proposed by the 
Tamoio Ecological Station technicians, in partnership with the project.

ES36	 Among the conclusions and proposals presented by the mid-term evaluation, it is worth 
mentioning the relevance of the proposal to create the State Marine Environmental 
Protection Area (EPA) of the Ilha Grande Bay. It was observed that the proposal was 
paralyzed, i.e., lacks continuity to the creation procedures for political-administrative issues.

ES37	 The EPA would comprise a marine area of about 190,000 ha and was created due to 
the need for controlling and managing the BIG marine space, where are conflicts and 
incompatibility of use of its natural resources. The lack of regulation and control on human 
activities in the region has hastened the degradation of the BIG marine ecosystem leading 
to loss of biodiversity and environmental and landscape quality.
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ES38	 As general evaluation of the BIG Project implementation, the evaluation team considers 
that activities have been developed with technical and administrative efficiency by the 
responsible team, at the executing institution level, INEA and the PMU team, and at the 
implementing institution, the FAO/Brazil and FAO/Rome.

ES39	 Considering the main factors surveyed by the BIG Project evaluation activities, and the 
relevant items surveyed by the evaluation findings, following are the recommendations 
proposed by the Mid-Term Evaluation.

Recommendations

ES40	 After the way presented to register evidences and observations identified, recommendations 
also follow the project structure by component and sub-component. As part of the 
importance assigned to the participation process to engage the execution team members, 
the initial recommendation would be to discuss this chapter with the project teams for the 
validation and internalization of the questions posed.

Recommendation 1 to FAO and Government

Make a new agreement on the actions to be executed until the end of the project, and outline a 
work plan according to the issues pointed out by the evaluation. This process should engage the 
different levels of governance in INEA, with new leaders defined in 2015.

It is also recommended to complete the “BIG Project Logical Frame”, establishing a feasible work 
plan for the next years, reviewing the PRODOC inconsistencies and considering the actual capacities. 
In addition, it is also suggested the adoption of project management tools more compatible with 
the project general objective, the ecosystem integrated and adaptive management of the BIG

Recommendation 2 to FAO

Strengthen the work and capacities of partners and of the Ilha Grande Bay participation mechanisms 
to promote integral co-management, promoting protection and control mechanisms.

Recommendation 3 to FAO and Government

Strengthen the partnership established with the EsEc Tamoios to redesign the BIG ecosystem 
information monitoring system and properly apply the METT as a management monitoring tool.

Recommendation 4 to FAO and Government

Establish a process to gather and register the lessons learned with the elaboration of the CEEZ and 
of the Water Basins Plan (PBH), aiming at obtaining subsidies to disseminate the lessons at different 
regional and national levels, mainly regarding the Marine/Coastal Management Commission of the 
Ministry of Environment.

Recommendation 5 to FAO

Review the component based on current reality, adopting adapted and more efficient strategies to 
implement the component, notably to the area of communications.

Recommendation 8 to FAO

Implement the strategy to gather and register the lessons learned in the project to subsidize with 
information the process to disseminate the concept of land management focused on the ecosystem 
approach and possibility of replicating good practices.
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1. 	 Introduction

1	 The Project GCP/BRA/078/GFF “Integrated Management of the Ilha Grande Bay 
(BIG) Ecosystem” is mainly focused on the development of the ecosystem integrated 
management. It is executed by the State Environmental Institute (INEA) which is a body 
bound to the Rio de Janeiro State Environment Secretariat, while the Food and Agriculture 
Organization of the United Nations is the implementing agency of the Global Environment 
Facility (GEF).

2	 The Project implements actions through partnerships based on inter-institutional 
arrangements and on actions comprised by the project components and sub-components:

•	 Planning, Policy and Institutional strengthening

•	 Biodiversity and Protected areas: Strengthening of the Bocaina Mosaic, Strengthening 
of the Existing CU and Creation of New and/or Expansion of the CU Existing in the BIG

•	 Analysis of Threats, Mitigation and Monitoring

•	 Public Awareness-raising and Environmental Education: Public Awareness-raising 
Strategy and Implementation of the Public Communications Strategy

•	 Project Management, M&E and Information Dissemination.

3	 According to the Project Document (PRODOC) these five components comprise 13 sub-
components and 150 actions.

4	 The Mid-Term Evaluation (TEM) is grounded on the analysis of documents and interviews 
with the main actors involved in the project implementation. These inputs provide the 
required conditions to prepare this report which also shows the evidences identified, 
lessons learned and main recommendations to the next project implementation cycle.

1.1	 Project description

5	 The Project GCP/BRA/078/GFF emphasizes the development of public and private 
partnerships’ capacity of interaction, management and knowledge about the areas 
comprised by the BIG ecosystems, as well as their organizations, government partners 
institutions and the civil society that shall support the development of actions oriented 
to the project objectives. Public capacity-building, sensitivity-building and awareness-
raising actions are some of the results.

6	 The adoption of an environmental management strategy in areas comprised by the 
Ilha Grande Bay with its natural resources and population, recognized to the effective 
conservation and sustainable use of terrestrial and marine biodiversity, demands strong 
purposes with objectives and goals to be achieved through the execution of planned and 
achievable actions. 

1.1.1 Project objectives

7	 General objective: Reach long-term conservation and sustainable use of the Ilha Grande 
Bay (BIG) Ecosystem and its associated terrestrial and marine biodiversity which is of 
global relevance. 

8	 Specific objectives: (i) development and implementation of a pilot program on ecosystems 
integrated management (EIM) in the BIG ecosystem; (ii) elaboration and implementation 
of a financially sustainable strategy to preserve the mosaic biodiversity and an action 
plan designed to promote greater coordination and coherence among the conservation 
units (CUs) existing in the BIG; (iii) strengthening the CUs selected in the BIG; (iv) analysis 
and direct (and indirect through the facilitation of other interventions) mitigation of two 
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critical threats (organic pollution from municipalities and contamination resulting from 
recreational marinas) that affect the BIG Ecosystem “health”; (v) greater consciousness 
and public support to efforts aimed at the BIG Ecosystem conservation; and, (vi) increased 
institutional capacity to the environmental planning and management on ecosystem 
grounds at municipal and regional levels.

1.2	 The Brazilian general context

9	 The Ilha Grande Bay (BIG) region occupies about 800 km² comprising the municipalities of 
Angra dos Reis and Paraty that house nearly 80% of the Atlantic Jungle forest remainders 
in the state of Rio de Janeiro. 

10	 The semi-closed coastal cove is of extreme relevance to the conservation of the Brazilian 
biodiversity rich is marine species, reefs and beaches. The maintenance of hydrologic 
and biologic cycles and of the several associated ecosystems (rocky coasts, sandbanks 
and mangroves) has ensured the provision of nutrients and maintenance of the primary 
productivity in the Bay.

11	 The 187 marine islands in the BIG are of different shapes and sizes. The biggest ones are: 
Ilha Grande, Jipóia, Cunhambebe, Sandri, Araraquara, Cedro, Araújo, Algodão, Meros, 
Jorge Grego, Paquetá, Porcos Grandes, Cedro, Mantimento, Cairucú das Pedras and 
Macacos. Ilha Grande stands out, occupying a 193 km² area.  

12	 The seafront and beaches in the region are yet another highlight. There are about 400.41 
km of seafront housing more than 140 beaches separated by rocky areas and many 
sandbanks, some with large areas of mangrove. 

13	 Despite all that natural asset belonging to the BIG, comprising the municipalities of Angra 
dos Reis and Paraty - one of the main tourism regions in Brazil -, the area is also home 
to intensive industrial and urban activities that many times are in disagreement with 
activities oriented to tourism and the natural asset conservation. Today the area also has 
huge enterprises and infrastructure works both on the continental seafront and on the 
islands.

14	 The studies performed to prepare and formulate the BIG Project have identified that, 
despite the national and global relevance of the ecosystem biodiversity, the continuous 
economic growth jointly with the lack of efficacious planning and efficient management 
threaten the ecosystem and associated processes.

15	 The area has many risks and threats that degrade natural resources, mainly the water 
and marine resources, notably: high loads of domestic sewerage; industrial effluents; 
disposal of garbage; generalized erosive processes on the soil of water basins; landfills 
and drainage of swamps and marginal lagoons; occupation of the edge of rivers, lagoons 
and mangroves; removal of peripheral woods, among others.

16	 Moreover, the petrol deposits near the coast and the expansion of nuclear facilities 
contribute with additional pressure on the BIG Ecosystem. Below is a map showing the 
industrial activities and current situation of the region.
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Figure 1. Density of industrial activities in the Ilha Grande Bay Region 

Source: ZEEC/INEA, November 2014

17	 In response to the pressures and threats to the BIG ecosystem, we have identified efforts at 
the federal, state and municipal levels to cope with this and other problems, in an attempt 
to ensure the BIG sustainability such as the creation of some protected areas at federal 
and state level. The creation of the Bocaina Mosaic and of the Tamoios Ecological Station 
is an example of the efforts performed, although these still demand human and financial 
resources for maintenance.

18	 Another example was the establishment of the Ilha Grande State Park (PEIG) in 1971, as a 
decentralized administrative unit of the State Institute of Forests (IEF). The United Nations 
Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization (UNESCO) declared it a Biosphere Reserve 
as a way of conserving and protecting the Atlantic Jungle and the ecosystem biodiversity.

19	 The mitigation of internal and external threats to the BIG has required several actions 
oriented to the conservation and recovery of the ecosystems basic processes and functions. 
This way, in this first phase of the project assessed of the BIG integrated management, 
lasting 5 years, priority should be attached to supporting the establishment of a healthy 
environment to the ecosystem, to the institutional arrangements including partnerships 
with civil society, and support by the public sector to allow successful and replicable 
approaches directed to the two critical threats to the system: organic pollution and solid 
residues. 

20	 In addition, the public sector in partnership with the private sector and non-governmental 
organizations should seek the continuous supply of environmental “goods and services” 
including biodiversity conservation of worldwide importance.

1.3	 Purpose of the mid-term evaluation and scope of evaluation

1.3.1 Purpose

21	 This mid-term evaluation has the objective of analyzing the actions developed and 
planned, as well as the results and successes of the Project GCP/BRA/078/GFF, taking 
the lessons learned that could improve sustainability of actions and strengthen the 
management and monitoring of this and other similar projects. It aims at identifying 
potential planning problems, evaluating the progress towards achieving the objectives, 
and recommending specific actions that could improve the project, identifying signs of 
success or failure and showing the adjustments required. 
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22	 Through the identification and analysis of the documents on the project activities, the 
evaluation should also provide subsidies to the organizational efficacy, recommend 
better development of the project activities, including improving the planning and 
implementation of other related projects. The evidences found during the project 
execution analysis and the recommendations were presented during the debriefing 
meeting with the Projects BRA/078 and 079 evaluation teams and the FAO personnel 
dealing with the project technical-administrative questions. 

1.3.2 Criteria for the evaluation and key issues to be analysed 

23	 The report tries to analyze five evaluation criteria, as follows: relevance, effectiveness, 
efficiency, sustainability and impact.

24	 The general key question that permeates the document intends to answer the following 
proposition: how can one preserve and conserve coastal biodiversity and natural 
resources of the BIG, strengthening proper forms of management, sustainable use of 
natural resources by traditional populations in preservation areas? How can one promote 
social inclusion of traditional communities, quilombolas, caiçaras and indigenous people, 
promote a policy on environmental management and sustainable use of biodiversity in 
the areas, increasing their contribution to the conservation of biodiversity and protection 
and safety of the population livelihood, mainly the traditional peoples? To which extent is 
the project answering theses questions?

25	 The evaluation is oriented by the analysis of the CAD criteria: 

•	 Relevance: is assessed in relation to the problems faced in the broader context of 
biodiversity conservation and sustainable use of natural resources in the coastal areas 
of the State of Rio de Janeiro, specifically the Ilha Grande Bay, in the global context.

•	 Do the concept and the Project Operational Plans meet the expectations of biodiversity 
conservation and sustainable use in relation to the population living in the region, 
their organizations and the ecological needs of the planet? Or, according to the GEF 
Evaluation Criteria Matrix: Which is the correlation between the project and the main 
objectives of the focal areas of the United Nations Convention on Biodiversity and of the 
GEF, and the environmental and development priorities at local, regional and national 
levels? Are there impacts on biodiversity due to climatic changes?

•	 Effectiveness: this criterion analyzes the achievement of expected results and respective 
products, being reflected on the contribution by the project actions to the development 
of environmental and land management capacities in the Reference Areas, respecting 
the proper means used by populations to handle with natural resources, as expressed in 
the long-term and immediate objectives of the project. 

•	 The Evaluation and Monitoring Tracking Tool (METT) was applied to the years of 2010 
and 2014 enabling the measurement of some impacts and results of the project, despite 
the variation regarding the information quality and analysis. The pertinence of this 
observation was verified through a process of evaluation of the data presented. Is the 
Project reaching the expected results and products, promoting the development of 
capacities? In other words, “to which extent the expected results and objective have 
been or will be reached?”

•	 Efficiency: is the Project disbursing the resources offered with the minimum waste 
to reach the results and products scheduled? In other words “has the project been 
efficiently implemented according to the internal and national rules and standards?”

•	 Sustainability: does the project offer financial, institutional and governance conditions 
to continue its efforts during and after the execution period? Do the socio-economic 
and environmental tendencies point to the continuity of conservation and sustainable 
development? Which are the project influences in this sense? In other words, “are there 
conditions to sustain the benefits and results related to the project?”

•	 Impact: Does the project promote the preservation of ecological and cultural values 
and of biodiversity, while improving the socioeconomic situation of population through 
the sustainable use of natural resources? Or, alternatively, “results: which are the current 
and potential long-term results of the activities supported by the project?”
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26	 In addition to the aforementioned criteria, and to facilitate comparison with other GEF 
projects and contribute with the learning process of the GEF-FAO portfolio, the evaluation 
will assess the project success in the GEF t-point scale system: Highly Satisfactory 
(HS); Satisfactory (S); Moderately satisfactory (MS); Moderately unsatisfactory (MU); 
Unsatisfactory (U); and, Highly unsatisfactory (HU).

1.4	 Evaluation methodology

27	 The evaluation team has deeply reviewed the project documents and related literature 
and, moreover, interviews were made in Brasilia and the project work areas, with on-
site observations. The data gathered on field enabled the use o objective questions with 
flexible scripts. Baseline and comparison data were analyzed. The experts at central and 
regional levels were visited and interviewed, contributing with subsidies to the definition 
of lessons learned and recommendations proposed. The METT tables were reviewed. 

28	 The main actors involved in the project execution both of the INEA and of local institutions, 
as well as FAO - the implementing institution - were also interviewed. In the work areas 
visited in the BIG and Rio de Janeiro, local actors and representatives of the traditional 
population and civil society organizations were also interviewed.

29	 In addition to the project documents and implementation, other sources such as 
newsletters and reports of events and training prepared by the technicians of the Project 
and institutions involved, and some pertinent academic documents served as ground to 
the analysis performed.
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2.	 Analysis of the Project Concept and Design

2.1	 Project design

2.1.1 	Project formulation

30	 The BIG Project was conceived in 2007 with the negotiation of resources for the project 
elaboration. In 2008, with the TCP-Facility, the pre-diagnosis of the problems found in 
the region was performed to formulate the project. These activities have generated four 
documents that grounded the project final proposal. Still in 2008 the Project Identification 
Form (PIF) was elaborated to a Full-Sized Project, in partnership with the State Environment 
Engineering Foundation (FEEMA), which was submitted to the GEF on November 25, 2008 
and on January 12, 2009.

31	  By that time, the environmental bodies, including the FEEMA, worked in separate without 
political power. The project was designed in this context and later started being executed 
by the INEA.  

32	 The Project Identification Form (PIF) was approved by the GEF in March 2009 and, 
according to the Project Document (PRODOC), the estimated starting date was April 
2011. However, the project formulation was awarded with previous financial supports 
that produced the subsidies to the project final proposal. Soon after the conclusion of 
the project institutional frame, a meeting held to launch the BIG Project provided the 
conditions to discuss the implementation strategies.

33	 By the time of the project approval the INEA/BIG Regional Superintendence suffered from 
administrative-financial problems, and activities were suspended. The project started its 
activities in this adverse context.

34	 This way, the institutional strengthening and restructuring of the INEA Regional 
Superintendence in Angra dos Reis were developed simultaneously to the beginning of the 
BIG Project execution. The INEA, through its departments, established implementation in 
the ecosystem light to the region.  The Project was then formulated based on the elements 
of the Marrone agendas, Blue and Green 1 and integrated in a systemic vision.

35	 The BIG Project is a laboratory of land and ecosystem management. Its components 
and actions are experimental to a great extent, in an attempt to induce a wide range of 
activities to generate ecosystem-related benefits in the BIG region.

36	 Despite the political-institutional changes on the executing body, the original design of 
the project was maintained but the Basic Sanitation component was reinforced, providing 
for engineering and environmental activities in Angra dos Reis and Paraty. 

37	 It is worth mentioning that the Project Document (PRODOC) and its components 
were discussed through state and local seminars and workshops, and the document is 
complete, dense, but hard to understand. The evaluation team can say that the project 
formulation process was responsive to the needs of the Ilha Grande Bay area, trying to 
reflect the complex problems of the region, which made the project hard to understand 

1	 The Marrone Agenda gathers topics related to urban living, conscious consumption, air and soil pollution, energy 
and environmental sanitation. Most of the water pollution in Brazil and all over the world results from the lack 
of basic sanitation. The Blue Agenda approaches topics related to water and atmosphere, with information 
about aquifers, oceans, seas, air, climate, greenhouse effect and climate changes. Knowledge about these topics 
helps us to better understand the natural phenomena such as earthquakes, tsunamis, torrential rains causing 
floods, hurricanes, among others, that have taken place in our country and all over the world. The Green Agenda 
approaches topics related to nature, fauna, flora, biodiversity and terrestrial ecosystems. Knowledge about these 
matters helps understanding why Brazil is such a rich country when it comes to ecology. This richness, however, 
must be protected. The biological reserves of the Brazilian ecosystems are weak and should be preserved.
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and provided for a large number of activities. Regarding the project responsiveness to 
the executing institution INEA, the project emerged as an important instrument of 
institutional strengthening and regional work to the affirmation of collective groups that 
try to develop activities on the BIG ecosystem integrated management. After the approval 
and definition of the executing institution, INEA, and of the implementing agency, FAO, 
the project was started. 

2.1.2 	Logical frame analysis

38	 As aforementioned, the logical frame in the PRODOC has problems that are reflected 
in the development of the project activities and lead to the dispersion of efforts in the 
attempt to reach its objective of “reaching long-term conservation and sustainable use 
of the Ilha Grande Bay Ecosystem and its associated terrestrial and marine biodiversity, 
which is of global importance”. This way, according to the evaluation team, additionally 
to the dispersion and complexity of the activities proposed, the project misses its own 
identity. Moreover, the institutional duties of the INEA/SupBIG were mixed to the project 
duties. This fact was positive in some circumstance, but can be make the implementation 
vulnerable. 

39	 The full matrix comprises indicators of biological nature and refers to the general objective, 
but in the long-term, comprising the ecosystem as a whole. Other indicators refer to the 
Project goal or purpose, and one is restricted to the CUs comprises in the areas of park and 
mosaic, and are also expanded to the PAs in general. The indicators also comprise actions 
related to the BIG Project partner and executing institutions.

40	 However, the project diagnosis and formulation disregard the existence of political-
institutional problems and the need for strengthening the organizational structures, 
since these are institutions that suffer with political-institutional changes. For this reason 
the project stopped because of the changes on the Regional Superintendence where the 
Project Management Unit is housed.

2.1.3 Identification of the project partners and beneficiaries

41	 Some of the main actors involved are the federal, state and municipal governments in 
addition to committees and commissions working with the water and coastal basins, 
the Tamoio Ecological Station and the Bocaina Mosaic searching for joint work to cope 
with the BIG ecosystem issues and problems, reflecting the demands and needs of those 
benefiting from the sustainable development in the region. The participation of civil 
society organizations and representatives of the traditional populations living in some 
areas of the sustainable use conservation units is of utmost importance, as partners of the 
project and actors in the BIG governance. This way, the relevant actors are duly involved 
with the project actions.

42	 According to the evaluation team analysis, the State Environmental Institute (INEA) - the 
project executing institution -, representatives of the city halls of Angra dos Reis and 
Paraty and of local governmental organizations are the main actors working as fosters of 
actions on the BIG ecosystem integrated management and responsible for the benefits 
demanded by the population.
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3. 	 Project implementation analysis

43	 The project effectively started after the discussions and implementation proposal jointly 
with the structuring of the INEA Superintendence in the BIG region (SupBIG) activities, 
and around the representation of the state environment body in the region.

 

44	 After the phase of preparation of the BIG Project actions in 2009 - 2010, approved in 2011, a 
seminar or technical workshop (Inception Workshop) was held in September 2011, but the 
Logical Frame was not discussed with the actors and, this way, there was no opportunity 
to see the “imperfections”. The project actions have effectively started in 2012.

45	 The executing and implementing agencies of the formal implementation of the project 
were the INEA and FAO, respectively. The agencies hired a manager in December 2011 and 
an administrative clerk in February 2012, and established the Management Unit (PMU) at 
the SupBIG, although in a precarious way, early in 2013, according to data surveyed and 
meeting the PRODOC provision. Nonetheless, the project activities were formally started 
by the end of 2011.

46	 It is worth mentioning that during the implementation initial stage there were intensive 
negotiations between partners, the INEA and its departments, city halls and civil society 
organizations. Additionally to the required dialogue and search for consensus, more 
discussions and information were required when the project started working in the BIG 
ecosystem areas. Each community and each team involved expressed their expectations 
at the committees and commissions established. 

47	 Many demands presented by the BIG population representatives and the CUs traditional 
population and those involved in the project were not part of the project design. The 
institutional deficiencies of the environmental bodies regarding the region management 
were evident as conflicts increased.

48	 All this process of clarification ensured the ground and legitimacy to the project actions, 
and could be justified for being in line with the precepts of sustainable local development 
defined by the engaged groups.

49	 It is important noticing that this project is grounded on ecosystem integrated management 
actions and the ecosystem evaluations demand attention on how the changes on 
ecosystem services affect now and can affect the human well-being in the future. In 
addition, the responses to be given by the federal, state and local governments should 
be defined to improve management and contribute to the quality of life of humans and 
natural resources, and promote poverty reduction. 

50	 It is imperative to seek for understanding the ecosystem interrelations and connection, 
i.e., the integrated management of terrestrial and water resources, and regional and local 
capacities.

51	 This way, commitment agreements were signed with committees and commissions 
where the traditional population was also represented. In 2011 and 2012 the process of 
understanding the project and its actions had improved and the participation instances 
were established. All the process provided the required support to the definition of 
regional and local actions to be developed in each project component.

52	 The councils and committees installed (please refer to item 3.3 herein) were rooms to 
deepen discussions about the project and resulting actions, serving as ground to define 
the action lines according to the components established by the PRODOC.

53	  According to the evaluation team, the Project GCP/BRA/078/GFF PRODOC did not foresee 
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the need for deeper process of dialogue, as demanded by the population represented in 
the collegiate bodies and time spent with these discussions. The failure in providing for 
the long-time required by dialogues to effectively understand the problems and solutions 
proposed is one of the factors that have delayed the development of activities to reach 
effective results to the project. 

54	 Despite the time spent with these meetings of clarification and information to reach 
consensus, these were crucial for the project to obtain satisfactory partial results up to 
now, and to gradually contribute to improve the ecosystems services, i.e., the benefits 
provided to the population, including production services like food and water and other 
regulation services.

55	 Moreover, the collegiate bodies meetings, mainly for the Bocaina Mosaic, produced 
information and reports that, after being systematized, where disseminated through 
techniques of written and digital communications, in addition to newsletters.

3.1 	 Project management

3.1.1 	Internal functioning

56	 The BIG Project organizational structure is in evolution, and should be updated to reflect 
the institutional changes and responsibilities for topics approached by the project and that 
should count on the INEA technical support. Special attention should be attached to the 
proposal on the implementation of the Technical Working Group (TWG). As provided for 
in the PRODOC, the TWG should be a technical instance established to support the project 
and composed of the INEA technical staff, representing all departments that participate 
in the project (DIGAT, DIBAP, DIMAM, DIRAM, SUPBIG and FAO/Rome). According 
to the minutes of the 149th CONDIR Ordinary Meeting, the group was established on 
05/06/2013, but it has not yet met, i.e., is not effective.

57	 To achieve these results and products, the project organizational structure provided for in 
the PRODOC is made up with the INEA structures, as presented in Figure 2.

Figure 2: Institutional arrangements to implement the project BIG

Source: Pro-doc

58	 In the INEA/SEA the Project is located on the Coastal Management Service (GERCO) which 
is headed by the Project National Director. The Coastal Ecological-Economic Zoning (CEEZ) 
is also assigned to the GERCO. 

59	 The BIG Project Team is composed of the Project National Director (INEA), Project 
Coordinator (INEA), Project Manager (FAO consultant) that works with the PMU, a 
technical assistant (FAO consultant) and an administrative assistant (FAO consultant) and 
has worked in an efficient way. The PMU has managed the BIG Project, the operational 
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planning, supervision, financial and administrative management under the responsibility 
of FAO Brazil and the adaptive management based on the planning subsidies and project 
activities analysis with competence and efficiency.

60	 It is worth mentioning the close coordination between the project actions and the INEA 
boars, mainly the BIG Regional Superintendence, until May 2014, which served as an 
anchor and reports directly to the INEA Vice-Presidency.

61	 Early in 2014 the INEA underwent institutional changes with the separation of many 
directors, including the BIG Superintendent. However, as the project is bound to the 
Water and Territory Board and this was the only Board untouched, the Project kept its 
pace of execution. Activities continued to be performed with no interruption, despite the 
lack of support by the former Superintendence. The INEA as whole suffered with these 
changes, but the BIG Project has efficiently achieved integration and political-institutional 
interaction.

62	 The INEA now has 1,500 employees and 9 Regional Superintendence Units. The BIG 
Regional Superintendence is one of these and has been a successful experience to be 
replied in other regions, working in strict collaboration and partnership with the BIG 
Project until early in 2014, when the Superintendent was replaced. It means to say that 
there is a great dependence on the person and the Superintendent function misses clear 
and well-defined duties.

63	 One of the strategies adopted was of working together, the project in close convergence 
with the Basins Committee, to achieve the ecosystem integrated management. This way, 
the BIG Project has fostered the Committee actions and the formulation of the term of 
reference to prepare the Basins Plan In addition, the project has served as strategic ground 
to the Coastal Ecological-Economic Zoning (CEEZ) which is being elaborated by the INEA. 
The experiences and lessons learned are replicable.

64	 The plans and results of the project actions have been presented to the INEA Steering 
Board and contributions and subsidies remain emerging to guide its actions. The 
contributions provided by the BIG Project, like the operational rules to the mariculture 
licensing, nautical structures and undertakes, have been presented to the decision forums 
like the State Environment Council (CONEMA), allowing the strengthening of the project 
actions.

65	 Still regarding the execution and strategies adopted, the region is implementing other 
initiatives such as the Integrated Water Monitoring System, which is bound to the 
Waters and Territory Management Board (DIGAT). The project plays an important role of 
coordination and support to the BIG governance.

66	 The INEA Steering Council (CONDIR) has largely facilitated the integration of the 
Superintendence with the actions performed by the institution and the BIG Project.

67	 The Superintendence is an autonomous body and has supported the CEEZ actions oriented 
to diagnosis, until May 2014, based on the Coastal Management Unit bound to the DIGAT, 
which is of utmost relevance for the implementation of the BIG Project actions, including 
workshops and coordination activities to run the collegiate bodies.

68	 The INEA Regional Superintendence in Angra dos Reis is supported by the BIG Project and 
vice-versa. The BIG Project cannot be dissociated from the Superintendence structuring 
and activities. The project has tried to affirm its local identity and reach the objectives, 
despite the large pulverization of actions.

69	 Despite all advances, one of the challenges is to promote increased integration with 
other INEA areas, such as the area on Environmental Education. Specific and responsive 
strategies should be sought to raise sensitivity and awareness among the public regarding 
the conservation and sustainable use of biodiversity and the importance of the BIG 
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Ecosystem “goods and services”.

70	 The political-institutional change in 2015 due to the October 2014 elections can be a risk 
to the project implementation pace, because new government implies changes on the 
staff and priorities.

3.1.2	 Implementation arrangements

71	 The project implementation arrangements have been efficient, including employees 
appointed by the executing institution and functional stability, i.e., admitted through 
public contest of tests and titles. The arrangement also includes hiring technical 
consultants (individuals and firms) to develop activities at the PMU and support to the 
INEA/BIG Regional Superintendence. 

72	 Most of the INEA counterpart resources are released in kind, providing personnel and room 
to the PMU and its team. The Superintendence houses the Project Management Unit, the 
Bocaina Mosaic Executive Secretariat and the Water Basins Committee Secretariat. The 
space is small for the team and secretariats, and the PMU intends to move to its own place, 
if convenient.

73	 Regarding the financial performance with the BIG/GEF Project, performance is moderately 
satisfactory when related to the activities to be implemented in the remainder years of the 
Project. Despite that, FAO considers that the GEF resources use is not responsive to what is 
provided for in the PRODOC regarding the financial disbursement.

74	 The other implementation arrangements are based on the approval of actions integrated 
to the INEA actions and are discussed and decided in the INEA Steering Council (CONDIR) 
or at the Environment Council (CONEMA). The Project Management Unit (PMU) works in 
strict cooperation with the Project National Director that is also the manager of the Coastal 
Managing Unit. The meetings among the National Director, the Project Coordination and 
the Manager are periodically held and aim at evaluating the activities performed and the 
decisions about issues related to the physical-financial performance and to the planning 
of activities of the Annual Operational Plan (AOP).

75	 Regarding the BIG Project support team, as of 2012 the INEA team lacked staff members 
to implement the project actions.  The Project Coordinator was appointed in May 2014, 
reinforcing the PMU team. Up to now, the project had three LTU/Technicians in charge of 
the BIG Project/FAO -Rome. The last one restarted a process of evaluation and redesign of 
the project. In the last three months revisions and evaluations were performed to improve 
the logic of execution and integration of the project activities. Activities were evaluated 
and reviewed to ensure greater coherence between the actions and objectives proposed 
by the project. 

76	 The project implementation suffers impacts of the lack of communication between 
the project technical-administrative management levels, mainly with FAO/Brazil, and 
problems with the registration of preliminary and official documents evidenced by the 
lack of effective communication between local implementation and the execution spheres 
and implementing agency of the BIG Project. 

77	 The management of information about the project has limited organization and updating 
at different levels of management, except for the project local management that keeps 
updated records and shows satisfactory results regarding the monitoring of the activities 
performed.

3.1.3 Monitoring

78	 Through hired consultancy services, the BIG Project outlined the Monitoring and Evaluation 
Plan for the activities proposed by the Project components. Nonetheless, the consultancy 
was insufficient. According to the analysis by the evaluation team, the Monitoring and 
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Evaluation Plan prepared by the consultant Lauro Bassi on October 2012, comprises all the 
PRODOC elements, but there are no evidences on its implementation. 

79	 Despite the failure in implementing the M&E Plan proposed there is a set of Excel 
worksheets with the updated register of activities performed and the related costs. The 
PMU manages these worksheets that serve as ground to the FAO missions.

80	 Additionally to the project monitoring another more important issue is the BIG ecosystem 
monitoring that, according to the PRODOC, Component 3, result IV, provides for the 
establishment of evaluation criteria to the BIG ecosystem health. 

81	 The approach at ecosystem level demands engaging the ecosystem concept elements, 
including a complex of communities of plants, animals and microorganisms at terrestrial 
and marine level and the population as integral part of the ecosystems, interacting with 
living and non-living environment, and with the traditional culture and knowledge.

82	 The complexity of the BIG ecosystem integrated management, and the long-term 
objectives of the project, implies a multi-phase work that is expected to last from 15 to 
25 years. However, in this first phase of the 5-year project, the grounds for the next years 
must be laid, requiring the formulation and implementation of a system to monitor the 
BIG ecosystem biodiversity. Such definition of indicators to this system demands inter-
institutional partnerships and the participation of experts to each specific thematic group.

83	 It is worth mentioning that the BIG/INEA Project and the EsEc Tamoios have partnered 
and are holding meetings to plan a new BIG ecosystem monitoring model, establishing 
other partnerships and using resources from a project approved by the Eletronuclear. This 
project provides for 30-year monitoring.

84	 The partnership between the BIG/INEA Project and the EsEc Tamoios is being consolidated, 
but demands stronger engagement between the INEA and the ICMBio at different 
managerial levels. It is also recommended to include universities, research centers and 
civil society organizations to monitor not only the environmental but also the biodiversity 
quality. It should be emphasized that the concepts of biodiversity and of ecosystem 
are closely related. Biodiversity involves the variability of living organisms of all origins, 
including terrestrial and marine ecosystems as well as the ecological complexes to which 
these organizations belong as established by the Convention on Biological Diversity.

85	 The information system design proposed by the consultant Lauro Bassi should be 
implemented and adjusted to the reality of institutions working in the region and that 
have information on the BIG biodiversity and ecosystem health in their databases. Based 
on the analysis of the information available, the proposed indicators should be reviewed. 

86	 By now, the partnership between the BIG Project and the EsEc Tamoio is relevant and 
demands a strategic plan to gradually reach the long-term objective of conservation and 
sustainable use of the BIG ecosystem.

87	 As the project comprises urban areas and preservation areas such as the conservation 
units and the Boicana Mosaic, monitoring and evaluation should comprise all those areas. 
The results and construction of the database and information provided by the Coastal 
Economic-Ecological Zoning (CEEZ) will be very valuable to the monitoring and assessment 
of the environmental conditions in the region.

88	 According to the evaluation team, the project has performed satisfactorily regarding 
the administrative-financial monitoring, but demands more efforts regarding the BIG 
ecosystem monitoring and evaluation.
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3.2	 Financial resources management

89	 Regarding the financial resources management, the project has presented relative 
efficiency in expenditures under the co-management of the PMU and FAO (please see 
Annex 1 - Financial Report as of 12/12/2014).

90	 The financial amount is composed by GEF resources (2,300,000), INEA budgetary resources 
(11,000,000) co-funding by the BIG municipalities, as follows: Paraty (10,000,000) and 
Angra dos Reis (4,000,000). The municipalities also count of financial resources from 
Environmental Compensation. This way, they could obtain the counterpart Letters of 
Financing to the GEF donation that make up the BIG Project resources.

91	 The financial resources of the city halls are destined to Basic Sanitation actions and offer 
compensation resources as co-funding to the project.

92	 The city hall of Angra dos Reis, according to data from the interview with the BIG ex-
Superintend, received resources from the Eletronuclear/State, also using resources 
amounting to $25 million from the TAC/INEA, counterpart contribution by the State Fund 
of Environmental Compensation (FECAM). Public-Private Partnerships (PPP) have also 
been established.

93	 The charts in Annex 2 present the total amounts spent by the project as of December 
2014. Based on data analysis, some inferences can be made:

•	 Higher expenses (68%) are linked to the maintenance of the consultants team tasked 
with the duties of project management, and to the studies performed to elaborate the 
CEEZ and develop the PBH;

•	 The highest concentration of expenses was in 2014, accounting for 36% of the total 
expenditure (annex 2); and,

•	 The amounts spent by the Project (33%) remain modest in comparison with the total 
project budget. The expenses paid with the GEF and INEA financial resources should be 
better balanced, as provided for in the PRODOC.

Figure 3: Percentage expenses by budget line

Source: EE with the FMPIS data
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3.3	 Institutional arrangements and partnerships

94	 This Mid-Term Evaluation (MTE) emphasizes the relevance of the BIG Project support to the 
Bocaina Mosaic not only to strengthen the CUs, but mainly to promote the establishment 
of alternatives to enable and strengthen the traditional communities in a sustainable way 
in their territories. The partnership between the BIG Project and the organizations part of 
the Bocaina Mosaic is a contribution to consolidate the Mosaic through the establishment 
of agreements on the natural resources management in the area.

95	 The institutional arrangements and partnerships involve the BIG Project with civil society 
organizations and other institutions, in addition to the municipal governments.

96	 The partnerships with traditional populations’ organizations demand understanding 
their culture that is closely related to their production and livelihood, as evidenced in the 
interviews performed in the scope of the Bocaina Mosaic. 

97	 As such, the Bocaina Mosaic is a room of support to the Conservation Units comprised 
by it and to the populations living in its area. The sustainable use of natural resources is 
another way of conservation. The goals established in the BIG Project component 2 can 
be achieved through partnerships with members, governmental and non-governmental 
organizations that make up the Mosaic. 

98	 The arrangements and partnerships with institutions at federal level, like the ICMBio, 
GERCO and Universities, can provide the required visibility to the project through the 
replication of the experience on ecosystem management to other areas of the country.

99	 The stronger the partnerships established with federal and state environmental institutions, 
like universities and research institutions, greater the possibility of project continuity in 
the medium and long terms and, thus, of reaching the BIG Project sustainability.

100	 The evaluation team has identified the need for strengthening the institutional 
arrangements with federal environmental organization, mainly the Ministry of 
Environment, Biodiversity Board and GERCO. The project came into life in the local 
basis, but needs to build links with the central level of power to expand and replicate its 
experiences.

3.3.1	 Institutional arrangements with co-management participation forums

101	 The collegiate bodies have been used aiming at the institutional strengthening with 
actions that seek the BIG ecosystem integrated management. The main forums of 
participation and promotion of co-management in the area of the Ilha Grande Basin are 
active and hold periodic meetings. The BIG project has participated in those forums and 
collaborated with others, at federal and municipal levels, but there is still room for more 
effective coordination, according to the evaluation team. Among these, the following are 
worth of notice:

BIG Water Basin Committee

102	 The Basins Committee of the Ilha Grade Bay Hydrograph Region was established through 
the State Decree 43226 of October 7, 2011. The Water Basin Committee is of deliberative 
and regulatory nature, and is a forum of decision on the actions to be implemented in 
the area comprised by the BIG. The legal document highlights the differentiated duties in 
comparison to other committees as the marine part is included in its scope.

103	 Representatives of the state government, municipalities, civil society and water resources 
users (including the marine part) are part of the Committee. The Committee must analyze, 
propose, discuss and approve the Water Basin Plan, which has not yet been elaborated to 
the region, being in the phase of negotiating resources. 
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104	 During the BIG CBH electoral process, it called the interested entities to participate to 
occupy the vacancies remaining from the first Committee Plenary for the 2012 - 2014 
Biennium, according to the regulation.  This has become a room for discussions about 
topics related to the Coastal Ecological-Economic Zoning and other project-related topics.

Bocaina Mosaic Advisory Board

105	 The Bocaina Mosaic of Protected Areas was established through the Ordinance MMA 
349/2006 and stretches over the mountainous and coastal regions of the south part 
of Rio de Janeiro state to the north coast of the State of São Paulo. The BM gathers 18 
Conservation Units of the three public power spheres (federal, state and municipal), five 
Indigenous Lands and four Quilombola Territories, with direct influence on the public 
policies of this region, aiming at the improvement and maintenance of biodiversity and 
the quality of life of the society.

106	 Under the coordination of the BM Executive Secretariat (ES) supported by the BIG Project 
(INEA/FAO) meetings were held to define BM-related issues.

107	 This way, the ES organized and attended the meeting of the Bocaina Mosaic Advisory 
Board that defined the new membership and work agenda for 2013 - 2014, counting on 
the participation of more than 50 representatives of organizations active in the Mosaic 
territory. Among these, the meeting was attended by 16 managers of Conservation 
Units, 10 representatives of Indigenous, Quilombolas and Caiçaras Lands, 7 members 
of environmental entities, 3 representatives of private corporations and 4 public sector 
agents. 

108	 The new membership involved Governmental Representation and Civil Society 
Representation according to the Ordinance 349 of 12/11/2006. After the absence of heads 
of the Federal CUs in the region and after the selection of the new Executive Secretariat 
the participation in the Council meetings returned to normality.

109	 The Mosaic Executive Secretariat, jointly with the 54 Council organizations, has gathered 
efforts to coordinate the greatest participation possible in the decisions on issues and 
problems involving the CUs and traditional populations.

110	 The large participation of civil society in the Council events shows the recognitions of 
the relevance of the territory integrated management as a mechanism of support to 
the development of socio-environmental projects, and a relevant tool to solve conflicts 
that affect the quality of the environment and lives of residents, mainly conflicts with the 
undertakings installed in the region.

111	 Today, the Mosaic is implementing actions with the Pre-Salt Observatory that have helped 
participants to show and discuss the socioeconomic issues of the region and discuss the 
impacts of the Pre-Salt investments. These debates have strengthened the Mosaic actions 
providing information to be disseminated to the traditional peoples.

112	 Other members of the Mosaic Council have been interviewed and there is a consensus that 
the civil society representatives and participants are more stable than the representatives 
of official institutions. However, respondents also clearly showed that actions are much 
more linked to individuals than to the institutions. At the same time that this is not 
theoretically wise, it also ensures low risk of disarticulation in these forums.

Ds Ilha Grande Defense Committee (CODIG)

113	 The Committee was founded on July 23, 2000 and is a Civil Society Organization of Public 
Interest (OSCIP) with main office at Vila Abraão, Ilha Grande, Angra dos Reis, Rio de Janeiro.

114	 This organization gathers volunteer citizens to defend, preserve and conserve the 
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environment, and the artistic, cultural, landscape, tourism and historical asset of Ilha 
Grande and vicinities. The CODIG Council Director is also part of the CBH and the Bocaina 
Mosaic Council. There is a partnership of the INEA with this NGO mainly as support to 
the Ilha Grande State Park (PEIG) management.  According to the evaluation team, this 
partnership is valuable to the project objectives, and is active with the actions performed 
by the Mosaic Executive Secretary of the project.

Quilombo do Campinho Association of Residents (AMOQ)

115	 The Association Head is also part of the BM Council as representatives of the quilombola 
community, and works in the coordination of the Traditional Communities Forum, 
established in 2007 and involving traditional populations (quilombolas, caiçaras and 
indigenous) from Angra dos Reis and Paraty, in Rio de Janeiro, and Ubatuba in São Paulo. 

116	 The Traditional Communities Forum became operational through the Decree 6040 of 
2007, which established the National Policy on Sustainable Development of Traditional 
Peoples and Communities. According with the respondent, the decree strengthened the 
room for land-related debates and coincided with the creation of the Bocaina Mosaic. The 
decree was an important achievement to the Mosaic.

117	 According to the Traditional Communities representative land-related issues are the main 
problem and an element of conflict in the Mosaic area. Solutions have not advanced.

118	 Although the Mosaic area is of environmental conservation, according to the findings of 
the mission the traditional population works on their small farms, with traditional fishing, 
handicraft, community-base tourism and other sustainable practices. Community-based 
tourism, or ethnical-cultural tourism, was the ground to the assemblage and work of the 
restaurant part of the AMOQ. The gastronomy dishes are part of the quilombola people’s 
culture, just like the Handicraft House.

119	 AMOQ has developed some projects that became reference and are practices that could 
be replicated in other areas of quilombola communities.

120	 The coordination with the Mosaic members is effective, mainly with Paraty municipal 
government that as an environmental council where it has a representative.

121	 In the Traditional Communities Forum the members have discussed the implementation of 
the Consolidation Chamber. They have planned campaigns against property speculation 
that is very strong in the BIG region. The capacity-building programs are the most 
important element of these Forums and of the co-management promotion, and should 
be fostered.

122	 According to the evaluation team, partnerships with civil society organizations are 
grounded on the participation of active representatives that ensure effectiveness to the 
forums identified. This way, it concluded by the importance of the involvement of the 
Traditional Communities Forum with the activities proposed by the BIG Project, as these 
populations live in areas of CUs part of the Bocaina Mosaic. The actions developed by the 
Forum seek sustainability to the natural resources of the area and have enriched the forms 
of implementing the project. 
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4.	 Analysis of the project products/results and 
contributions with the final objective

123	 Project GCP/BRA/078/GFF has a complex design with 5 components and more than a 
hundred activities. The proposal estimates 15 to 20 years of duration. In addition, the 
initial phase of the GEF project scheduled to last 5 years involves activities that overlap 
with the duties of the Rio de Janeiro State Environmental Institution (INEA).

124	 This way, a large number of activities were developed when the implementation started 
to the first half of 2014, and others are scheduled to be implemented in 2015 and 2016. 
The project performance charts are shown in Annex 3.

125	 Both the activities performed and those ongoing according to the products and results 
disclosed in the project logical frame and its analysis in relation to the contributions to the 
proposed objectives are shown below.

4.1	 Products/results in relation to the project components

4.1.1 Component 1: planning, policy and institutional strengthening

Sub-component 1A: Planning

126	 The expected products of this component are achieved through the development of 
planned activities that led to the creation of forums and performance of thematic studies. 

127	 Among the forums, a highlight is the establishment of the Water Basins Committee (CBH) 
that incorporated marine questions and is expected to be a political power in the region. 
However, the CBH has not performed a proper work as inter-institutional coordinator and 
the result of this product has not yet satisfactorily contributed to its political objective. 

128	 According to some respondents, the CBH is not yet relevant in the region as the forum of 
the Bocaina Mosaic Council as it involves two states and was established prior to the CBH. 
The Mosaic Council involves issues of more strategic nature referring to public policies and 
must handle with many conflicts, as it involves preservation areas, city halls, traditional 
communities and impacts of huge enterprises. 

129	 The CBH is better structured and organized in legal terms, and is a more qualified forum. 
However, in the absence of a plan of basins, the charging mechanisms that will provide 
financial autonomy to the CBH actions have not been fully established. The CBH faces 
difficulties in the qualified participation, as part of the members participate in different 
forums in the region. 

130	 The CBH structure comprises the Delegating Agency that, according to some respondents, 
has not performed satisfactorily and some members asked to be replaced.

131	 Among the thematic studies performed by the project, there are subsidies to the CEEZ 
elaboration proposal, highlighting the innovative construction, which is being prepared 
by the INEA technical team. After being approved by the state spheres the action plan will 
be formulated. 

132	 Other planning activities were performed to develop participatory workshops to debate 
CEEZ-related issues. The application of the CEEZ to the BIG area is of utmost relevance to the 
environmental licensing, integrated inspection, licensing of marinas and other activities.

133	 The studies performed up to now entail important and supplementary subsidies to the 
elaboration of the BIG water basin plan, mainly regarding the marine component.
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134	 Although the planning products/results were satisfactory, the Water Basin Plan (PBH) 
is still to be elaborated. The hiring of a firm to this activity is scheduled, and should be 
funded by resources from a condition posed to the enterprise licensed by the INEA.

135	 Thematic studies related to the BIG ecosystem integrated management and publications 
are another activity that has not been performed. This is due to the fact that the IEM Plan 
elaboration depends on the water basin plan formulation and the CEEZ conclusion.

136	 This way, the planning of workshops and other activities required to the IEM have not yet 
been carried out.

137	 In relation to the results proposed by this sub-component, the products developed 
increased the prioritization of ecosystem-based management principles in the SupBIG and 
other relevant institutions of the public sector, leading to better inter-agency coordination 
of the project. The partial results achieved were satisfactory.

Sub-component 1B: Policy

138	 The products in this sub-component include studies focused on the gaps or failures of 
public policies that could contribute to unsustainable economic practices in the BIG. One 
of the studies should support the establishment of a mariculture activity licensing system.

139	 A study was performed to evaluate if the national and state law provides for the possibility 
for the CBHs to incorporate coastal marine waters and environmental quality-related 
questions. This analysis of policies also resulted in subsidies to the elaboration of the 
Water Basins Plan (PBH). However, it identified the need for publicizing the study results, 
which would be important to show the project partial results.

140	 The thematic studies to support the definition of the methodology to outline and 
implement the CEEZ were performed and are relevant to the specialization of this activity 
in the region, and could also inform about the possibility of supplementation to the CBH. 
The results of these studies are of utmost relevance to the formulation of public policies 
related to the hydrograph, aquaculture and nautical structure sectors.

141	 The studies about mariculture policy are underway and include the elaboration of 
business plans. The support to economic feasibility studies to the sector and elaboration 
of business plan is very relevant to the BIG productive sector, and counts on partnerships 
with the Rio de Janeiro State Fishery Institute Foundation (FIPERJ), the Association of 
Mariculture Farmers (AMBIG) and others. 

142	 The rules about the licensing to the mariculture sector were elaborated, but are still to be 
approved by the INEA Board of Directors (CONDIR) and the State Environment Council 
(CONEMA).

143	 The subsidies to the formulation of a policy on mariculture could come from the studies 
performed on the sector, and would be an important contribution to he state and federal 
policy on aquaculture. The discussion about the topic and creation of state rules could 
serve as ground to the implementation of regional policies.

144	 The rules to the nautical structures (marinas) were defined and approved by the CONEMA 
to the Rio de Janeiro State as a whole.

145	 The results achieved by this sub-component are highly satisfactory as the studies 
performed corresponded to the amount established in the pertinent indicator, and show 
improvements to the political structure to support the ecosystem-based management 
principles. It has also found gaps in the existing policy that could have negative influence 
on the BIG ecosystem health. 
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Sub-component 1C: Institutional Strengthening

146	 The products resulting from the development of activities in this sub-component 
include efforts to establish procedures to decentralize the environmental licensing to 
the municipalities part of the BIG Project. In addition, it includes raising the institutional 
capacity of the INEA and SupBIG like, for example, the contest held to meet the managerial 
needs of the state CUs in the region.

147	 The activities on institutional strengthening provided for capacity-building courses mainly 
on information systems to monitor the ecosystem. These activities have been performed 
at the participation and co-management forums. 

148	 The capacity-building courses performed focused on: i) increasing the municipal 
government capacity of implementing environmental licensing; and, ii) promoting 
training on information system (SIG) and its use for environmental planning. 

149	 These courses developed at local level are of utmost relevance and assume coordination 
with state, municipal and federal bodies, demanding political-administrative efficiency 
from the project team and efforts towards achieving the objectives to ensure effectiveness. 
However, it is worth mentioning the need for more intensive register of the activities 
performed that remain somehow incipient. 

150	 As contributions from the products developed to the results of this sub-component there 
is the prioritization of ecosystem-based management principles in the SupBIG and other 
public and private institutions engaged in the project.

151	 This was evidenced by the commitment of the municipalities of Angra dos Reis and Paraty 
with the licensing criteria and, thus, with the support to the integrated management 
principles (IEM) expressed in the memorandum of understanding with the INEA. In 
addition the SIG is operational, also supporting the IEM principles.

152	 The performance of this subcomponent is considered to be satisfactory.

4.1.2 	Component 2: Biodiversity and protected areas

Sub-component 2A: Bocaina mosaic strengthening

153	 The result of this sub-component tries to improve the integrated management of ecosystem 
of global importance in the Bocaina Mosaic through its strengthening, obtained through the 
accomplishment of activities aimed at reviewing the Mosaic Strategic Plan and Action Plan.

154	 A highlight is the establishment of the collegiate commission named the Mosaic Collegiate 
Coordination involving public institutions as municipalities, the INEA, IBAMA, ICMBio and 
civil society representatives and the CUs heads. This structure is different from that of the 
remainder mosaics established in Brazil. However, the analysis of this structure shows 
some obscurity about the decision-making levels duties, mainly of the CUs. This weakness 
show that, despite the rule set out in Ordinance 349 and the BM Internal Rules, these are 
not compliant with.

155	 The BM Executive Secretary was hired by the Project and is developing relevant actions 
to strengthen it. The duties of the Executive Secretary defined by the Mosaic Collegiate 
Coordination are unclear, and the decision-making power granted to a consultant can be 
challenged by the CUs higher instances. This activity should be performed by a CU head, 
as established by the MMA rules.

156	 Despite the products/results achieved in this component, there are many outstanding 
matters to be solved from 2015 onwards. These correspond to pending activities on fauna 
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monitoring, elaboration of the management plan for exotic species, and legal study on 
the areas part of the Bocaina Mosaic. The resources to implement the activities in 2016 
are bound to the support to the implementation of the mechanisms to ensure the BM 
financial sustainability.

157	 Other important outstanding matter is the elaboration of the Mosaic Strategic Plan that is 
depending on the hiring of an expert to facilitate workshops on the plan formulation and 
to other activities of debate on investments in the area. These workshops or meetings of 
the CUs part of the BM are important to achieve the financial sustainability of the complex.

158	 As regards this component, the performance is considered to be moderately satisfactory 
as the CUs chiefs resumed their participation on the Mosaic Collegiate Coordination that 
has met regularly. In addition, there are the dialogue efforts implemented by the PMU and 
INEA during the moments of crisis faced by the BM.  

Sub-component 2B: Strengthening the existing CUs

159	 The products achieved by the activities developed in this component have contributed 
to strengthen the conservation units in the BIG. These products and results towards 
the project objective demand the participatory implementation of qualified important 
workshops or meetings to the appropriation by and involvement of actors. Meetings were 
held and registered on the minutes by the BM Executive Secretariat.

160	 Among the activities, the hiring by the INEA of 70 Rangers to work in five Protected Areas 
in the BIG is a highlight. Moreover, a Unit of Environmental Police was established to work 
on prevention and control of environmental crimes in an Ecological Reserve to which 22 
rangers were assigned. 

161	 Today, there are 13 CUs in the BIG region, some of which with overlapping areas. The 
CUs are being implemented but are subject to basic problems of land regularization 
and problems related to the occupation by traditional populations in integral protection 
units. The project activities in the BM jointly with those in charge of the units and the 
traditional population residing in the area are expected to strengthen the BM integrated 
managements.

162	 The review of the current management plans or elaboration of new ones, to the Ilha Grande 
State Park (PEIG), Cunhambebe State Park (PEC), Tamoios Environmental Preservation Area 
and Juatinga State Ecological Reserve (REEJ) are partially made and should be concluded 
in 2016, according to the METT data.

163	 The re-classification of the Aventureiro Marine State Park (PEMA) was performed, 
according to the State Decree # 15983 of 1990.

164	 The review of legal decrees where unclear descriptions have contributed to the legal 
uncertainty of the statute of one or more conservation units is underway, as happened 
with the Paraty Municipal Marine EPA. INEA has carried out a study that, however, has 
not been analyzed by the Paraty Municipal Government and Municipal Council, and poses 
medium risk as it is a political matter.

165	 Some interchange visits for local leaders in other CUs of the BIG are underway, although 
this activity will be related to Component 4. Other activities in this sub-component were 
performed without the project resources such as public campaigns to raise awareness 
about the CUs and support them. Despite the efforts to disseminate and communicate 
the importance of CUs to the BIG region, other dissemination activities will be performed 
under Component 4, public awareness and communication.

166	 Moreover, the Nautical Forum has contributed to the debate on important issues in the region, 
like the question of tourism. According to the respondent, in 2015 they intend to discuss legal 
issues involving the IPHAN and the Cairuçú EPA zoning, as zoning is not ruled yet.
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167	 The CUs monitoring tool, Management Effectiveness Tracking Tool (METT) was applied 
and got answers for 2010 and 2014. However, results were not analyzed and goals were 
not established, what means to say that these activities are still to be performed. More 
details are presented in item 4.3 - Results of the Feedback on M&E Activities used to the 
Adaptive Management.

168	 Some of the activities proposed are still to be performed like the workshops to elaborate 
the Management Plan to the Municipal Marine EPA of Paraty, Paraty Mirim and Saco do 
Mamanguá. In addition, other workshops are still to be held like those for integrating the 
management plans of state CUs.

169	 The expected result of more efficacious management of the existing state CUs and 
their participation in the BM joint actions was partially achieved, despite the project 
team efforts. For the products achieved with effective activities this sub-component 
performance is considered to be satisfactory.

Sub-component 2C: Creation of new and/or expansion of the existing CUs in the BIG

170	 Among the expected products to be achieved through activities developed under this 
sub-component, the expansion of at least one CU and the creation of a new marine CU in 
the BIG are worth of notice.

171	 To that, the review of bounds, management plans and legal statements of the existing 
Protection Areas are underway, but with resources granted by the INEA, and the resources 
allotted to these activities will be redeployed for the activities in item 2.3.11.

172	 As the hiring of expert in Protected Marine Areas to carry out study and prepare the 
proposal on the products to be developed was performed with INEA resources, the 
resources allotted by the project could be redeployed by item 2.3.11. In addition, technical 
and legal studies to propose sites to establish Protected Marine areas were developed 
with the INEA resources, like the previous ones.

173	 The subsidies provided by the expert and the results of the studies performed will be used 
to ground the proposals on the creation of CUs or expansion of some existing ones.

174	 Activities were performed with efficiency and the preliminary proposals are being 
prepared, and should be subject to the approval of the INEA and other pertinent 
institutions. However, some other activities provided for in the operational plan are still to 
be implemented. The performance of this subcomponent is considered to be satisfactory.

4.1.3 Component 3: Analysis of threats, mitigation and monitoring

Sub-component 3A: Analysis and mitigation of threats

175	 The expected products for the activities scheduled, and in order to achieve the results of 
reduction of pollution load in the BIG are linked to the elaboration and implementation of 
the sanitation plans to the municipalities of Angra dos Reis and Paraty.

176	 The activities of elaboration of the sanitation plan for Paraty have been concluded and 
the Sanitation Plan was formulated. As regards investments in sanitary infrastructure 
to the sanitation of Paraty, activities are underway. However, the project should foster 
the evaluation of the quality and documents of the plan, which will demand increased 
coordination and partnerships with the agents responsible in the municipality and, 
whenever required, the government of Rio de Janeiro State.

177	 The activities to elaborate the sanitation plan for Angra dos Reis are underway, while the 
projects of investments in sanitary infrastructure are yet to be implemented. On the other 
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hand, just like in Paraty, there is the need for more coordination with the institutions in 
charge of the sector to promote more effective monitoring of the sub-component.

178	 As regards investments in sanitary infrastructure in Ilha Grande, these are being made to 
formulate the projects that will be further implemented.

179	 It is worth emphasizing that Basic Sanitation actions are not part of the ecosystem 
integrated management, but are counterpart contributions to the sub-component 3.1 of 
the project, including the building of a sanitation station. However, there is no provision 
for works on water and effluent treatment, just for some catchments. These are being 
supported by the Rio de Janeiro State Waters and Sewerage Company (CEDAE).

180	 These partial products or results regarding sanitation, the data of which were surveyed 
by the PMU, have been performed by the City Halls of Angra dos Reis and Paraty. These 
activities are monitored sporadically and with short participation of the institutions.

181	 The activities of elaboration and implementation of the ‘blue flag’ project pilot, or 
Nautical Environmental Management Plan, are underway and the project is partially 
concluded. Regarding this item of the sub-component, the project team recommends 
using the resource to fund three courses provided for in the Plan as follows: one for marina 
operators, and two for the INEA technicians, involving technicians from the whole state.

182	 As regards the review of the environmental laws on marinas, activities were performed 
and a set of operational rules was prepared and approved by the INEA and CONEMA. 
This activity aims at reducing threats to the BIG ecosystem, and was carried out in a 
participatory way that results in operational rules issued by the state environmental body. 
This activity would demand stronger coordination to contribute with the public policies 
of the sector at federal level.

183	 The products of this sub-component are oriented to achieve results to reduce the pollution 
load in the BIG region and to improve the environmental quality in marinas on the coastal 
areas. The performance analyzed is considered to be satisfactory. 

Sub-component 3B: Monitoring and sanctions

184	 The results of this sub-component are oriented to improve the environmental quality of 
the marinas established in the BIG region, to raise awareness among users, and to develop 
“good practices”. To that it developed capacity-building activities, in addition to the 
integrated monitoring of the BIG ecosystem.

185	 The capacity-building activities were partially performed through the development of a 
training course in environmental inspection, trying to identify pollution points in marinas. 
Another training course is scheduled mainly on response to emergencies like oil leakage 
in marines. Moreover, it intends to define strategies for the marinas to include these 
activities.

186	 Another product achieved through the activities under this sub-component was the 
formulation of a program on the integrated management of the BIG ecosystem. The 
program was formulated in 2012. A planning workshop was held to achieve this result, 
and was attended by the public and private sectors, in addition to the civil society 
representatives.

187	 The monitoring of freshwater quality is underway and this activity is expected to continue 
until 2016, being recorded through regular reports and monitoring by the Water Quality 
Monitoring Management (GEAG).

188	 The technical support to the development of spatial analyses on land use was granted 
and resulted in subsidies to the environmental monitoring and development of Coastal 
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Ecological-Economic Zoning (CEEZ) activities. As aforementioned the CEEZ construction 
activities are performed by the INEA team, with a pilot project to be replicated by other 
environmental bodies.

189	 Despite the results achieved by activities related to this component, some other activities 
are still pending such as the elaboration of public awareness-raising materials for the 
marinas and their users.

190	 Other activities such as the definition of the BIG ecological health indicators and the 
establishment of the project baseline on the PY¹, and the monitoring of the marine biota 
and sediments are important to achieve the goal of obtaining global benefits from the 
project. However, the activity of formulating a project to increase the BIG natural resources 
monitoring still demands lots of coordination and procedures.

191	 This component also comprises the activities to build the Environmental Quality 
Monitoring System, where the consultancy work performed was insufficient. The INEA 
resumed the monitoring on the BIG beaches’ quality, but there are few points of collection 
if we consider the size of the region to be analyzed. 

192	 The products achieved through the activities of this sub-component were moderately 
satisfactory as the outstanding matters should be solved from 2015 onwards.

4.1.4 	Component 4: Public awareness-raising and environmental education

Sub-component 4A: Public awareness-raising strategy

193	 According to data on this sub-component, an expert on public awareness-raising was hired 
in 2012. The result was the elaboration of the action plan that proved to be insufficient.

194	  However, based on this result, the implementation degree of activities was low due to the 
need for a plan with public awareness-building strategies to prevent actions from being 
so much dispersed and one-off. 

195	 Nonetheless, discussions were held and may gradually increase public awareness to 
support the protection and restoration of the BIG ecosystem. The activities of discussion 
about the Pre-Salt issues started with the establishment of the Pre-Salt Observatory in the 
region, as an integrated initiative by the INEA, Bocaina Mosaic and the CBH-BIG, strongly 
coordinated with the BIG Project.

196	 The public and civil society representatives increased their participation in these discussions. 
Despite these findings, there is still a lot to be done regarding the development of activities 
to reach the result proposed and the product based on the public communication strategy, 
and support to the protection and recovery of the BIG ecosystem. In this sense, an expert 
was hired to prepare a new action plan.

197	 The performance of this subcomponent is considered to be unsatisfactory. 

Sub-component 4B: Implementation of the public communication strategy - environmental 
education

198	 The INEA is implementing a program to train teachers in environmental education. 
Moreover, the capacity of environmental monitors was increased through capacity-
building courses in the area.

199	 Training courses to environmental managers are being delivered increasing the possibilities 
of promoting the environmental education. Other courses are being implemented, 
involving the training of popular forums.
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200	 Some activities on the design, multiplication and dissemination of PC materials using 
different media like short movies, flyers, radio spots, etc., are being elaborated and 
disseminated.

201	 On the other hand, in 2012 an expert built a visual identity to the BIG Project, and a 
communications expert made an institutional film that was distributed by that time.

202	 It is worth noticing that, according to the evaluation team, the degree of execution and 
planning to the development of activities in this component is low. Despite that, those 
responsible for the BIG Project implementation started working closer with the INEA 
Environmental Education Coordination to plan and start a pilot project that is being 
discussed with the Forum of Traditional Populations in the CUs. 

203	 The Coordination started focusing its actions on awareness-raising and environmental 
education on the state CUs, despite the shortage of professionals to the work proposed.

204	 The performance of this subcomponent is considered to be unsatisfactory.

4.1.5 	Component 5: Project management

Sub-component 5A: Project management

205	 The project made efforts to hire professionals to participate in the PMU/BIG Project team.

206	 The PMU/FAO Project Management Unit counts on an Operational and Financial Manager 
that implements the administrative-financial issues in a satisfactory way.

207	 The evaluation team held meetings with the professionals that are member of the PMU 
and observed that activities have been developed by the National Director, National 
Coordinator, and the Project Manager and Assistants. Likewise, the evaluation team 
analyzed the activities performed by those in charge of the BIG Project at FAO. 

208	 The evaluation team recognized the efforts by the project technicians and their 
engagement with the objectives and actions aimed at achieving efficient and sustainable 
products and results for the BIG Project. Technicians showed high degree of belonging to 
the project and their actions are contributing to the conservation and sustainable use of 
natural resources and biodiversity in the Ilha Grande Bay, improving the quality of life of 
traditional populations.

209	 The performance of this subcomponent is considered to be satisfactory.

Sub-component M&E

210	 The products achieved through the project monitoring and evaluation activities are 
oriented to the fulfillment of the results regarding a project monitored in an efficient way, 
and the implementation of an efficient project monitoring system used by the project 
technicians and evaluators.

211	 To that, a project starting workshop was held to align components, products and activities 
towards the results and contributions to the project objectives. The workshop was held in 
September 2011.

212	 In strict cooperation between the MPU manager and director and the FAO/Rome and 
Brazil programme officers have represented regular reports about the project activities 
regarding the products/results and indicators established in the project logical frame.
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213	 FAO prepared the Project Implementation Review (PIR) and the Monitoring Plan with 
inputs from the Semi-Annual Reports (PPR) prepared by the PMU. 

214	 The meetings with the technical work group in the INEA are held on a bimonthly basis, and 
some M&E workshops have been held. Consultancy services to the mid-term evaluation of 
the project were hired and are underway.

215	 In relation to this M&E sub-component, the evaluation team concludes that despite the 
low financial performance for these activities, the project performed complex tasks of 
long-term results, like the activity of support to forums and collegiate bodies, and other 
activities like the development of methodologies to integrate the CEEZ to the Water Basin 
Plan; rules to structure the nautical sector; and to the licensing of materials. Moreover, it 
has effectively coordinated with the public and private sectors, as well as with the civil 
society organizations.

216	 The performance of this subcomponent is considered to be moderately satisfactory.

Sub-component 5C: Information dissemination

217	 The result of this sub-component is based on the evidence that the ‘lessons learned’ 
through the ecosystem-based approached in the BIG are being followed and replicated in 
other places of the state, the country and the Latin America region.

218	 The fulfillment of this result demands attention to the dissemination of information 
through the printing and publication of newsletter, two editions a year with 1000 copies 
per edition. This activity is yet to be performed. Moreover the funding to the CEEZ 
publication was not provided for in the project, but the resources of budget lines that 
were not used in the years 1 and 2 of project implementation will be used.

219	 Other activities on information dissemination are still to be formed, and the performance 
of this sub-component is considered to be unsatisfactory. 

220	 Some materials to disseminate information about the project actions and communications 
on video result from this component that, nonetheless, still misses a plan to communicate 
and disseminate information on the BIG Project. The publications and dissemination materials 
could facilitate achieving the results proposed in the Project Component 4, i.e., raising of 
public awareness on the issues related to the integrated management of the BIG ecosystem. 

4.2.	 Results and their contribution to the final objectives

221	 Considering that the indicators that guide results towards achieving the project final 
objectives regard obtaining the political and public commitment to support the BIG 
Project second phase, the results concerning the creation and implementation of the 
Water Basins Committee are evident in the scope of the Project Sub-component 1A2.

222	 This evidence was expressed in meetings and public events held. This way, the 
internalization of the integrated management approach to the BIG ecosystem is being 
gradually processed by the key actors, although some of them disregard the political room 
of the CBH-BIG, undervaluing it. The result achievement and its contribution to the final 
objectives are considered to be satisfactory.

2	 “Objectives: (i) development and implementation of a pilot program on ecosystems integrated management (EIM) 
in the BIG ecosystem; (ii) elaboration and implementation of a financially sustainable strategy to preserve the mosaic 
biodiversity and an action plan designed to promote greater coordination and coherence among the conservation 
units (CUs) existing in the BIG; (iii) strengthening the CUs selected in the BIG; (iv) analysis and direct (and indirect 
through the facilitation of other interventions) mitigation of two critical threats (organic pollution from municipalities 
and contamination resulting from recreational marinas) that affect the BIG Ecosystem “health”; (v) greater 
consciousness and public support to efforts aimed at the BIG Ecosystem conservation; and, (vi) increased institutional 
capacity to the environmental planning and management on ecosystem grounds at municipal and regional levels.
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223	 As regards the indicator that provides for obtaining a legal document evidencing the 
creation and operation of permanent and financially sustainable staff to support the 
Bocaina Mosaic Executive Secretariat, as well as the implementation of its strategies, 
supporting the selected CUs, goals were partially achieved.

224	 Being so, the results achieved by the activities under this sub-component, Strengthening 
of the Boicana Mosaic, were duly strengthened through the establishment of the CBH 
in coordination with the Bocaina Mosaic Council members, since 16% of the Council 
members attended both forums and work in the PMU office in the SupBIG.

225	 The BM Executive Secretariat and its Advisory Council are recovering from a period of 
inactivity marked by little participation of representatives and huge internal conflicts. The 
Executive Secretariat is working in an active way supported by the INEA. The performance 
and contribution to the project final objective are considered to be moderately 
satisfactory.

226	 The development and use of key environmental indicators and protocols have not been 
systematized and monitoring was not implemented. However, the monitoring of beaches’ 
quality is being implemented. Through its Water Quality Evaluation Management Unit 
(GEAG) the INEA has expanded the collection to 37 sample points and adopts two quality 
indicators, namely the Environmental Conformity Index (ICA) and the Environmental 
Quality Index (IQANSF). Sampling is performed on a quarterly basis and monitors physical-
chemical and bacteriological standards of the water. The performance and contribution 
to the project final objective are considered to be moderately satisfactory.

4.3.	 Results of successful experiences, lessons learned, replication and 
dissemination of data

227	 Among the successful experiences monitored by the BIG Project, the work developed 
by the AMOQ and its community-based projects part of the actions to strengthen the 
Bocaina Mosaic are a highlight. Among the successful projects replicated, with experiences 
and lessons disseminated, are those aiming at the sustainable use of the BM ecosystem 
resources by the traditional populations. Among these, the following are worth of notice:

•	 Community-Based Tourism Project on the Quilombo do Campinho which is developing 
activities of the traditional cuisine of quilombolas in a restaurant belonging to the 
Association; the activities of breeding site, agro-ecology, handicraft works that are 
exhibited at the Handicraft House; products made in the flour mill; and cultural 
performances by the community youth, among other activities.

•	 Ecological Sanitation Project which is an experience performed on the Sonho Beach 
through the Sanitation Commission;

•	 Ubatuba-Mirim Community Project focused on agro-ecology and agro-industry of the 
Juçara palm heart; and,

•	 Project of Meetings to Exchange Crioula Seeds, which is a successful initiative being 
replicated in other areas.

228	 Another successful experience that generated knowledge and possibility of replicating 
and disseminating information is the creation of rules on nautical tourism that aims 
environmental quality, in addition to leisure. All the discussions involving regulation were 
important and successful experiences replicated in other areas of the country. 

229	 Moreover, the sector also works through the Fluminense Nautical Forum which is a space 
of governance and debates considered to be a reference to other areas of the nautical 
tourism. This forum was established in the Rio de Janeiro State Economic Development 
Secretariat and works in partnership with the SEBRAE and the State Industries Federation 
(FIRJAN) to work aiming at the environmental sustainability. The forum is more active in the 
tourism area than in the industry but, in anyway, demands services of refurbishment and 
maintenance related to the industry, trade and services. The forum claimed for reduction 
in the tax load, exoneration, reduction of value-added tax on industrialized products (IPI) 
and review of the rules for installing marinas.
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230	 Among other activities, the forum aims at making the BIG a nautical destination in 2015. 
To that, it is working with the Paraty City Hall to organize and make the area zoning, and 
work on the sector-specific legal aspects like the negotiations with the Brazilian National 
Historical Asset Institution (IPHAN-Paraty) and with the Cairuçú EPA. The zoning should 
consider the demand of the marina area and authorizations by the Brazilian Navy and the 
Rio de Janeiro INEA/SEA.

231	  As identified and observed by the evaluation team through interviews and documents 
analysis, the Ilha Grande Bay has more tourism activities than production of boats, and the 
maintenance of such boats is made in shipyards. Among the nautical tourism enterprises, 
the Marina Verome, with main office in Angra dos Reis, is the largest nautical hub in Brazil, 
and its successful experiences are replicated and disseminated in the field of nautical 
tourism.

232	 It is important defining the differences between nautical and naval tourism: nautical 
tourism has positive impacts, according to the respondent, while the naval has neutral or 
negative impacts as nautical tourism fosters the retail tourism that fosters consumption, 
while the naval is through ships that offer meals, etc., and do not foster activities on the 
continent.

233	 The BIG Project is carrying out an activity of extremely relevance that should be replicated 
in other coastal areas, i.e., the Coastal Economic-Ecological Zoning (CEEZ). The relevance 
of the CEEZ results is that it provides knowledge and development of a zoning and ruling 
of the use of proper spaces, additionally to the alignment of different activities developed 
in the BIG. For example, the CEEZ can provide discipline to the transportation means 
exclusively devoted to tourism, taking passengers to different sites. 

234	 Additionally to the experiences reported, the sector has sustained the ruling of marinas 
supported by the BIG Project and by the coordination of knowledge held by the INEA 
professionals. 

4.4.	 Results of the feedback on M&E activities – adaptive management: use 
of the METT Tool

235	 The analysis of results includes the evaluation on the METT instrument use at the state CUs 
in 2010 and 2014, as provided for in the PRODOC. It was found that the analysis on the 
results of the use of the tool was missing. 

236	 The evaluators said that the results of the use and the respective analyses could be used 
to set progress goals to consolidate the state CUs, and facilitate better performance of the 
BIG Project financial resources.

Table 1: Total score of the METT to each CU in 2010 and 2014

Name of the CU Total score (METT 2010) Total score (METT 2014)

Environmental Protection Area of Tamoios (APA) 29 33

Municipal Environmental Protection Area Paraty Bay 24  

Biological reserve of Praia Sul 29 41

Biological Reserve of Juatinga 37 43

State Park of Cunhambebe 29 43

State Park of Ilha Grande 51 51

Sustanaible Development Reserve of Aventureiro   45

Aventureiro Marine State Park * 29 43

* US established in 2014 through Law 6793.
Source: Reporting progress at protected area sites: data sheet 
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237	 On the other hand, it was observed that every five years federal CUs assess the effectiveness 
and management through the RAPPAM tool, i.e., in 2005 and 2010. The team found the 
analysis on the results of the use of the tool at national level, with specific publications. 
However, the analysis with regional excerpt has not been performed. 

238	 The evaluation team suggests the development of a METT appliance to all CUs at federal, 
state and municipal levels, resulting in a regional vision that would enable prioritizing 
actions to consolidate the CUs.

239	 Following is a summary table with the total scores to each state CU supported by the BIG 
Project, resulting from the use of the METT in 2010 and 2014, although data miss analysis 
as the BIG Project has not performed it.
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5. 	 Analysis according to the evaluation criteria

5.1	 Relevance

240	 The project provides relevant contributions to the Brazilian policies on co-management, 
territoriality and environmental management:

	 “The general objective of the Brazilian Policy on Biodiversity (PNB) established by Decree 
4339 of 2002 is the integrated promotion of biodiversity conservation and sustainable use 
of its components, upon fair and equitable sharing of benefits resulting from the use of 
genetic resources and traditional knowledge associated to such resources”.

241	 Above all, the project aims at complying with and following international rules on 
biodiversity conservation and climate changes, as provided for in the Project Document 
(PRODOC):

	 “For example, by contributing with the reduction of deforestation rate in the Atlantic Jungle 
(goal 4.1), the Project also meets the qualification criteria for the GEF funding, according to 
the guidelines established by the National Commission on Biodiversity (CONABIO).” 

242	 Moreover, the project fully supports the national priority areas for biodiversity conservation 
in the Atlantic Jungle biome, according to the national list of priority areas for biodiversity 
conservation. The list was approved by the CONABIO in December 2006 and included the 
area proposed for the BIG Project named “Angra dos Reis”, and attached to it extremely 
high priority to biodiversity conservation and sustainable use. Under the PRONABIO, the 
biodiversity conservation priorities in coastal and marine ecosystems in Brazil were also 
identified.

243	 This way, the Project BRA/078/GEF is fully compliant with the National Strategy on 
Biodiversity part of the National Plan on Biodiversity, describing the importance of 
conserving the existing forests and recovering the degraded areas. 

244	 The Project reaches its objectives through its support to the following components of the 
National Policy on Biodiversity, among others: 

•	 Knowledge about Biodiversity (Component # 1);

•	 Biodiversity Conservation (2);

•	 Sustainable Use of Biodiversity Components (3);

•	 Biodiversity Monitoring; Evaluation, Prevention and Mitigation of Threats on Biodiversity 
(6); and,

•	 Legal and Institutional Strengthening of Biodiversity Management (7). In this context, 
the BIG Ecosystem was considered to be an extremely high priority based on the 
existing biodiversity and natural resources, and on the need for creating and monitoring 
conservation units (CUs). 

245	 The analysis highlighted the Ilha Grande Bay (BIG) due to the presence of Atlantic Jungle 
and coastal marine biomes, and the importance of keeping the connectivity between 
both biomes.

246	 The Mid Term Evaluation also considers that fact that the project being executed is in line 
with the National Plan on Coastal Management (PNGC) in the support to the preparation 
and development of a coastal area management the plan as one of the pillars that will 
contribute with the Strategy on the Ecosystem Strategic Monitoring (IEM).

5.2	 Efficiency

247	 The evaluation team warns to the fact that the gap in the efficiency of coordination for 
robust and efficient institutional arrangements damages the project sustainability.
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248	 The successful execution of the BIG Project also depends on the engagement of 
local actors and partnerships established to provide continuity to the monitoring of 
information about the ecosystems and their natural resources. This way, the inter-
institutional dimension should be strengthened in the Project to ensure sustainability to 
the BIG Project actions.

249	 As regards the institutional arrangement to the project financial management, it has 
been performed in an efficient way, although the record of counterpart resources 
performance is not clear. Another issue is that the expenses with GEF resources are below 
the expenses scheduled.

250	 The implementation arrangements provided for in the PRODOC have presented efficiency 
and ensured that project actions reach the expected results and, whenever required, 
the Project GCP/BRA/078/GFF can be extended (Please refer to the Figure, Institutional 
Arrangements).

5.3	 Effectiveness

251	 The project activities have been successful regarding effectiveness, mainly with the collegiate 
bodies and corporations working in the sectors of marina and mariculture, where results are 
evidenced by the rules and subsidies to public policies in the state of Rio de Janeiro.

252	 The AMT identified the lack of some initiatives that could improve the BIG Project cost-
effectiveness. The inter-institutional coordination could be made more efficient and 
quicker upon the building of a cost-effective network structure of communication, 
planning and control. 

253	 The structure would gather governmental and non-governmental institutions, serving 
as a community of practice through the use of different Internet-based technologies, 
ranging from informal to formal, and the use of resources external to the sharing 
between members, promoting effective communication. These activities could be part 
of a communications plan about the project. 

254	 An additional benefit identified by the field data collection would be the possibility of 
engaging more persons at lower costs than the cost of holding forum meetings and 
regional participation that demands gathering participants from the areas where the 
project is executed.

255	 However, according to the evaluation tem analysis, the project presents high degree of cost-
effectiveness and cost-benefit in relation with the support provided and results achieved, as 
the financial management has satisfactorily monitored the activities developed and ongoing.

5.4	 Impact

256	 The Ilha Grande Bay is rich in biodiversity, including the Atlantic Jungle which is one of 
the most diversified and endangered ecosystems in Brazil and in the world. The Project 
and its results are expected to promote the expected impacts of a project outlined to be 
developed in several stages. 

257	 Regarding the initial phase, activities have promoted impacts that lead to gradual changes 
and that will contribute to the results throughout the process. These changes can be 
observed regarding issues such as: 

i) 	 Promotion of an institutional environment skilled to consolidate management principles 
responsive to the BIG;

ii)	 Strengthened institutions mainly at local level;

iii)	Increase in the efficacy of management to the selected CUs and proven cooperation on 
specific problems common to the CUs, through the Mosaic structure;
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iv)	Actual reductions on the levels of organic pollution in the Bay; and,

v)	 Increase in awareness about the relevance of the BIG Ecosystem, the need for coping 
with the threats to its integrity, and the role performed by the Program to face threats.

258	 In the long-term, the Project is expected to be mainly manifested through evidences of 
a more comprehensive inter-institutional approach supported by the public to deal with 
problems and issues that affect the BIG Ecosystem integrity, reflected by the continuous 
improvement of the ecosystem “health”.

5.5	 Sustainability

259	 The evaluation team identified lack of operational resources to increase the BIG Project 
counterpart actions such as the administration of CUs and the surveillance actions. These 
actions are considered to be priority and are assigned to the project executing institution, 
the INEA. To effectively strengthen the institutions engaged in the BIG Project it is 
necessary to seek for sustainability strategies. It is worth highlighting the importance of 
the actions of supervision on CUs, preservation areas, tourism units that use the ecosystem 
“goods and services” and the economic investments in the region. This supervision goes 
beyond monitoring and evaluating the BIG environmental quality.

260	 This way, according to the evaluation team the actions oriented to the integrated 
management of the space jointly with the harmony of sector-specific and institutional 
procedures are an excellent way of meeting the demands on ecosystem conservation, 
resources management and benefits sharing all over the BIG coastal area. 

261	 All these actions are aimed at sustainability and, according to the evaluation team, 
should be strengthened with more professionals and time to perform an effective and 
sustainable work.

262	 The project has weaknesses, mainly those resulting from political-institutional changes. 
However, the strategies adopted of establishing partnerships and supporting local actors, 
additionally to other strategies based on the Water Basins Committee have promoted 
sustainability to the delivery of the actions proposed by the project. The ongoing 
elaboration of the CEEZ by the INEA is another example of strategy to cope with the 
weaknesses. The implementation of the Information System is also an important pillar to 
fit investments in the region and ensure sustainability to the project.

263	 The main challenge posed to the project, and to which proper strategies have been found, 
is to perform the integrated monitoring of the BIG. The region is always in the spotlights 
and many initiatives need convergence to reach common results. The dream of integration, 
mainly the ecosystems integrated management, is always a challenge to be faced.

5.5.1 Appropriation by the country and integration of agendas

264	 When it comes to agility in delivery, considering what is established in the PRODOC and 
what is defined as actions to be performed, activities demand promptness to be fulfilled 
in the shortest time possible. To that the required consultancy services should be hired, 
the equipment purchased and resources released to perform actions as these are planned 
and demanded.

265	 Regarding the continuity of actions and personnel involved in the project, the INEA/SEA 
is undergoing a process of institutional strengthening to cope with the constant political-
institutional changes that emerge as threats to the institution and to the BIG Project.

266	 This way, the appropriation of lessons learned with the BIG Project implementation, like 
coping with political-institutional changes, serve to consolidate its bureaucratic culture, 
institutional values and principles, trying to develop themes, contents and institutional 
and execution rules. The appropriation should correspond to the institutional goals to 
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be reached by the institution. This is a natural and positive process of any organization. 
One should bear in mind that discontinuity, volatility and functional turnover impair the 
execution of a project and interfere on the performance.

267	 According to the evaluation team, as regards management, the concept of Ecosystems 
Integrated Management should be ripen and seek for integrating the agendas of the BIG 
Project and the INEA Regional Superintendence to an efficient performance of actions 
part of the project components.

268	 Promoting this methodological and managerial discussion about the BIG Ecosystem 
and the Monitoring and Evaluation Plan as a political, technical and bureaucratic tool of 
management for the use of the “goods and services” of the ecosystems and sustainable 
development should be yet another contribution of the project. This contribution should 
be shared and co-managed by city halls, partner organizations, states and national and 
international organizations, governmental and non-governmental organizations.

5.6 	 The GEF ranking table

269	 Following is the GEF projects evaluation table. It evaluates the project success following 
the GEF 6-points scale system: Highly Satisfactory (HS); Satisfactory (S); Moderately 
satisfactory (MS); Moderately unsatisfactory (MU); Unsatisfactory (U); and, Highly 
unsatisfactory (HU). Sustainability and Replicability are evaluated in terms of Probability: 
Likely (L): there are no risks affecting this sustainability dimension; Moderately Likely (ML): 
there are moderate risks affecting this sustainability dimension; Moderately Unlikely (MU): 
there are significant risks affecting this sustainability dimension; and Unlikely (U): there are 
serious risks affecting this sustainability dimension.

Item Grade

Monitoring and Evaluation  

M&E overall quality MS

M&E initial design MS

M&E plan implementation MS

Execution by the Implementation and Executing Agencies  

Project implementation and execution overall quality MS

Execution by the Implementing Agency MS

Execution by the Executing Agency MS

Outcomes  

Project outcomes general quality MS

Relevance MS

Effectiveness MS

Efficiency MS

Catalyst Role  

Production of a public good S

Demonstration MS

Replication MS

Application on larger scale MS

Sustainability  

Financial MU

Socioeconomic MU

Institutional framework and governance MU

Environmental MU

Project General Outcomes MU
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6. 	 Conclusions and recommendations

6.1 	 Conclusions

270	 In the following pages, the key question of this evaluation will be answered: “To which 
extent should one preserve and conserve coastal biodiversity and natural resources of the 
BIG, strengthening proper forms of management, sustainable use of natural resources 
by traditional populations in preservation areas?” Moreover, other conclusions by the 
evaluation tea, in line with the recommendations, are included.

271	 Firstly, we should refer to the project limitations that, to a large extent, have to do with 
the project formulation and the complexity of its Logical frame. According to the Project 
Document (PRODOC), the five components comprise 13 sub-components and 150 actions 
evidencing the complexity of the project activities and posing challenges to management.

272	 The project formulation process was adjusted to the needs of the Ilha Grande Bay in an 
attempt to reflect the complex problems of the region. Nonetheless, the PRODOC misses 
sound analysis of the institutional context where activities were to be developed. In 
addition, the logical frame indicators refer to the general objective and, as such, are to a 
great extent beyond the project control, and the project contribution to the objective is 
not measured. That, allied to the complexity and lack of flexibility of the PRODOC has led 
to a temporary stagnation to be adjusted to structural and context changes, like those in 
the Regional Superintendence where the Management Unit is housed.  The attributions of 
the project and its partners are unclear, partially due to the limited identity of the project. 

273	 Regarding the key question one can say that through the integrated activities proposed 
by the project, the efforts to maintain the BIG ecosystem balance were identified, 
supported by governmental partnerships and the civil society institutions. It is widely 
known that an ecosystem is a community of organisms that interact one another and 
with the environment to which they belong. In fact, it is the set of relationships among 
the fauna, flora, micro-organisms and the environment composed by the soil, water and 
atmosphere, and related to balance. The degradation or change on one element could 
change all the system, leading to the loss of the existing balance. 

274	 It is worth mentioning that human population is integral part of these ecosystems and 
provide benefits to persons, including goods and services of production, regulation and 
cultural. This way, the management of the ecosystem goods and services is the goal to be 
achieved by this project.

275	 The BIG Project implementation has performed supporting actions with the ecosystem 
“goods and services” although in a scattered and disconnected way. Therefore, the specific 
objective of working based on a program on the ecosystem integrated management 
should be reviewed and re-directed focusing on the interaction between the activities of 
the project components.

276	 Regarding the elaboration and implementation of a strategy to conserve the mosaic 
biodiversity, the evaluation team found that reaching this object demands a system to 
monitor information and knowledge about the ecosystem of the mosaic area and other 
BIG areas. This purpose is being discussed in partnership with the Tamoio Ecological 
Station professional team, but still in a preliminary way. The fulfillment of this objective 
would lead to the promotion of coordination and coherence among the CUs comprised 
by the BIG.

277	 It was observed that the Management Effectiveness Tracking Tool (METT) of the World 
Bank/WWF has not been properly used and should be reassessed by the BIG Project team. 
The projects developed with the GEF financial resources and aimed at the conservation of 
biodiversity and protected areas should use the METT as one of the CUs monitoring tools.
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278	 Regarding direct and indirect mitigation, i.e., through the support to interventions 
on threats considered to be critical and the organic pollution from enterprises in the 
municipalities, the data analysis performed by the evaluation team shows that the actions 
of coordination and partnership with the responsible officers at municipal level should be 
reinforced. The actions to solve sanitation issues and that are part of the BIG Project would 
also lead to the improvement of the BIG Ecosystem “health”.

279	 One of the project expected products was the establishment of forums aimed at 
coordination and institutional strengthening. It is worth mentioning the crucial 
contribution of the project to the establishment of Water Basins Committee (CBH). The 
Committee is very relevant and organized at legal level. However, it remains a weaker than 
it should, facing difficulties regarding its structuring and work, reducing its effectiveness.

280	 The public awareness-raising actions and environmental education proposed by 
Component 4 are virtually uninitiated. 

281	 The structuring of the activities in that component, according to the evaluation team, 
should be fostered through the selection and hiring of professionals specialized in the 
fields of communications and environmental education. These hiring would enable 
carrying out studies and planning to formulate a communications plan that would include 
the definition of target groups to be worked on to become multipliers of environmental 
education actions, including the presence of representatives of different sectors of the 
local government, civil society and private sector.

282	 The participation and engagement of all in the definition and planning of awareness-
raising and environmental education actions mean finding ways of seeking the 
engagement of the society sectors through different communication means responsive 
to the different target audiences to be engaged.

283	 It is worth emphasizing that communications means aim at the effective participation 
of local leaders, stakeholders, experts, academics and others. Participation will be more 
efficacious, free and conscious as participants perceive that reaching the intended 
objective is crucial for all parties participating in the action, and the objective can only be 
fulfilled upon the effective participation of all. 

284	 The evaluation team also believes the objective of this engagement should be of discussing 
and internalizing the positions about what is socially, environmentally and economically 
better to people, and the advantages of fulfilling the development that preserves future 
lives, with no damages to environment, although involving risks of potentially pollutant 
activities. The fulfillment of this objective demands selecting the consultation means and, 
above all, the priority groups to be engaged. 

285	 In addition, according to the evaluation team it is necessary to plan training programs 
involving representatives of the main regional forums and collegiate bodies. They 
also found the need for training to a qualified participation, mainly at the Water Basin 
Committee, which should include work with marine waters, and will have effective 
subsidies with the CEEZ implementation. 

286	 As regards procedures and actions oriented to reaching the specific objective of enhancing 
the institutional capacity on environmental planning and management on ecosystem 
grounds, at municipal and regional level, despite the execution and support to a wide 
range of activities related to ecosystem, the institutional training activities and, above all, 
the training to groups and members of forums and collegiate bodies still require great 
effort and continuity.

287	 The training to quality and provide confidence to the discussions and decisions resulting 
from the work of forums and collegiate bodies becomes important to be placed as 
maximum priority to the planning and execution of proper forms of training to members 
representing the civil society and governmental levels in those collegiate bodies. 
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288	 Firstly, the evaluation team suggests scheduling training to the teams o the BIG Project 
executing institution through fortnightly or monthly seminars or workshops, approaching 
topics involving issues that are impacting or could impact the BIG ecosystem balance, like 
the economic investments being made in the region. 

289	 The efficacious work to connect people and environment results in the integrated 
management of ecosystems; this integration would be a large step towards sustainability. 
Reaching sustainability through the sustainable use of natural resources needs institutions 
with effective and efficient structures, requiring continuous training and qualified 
decisions by the personnel involved.

290	 Finally, the evaluation of the BIG Project activities concluded that the actions on sensitivity, 
public awareness about the importance of the results of the BIG ecosystem integrated 
management demand effectiveness based on an information communication and 
dissemination plan. 

291	 Moreover, the evaluation team reaffirms the importance and urgency of building an 
integrated system to monitor information on the BIG ecosystems, as proposed by the 
Tamoio Ecological Station technicians, in partnership with the project.

292	 Among the conclusions and proposals presented by the mid-term evaluation, it is worth 
mentioning the relevance of the proposal to create the State Marine Environmental 
Protection Area (EPA) of the Ilha Grande Bay. It was observed that the proposal was 
paralyzed, i.e., lacks continuity to the creation procedures for political-administrative issues.

293	 The EPA would comprise a marine area of about 190,000 ha and was created due to 
the need for controlling and managing the BIG marine space, where are conflicts and 
incompatibility of use of its natural resources. The lack of regulation and control on human 
activities in the region has hastened the degradation of the BIG marine ecosystem leading 
to loss of biodiversity and environmental and landscape quality.

294	 As general evaluation of the BIG Project implementation, the evaluation team considers 
that activities have been developed with technical and administrative efficiency by the 
responsible team, at the executing institution level, INEA and the PMU team, and at the 
implementing institution, the FAO/Brazil and FAO/Rome.

295	 Considering the main factors surveyed by the BIG Project evaluation activities, and the 
relevant items surveyed by the evaluation findings, following are the recommendations 
proposed by the Mid-Term Evaluation.

6.2 	 Recommendations

296	 After the way presented to register evidences and observations identified, recommendations 
also follow the project structure by component and sub-component. As part of the importance 
assigned to the participation process to promote the engagement of the execution team 
members, the initial recommendation is to discuss this chapter with the project teams for the 
validation and internalization of the issues raised.

Recommendation 1 to FAO and Government

Make a new agreement on the actions to be executed until the end of the project, and outline a 
work plan according to the issues pointed out by the evaluation. This process should engage the 
different levels of governance in INEA, with new leaders defined in 2015.

It is also recommended to complete the “BIG Project Logical Frame”, establishing a feasible work 
plan for the next years, reviewing the PRODOC inconsistencies and considering the actual capacities. 
In addition, it is also suggested the adoption of project management tools more compatible with 
the project general objective, the ecosystem integrated and adaptive management of the BIG.
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297	 A new office should be established to the BIG Project that would then work in association 
with the Bocaina Mosaic Executive Secretariat and the Water Basins Committee. This 
procedure is justified by the need for building the Project own identity and to protect it 
against potential political-administrative problems of the INEA/Angra dos Reis Regional 
Superintendence. 

Recommendation 2 to FAO

Strengthen the Water Basin Committee with a training program to qualify it as a regional 
discussion forum, engaging councilors and providing better conditions or a strategic planning and 
to communicate and disseminate information in a more adequate way. And, exercise means of 
coordination and persuasion with the city halls in the region to promote more effective participation 
in the activities performed by the Water Basin Committee.

298	 The Process of building the BIG Basin Plan and the actions of dialogue and discussion 
about the Coastal Economic-Ecological Zoning (CEEZ) should incorporate a pedagogical 
component of research-action associated to the demands by the CBH and the CEEZ. 
These training courses should reach the key actors to promote the understanding and 
dissemination of questions related to the decisions to be made by the collegiate body 
and the information surveyed by the CEEZ instrument.

299	 It could elaborate the mapping and analysis of the decisions by the forums, their duties 
and the participation of actors representing governmental or non-governmental 
institutions. Identify the capabilities and decision power of representatives in each sector 
to establish strategies in line with the possibility of execution by the project partners.

300	 The effective implementation of the Observatory on Enterprises rather than the Pre-
Salt Observatory is recommended, jointly with actions to strengthen it to achieve 
qualified work. The procedures to reach these objectives are of ultimate relevance to 
clarify the population about the potential problems in a near future resulting from the 
economic investments being established in the region.

Recommendation 3 to FAO

Strengthen the work and capacities of partners and of the Ilha Grande Bay participation mechanisms 
to promote integral co-management, promoting protection and control mechanisms.

301	 The head of a state CU part of the Bocaina Mosaic should take on the role of Executive 
Secretary of the Bocaina Mosaic, keeping the professional hired by FAO and performing 
the duty of Assistant to the BM Executive Secretariat.

302	 A strategic planning should be made including qualified capacity-building to councilors 
and defining strategies of communication and dissemination of consistent and reliable 
information about issues and conflicts in the area, consistent with the need for 
harmonious solutions and the ecosystem balance in the Bocaina Mosaic.

303	 The ‘Forum of CUs Managers - federal, state and municipal’ should be reactivated to 
plan and to the joint execution of actions, enabling the exchange of experiences in 
urgent topics inherent to the region like environmental protection, tourism organization, 
awareness-raising of residents and visitors regarding the weakness of ecosystems 
associated to the marine/coastal area.

304	 Resumption of the process of creating the State Marine Environmental Protection Area 
(EPA) of the Ilha Grande Bay. The proposal on this EPA has not yet gone ahead, and should 
cover a marine area of about 190,000 hectares comprising the municipalities of Paraty, 
Angra dos Reis and Mangaratiba.
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305	 The team recommends an effective harmonization between the BIG Project management 
and the INEA Board of Biodiversity and Protected Areas (DIBAP/INEA) trying to strengthen 
Component 2 and reach the goals defined in the PRODOC.

Recommendation 4 to FAO and Government

Strengthen the partnership established with the EsEc Tamoios to redesign the BIG ecosystem 
information monitoring system and properly apply the METT as a management monitoring tool.

306	 To reach this objective, it is recommended the identification and approaching of key institutions 
and individuals to support this process that should comply with the following stages:

i)	 Track the key actors;

ii)	 Develop workshops to define strategies and formulate work plans agreed on by the 
institutions;

iii)	Up to the end of this project phase, outline a system of data and information to store 
and analyze data like the system of data on deforestation in the Amazon region, of the 
PRODES Project (Satellite Monitoring of the Brazilian Amazonian Forest) identifying an 
anchor institution;

iv)	Establish technical cooperation agreements between institutions; and,

v)	 The design should comprise a portal with information from the data and information 
monitoring system; and,

vi)	The implementation of this system should be comprised in the proposal of continuity to 
the forthcoming project phases, as this is a long-term project.

307	 The METT instrument should be properly used as a tool to monitor the ecosystem 
management in CUs and APS, integrating it to the technical/administrative managerial 
routine of the BIG Project and the Water and Land Management Board (DIGAT/INEA).

308	 The CEEZ planning should include a study to verify the best mechanisms and the required 
institutionalization (experience in Brazil and abroad) to effectively implement the CEEZ;

Recommendation 5 to FAO and Government

Establish a process to gather and register the lessons learned with the elaboration of the CEEZ and 
of the Water Basins Plan (PBH), aiming at obtaining subsidies to disseminate the lessons at different 
regional and national levels, mainly regarding the Marine/Coastal Management Commission of the 
Ministry of Environment.

309	 After the systematization of data collected by the CEEZ some services should be hired 
or partnerships should be established with universities to formulate future scenarios 
to the region and predict the potential impacts of enterprises and investments in the 
region. This measure could facilitate the enterprises licensing, and the recommendation 
of regulations and preventive measures to the structural and functional maintenance of 
the BIG ecosystems.

310	 Efforts should be made to expand the points of data collection monitoring to monitor 
the quality of beaches water, building a local laboratory to facilitate the analysis process 
and creating a mechanism of communication and dissemination of information on results 
achieved at local level, with resources from the INEA or environmental compensation.

Recommendation 6 to FAO

Review the component based on current reality, adopting adapted and more efficient strategies to 
implement the component, notably to the area of communications.
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311	 This component should be reviewed to reflect the current situation, where the 
Environmental Education Coordination / INEA lacks technical staff and professionals 
specialized in communications to implement this component, as provided for in the 
PRODOC and pointed out in the item of conclusions herein.

312	 Partnerships should be established with NGOs or specific or similar projects established 
and being implemented in the region to incorporate the topic of ecosystem management, 
as the INEA / Environmental Education misses human resources to fulfill the goal proposed 
by the BIG Project.

313	 A communication strategy should be established focusing on the dissemination of results 
achieved by the Project to inform the local population about the project actions, inserting 
them in the public awareness-raising process. 

Recommendation 7 to FAO

Implement the strategy to gather and register the lessons learned in the project to subsidize with 
information the process to disseminate the concept of land management focused on the ecosystem 
approach and possibility of replicating good practices.

314	 Considering the wide-range of topics comprises in the BIG Project and the relevance of 
the integrated management of ecosystems and its production goods and services such 
as food and water to improve the quality of life and land, it is recommended that: FAO 
assigns personnel to the 078 and 079 Projects to perform the technical-administrative 
monitoring and set responsive and agile procedures in line with the relevance of those 
projects.

315	 The Project Manager should devote its tie to contacts and inter-institutional coordination. 
Another recommendation is to establish procedures to hire specialized and seasoned 
professional to perform the duties performed by the current manager.
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Annex 1: Terms of reference for the evaluation

Terms of reference

1	 This document has been prepared to establish the terms of reference to framework mid-
term evaluations (MTE) of two GEF projects implemented by FAO and National Partners in 
Brazil: “Integrated Management of the Ilha Grande Bay Ecosystem” (GCP/BRA/078/GFF) 
-onwards BIG Project- and “Strengthening National Policy and Knowledge Framework 
in Support of Sustainable Management of Brazil´s Forest Resources” (GCP/BRA/079/
GFF) – onwards Forestry Project.  The aim of this document is to provide a clear view of the 
purpose of the evaluations, their framework and methodology and to determine the roles 
and responsibilities of all the parts involved, in particular of  the evaluation team.

2	 The Terms of Reference for these Mid-term Evaluations were prepared by the FAO Office 
of Evaluation (OED) in close consultation with Projects Teams, respective Lead Technical 
Officers and the FAO GEF Coordination Unit in accordance with the evaluation policies 
and procedures of FAO and the GEF.

Purpose of the mid-term evaluations (MTE)

3	 In accordance with the Projects’ Documents, an independent Mid-term Evaluation will 
be undertaken “at the end of the third year of project implementation”.  MTE are thus 
planned for fall 2014 in order to review the progress made towards achievement of 
outcomes and will identify corrective actions as necessary. 

4	 Since the scheduling of theses MTEs allows for that, the aim is to have back-to-back 
evaluations under one umbrella looking at commonalities of FAO implementation of 
GEF projects, while still carrying out separate analysis for each project as required in the 
respective Project Documents in order to make the mid-term evaluations useful for FAO 
Brazil, the Government and, especially, for the projects teams.

5	 The common umbrella, linking these two MTEs, aims at identifying common trends, 
strengths and challenges as well as FAO’s added value in its implementing role.

6	 The presentation of MTEs findings will be made to the respective project partners at State 
and National levels.

Background of the projects 

7	 The BIG project and the Forestry project are full size projects, which documents were 
developed with PPGs of US$ 150,000 and US$ 100,000 respectively, between 2008 and 
2010. The Forestry project was endorsed by the GEF CEO in November 2010 and the BIG 
project in March 2011. Both projects became operational in FAO’s Systems (FPMIS) in 
August 2011.

8	 Both projects are planned for a period of 5 years and are funded by the Global Environment 
Facility (GEF), with co-funding contributions from Brazil’s government institutions at 
national or at decentralized level.

9	 Annex 1 of the present ToR provides the background of each project with a brief description 
that includes objectives and main activities, key events and main achievements and issues 
to date, the project’s institutional set-up and budget, total and residual.
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Evaluation framework and scope

Scope

10	 These MTEs will put emphasis on projects implementation over the period from August 
2011 to August 2014, regarding the projects strategies, approaches and methodologies 
and any preliminary impact.

MTE criterias

11	 The project will be critically assessed through the UNEG accepted evaluation criteria, i.e. 
relevance, efficiency, effectiveness, impact, and sustainability. In line with the new FAO 
project cycle, the evaluation will assess compliance with the following UN Common 
Country Programming Principles: Human Rights Based Approaches (HRBA), Right to Food/ 
Decent Work; Gender equality, Environmental sustainability, Capacity Development and 
Results Based Management.

Evaluation issues 

i.	 Relevance of concept and design

a.	 Relevance of the projects to:

•	 the GEF Biodiversity focal area strategy under which the two projects were approved; 
and for the GCP/BRA/079/GFF the GEF Climate Change focal area;

•	 needs of the population;

•	 FAO Corporate Strategy D “Supporting the conservation, improvement and sustainable 
use of natural resources for food and agriculture” and in particular D.2 “Conservation, 
rehabilitation and development of environments at the greatest risk”;

•	 FAO Country Programming Framework (if applicable);

•	 Other aid programmes in the sector

b.	 Robustness and realism of the theory of change underpinning the project;

c.	 Clarity, coherence and realism of the Logical Frameworks1 of the projects and of their 
design, including:

•	 logic of causal relationship between inputs, activities, expected outputs, outcomes and 
impact (against specific and development objectives) 

•	 Validity of indicators, assumptions and risks;

•	 Approaches and methodologies; 

•	 Resources (human and financial) and duration; 

•	 Stakeholder and beneficiary identification and analysis; 

•	 Institutional set-ups and management arrangements;

•	 Ambition in projects design and scale versus current status of projects implementation 
(punctual and partially dispersed activities)

ii.	 Effectiveness of outputs and outcomes

d.	 Overall effectiveness of the projects, actual or potential, in attaining its intermediate/
specific objectives , i.e. at completion of  Year 3 of implementation: 

•	 Description and analysis of the outputs produced, in terms of quantity, quality and timeliness; 

•	 Description and analysis of the outcomes achieved, expected and unexpected, theirs 
robustness and expectations for further uptake and diffusion. (see list of outcomes and 
outputs, Annex 3 of this ToR).

e.	 Use made by the projects of FAO’s normative and knowledge products and actual and 
potential contribution of the project to the normative and knowledge function of the 

1	 The Logical Framework embodies the Results-Based Management approach in a project
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Organization. In particular, the team will assess the use made: by the BIG project of 
specific normative tools and methods and technical documents developed by the Natural 
Resources and Environment Department, Fishery Department and other technical Divisions 
and if appropriate decentralized; and by the Forestry project of specific normative tools 
and methods and technical documents developed by Forestry Department and other 
technical Divisions and if appropriate decentralized.

12	 The key events and main achievements to date that should be assessed in view of their 
contribution to the achievements of the expected project outcomes for each project are 
described  in the annex 1 of the ToR.

iii.	 Efficiency and effectiveness of project implementation process

f.	 Assessment of projects management: 

•	 Quality, realism and focus of work plans;

•	 Assessment of delivery, causes and consequences of delays and of any remedial measure 
taken, if any; 

•	 Gaps and delays if any between planned and achieved outputs (foreseen in Prodocs and 
Work Plans), the causes and consequences of delays and assessment of any remedial 
measures taken;

•	 Gaps and delays if any between planned and achieved outcomes, the causes and 
consequences of delays and assessment of any remedial measures taken;

•	 Effectiveness of internal monitoring and review processes; and feed-back loop into 
improved management and operations; this will also include information provided by 
the project through GEF Tracking Tools

•	 Staff management; 

•	 Efficiency and effectiveness of coordination and steering bodies;

•	 Quality and quantity of administrative and technical support by FAO to the project, 
including the Lead Technical Unit, the Budget Holder and Project Task Force;

•	 Quality and quantity of technical support by national stakeholder2 to the PMUs and 
specialized consultants. 

•	 Development and implementation of an exit strategy, particularly for activities of 
impact expected beyond project termination; 

g.	 Institutional Setup:

•	 Administrative and technical support by FAO HQ, regional, sub-regional and country 
office, as appropriate;

•	 Institutional set-up, internal review processes, coordination and steering bodies; 

•	 Inputs and support by the Government/s and resource partner/s.

h.	 Assessment of financial resources management, including:

•	 Adequacy and realism of budget allocations (GEF and co-funding) to achieve intended 
results;

•	 Coherence and soundness of Budget Revisions in matching implementation needs and 
project objectives;

•	 Rate of delivery and budget balance at the time of the evaluation and in relation to 
work-plans.

iv.	 Analysis of the application of the UN common country programming principles, cross-
cutting themes, and of the Humanitarian Principles and Minimum Standards in the case of 
emergency projects

i.	 Analysis of gender mainstreaming for gender equality. This will include:

•	 extent to which gender equality considerations were reflected in project objectives and 
design to address the needs, priorities and constraints of both women and men, and in 
the identification of beneficiaries;

2	  INEA for the GCP/BRA/078/GFF and BFS, MMA for the GCP/BRA/079/GFF
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•	 extent to which gender equality considerations were taken into account in project 
implementation and management;

•	 Extent to which gender relations and equality have been or will be affected by the project.3

j.	 Analysis of the Capacity Development dimension in the design, implementation and 
results of the projects, at individual, organizational and enabling environment levels.4 This 
will include CD on both technical and soft-skills, i.e. planning, budgeting, partnering and 
negotiating.  Including the training of staff and partners; the efficiency and effectiveness of 
the workshops organized (i.e. project launch; technical workshops; specialist ś workshops)

k.	 Analysis of the adoption of the Human-Rights Based Approach, namely:

•	 the integration of the Right to Food dimension and principles, in the design, 
implementation and results of the projects; 

•	 the integration of decent rural employment concerns in the design, implementation 
and results of the projects.

l.	 Analysis of Partnerships and Alliances, namely: 

•	 how they were planned in projects design and developed through implementation;

•	 their focus and strength (including potential risk); 

•	 their effect on projects results and sustainability; and

•	 effectiveness of  partnerships with key institutions and organizations.

m.	 Analysis of how environmental impacts were taken into consideration and addressed, following 
the steps and criteria contained in the FAO Environmental Impact Assessment guidelines. 

v.	 Impact

n.	 Overall impact of the project, actual or potential, positive and negative, produced directly 
or indirectly, intended or unintended; and

o.	 Overall contribution of the project to FAO Country Programming Frameworks, 
Organizational Result/s and Strategic Objectives, as well as to the implementation of the 
corporate Core Functions.

p.	 Overall contribution of the project to GEF Strategic Priorities and Targets.

vi.	 Sustainability 

q.	 The prospects for sustaining and up-scaling the projects’ results by the beneficiaries and 
the host institutions after the termination of the projects. The assessment of sustainability 
will include, as appropriate:

•	 Institutional, technical, social and economic sustainability of proposed technologies, 
innovations and/or processes; 

•	 Expectation of institutional uptake and mainstreaming of the newly acquired capacities, 
or diffusion beyond the beneficiaries or the projects;

•	 Environmental sustainability: the projects’ contribution to sustainable natural resource 
management, in terms of maintenance and/or regeneration of the natural resource base.

13	 Based on the above analysis, the evaluation will draw:

•	 General and common conclusions and formulate recommendations for any necessary 
further action by Government, FAO and/or other parties to ensure sustainable 
development, including any need for follow-up or up-scaling action; and

•	 Specific conclusions and recommendations for each project if needed.

3	 See: http://typo3.fao.org/fileadmin/templates/gender/docs/FAO_FinalGender_Policy_2012.pdf

4	 See: http://www.fao.org/capacitydevelopment/en/
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14	  The evaluation will draw attention to specific good practices and lessons to be learned as 
they are of interest to other similar activities. Any proposal for further assistance should 
include specification of major objectives and outputs and indicative inputs required.

15	 Recommendations should emanate from the conclusions and should stay within the 
scope of the evaluation. 

Evaluation methodology 

16	 The methodology to answer the key evaluation question is mainly qualitative and will be 
implemented by the evaluation team following the methods and tools describes below.

Approach and tools

17	 The evaluation will adhere to the UNEG Norms & Standards5.

18	 The evaluation team leader in consultation with OED and the LTOs will elaborated an 
evaluation matrix with the common umbrella and with the specific question for each 
project (see Annex 3)

19	 The evaluation will adopt a consultative and transparent approach with internal and 
external stakeholders throughout the evaluation process. Triangulation of evidence and 
information gathered will underpin its validation and analysis and will support conclusions 
and recommendations. 

20	 The evaluation will make use of the following methods and tools: review of existing 
reports, semi-structured interviews with key informants, stakeholders and participants, 
supported by check lists and/or interview protocols; direct observation during field visits; 
surveys and questionnaires if necessary. 

21	 Particular attention will be devoted to ensure that women and other under-privileged 
groups will be consulted in adequate manner. Insofar as possible and appropriate, 
interaction will also take place with non-participants to canvass their opinions. The 
Sustainable Livelihoods Framework;6 the Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities and 
Threats (SWOT) framework can be used for assessment of project results.7

Stakeholders and consultation process

22	 The evaluation team will discuss in detail with the key stakeholders of the project and will 
take into account their perspectives and opinions. Key stakeholders will include: 

•	 Project Task Force members; 

•	 Federal and State Government representatives from the partner organizations; 

•	 the resource partners;

•	 FAO Representative and involved staff in the country; and

•	 Participants in communities, including farmers, processors, exporters, organizations 
and cooperatives, service providers, etc.

23	 The evaluation team will maintain close liaison with: the FAO Office of Evaluation, the 
Project Task Force members and Project staff at headquarters, regional, sub-regional or 

5	 United Nations Evaluation Group, http://www.uneval.org/normsandstandards

6	 The Sustainable Livelihoods Framework identifies five different capitals (human, social, natural, financial, and 
physical), each including different assets. It helps in improving understanding of livelihoods, in particular of the 
poor. For more information, among others: http://www.livelihoods.org/info/guidance_sheets_pdfs/section2.pdf

7	 SWOT is a widely used strategic planning tool, useful also in the assessment of development interventions, to 
canvass their strengths and weaknesses, as well as future perspectives. It is particularly used in focus groups, but it 
can be adapted to individual interviews as well.
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country level. Although the mission is free to discuss with the authorities concerned 
anything relevant to its assignment, it is not authorized to make any commitment on 
behalf of the Government, the donor or FAO.

24	 The team will present its preliminary findings, conclusions and recommendations to the 
project stakeholders in Brazil and insofar as possible, in the relevant FAO Decentralized 
Office and in HQ (feed-back meeting by teleconference if need be), to obtain their 
feedback at the end of the data-gathering phase. 

25	 The draft ToR will be circulated among key stakeholders for comments before finalisation; 
suggestions will be incorporated as deemed appropriate by OED. The draft evaluation 
report will also be circulated among key stakeholders for comments before finalisation; 
suggestions will be incorporated as deemed appropriate by the evaluation team.

Ratings

26	 In order to facilitate comparison with routine reporting to GEF and contribute to   the 
GEF programme learning process (BD portfolio), the evaluation will rate the success of 
the project on the GEF six-point scale system: Highly Satisfactory (HS), Satisfactory (S), 
Marginally Satisfactory (MS), Marginally Unsatisfactory (MU), Unsatisfactory (U), and 
Highly Unsatisfactory (HU). 

27	 Each of the items listed below should be rated separately, with comments and then an 
overall rating given. 

•	 Achievement of objectives

•	 Attainment of outputs and activities

•	 Progress towards meeting GEF-4 focal area priorities/objectives 

•	 Cost-effectiveness

•	 Impact

•	 Risk and Risk management

•	 Sustainability8

•	 Stakeholder participation

•	 Country ownership

•	 Implementation approach

•	 Financial planning

•	 Replicability

•	 Monitoring and evaluation.

Roles and responsibilities

28	 OED is responsible for managing the evaluation and drafting the first version of the 
Terms of Reference FAO. The elaboration of the ToR will be in close consultation with the 
Budget Holder (BH), Lead Technical Officers (LTO) and Projects’ Task Force (PTF) of the 
two projects to be evaluated. They will also support the evaluation team during its work. 
They are required to participate in meetings with the team, make available information 
and documentation as necessary, and comment on the draft final terms of reference 
and report. Involvement of different members of the projects Task Forces will depend on 
respective roles and participation in the project.

29	 The BH is also responsible for leading and coordinating the preparation of the FAO 
Management Response and the Follow-up Report to the evaluation, fully supported 

8	 Sustainability will be assessed in terms of Likelihood: Likely (L): There are no risks affecting this dimension of 
sustainability. Moderately Likely (ML). There are moderate risks that affect this dimension of susstainability. 
Moderately Unlikely (MU): There are significant risks that affect this dimension of sustainability Unlikely (U): There 
are severe risks that affect this dimension of sustainability
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in this task by LTOs and PTFs. OED guidelines for the Management Response and the 
Follow-up Report provide necessary details on this process.

30	 FAO Office of Evaluation leads the drafting the ToR, the identification of the consultants 
and the organization of the team’s work; it is responsible for the finalization of the 
ToR and of the team composition;9 it shall brief the evaluation team on the evaluation 
methodology and process and will review the final draft report for Quality Assurance 
purposes in terms of presentation, compliance with the ToR and timely delivery, quality, 
clarity and soundness of evidence provided and of the analysis supporting conclusions 
and recommendations. 

31	 The Office of Evaluation has also a responsibility in following up with the BH for the timely 
preparation of the Management Response and the Follow-up to the MR.

32	 The Evaluation Team is responsible for conducting the evaluation, applying the 
methodology as appropriate and for producing the evaluation report. All team members, 
including the Team Leader, will participate in briefing and debriefing meetings, 
discussions, field visits, and will contribute to the evaluation with written inputs for the 
final draft and final report.

33	 The Team Leader guides and coordinates the team members in their specific work, 
discusses their findings, conclusions and recommendations and prepares the final draft 
and the final report, consolidating the inputs from the team members with his/her own. 

34	 The Evaluation team could with OED agreement to expand the scope, criteria, questions 
and issues listed above, as well as develop its own evaluation tools and framework if it 
justified, within time and resources available.

35	 The team is fully responsible for its report which may not reflect the views of the 
Government or of FAO. An evaluation report is not subject to technical clearance by FAO 
although OED is responsible for Quality Assurance of all evaluation reports. 

36	 As a contribution to the OED Knowledge Management System:

•	 the Team Leader will be responsible for completing the OED quantitative project 
performance questionnaire, to be delivered at the same time with the final evaluation 
report; 

•	 OED will ask all team members to complete an anonymous and confidential 
questionnaire to get their feedback on the evaluation process.

Evaluation team

37	 The evaluation team will be composed by a team leader and two team members, one for 
each project.

38	 It will comprise the best available mix of skills that are required to assess the project, namely: 

•	 Demonstrated experience in the evaluation of large/complex, regional technical 
assistance projects 

•	 Familiarity with the objectives of the GEF Biodiversity portfolio

•	 Understanding of governance, political, economic and institutional issues associated 
with environment issues in general, and more specifically with forestry and land and 
marine ecosystem management in Brazil;

•	 Participatory planning from local to state levels to national level

•	 Gender equality and HRBA; 

9	 The responsibility for the administrative procedures for recruitment of the team, will be decided on a case-by-case basis.
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39	 Furthermore, to the extent possible, the team will be national or regional and gender 
balanced. The Team Leader should have international/ regional experience

40	 Mission members will have had no previous direct involvement in the formulation, 
implementation or backstopping of the project. All will sign the Declaration of Interest 
form of the FAO Office of Evaluation.

Evaluation deliverables

41	 The evaluation team will present an evaluation report with a common part and two 
separated analysis of the different projects. The report will illustrate the evidence found 
that responds to the evaluation issues, questions and criteria listed in the ToR. It will 
include an executive summary. Supporting data and analysis should be annexed to the 
report when considered important to complement the main report. 

42	 The recommendations will be addressed to the different stakeholders and prioritized: 
they will be evidence-based, relevant, focused, clearly formulated and actionable.

43	 The evaluation team will agree on the outline of the report early in the evaluation process, 
based on the template provided in Annex I of this ToR. The report will be prepared in 
Portuguese with numbered paragraphs, following OED template for report writing. 
Translations in other languages of the Organization, if required, will be FAO’s responsibility.

44	 The report will be translated into English and transformed in 2 different reports one for 
each projects, as requested by GEF, with the common analysis and the specific individual 
evaluation. The translation will be done by external translator and supervised by the team 
leader and OED, who will approve the translated document with consultation to the team 
Leader.

45	 The team leader bears responsibility for submitting the final draft report to FAO within 3 
weeks from the conclusion of the mission. Within 2 additional weeks, FAO will submit to 
the team its comments and suggestions that the team will include as appropriate in the 
final report within two weeks maximum.

46	 Annexes to the evaluation report will include, though not limited to, the following as 
relevant:

•	 Terms of reference for the evaluation; 

•	 Profile of team members; 

•	 List of documents reviewed;

•	 List of institutions and stakeholders interviewed by the evaluation team;

•	 List of project outputs;

•	 Itinerary of the evaluation team mission;

•	 Data collection instruments (e.g. copies of questionnaires, surveys – if applicable)

•	 Evaluation tools.

Evaluation timetable

47	 The evaluation is expected to take place during the last quarter of 2014. The country 
visit phase is expected to last approximately 3 weeks, from 20 October to 7 November. 
The timetable in the box below shows a tentative programme of travel and work for the 
evaluation team. It will be finalised upon the recruitment of the evaluation team. 
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Box 1. Tentative timetable of the evaluation 

Activity Dates Responsibility

Team 
Leader

BIG 
consultant

Forestry 
consultant

Finalization of ToR (including country 
consultations)

 July OED

Finalization of MTE team composition 
and mission time schedule

 August/September OED

Organisation and preparation 
Evaluation mission

August/September OED with support 
of BH and PTFs

Background documentation August/September LTO, BH, PTF

Background reading (home base); 
Preparation of the Evaluation matrix

 October Evaluation Team 
(ET)

Video Briefing with OED October ET, OED

Desk work October ET

Start evaluation mission  17-nov ET

Briefing in Brasilia with BH 17-nov ET

Meeting in Brasilia 17-21 Nov 17-19 Nov 17-21 Nov ET

Transfert to field 23-nov 1 Dec 23-nov ET

Assessment visits to Forestry project 
area

23-30 Nov    23-30 Nov ET

Assessment visits to BIG project area 1-9 Dec  1-9 Dec   ET

Transfert to Brasilia 9-Dec 9- Dec    

Debriefing in Brasilia  11-Dec ET

First draft Report to OED 7 January ET

Finalisation of report and submission WAE at home base ET

Comments by OED within 7 calendar days OED

Circulation of final draft 2 work days, within 3 days ET, OED

Comments final draft within two weeks BH, LTOs, PTFs, 
Stakeholders

Finalization of report 2 days, within one week ET, OED

Management response  within three week  BH
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Annex 2: Orçamento e Gastos do Projeto  
GCP/BRA/078/GFF

Oracle line Orginal budget Delivery at Dec 2014 Balance

5011 Salaries Prof. 137860 23360 114450

5012 Salaries G.S.   1977 -1977

5013 Consultores Nac. 826193 516986 309175

5014 Contratos 450180 26567 327734

5021 Viagens 62015 26905 35110

5023 Treinamento 390898 68134 322764

5024 Materiais 247137 6015 241122

5025 Equipamentos 65927 54010 11917

5028 Gastos Gerais 119790 36464 83326

Total general 2300000 760418 1443621

  Expected budget

% Delivery by line per year

2011 2012 2013 2014 Total

5011 Salaries Prof. 6 0 5 5 0 3

5012 Salaries G.S. 0 0 0 0 1 0

5013 Consultores Nac. 36 44 44 77 84 68

5014 Contratos 20 12 10 0 0 3

5021 Viagens 3 3 2 3 5 4

5023 Treinamento 17 15 12 8 7 9

5024 Materiais 11 0 1 1 1 1

5025 Equipamentos 3 0 22 0 0 7

5028 Gastos Gerais 5 2 4 7 2 5

Total general 100 100 100 100 100 100

 

% Delivery per year per line

2011 2012 2013 2014 Total

5011 Salaries Prof. 0 51 45 4 100

5012 Salaries G.S. 0 0 0 100 100

5013 Consultores Nac. 2 21 32 45 100

5014 Contratos 12 92 -3 0 100

5021 Viagens 3 18 25 55 100

5023 Treinamento 6 43 25 27 100

5024 Materiais 0 38 21 41 100

5025 Equipamentos 0 99 1 0 100

5028 Gastos Gerais 19 27 41 13 100

Total general 3 32 29 36 100
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Annex 3: Atividades por componentes – projeto BIG
Co

m
po

ne
nt

e 
1:

 P
la

ne
ja

m
en

to
, P

ol
ít

ic
a 

e 
Fo

rt
al

ec
im

en
to

 In
st

it
uc

io
na

l

Su
bc

om
-p

on
en

te
ID

 A
ti

vi
da

de
A

ti
vi

da
de

s
A

no
 p

re
vi

st
o 

no
 P

ro
do

c
A

no
 p

re
vi

st
o 

pa
ra

 e
xe

cu
çã

o 
St

at
us

In
di

ca
do

r
Co

m
en

tá
ri

o

1A
 - 

Pl
an

ej
am

en
to

1.
1.

1
La

nç
am

en
to

 /
 fi

na
liz

aç
ão

 
do

 p
ro

ce
ss

o 
de

 e
la

bo
ra

çã
o 

do
 p

la
no

 d
e 

IE
M

1 
at

é 
5

20
16

pa
rc

ia
lm

en
te

 
re

al
iz

ad
o

Ev
en

to
s

Pe
nd

en
te

 a
pe

na
s 

o 
ev

en
to

 d
e 

fin
al

iz
aç

ão
 d

o 
pl

an
o 

de
 IE

M

1.
1.

2
Co

ns
ul

ta
s 

co
m

un
itá

ria
s-

 
Pr

om
ov

er
 a

 p
ar

tic
ip

aç
ão

 
pú

bl
ic

a 
e 

se
ns

ib
ili

za
çã

o 
da

 
co

m
un

id
ad

e.

 
20

16
pe

nd
en

te
Re

la
to

 d
as

  r
eu

ni
õe

s
A

ss
oc

ia
r c

om
 G

EA
M

 e
 co

m
p 

4.

D
ev

em
os

 u
til

iz
ar

 p
ar

a 
di

ve
rs

as
 

re
un

iõ
es

 e
 o

fic
in

as
.

1.
1.

3
A

po
ia

r a
 c

ria
çã

o 
e 

op
er

aç
ão

 
de

 u
m

 fó
ru

m
 p

ar
a 

a 
BI

G
 

co
m

 v
is

ta
 a

 p
ro

m
ov

er
 u

m
a 

ab
or

da
ge

m
 e

co
ló

gi
ca

 
pa

ra
 a

 co
ns

er
va

çã
o 

do
 

ec
os

si
st

em
a 

BI
G

.

1
20

12
re

al
iz

ad
o

Fó
ru

m
 c

ria
do

D
oc

um
en

ta
r c

om
 a

 R
es

ol
uç

ão
 d

e 
cr

ia
çã

o 
do

 C
BH

 e
 re

un
iõ

es
.

1.
1.

4
Es

tu
do

s 
te

m
át

ic
os

 
1 

at
é 

4
20

14
- 2

01
5

pa
rc

ia
lm

en
te

 
re

al
iz

ad
o

Es
tu

do
s 

de
se

nv
ol

vi
do

s
Es

tu
do

 te
m

át
ic

o 
pa

ra
 s

ub
si

di
ar

 
a 

pr
op

os
ta

 fi
na

l d
o 

ZE
EC

, 
re

la
ci

on
ad

o 
ao

 le
va

nt
am

en
to

 e
 

an
ál

is
e 

do
s 

pr
oj

et
os

, p
ro

gr
am

as
 

e 
im

pl
em

en
ta

çã
o 

de
st

es
 n

a 
RH

I, 
be

m
 co

m
o 

de
fin

iç
ão

 d
e 

ce
ná

rio
s 

e 
pl

an
o 

de
 a

çã
o 

(e
co

no
m

is
ta

, g
es

tã
o 

ou
 e

sp
ec

ia
lis

ta
 e

m
 p

la
ne

ja
m

en
to

 
pu

bl
ic

o)
. 

1.
1.

5
El

ab
or

aç
ão

 P
la

no
 d

e 
Ba

ci
a 

Hi
dr

og
rá

fic
a 

- P
BH

2
20

14
- 2

01
6

pe
nd

en
te

Pl
an

o 
de

se
nv

ol
vi

do
PB

H 
em

 fa
se

 d
e 

ed
ita

l. 
A 

co
nt

ra
ta

çã
o 

da
 e

m
pr

es
a 

pa
ra

 e
xe

cu
çã

o 
do

 P
BH

 
es

tá
 fo

ra
 d

a 
ge

st
ão

 d
o 

Pr
oj

et
o.

 
Es

tá
 a

ss
eg

ur
ad

o 
re

cu
rs

o 
e 

ge
re

nc
ia

 
do

 IN
EA

 n
o 

Pr
oc

es
so

, p
or

ém
 n

ão
 

po
ss

ív
el

 e
st

ab
el

ec
er

 u
m

 p
ra

zo
 co

m
 

rig
or

.



Mid-term evaluation of the Integrated Management of the Ilha Grande Bay Ecosystem (BIG) project

12

Co
m

po
ne

nt
e 

1:
 P

la
ne

ja
m

en
to

, P
ol

ít
ic

a 
e 

Fo
rt

al
ec

im
en

to
 In

st
it

uc
io

na
l

Su
bc

om
-p

on
en

te
ID

 A
ti

vi
da

de
A

ti
vi

da
de

s
A

no
 p

re
vi

st
o 

no
  

Pr
od

oc
A

no
 p

re
vi

st
o 

pa
ra

 
ex

ec
uç

ão
 

St
at

us
In

di
ca

do
r

Co
m

en
tá

ri
o

1A
 - 

Pl
an

ej
am

en
to

1.
1.

6
El

ab
or

aç
ão

 d
o 

Zo
ne

am
en

to
 

Ec
on

ôm
ic

o 
Ec

ol
óg

ic
o 

Co
st

ei
ro

 
-Z

EE
C

3
20

14
- 2

01
5

em
 a

nd
am

en
to

ZE
EC

 fi
na

liz
ad

o
A

pó
s 

20
15

 d
ev

er
á 

se
r e

la
bo

ra
do

 
o 

Pl
an

o 
de

 A
çã

o 
do

 Z
EE

C.
 S

ob
 

co
or

de
na

çã
o 

di
re

ta
 d

o 
IN

EA
 (f

or
a 

da
 U

G
P)

1.
1.

7
O

fic
in

as
 d

e 
ap

oi
o 

ao
 p

ro
ce

ss
o 

de
 e

la
bo

ra
çã

o 
do

 Z
EE

C 
2

20
14

- 2
01

5
em

 a
nd

am
en

to
Re

un
iõ

es
N

ão
 c

on
te

m
pl

a 
m

od
er

aç
ão

1.
1.

8
A

po
io

 a
s 

 o
fic

in
as

 p
ar

tic
ip

at
iv

as
 

do
 Z

EE
C 

2
20

15
N

ov
a

Re
la

tó
rio

 d
e 

m
od

er
aç

ão
At

iv
id

ad
e 

no
va

: c
on

tr
at

aç
ão

 d
e 

m
od

er
ad

or
 e

 fa
ci

lit
ad

or
 p

ar
a 

re
un

iõ
es

 p
ar

tic
ip

at
iv

as
 p

ar
a 

ZE
EC

1.
1.

9
Pu

bl
ic

aç
ão

 d
o 

Pl
an

o 
IE

M
 

(E
st

ud
os

 te
m

át
ic

os
) 

5
20

16
pe

nd
en

te
Pl

an
o 

de
se

nv
ol

vi
do

Re
cu

rs
o 

tr
an

sf
er

id
o 

de
 a

tiv
id

ad
e 

1.
1.

4 
pa

ra
 a

 re
al

iz
aç

ão
 d

o 
pl

an
o 

IE
M

, b
as

ea
do

 n
os

 P
BH

 e
 n

o 
ZE

EC

1.
1.

10
O

fic
in

a 
IE

M
41

76
0

20
16

pe
nd

en
te

Re
la

to
 d

as
 re

un
iã

o
as

so
ci

ad
o 

co
m

 1
.1

.8

1.
1.

11
W

or
ks

ho
ps

 s
ob

re
 P

ad
rõ

es
 d

e 
qu

al
id

ad
e 

ec
ol

óg
ic

a 
pa

ra
 B

IG
1

20
15

pe
nd

en
te

Re
la

to
 d

as
 re

un
iã

o
CA

N
CE

LA
D

O
 u

m
a 

qu
e 

es
ta

ria
 

as
so

ci
ad

o 
ao

 P
la

no
 IE

M
 p

or
ém

 
ai

nd
a 

nã
o 

es
tá

 d
efi

ni
da

 a
 

m
et

od
ol

og
ia

 d
e 

el
ab

or
aç

ão
 

de
st

e 
(n

ão
 e

st
á 

as
so

ci
ad

o 
no

 
PR

O
D

O
C 

a 
ne

nh
um

 O
U

TC
O

M
E 

ou
 

O
U

TP
U

T,
 n

ão
 h

á 
re

cu
rs

o 
pr

ev
is

to
. 

A
pe

na
s 

é 
ci

ta
do

 n
o 

an
ex

o 
3.

1.
1.

12
A

ss
is

te
nt

e 
Té

cn
ic

o 
UG

P 
N

A
20

16
re

al
iz

ad
o

Co
nt

ra
to

 e
fe

tiv
ad

o
N

O
VA

 A
TI

VI
DA

D
E 

(re
cu

rs
o 

20
14

-2
01

5 
e 

20
16

 re
tir

ad
o 

da
 

at
iv

id
ad

e 
1.

2.
3)



Mid-term evaluation of the Integrated Management of the Ilha Grande Bay Ecosystem (BIG) project

13

Co
m

po
ne

nt
e 

1:
 P

la
ne

ja
m

en
to

, P
ol

ít
ic

a 
e 

Fo
rt

al
ec

im
en

to
 In

st
it

uc
io

na
l

Su
bc

om
-p

on
en

te
ID

 A
ti

vi
da

de
A

ti
vi

da
de

s
A

no
 p

re
vi

st
o 

no
  P

ro
do

c
A

no
 p

re
vi

st
o 

pa
ra

 e
xe

cu
çã

o 
St

at
us

In
di

ca
do

r
Co

m
en

tá
ri

o

1B
 - 

Po
lit

ic
a

1.
2.

1
El

ab
or

ar
 u

m
 e

st
ud

o 
de

 a
va

lia
çã

o 
pa

ra
 d

et
er

m
in

ar
 se

 
a 

le
gi

sla
çã

o 
na

cio
na

l e
 e

st
ad

ua
l p

re
vê

 a
 p

os
sib

ili
da

de
 

de
 co

m
itê

s d
e 

ba
cia

s h
id

ro
gr

áfi
ca

s a
te

nd
er

 zo
na

s 
co

st
ei

ra
s e

 q
ue

st
õe

s d
e 

qu
al

id
ad

e 
am

bi
en

ta
l (

ca
so

 
co

nt
rá

rio
, p

ro
po

r s
ol

uç
õe

s p
ar

a 
ex

pa
nd

ir 
se

us
 

m
an

da
to

s)
.

1
20

12
re

al
iz

ad
o

Es
tu

do
 

re
al

iz
ad

o
do

cu
m

en
ta

r (
ve

rifi
ca

r p
ro

du
to

 G
ra

vi
na

 e
 

Re
so

lu
çã

o 
de

 fo
rm

aç
ão

 d
o 

CB
H)

 –
 M

on
iq

ue

1.
2.

2
Ap

oi
o 

as
 R

eu
ni

ão
 d

o 
Co

m
itê

 d
e 

Ba
cia

 H
id

ro
gr

áfi
ca

1 
at

e 
5

20
16

em
 a

nd
am

en
to

Re
la

to
 d

as
 

re
un

iã
o

 

1.
2.

3
Av

al
ia

çã
o 

do
 q

ua
dr

o 
e 

an
ál

is
e 

da
s l

ac
un

as
 ju

ríd
ic

as
 

do
s m

an
da

to
s d

os
 co

m
itê

s d
e 

ba
cia

s c
os

te
iro

s (
50

%
 

G
EF

) 

2
20

12
re

al
iz

ad
o

D
ec

re
to

 cr
ia

çã
o 

CB
H

At
iv

id
ad

e 
no

va
, n

ão
 p

re
vi

st
a 

no
 P

ro
do

c.
 N

a 
te

rc
ei

ra
 m

iss
ão

 d
e 

m
on

ito
ra

m
en

to
, F

AO
 e

 
IN

EA
 a

pr
ov

ar
am

 a
 co

nt
ra

ta
çã

o 
de

 a
po

io
 

té
cn

ico
 à

 U
G

P.
  R

ea
liz

ad
a 

pe
lo

 IN
EA

.

1.
2.

4
Es

tu
do

s s
ob

re
 p

ol
iti

ca
s (

El
ab

or
ar

 e
st

ud
o 

ad
ici

on
al

 
so

br
e 

po
lít

ic
as

 a
 se

r i
de

nt
ifi

ca
do

 n
o 

an
o 

1)
 

3,
4

20
15

re
al

iz
ad

o
Es

tu
do

 
re

al
iz

ad
o

Re
al

iz
ad

o 
em

 e
st

ud
os

 te
m

át
ico

s d
e 

pr
op

os
iç

ão
 d

a 
m

et
od

ol
og

ia
 d

o 
ZE

EC
 e

 P
BH

, 
m

as
 p

od
er

á 
se

r c
om

pl
em

en
ta

do
 n

o 
an

o 
de

 
20

15
 co

m
 e

st
ud

os
 e

sp
ec

ífi
co

s

1.
2.

5
El

ab
or

ar
 u

m
 e

st
ud

o 
de

 b
as

e 
pa

ra
 a

va
lia

r o
nd

e 
a 

ju
ris

di
çã

o 
ex

is
te

nt
e 

a 
ní

ve
l n

ac
io

na
l, 

es
ta

du
al

 e
 

m
un

ici
pa

l e
 o

s m
an

da
to

s e
st

ão
 a

fe
ta

nd
o 

a 
ge

st
ão

 
efi

cie
nt

e 
e 

re
gu

la
m

en
ta

çã
o 

da
 p

ro
du

çã
o 

e 
at

iv
id

ad
es

 
de

 co
ns

er
va

çã
o 

e 
af

et
an

do
 a

 «
sa

úd
e»

 d
a 

BI
G

 a
tra

vé
s 

de
 so

br
ep

os
içõ

es
 e

/o
u 

fa
lh

as
 n

os
 m

an
da

to
s (

³)

1,
2

N
A

re
al

iz
ad

o
Es

tu
do

 
re

al
iz

ad
o

Ex
ec

ut
ad

o 
pe

lo
 Z

EE
C 

(p
ro

du
to

 F
el

ip
e)

 e
 

es
tu

do
 G

ra
vi

na
.

Re
cu

rs
o 

di
sp

on
ív

el
 p

ar
a 

ap
oi

o 
UG

P.

1.
2.

6
El

ab
or

ar
 e

st
ud

o 
e 

pr
op

or
 re

co
m

en
da

çõ
es

 q
ue

 
co

nd
uz

am
 à

 cr
ia

çã
o 

de
 u

m
 si

st
em

a 
qu

e 
pe

rm
ita

 
m

ar
ic

ul
tu

ra
 n

a 
BI

G
.- 

in
clu

i p
la

no
 d

e 
ne

gó
cio

s 

3,
4

20
14

- 2
01

5
no

va
Es

tu
do

 
re

al
iz

ad
o

N
O

VA
 A

TI
VI

DA
DE

- a
po

io
 a

 re
al

iz
aç

ão
 d

e 
es

tu
do

s  
de

 v
ia

bi
lid

ad
e 

e 
pl

an
o 

de
 n

eg
óc

io
s 

pa
ra

 m
ar

ic
ul

tu
ra

 n
a 

BI
G

 (a
ss

oc
ia

do
 a

os
 

at
or

es
 P

M
AR

, F
ip

er
j, 

AM
BI

G
.).

1.
2.

7
Cr

ia
çã

o 
de

 N
or

m
as

 O
pe

ra
cio

na
is 

(N
O

Ps
) p

ar
a 

m
ar

ic
ul

tu
ra

 e
 a

qu
ic

ul
tu

ra
 p

ar
a 

o 
Es

ta
do

 d
o 

Ri
o 

de
 

Ja
ne

iro

3
20

14
pa

rc
ia

lm
en

te
 

re
al

iz
ad

o
N

or
m

as
 cr

ia
da

s
Fa

lta
 p

as
sa

r p
el

o 
CO

N
DI

R 
e 

CO
N

EM
A



Mid-term evaluation of the Integrated Management of the Ilha Grande Bay Ecosystem (BIG) project

14

Co
m

po
ne

nt
e 

1:
 P

la
ne

ja
m

en
to

, P
ol

ít
ic

a 
e 

Fo
rt

al
ec

im
en

to
 In

st
it

uc
io

na
l

Su
bc

om
-p

on
en

te
ID

 A
ti

vi
da

de
A

ti
vi

da
de

s
A

no
 p

re
vi

st
o 

no
  P

ro
do

c
A

no
 p

re
vi

st
o 

pa
ra

 e
xe

cu
çã

o 
St

at
us

In
di

ca
do

r
Co

m
en

tá
ri

o

1C
 - 

Fo
rt

al
ec

im
en

to
 

In
st

itu
cio

na
l

1.
3.

1
Cu

rs
o 

IE
M

: P
ro

m
ov

er
 a

 ca
pa

ci
ta

çã
o 

co
m

 fo
co

 e
m

: 
(ii

i) 
fo

rt
al

ec
er

 o
s «

pr
in

cíp
io

s”
 d

e 
IE

M
;

2,
3

20
15

pe
nd

en
te

Re
la

to
 d

as
 

re
un

iã
o

as
so

cia
do

 co
m

 1
.1

.8
. 

1.
3.

2
Pr

om
ov

er
 a

 ca
pa

ci
ta

çã
o 

co
m

 fo
co

 e
m

: 
(iv

) a
pr

en
de

r c
om

 o
ut

ra
s i

ni
cia

tiv
as

 d
e 

im
pl

em
en

ta
çã

o 
de

 a
bo

rd
ag

en
s d

e 
IE

M
. 

(in
te

rc
âm

bi
o)

1,
2

20
15

pe
nd

en
te

Re
la

to
 d

as
 

re
un

iã
o

D
efi

ni
r c

om
 F

AO
 e

 R
ic

ar
do

1.
3.

3
Pr

om
ov

er
 a

 ca
pa

ci
ta

çã
o 

co
m

 fo
co

 e
m

: (
i) 

au
m

en
to

 
da

 ca
pa

ci
da

de
 d

o 
go

ve
rn

o 
m

un
ici

pa
l p

ar
a 

im
pl

em
en

ta
r o

 li
ce

nc
ia

m
en

to
 a

m
bi

en
ta

l; 

1,
2

20
13

 e
 2

01
6

pa
rc

ia
lm

en
te

 
re

al
iz

ad
o

Cu
rs

o 
ex

ec
ut

ad
o

Ca
ro

l d
oc

um
en

ta
r (

en
tra

r e
m

 co
nt

at
o 

co
m

 P
M

AR
 p

ar
a 

ve
rifi

ca
r q

ua
nt

as
 

lic
en

ça
s f

or
am

 e
m

iti
da

s)
 b

us
ca

r 
in

fo
rm

aç
ão

 co
m

 o
 in

ea
 so

br
e 

o 
ca

da
st

ro
 

de
 a

ng
ra

 n
o 

sis
te

m
a 

de
 in

fo
rm

aç
ão

 
IN

EA
 - 

no
vo

 in
di

ca
do

r.

1.
3.

4
Pr

om
ov

er
 a

 ca
pa

ci
ta

çã
o 

co
m

 fo
co

 e
m

: (
ii)

 S
IG

 e
 

su
a 

ap
lic

aç
ão

 n
o 

pl
an

ej
am

en
to

 a
m

bi
en

ta
l

1,
2

20
15

pa
rc

ia
lm

en
te

 
re

al
iz

ad
o

Cu
rs

o 
ex

ec
ut

ad
o

Ve
r c

om
 G

EO
PE

A 
(M

ar
ie

 e
 P

at
ríc

ia
). 

Pr
op

os
ta

 d
e 

ca
pa

ci
ta

çã
o 

do
s p

ar
ce

iro
s 

pa
ra

 u
til

iz
aç

ão
 d

as
 b

as
es

 d
o 

ZE
EC

1.
3.

5
M

an
ut

en
çã

o 
da

 e
m

ba
rc

aç
ão

1 
at

e 
5

20
16

em
 a

nd
am

en
to

M
an

ut
en

çã
o 

ex
ec

ut
ad

a
M

od
ifi

ca
do

 p
ar

a 
m

an
ut

en
çã

o 
da

 
La

nc
ha

 IN
EA

 (S
EA

P 
08

). 
Po

ss
iv

el
m

en
te

 
po

de
m

os
 a

lu
ga

r p
ar

a 
at

iv
id

ad
es

 d
o 

IN
EA

 e
 p

ro
je

to
 (e

x.
 R

AP
).

 
1.

3.
6

M
an

ut
en

çã
o 

e 
se

gu
ro

 d
e 

ve
ícu

lo
s

1 
at

e 
5

20
16

ro
tin

a
M

an
ut

en
çã

o 
ex

ec
ut

ad
a

N
O

VA
 A

TI
VI

DA
DE

 (c
om

 R
ec

ur
so

 d
o 

G
ef

 
pr

ov
in

do
 d

e 
«b

oa
t r

en
ta

l»)

 
 

Vi
ag

en
s n

ac
io

na
is

1 
at

e 
5

20
16

ro
tin

a
re

la
tó

rio
s d

e 
vi

ag
en

s
 



Mid-term evaluation of the Integrated Management of the Ilha Grande Bay Ecosystem (BIG) project

15

Co
m

po
ne

nt
e 

2:
 B

io
di

ve
rs

id
ad

e 
e 

Á
re

as
 P

ro
te

gi
da

s

Su
bc

om
po

ne
nt

e
ID

 A
tiv

id
ad

e
At

iv
id

ad
es

A
no

 p
re

vi
st

o 
no

  P
ro

do
c

A
no

 p
re

vi
st

o 
pa

ra
 e

xe
cu

çã
o 

St
at

us
In

di
ca

do
r

Co
m

en
tá

rio

 
2.1

.12
Eq

ui
pa

m
en

to
s e

 o
ut

ro
s i

ns
um

os
 p

ar
a 

at
ivi

da
de

s e
st

ra
té

gi
ca

s e
 co

la
bo

ra
tiv

as
 d

o 
M

os
ai

co
 B

oc
ai

na

3,
4,

5
20

16
pe

nd
en

te
Pr

oj
et

os
 

ex
ec

ut
ad

os
O 

re
cu

rs
o 

pr
ev

ist
o 

pa
ra

 o
 a

no
 d

e 
20

15
 é

 p
ar

a 
ex

ec
uç

ão
 d

as
 a

tiv
id

ad
es

 
do

 M
os

ai
co

 B
oc

ai
na

 re
la

tiv
as

 a
o 

m
on

ito
ra

m
en

to
 d

e 
fa

un
a,

 p
la

no
 d

e 
ge

st
ão

 d
e 

es
pé

cie
s e

xó
tic

as
 e

 e
st

ud
o 

ju
ríd

ico
. P

ar
a 

o 
an

o 
de

 2
01

6 
o 

re
cu

rs
o 

es
tá

 co
nd

ici
on

ad
o 

ao
 a

po
io

 n
a 

im
pl

em
en

ta
çã

o 
do

 m
ec

an
ism

o 
de

 
su

st
en

ta
bi

lid
ad

e 
fin

an
ce

ira
 d

o 
M

B.

2A
 - 

 
Fo

rta
le

cim
en

to
 d

o 
M

os
ai

co
 B

oc
ai

na

2.1
.1

Fo
rta

le
ce

r a
 ca

pa
cid

ad
e 

op
er

ac
io

na
l d

a 
Se

cr
et

ar
ia

 d
o 

M
os

ai
co

 B
oc

ai
na

 (S
ec

re
ta

rio
 

Ex
ec

ut
ivo

 d
o 

M
os

ai
co

).

1 
at

e 
5

20
16

re
al

iza
do

Co
nt

ra
to

 
ef

et
iva

do
Ap

ós
 R

.O
 tr

an
sfe

rin
do

 2
90

00
 p

ar
a 

ap
oi

o 
UG

P 
re

st
ar

á 
34

50
0)

2.1
.2

El
ab

or
ar

 P
la

no
 e

st
ra

té
gi

co
 d

o 
M

os
ai

co
 

1
20

14
 - 

20
15

pe
nd

en
te

Pl
an

o 
el

ab
or

ad
o

At
ivi

da
de

 a
ss

oc
ia

da
 a

 co
nt

ra
ta

çã
o 

de
 m

od
er

ad
or

  e
 fa

cil
ita

do
r d

e 
ofi

cin
as

2.1
.3

O
fic

in
as

 te
m

át
ica

s p
ar

a 
UC

1 
at

e 
5

20
16

em
 a

nd
am

en
to

O
fic

in
as

 
re

al
iza

da
s

In
te

gr
a:

 1
. O

fic
in

as
 e

 re
un

iõ
es

 d
e 

Co
m

itê
s T

éc
ni

co
s d

o 
M

B

2.
 R

eu
ni

õe
s e

 o
fic

in
as

 d
o 

M
B

2.1
.4

O
fic

in
as

 A
to

re
s (

Ge
st

or
es

 U
C,

 fu
nc

io
ná

rio
s e

 
de

m
ai

s p
ar

ce
iro

s)
  

1 
at

e 
5

20
16

em
 a

nd
am

en
to

O
fic

in
as

 
re

al
iza

da
s

in
te

gr
a:

 1
. S

eg
un

do
 e

nc
on

tro
 d

e 
po

pu
la

çõ
es

 tr
ad

ici
on

ai
s

2.
 S

eg
un

do
 e

nc
on

tro
 d

e 
Ge

st
or

es

3.
 O

fic
in

a 
pa

ra
 P

la
no

 d
e 

Pr
ot

eç
ão

 d
o 

M
B

2.1
.5

O
fic

in
as

 e
 d

efi
ni

çã
o 

 d
os

 in
ve

st
im

en
to

s 
su

bs
eq

ue
nt

es
 fo

ca
do

s e
m

 q
ue

st
õe

s d
e 

ca
us

as
 co

m
un

s e
nt

re
 a

s U
C 

qu
e 

só
 p

od
em

 se
r 

re
so

lvi
da

s a
tra

vé
s d

e 
um

 e
sfo

rç
o 

ab
ra

ng
en

te
 

de
fin

id
o 

pe
lo

 co
nc

ei
to

 d
e 

m
os

ai
co

.

3
20

14
pe

nd
en

te
Es

tra
té

gi
a 

de
 a

pl
ica

çã
o 

de
fin

id
a

as
so

cia
do

 a
s a

tiv
id

ad
es

 2
.1.

2 
e 

 2
.1.

4 

2.1
.6

De
se

nv
ol

vim
en

to
 d

e 
um

a 
es

tra
té

gi
a 

fin
an

ce
ira

 d
es

tin
ad

a 
a 

co
br

ir 
os

 cu
st

os
 d

a 
Se

cr
et

ar
ia

 E
xe

cu
tiv

a 
e 

ca
na

liz
ar

 re
cu

rs
os

 U
C 

se
le

cio
na

da
s

nã
o 

de
fin

id
o

20
14

- 2
01

5
pe

nd
en

te
M

ec
an

ism
o 

de
fin

id
o

 

2.1
.7

Im
pl

em
en

ta
r m

ec
an

ism
o 

de
 su

st
en

ta
bi

lid
ad

e 
fin

an
ce

ira
 d

o 
M

B
nã

o 
de

fin
id

o
20

16
pe

nd
en

te
M

ec
an

ism
o 

im
pl

em
en

ta
do

Re
cu

rs
o 

tra
ns

fe
rid

o 
de

 2
.1.

6.

2.1
.8

El
ab

or
aç

ão
/ r

ev
isã

o 
e 

im
pl

em
en

ta
çã

o 
do

 
Pl

an
o 

de
 co

m
un

ica
çã

o
1 

at
é 

5
20

16
pe

nd
en

te
Pl

an
o 

el
ab

or
ad

o
As

so
cia

do
 a

s a
tiv

id
ad

es
 2

.1.
9 

2.1
.9

Pr
od

uç
ão

 d
e 

fly
er

s (
UC

 e
 M

os
ai

co
)

1 
at

é 
5

20
16

em
 a

nd
am

en
to

Pu
bl

ica
çõ

es
 

2.1
.10

De
se

nv
ol

vim
en

to
 d

e 
ba

se
 d

e 
da

do
s e

sp
ac

ia
l 

pa
ra

 o
 M

os
ai

co
 e

 U
C

CC
S

20
15

pe
nd

en
te

BD
 d

es
en

vo
lvi

da
 

2.1
.11

O
fic

in
a 

so
br

e 
ge

st
ão

 d
a 

RD
S A

ve
nt

ur
ei

ro
 e

 R
E 

1
20

14
- 2

01
5

pa
rc

ia
lm

en
te

 
re

al
iza

do
O

fic
in

as
 

re
al

iza
da

s
Re

cu
rs

o 
ut

iliz
ad

o 
de

 2
.2

.4



Mid-term evaluation of the Integrated Management of the Ilha Grande Bay Ecosystem (BIG) project

16

Co
m

po
ne

nt
e 

2:
 B

io
di

ve
rs

id
ad

e 
e 

Á
re

as
 P

ro
te

gi
da

s

Su
bc

om
po

ne
nt

e
ID

 A
tiv

id
ad

e
At

iv
id

ad
es

A
no

 p
re

vi
st

o 
no

  P
ro

do
c

A
no

 p
re

vi
st

o 
pa

ra
 e

xe
cu

çã
o 

St
at

us
In

di
ca

do
r

Co
m

en
tá

rio

2B
 - 

Fo
rt

al
ec

im
en

to
 

da
s 

UC
 E

xi
st

en
te

s

2.
2.

1
Re

vi
sã

o 
do

s 
at

ua
is

 o
u 

pr
ep

ar
aç

ão
 d

e 
no

vo
s 

pl
an

os
 d

e 
m

an
ej

o 
(P

EI
G

, P
EC

, 
A

PA
 T

am
oi

os
, R

EJ
)

 
20

16
pa

rc
ia

lm
en

te
 

re
al

iz
ad

o
Pl

an
os

 
el

ab
or

ad
os

 

2.
2.

2
El

ab
or

aç
ão

 d
o 

Pl
an

o 
de

 M
an

ej
o 

da
 A

PA
 m

ar
in

ha
 m

un
ic

ip
al

 d
a 

Ba
ía

 
de

 P
ar

at
y,

 P
ar

at
y 

M
iri

m
 e

 S
ac

o 
do

 
M

am
an

gá

1
20

16
pe

nd
en

te
Pl

an
o 

el
ab

or
ad

o
U

RG
EN

TE
 - 

ve
rifi

ca
r c

om
 P

M
P 

se
 li

m
ite

s 
da

 U
C 

fo
ra

m
 

m
od

ifi
ca

do
s 

em
 in

st
ru

m
en

to
 m

un
ic

ip
al

 le
ga

l. 
 R

is
co

 m
éd

io
 

pa
ra

 a
 a

tiv
id

ad
e 

po
is

 e
st

á 
re

la
ci

on
ad

a 
ex

cl
us

iv
am

en
te

 c
om

 
tr

am
ite

s 
po

lít
ic

os
2.

2.
3

Re
ca

te
go

riz
aç

ão
 d

o 
PE

 M
ar

in
ho

 d
o 

Av
en

tu
ei

ro
-  

Re
Bi

o 
Pr

ai
a 

do
 S

ul
 

20
14

re
al

iz
ad

o
D

ec
re

to
 

pu
bl

ic
ad

o
 

2.
2.

4
O

fic
in

as
 p

ar
tic

ip
at

iv
as

 p
ar

a 
pr

ep
ar

aç
ão

 e
 im

pl
em

en
ta

çã
o 

de
 

Pl
an

os
 d

e 
M

an
ej

o

1,
2,

3,
4,

5
20

14
 A

TÉ
 

20
16

pe
nd

en
te

O
fic

in
as

 
re

al
iz

ad
as

D
efi

ni
r c

om
 g

es
to

re
s 

e 
D

IB
A

P.

2.
2.

5
O

fic
in

a 
pa

ra
 im

pl
em

en
ta

çã
o 

e 
in

te
gr

aç
ão

 d
e 

Pl
an

os
 d

e 
M

an
ej

o
1,

2,
3,

4,
5

20
15

 A
TÉ

 
20

16
pe

nd
en

te
O

fic
in

as
 

re
al

iz
ad

as
D

efi
ni

r c
om

 g
es

to
re

s 
e 

D
IB

A
P

2.
2.

6
Re

vi
sa

r o
s 

de
cr

et
os

 le
ga

is
 o

nd
e 

de
sc

riç
õe

s 
po

br
es

 n
o 

pa
ss

ad
o 

co
nt

rib
uí

ra
m

 p
ar

a 
a 

in
ce

rt
ez

a 
ju

ríd
ic

a 
do

 e
st

at
ut

o 
de

 u
m

a 
ou

 m
ai

s 
UC

 (A
PA

 
M

ar
in

ha
 M

un
ic

ip
al

 d
e 

Pa
ra

ty
)

1
 

em
 

an
da

m
en

to
de

cr
et

o 
pu

bl
ic

ad
o

Es
tu

do
 re

al
iz

ad
o 

pe
lo

 IN
EA

 m
as

 a
in

da
 n

ão
 tr

am
ita

do
 n

a 
PM

P 
e 

na
 C

M
P.

 R
is

co
 m

éd
io

 p
ar

a 
a 

at
iv

id
ad

e 
po

is
 e

st
á 

re
la

ci
on

ad
a 

ex
cl

us
iv

am
en

te
 c

om
 tr

am
ite

s 
po

lít
ic

os

2.
2.

7
Au

m
en

ta
r a

 p
re

se
nç

a 
de

 fu
nc

io
ná

rio
s 

na
s 

UC
 (%

)
 

20
16

re
al

iz
ad

o
In

cr
em

en
to

 
de

 p
es

so
al

 
(%

)

D
oc

um
en

ta
r c

om
 c

on
tr

at
os

 (v
er

ifi
ca

r c
om

 D
IB

A
P)

2.
2.

8
Vi

si
ta

s 
de

 in
te

rc
âm

bi
o 

pa
ra

 li
de

re
s 

lo
ca

is
 e

m
 o

ut
ra

s 
UC

 d
a 

BI
G

1,
2,

3
20

16
em

 
an

da
m

en
to

N
o 

vi
si

ta
s

At
iv

id
ad

e 
se

rá
 re

la
ci

on
ad

a 
ao

 C
om

po
ne

nt
e 

4

2.
2.

9
A

po
io

 a
 fa

ci
lit

aç
ão

 d
as

 o
fic

in
as

1,
2,

3,
4,

5
20

14
- 2

01
5

pe
nd

en
te

O
fic

in
as

 
re

al
iz

ad
as

Ve
rifi

ca
r c

om
 D

IB
A

P-
 IN

EA
 já

 c
on

tr
at

ou
 e

ss
e 

pr
ofi

ss
io

na
l. 

2.
2.

10
Re

al
iz

ar
 c

am
pa

nh
as

 p
úb

lic
as

 
de

st
in

ad
as

 a
 a

um
en

ta
r a

 co
ns

ci
ên

ci
a 

e 
ap

oi
o 

às
 U

C

 
20

16
em

 
an

da
m

en
to

Ca
m

pa
nh

as
 

re
al

iz
ad

as
Ve

rifi
ca

r c
om

 D
IB

A
P

2.
2.

11
Es

pe
ci

al
is

ta
 le

ga
l (

re
vi

sã
o 

de
 

do
cu

m
en

to
s 

le
ga

is)
 

CC
S 

– 
1

20
13

re
al

iz
ad

o
 

At
iv

id
ad

e 
re

al
iz

ad
a 

pe
la

 G
eg

et
 s

em
 re

cu
rs

o 
do

 p
ro

je
to

 
- r

ev
is

ão
 d

o 
de

cr
et

o 
da

 A
PA

 M
ar

in
ha

 d
e 

Pa
ra

ty
. R

ec
ur

so
 

di
sp

on
ív

el



Mid-term evaluation of the Integrated Management of the Ilha Grande Bay Ecosystem (BIG) project

17

Co
m

po
ne

nt
e 

2:
 B

io
di

ve
rs

id
ad

e 
e 

Á
re

as
 P

ro
te

gi
da

s

Su
bc

om
po

ne
nt

e
ID

 A
tiv

id
ad

e
At

iv
id

ad
es

A
no

 p
re

vi
st

o 
no

  P
ro

do
c

A
no

 p
re

vi
st

o 
pa

ra
 

ex
ec

uç
ão

 

St
at

us
In

di
ca

do
r

Co
m

en
tá

rio

2C
 - 

Cr
ia

çã
o 

de
 N

ov
as

 e
/o

u 
Ex

pa
ns

ão
 d

as
 U

C 
Ex

ist
en

te
s n

a 
BI

G

2.
3.

1
Re

al
iza

r r
ev

isõ
es

 d
e 

lim
ite

s, 
pl

an
os

 d
e 

ge
st

ão
 e

 
de

cla
ra

çõ
es

 le
ga

is 
de

 A
P 

ex
ist

en
te

s.
1,

2,
3,

4,
5

20
16

em
 a

nd
am

en
to

 
Re

al
iza

do
 p

el
o 

IN
EA

- R
ec

ur
so

 p
od

e 
se

r u
til

iza
do

 p
ar

a 
at

iv
id

ad
e 

2.
3.

11

2.
3.

2
Es

pe
cia

lis
ta

 e
m

 Á
re

as
 M

ar
in

ha
s P

ro
te

gi
da

s 
CC

S 
– 

4
 

re
al

iza
do

Co
nt

ra
to

 
ef

et
iv

ad
o

Re
al

iza
do

 p
el

o 
IN

EA
- R

ec
ur

so
 p

od
e 

se
r u

til
iza

do
 p

ar
a 

at
iv

id
ad

e 
2.

3.
11

2.
3.

3
Es

tu
do

s t
éc

ni
co

s e
 le

ga
is 

pa
ra

 p
ro

po
siç

ão
 d

e 
sít

io
s 

pa
ra

 cr
ia

çã
o 

de
 á

re
as

 M
ar

in
ha

s P
ro

te
gi

da
s 

CC
S 

-4
 

 
re

al
iza

do
Es

tu
do

 
de

se
nv

ol
vi

do
Re

al
iza

do
 p

el
o 

IN
EA

- R
ec

ur
so

 p
od

e 
se

r u
til

iza
do

 p
ar

a 
at

iv
id

ad
e 

2.
3.

11

2.
3.

4
Im

pl
em

en
ta

r c
am

pa
nh

a 
pú

bl
ica

 d
e 

in
fo

rm
aç

ão
 

em
 p

la
no

s d
e 

m
an

ej
o 

(A
PA

 M
un

ici
pa

l d
e 

Pa
ra

ty
, 

Pa
ra

ty
-M

iri
m

 e
 S

ac
o 

do
 M

am
an

gu
á)

1
 

pe
nd

en
te

ca
m

pa
nh

a 
de

se
nv

ol
vi

da
UR

GE
N

TE
 - 

ve
rifi

ca
r c

om
 P

M
P 

se
 li

m
ite

s d
a 

UC
 fo

ra
m

 
m

od
ifi

ca
do

s e
m

 in
st

ru
m

en
to

 m
un

ici
pa

l l
eg

al
. A

ss
oc

ia
do

 a
o 

pl
an

o 
de

 m
an

ej
o 

(2
.2

.6
)

2.
3.

5
Im

pl
em

en
ta

r c
am

pa
nh

a 
pú

bl
ica

 d
e 

in
fo

rm
aç

ão
 

(A
RI

E 
Ca

ta
gu

ás
)

1
 

pe
nd

en
te

ca
m

pa
nh

a 
de

se
nv

ol
vi

da
De

fin
ir 

co
m

 P
M

AR
 (n

ão
 h

á 
re

cu
rs

o 
po

ré
m

 te
m

os
 d

isp
on

ív
el

 
pa

ra
 p

os
sív

el
 in

te
re

ss
e)

2.
3.

6
El

ab
or

ar
 e

 e
xe

cu
ta

r p
la

no
 d

e 
in

ce
nt

iv
o 

a 
cr

ia
çã

o 
de

 R
PP

N
1,

2,
3,

4,
5

 
pe

nd
en

te
Pl

an
o 

de
se

nv
ol

vi
do

se
rá

 d
efi

ni
do

 p
el

a 
eq

ui
pe

 IN
EA

 d
e 

RP
PN

 U
RG

EN
TE

2.
3.

7
Es

pe
cia

lis
ta

 e
m

 p
os

se
 d

e 
te

rra
 (R

PP
N 

na
 B

IG
)

1,
2,

3,
4

 
pe

nd
en

te
Re

la
tó

rio
 

té
cn

ico
se

rá
 d

efi
ni

do
 p

el
a 

eq
ui

pe
 IN

EA
 d

e 
RP

PN
 U

RG
EN

TE

2.
3.

8
Ca

m
pa

nh
a 

de
 se

ns
ib

ili
za

çã
o 

pú
bl

ica
 p

ar
a 

cr
ia

çã
o 

de
 R

PP
N

CC
S 

- 1
,2

,3
,4

,5
 

pe
nd

en
te

Ca
m

pa
nh

a 
re

al
iza

da
se

rá
 d

efi
ni

do
 p

el
a 

eq
ui

pe
 IN

EA
 d

e 
RP

PN
 U

RG
EN

TE

2.
3.

9
M

at
er

ia
l d

e 
di

vu
lg

aç
ão

 e
 se

ns
ib

ili
za

çã
o 

pa
ra

 
pr

op
rie

tá
rio

s d
e 

te
rra

 (R
PP

N 
na

 B
IG

)
1

 
pe

nd
en

te
Pu

bl
ica

çõ
es

se
rá

 d
efi

ni
do

 p
el

a 
eq

ui
pe

 IN
EA

 d
e 

RP
PN

 U
RG

EN
TE

2.
3.

10
Pr

op
ici

ar
 a

ss
ist

ên
cia

 ju
ríd

ica
 a

os
 p

ro
pr

ie
tá

rio
s 

in
te

re
ss

ad
os

 e
m

 d
ec

la
ra

r r
es

er
va

 p
ar

tic
ul

ar
 n

a 
BI

G
.

1
 

pe
nd

en
te

Im
pl

em
en

ta
çã

o 
da

 R
PP

N
se

rá
 d

efi
ni

do
 p

el
a 

eq
ui

pe
 IN

EA
 d

e 
RP

PN
 U

RG
EN

TE

2.
3.

11
Fo

rt
al

ec
im

en
to

 e
 cr

ia
çã

o 
de

 U
C 

m
un

ici
pa

is 
(re

vi
sã

o 
ju

ríd
ica

, s
ob

re
po

siç
õe

s, 
cr

ia
çã

o 
de

 co
ns

el
ho

s 
ge

st
or

es
, c

ap
ac

ita
çã

o 
e 

su
bs

íd
io

s p
ar

a 
ac

es
sa

r 
fu

nd
os

) 

 
20

14
-2

01
5

pe
nd

en
te

Fo
rt

al
ec

im
en

to
 

de
 4

 U
cs

 
M

un
ici

pa
is 

e 
cr

ia
çã

o 
de

 1
 

no
va

 U
C

N
o

va
 A

ti
vi

d
ad

e 
qu

e 
se

rá
 co

nd
uz

id
a 

pe
la

 S
up

er
-

in
te

nd
ec

ia
 d

e 
Bi

od
iv

er
sid

ad
e 

da
 S

EA
, a

ss
oc

ia
da

 a
o 

Pr
oj

et
o 

Pr
ó-

UC
 q

ue
 b

us
ca

rá
 o

 fo
rt

al
ec

im
en

to
 d

as
 U

C 
m

un
ici

pa
is 

ex
ist

en
te

s n
a 

BI
G 

e 
a 

pr
op

os
içã

o 
de

 p
el

o 
ne

m
os

 u
m

a 
no

va
 U

C.
 C

on
te

m
pl

ar
á 

os
 re

su
lta

do
s O

UT
C 

2.
2 

e 
O

UT
P 

2.
5.

 
At

iv
id

ad
es

 2
.2

.11
, 2

.3
.2

 e
 2

.3
.3

 já
 fo

ra
m

 re
al

iza
da

s p
el

o 
IN

EA
.

2ª
SP

X
La

pt
op

s e
 so

ftw
ar

e 
( S

ec
re

ta
ria

 E
xe

cu
tiv

a 
M

os
ai

co
); 

M
od

em
 3

G,
 D

at
a 

sh
ow

 ,V
eí

cu
lo

 M
B

1,
2,

3,
4,

5
 

re
al

iza
do

eq
ui

pa
m

en
to

 
ad

qu
iri

do
 



Mid-term evaluation of the Integrated Management of the Ilha Grande Bay Ecosystem (BIG) project

18

Co
m

po
ne

nt
e 

3:
  A

ná
lis

e 
de

 A
m

ea
ça

s,
 M

it
ig

aç
ão

 e
 M

on
it

or
am

en
to

Su
bc

om
po

ne
nt

e
ID

 A
ti

vi
da

de
A

ti
vi

da
de

s
A

no
 p

re
vi

st
o 

no
  P

ro
do

c
A

no
 p

re
vi

st
o 

pa
ra

 e
xe

cu
çã

o 
St

at
us

In
di

ca
do

r
Co

m
en

tá
ri

o

    3A
 - 

A
ná

lis
e 

e 
 

M
iti

ga
çã

o 
de

 A
m

ea
ça

s
           

3.
1.

1
El

ab
or

aç
ão

 d
o 

pl
an

o 
de

 
sa

ne
am

en
to

 d
e 

Pa
ra

ty
1

20
13

re
al

iz
ad

o
Pl

an
o 

el
ab

or
ad

o
Av

al
ia

r q
ua

lid
ad

e 
e 

do
cu

m
en

ta
r

3.
1.

2
El

ab
or

aç
ão

 p
la

no
 d

e 
sa

ne
am

en
to

 
de

 A
ng

ra
 d

os
 R

ei
s

1
20

14
em

 a
nd

am
en

to
Pl

an
o 

el
ab

or
ad

o
 

3.
1.

3
In

ve
st

im
en

to
s 

em
 in

fra
es

tr
ut

ur
a 

sa
ni

tá
ria

 (s
an

ea
m

en
to

 P
ar

at
y)

1,
2,

3,
4

20
16

em
 a

nd
am

en
to

Pr
oj

et
os

 im
pl

an
ta

do
s

 

3.
1.

4
In

ve
st

im
en

to
s 

em
 in

fra
es

tr
ut

ur
a 

sa
ni

tá
ria

 (I
lh

a 
G

ra
nd

e)
1,

2
20

16
em

 a
nd

am
en

to
Pr

oj
et

os
 im

pl
an

ta
do

s
 

3.
1.

5
In

ve
st

im
en

to
s 

em
 in

fra
es

tr
ut

ur
a 

sa
ni

tá
ria

 (A
ng

ra
 d

os
 R

ei
s)

 
20

16
em

 a
nd

am
en

to
Pr

oj
et

os
 im

pl
an

ta
do

s
 

3.
1.

6
El

ab
or

aç
ão

 e
 im

pl
em

en
ta

çã
o 

de
 

pi
lo

to
 d

o 
pr

oj
et

o 
«b

lu
e 

fla
g»

- P
G

A 
N

ÁU
TI

CO
 

2
20

16
pa

rc
ia

lm
en

te
 

re
al

iz
ad

o
PG

A 
el

ab
or

ad
o 

e 
Su

ge
st

ão
 d

e 
ut

ili
za

çã
o 

do
 re

cu
rs

o 
pa

ra
 

fin
an

ci
am

en
to

 d
e 

2 
cu

rs
os

 d
o 

PG
A:

 1
- 

op
er

ad
or

es
 d

e 
m

ar
in

as
. 2

 té
cn

ic
os

 d
o 

IN
EA

 
(E

st
ad

o 
to

do
).

3.
1.

7
Re

vi
sã

o 
da

 le
gi

sl
aç

ão
 a

m
bi

en
ta

l 
(M

ar
in

as
)

1
20

13
re

al
iz

ad
o

N
O

P 
ap

ro
va

da
 

3.
1.

8
Es

pe
ci

al
is

ta
 e

m
 c

om
un

ic
aç

ão
 

(m
at

er
ia

l d
e 

se
ns

ib
ili

za
çã

o 
pú

bl
ic

a 
pa

ra
 m

ar
in

as
 p

ar
tic

ip
an

te
s)

 

2,
3

20
14

-2
01

5
pe

nd
en

te
Ca

m
pa

nh
a 

el
ab

or
ad

a
Pr

op
os

ta
 d

e 
ex

pa
ns

ão
 d

a 
ca

m
pa

nh
a 

pa
ra

 o
 

tu
ris

m
o 

do
 s

et
or

 n
áu

tic
o,

 in
cl

ui
nd

o 
ca

rt
ilh

a 
de

 c
on

du
ta

 c
on

sc
ie

nt
e 

do
 tu

ris
m

o 
ná

ut
ic

o.
 

Tu
ris

an
gr

a,
 P

M
P,

 M
in

is
té

rio
 tu

ris
m

o,
 F

N
F

3.
1.

9

D
es

en
vo

lv
im

en
to

 d
e 

m
at

er
ia

l 
pa

ra
 c

am
pa

nh
a 

pú
bl

ic
a 

de
 

se
ns

ib
ili

za
çã

o 
pa

ra
 u

su
ár

io
s 

de
 

M
ar

in
as

: s
ig

ns
, s

po
ts

 d
e 

rá
di

o,
 e

tc
. 

3,
4,

5
20

15
pe

nd
en

te
Ca

m
pa

nh
a 

im
pl

an
ta

da
Pr

op
os

ta
 d

e 
ex

pa
ns

ão
 d

a 
ca

m
pa

nh
a 

pa
ra

 o
 

tu
ris

m
o 

do
 s

et
or

 n
áu

tic
o,

 in
cl

ui
nd

o 
ca

rt
ilh

a 
de

 
co

nd
ut

a 
co

ns
ci

en
te

 d
o 

tu
ris

m
o 

ná
ut

ic
o.

 



Mid-term evaluation of the Integrated Management of the Ilha Grande Bay Ecosystem (BIG) project

19

Co
m

po
ne

nt
e 

3:
  A

ná
lis

e 
de

 A
m

ea
ça

s,
 M

it
ig

aç
ão

 e
 M

on
it

or
am

en
to

Su
bc

om
po

ne
nt

e
ID

 A
ti

vi
da

de
A

ti
vi

da
de

s
A

no
 p

re
vi

st
o 

no
  P

ro
do

c
A

no
 p

re
vi

st
o 

pa
ra

 e
xe

cu
çã

o 
St

at
us

In
di

ca
do

r
Co

m
en

tá
ri

o

3B
 - 

M
on

ito
ra

m
en

to
 

e 
Sa

nç
õe

s

3.
2.

1
Fo

rm
aç

ão
 e

m
 fi

sc
al

iz
aç

ão
 

am
bi

en
ta

l (
po

lu
iç

ão
 e

m
 m

ar
in

as
) 

1
20

15
pa

rc
ia

lm
en

te
 

re
al

iz
ad

o
Cu

rs
o 

re
al

iz
ad

o
D

efi
ni

r s
e 

te
re

m
os

 m
ai

s 
tr

ei
na

m
en

to
s:

 P
EI

, 
tr

ei
na

m
en

to
 d

e 
at

en
di

m
en

to
 a

 e
m

er
gê

nc
ia

s 
(v

az
am

en
to

 ó
le

o)
. H

el
en

 e
 R

ic
ar

do
 d

efi
ni

rã
o 

es
tr

at
ég

ia
 d

as
 m

ar
in

as
 p

ar
a 

in
cl

us
ão

 d
es

sa
 

at
iv

id
ad

e.

3.
2.

2
Co

nc
ep

çã
o 

de
 u

m
 p

ro
gr

am
a 

de
 

m
on

ito
ra

m
en

to
 in

te
gr

ad
o 

do
 

ec
os

si
st

em
a 

BI
G

 

2
20

12
re

al
iz

ad
o

Pr
og

ra
m

a 
co

nc
eb

id
o

Pr
od

ut
o 

LB

3.
2.

3
Ac

or
do

 s
ob

re
 in

di
ca

do
re

s 
de

 s
aú

de
 e

co
ló

gi
ca

 d
a 

BI
G

 e
 

es
ta

be
le

ci
m

en
to

 d
a 

lin
ha

 d
e 

ba
se

 
do

 p
ro

je
to

 n
o 

PY
 1

 
20

15
pe

nd
en

te
Ac

or
do

 e
fe

tu
ad

o
A

ss
oc

ia
do

 a
 a

tiv
id

ad
e 

3.
2.

13

3.
2.

4
O

fic
in

a 
de

 p
la

ne
ja

m
en

to
 

pa
ra

 p
ro

m
ov

er
 p

ro
gr

am
a 

de
 

m
on

ito
ra

m
en

to
 in

te
gr

ad
o 

do
 

ec
os

si
st

em
a 

da
 B

IG
 

1
20

12
re

al
iz

ad
o

O
fic

in
a 

re
al

iz
ad

a
 

3.
2.

5
Se

m
in

ár
io

 p
ar

a 
id

en
tifi

ca
çã

o 
de

 
in

di
ca

do
re

s 
de

 q
ua

lid
ad

e 
e 

sa
úd

e 
ec

ol
óg

ic
a 

da
 B

IG
 

1,
2

20
14

 - 
20

15
Ve

rifi
ca

r
O

fic
in

a 
re

al
iz

ad
a

Pr
op

os
ta

 d
e 

aç
ão

- t
éc

ni
co

 p
ar

a 
ca

pa
ci

ta
r 

m
em

br
os

 d
a 

SU
PB

IG
 e

 d
em

ai
s 

pa
rc

ei
ro

s 
e 

ex
ec

ut
ar

 a
na

lis
e 

da
s 

am
os

tr
as

 d
e 

co
lim

et
ria

 
(á

gu
as

 co
st

ei
ra

s)
. U

S$
 1

4.
00

0

3.
2.

6
Cu

rs
o 

de
 fo

rm
aç

ão
 d

e 
m

on
ito

ra
m

en
to

 d
e 

ág
ua

 (2
 d

ia
s)

 
CC

S 
- 1

,2
,3

,4
,5

20
15

Ve
rifi

ca
r

Es
ta

do
 d

es
en

vo
lv

id
o

Es
pe

ci
al

is
ta

 e
m

 b
io

di
ve

rs
id

ad
e 

m
ar

in
ha

 (d
efi

ni
r 

in
di

ca
do

re
s,

 m
et

od
ol

og
ia

, T
0 

e 
Td

R 
pa

ra
 T

1)
 

3.
2.

7
Cu

rs
o 

de
 fo

rm
aç

ão
 e

m
 fi

sc
al

iz
aç

ão
 

am
bi

en
ta

l (
IE

M
 e

 á
gu

a)
 

1,
2,

3,
4,

5
20

15
Ve

rifi
ca

r
Es

ta
do

 d
es

en
vo

lv
id

o
Es

pe
ci

al
is

ta
 e

m
 b

io
di

ve
rs

id
ad

e 
te

rr
es

tr
e 

(d
efi

ni
r 

in
di

ca
do

re
s,

 m
et

od
ol

og
ia

 e
 T

1)
.  

US
$ 

25
00

0

3.
2.

8
Ca

pa
ci

ta
çã

o 
em

 m
on

ito
ra

m
en

to
 

da
 q

ua
lid

ad
e 

bi
ol

óg
ic

a 
da

 á
gu

a 
(3

 d
ia

s)

CC
S 

- 1
,2

,3
,4

,5
20

15
Ve

rifi
ca

r
M

on
ito

ra
m

en
to

 
ex

ec
ut

ad
o

ch
ec

ar
 a

 m
od

ifi
ca

çã
o 

de
ss

a 
at

iv
id

ad
e 

pa
ra

 
fin

an
ci

ar
 P

la
no

 d
e 

m
on

ito
ra

m
en

to



Mid-term evaluation of the Integrated Management of the Ilha Grande Bay Ecosystem (BIG) project

20

Co
m

po
ne

nt
e 

3:
  A

ná
lis

e 
de

 A
m

ea
ça

s,
 M

it
ig

aç
ão

 e
 M

on
it

or
am

en
to

Su
bc

om
po

ne
nt

e
ID

 A
ti

vi
da

de
A

ti
vi

da
de

s
A

no
 p

re
vi

st
o 

no
  P

ro
do

c
A

no
 p

re
vi

st
o 

pa
ra

 e
xe

cu
çã

o 
St

at
us

In
di

ca
do

r
Co

m
en

tá
ri

o

3B
 - 

M
on

ito
ra

m
en

to
 

e 
Sa

nç
õe

s

3.
2.

9
M

on
ito

ra
m

en
to

 d
a 

qu
al

id
ad

e 
da

 
ág

ua
 d

oc
e 

1,
2,

3,
4,

5
20

16
em

 a
nd

am
en

to
Re

la
tó

rio
s

Ve
rifi

ca
r p

er
io

di
ci

da
de

 - 
ac

om
pa

nh
am

en
to

 
ju

nt
o 

a 
G

EA
G

 (H
el

en
 e

 L
ui

z 
irã

o 
ve

rifi
ca

r o
s 

re
la

tó
rio

s)

3.
2.

10
M

on
ito

ra
m

en
to

 d
a 

bi
ot

a 
m

ar
in

ha
 

1,
2,

3,
4,

5
20

16
pe

nd
en

te
Re

la
tó

rio
s

Pr
io

rid
ad

e 
m

áx
im

a-
 v

er
ifi

ca
r s

e 
es

tá
 s

en
do

 
fe

ito
 (M

ar
ie

 v
ai

 v
er

 co
m

 L
eo

)

3.
2.

11
M

on
ito

ra
m

en
to

 d
os

 s
ed

im
en

to
s

1,
2,

3,
4,

5
20

16
pe

nd
en

te
Re

la
tó

rio
s

Co
nt

ra
pa

rt
id

a,
 re

al
iz

ad
o 

pe
lo

 p
ro

du
to

 
m

on
ito

ra
m

en
to

 d
a 

qu
al

id
ad

e 
 a

m
bi

en
ta

l 
as

so
ci

ad
o 

ao
 s

et
or

 n
áu

tic
o 

(H
el

en
 ir

á 
ve

rifi
ca

r) 

3.
2.

12
A

po
io

 té
cn

ic
o 

pa
ra

 
de

se
nv

ol
vi

m
en

to
 d

e 
an

ál
is

es
 

es
pa

ci
ai

s 
(u

so
 d

o 
so

lo
). 

Su
bs

id
io

s 
pa

ra
 m

on
ito

ra
m

en
to

 
am

bi
en

ta
l e

 Z
EE

C 

 
20

14
re

al
iz

ad
o

Es
ta

do
 d

es
en

vo
lv

id
o

N
O

VA
 A

TI
VI

DA
D

E

Re
cu

rs
os

 d
e 

«M
on

ito
ra

m
en

to
 d

a 
Ág

ua
 - 

A
ná

lis
e 

do
 fi

to
pl

ân
ct

on
. E

st
a 

at
iv

id
ad

e 
ap

oi
ar

á 
o 

ZE
EC

 e
 a

s 
el

ab
or

aç
õe

s 
do

 P
la

no
 

de
 B

ac
ia

s 
Hi

dr
og

rá
fic

as
 e

 d
o 

pl
an

o 
de

 
m

on
ito

ra
m

en
to

 d
a 

ág
ua

 (U
SD

 1
0.

00
0)

3.
2.

13
Pr

op
os

iç
ão

 d
e 

in
di

ca
do

re
s 

pa
ra

 
m

on
ito

ra
m

en
to

 d
a 

«s
aú

de
» 

do
 

ec
os

si
st

em
a 

da
 B

IG
 

 
20

15
pe

nd
en

te
Re

la
tó

rio
 c

om
 

In
di

ca
do

re
s 

de
fin

id
os

N
O

VA
 A

TI
VI

DA
D

E:
 A

tiv
id

ad
e 

ne
ce

ss
ár

ia
 

pa
ra

 a
fe

rir
 o

 c
um

pr
im

en
to

 d
a 

m
et

a 
III

 
do

s 
be

ne
fíc

io
s 

gl
ob

ai
s 

do
 P

ro
je

to
 q

ue
 é

 
«A

um
en

to
 n

a 
ab

un
dâ

nc
ia

 d
e 

es
pé

ci
es

 
in

di
ca

do
ra

s 
e 

na
 d

iv
er

si
da

de
 d

e 
im

po
rt

ân
ci

a 
gl

ob
al

».
  

3.
2.

14
Pr

oj
et

o 
pa

ra
 in

cr
em

en
to

 d
o 

M
on

ito
ra

m
en

to
 n

a 
BI

G
 

 
20

16
pe

nd
en

te
 

 

 
Vi

ag
en

s
 

 
em

 a
nd

am
en

to
 

 

 
D

iv
er

so
s

 
 

em
 a

nd
am

en
to

 
 



Mid-term evaluation of the Integrated Management of the Ilha Grande Bay Ecosystem (BIG) project

21

Co
m

po
ne

nt
e 

4.
 S

en
sib

ili
za

çã
o 

Pú
bl

ic
a 

e 
Ed

uc
aç

ão
 A

m
bi

en
ta

l

Su
bc

om
po

ne
nt

e
ID

 A
tiv

id
ad

e
At

iv
id

ad
es

An
o 

pr
ev

is
to

 n
o 

 
Pr

od
oc

An
o 

pr
ev

is
to

 
pa

ra
 e

xe
cu

çã
o

St
at

us
In

di
ca

do
r

Co
m

en
tá

rio

4A
 - 

Es
tra

té
gi

a 
de

 
Co

ns
cie

nt
iz

aç
ão

 P
úb

lic
a

4.
1.

1
Es

pe
cia

lis
ta

 e
m

  C
on

sc
ie

nt
iz

aç
ão

 
Pú

bl
ic

a 
 

20
12

re
al

iz
ad

o
PA

 e
la

bo
ra

da
Pr

od
ut

o 
CZ

4.
1.

2
Pu

bl
ic

aç
ão

 d
a 

es
tra

té
gi

a 
de

 
Co

m
un

ic
aç

ão
 

 
N

A
Ca

nc
el

ad
o

PA
 p

ub
lic

ad
a

re
cu

rs
o 

di
sp

on
ív

el

4.
1.

3
O

fic
in

a 
de

 a
po

io
 a

 e
st

ra
té

gi
a 

de
 

co
ns

cie
nt

iz
aç

ão
 p

úb
lic

a 
 

N
A

pe
nd

en
te

ofi
cin

as
 re

al
iz

ad
as

Ca
nc

el
ad

o 
- R

ec
ur

so
 u

til
iz

ad
o 

pa
ra

 fi
lm

es

4B
 - 

Im
pl

em
en

ta
çã

o 
da

 E
st

ra
té

gi
a 

de
 

Co
m

un
ic

aç
ão

 P
úb

lic
a 

4.
2.

1
Tr

ei
na

m
en

to
 e

m
 m

on
ito

ra
m

en
to

 
só

cio
-a

m
bi

en
ta

l 
O

UT
UB

RO
 2

01
4

20
14

-2
01

5
pe

nd
en

te
tr

ei
na

m
en

to
 

ef
et

ua
do

A
s a

tiv
id

ad
es

 4
.2

.1;
 4

.2
.2

; 4
.2

.5
; 4

.2
.6

 se
rã

o 
as

so
cia

da
s e

m
 u

m
 ú

ni
co

 P
ro

je
to

 co
nd

uz
id

o 
pe

la
 G

EA
M

 e
 P

ro
je

to
 p

ar
a 

a 
va

lo
riz

aç
ão

 e
 

ap
rim

or
am

en
to

 d
as

 in
ici

at
iv

as
 d

e 
pr

át
ic

as
 

su
st

en
tá

ve
is 

e 
ge

ra
çã

o 
de

 re
nd

a 
da

s 
co

m
un

id
ad

es
 tr

ad
ici

on
ai

s d
a 

BI
G

. T
em

a 
se

rá
 

de
fin

id
o 

no
 se

gu
nd

o 
se

m
es

tr
e 

de
 2

01
4 

co
m

 
os

 b
en

efi
ciá

rio
s 

AT
É 

DE
ZE

M
BR

O
 2

01
5

4.
2.

2
Es

pe
cia

lis
ta

 e
m

 m
on

ito
ra

m
en

to
 

So
cio

am
bi

en
ta

l 
N

O
VE

M
BR

O
20

14
pe

nd
en

te
Pr

oj
et

o 
ex

ec
ut

ad
o

4.
2.

3
Fo

rm
aç

ão
 d

e 
pr

of
es

so
re

s -
 A

ge
nd

a 
21

 
 

 
em

 a
nd

am
en

to
Pr

og
ra

m
a 

im
pl

em
en

ta
do

 

4.
2.

4
Au

m
en

to
 d

a 
ca

pa
ci

da
de

 d
e 

m
on

ito
re

s a
m

bi
en

ta
is

 
 

 
em

 a
nd

am
en

to
cu

rs
os

 d
e 

ca
pa

ci
ta

çã
o 

m
on

ito
re

s 
am

bi
en

ta
is

 

4.
2.

5
O

fic
in

a 
pa

ra
 p

ro
m

oç
ão

 d
e 

ar
te

sa
na

to
 

SE
TE

M
BR

O
- 

DE
ZE

M
BR

O
 2

01
4

20
14

-2
01

5
pe

nd
en

te
ofi

cin
as

 re
al

iz
ad

as
D

efi
ni

çã
o 

do
 cr

on
og

ra
m

a 
no

 fi
na

l d
o 

m
ês

 
co

m
 G

EA
M

AT
É 

DE
ZE

M
BR

O
 2

01
5

4.
2.

6
Fa

cil
ita

do
r e

m
 o

fic
in

a 
de

 
ca

pa
ci

ta
çã

o 
em

 a
rt

es
an

at
o 

SE
TE

M
BR

O
- 

DE
ZE

M
BR

O
 2

01
4

20
14

-2
01

5
pe

nd
en

te
ofi

cin
as

 re
al

iz
ad

as
D

efi
ni

çã
o 

do
 cr

on
og

ra
m

a 
no

 fi
na

l d
o 

m
ês

 
co

m
 G

EA
M

AT
É 

DE
ZE

M
BR

O
 2

01
5

4.
2.

7
Cr

ia
çã

o 
e 

ca
pa

ci
ta

çã
o 

no
 p

ro
gr

am
a 

de
 C

ol
et

a 
Se

le
tiv

a 
 A

TÉ
 A

G
O

ST
O

20
16

pe
nd

en
te

M
un

icí
pi

os
 co

m
 

pr
og

ra
m

a 
em

 
im

pl
em

en
ta

çã
o

M
un

icí
pi

os
 n

ec
es

si
ta

m
 a

de
rir

 d
e 

fa
to

 o
 

pr
og

ra
m

a



Mid-term evaluation of the Integrated Management of the Ilha Grande Bay Ecosystem (BIG) project

22

Co
m

po
ne

nt
e 

4.
 S

en
sib

ili
za

çã
o 

Pú
bl

ic
a 

e 
Ed

uc
aç

ão
 A

m
bi

en
ta

l

Su
bc

om
po

ne
nt

e
ID

 A
tiv

id
ad

e
At

iv
id

ad
es

An
o 

pr
ev

is
to

 n
o 

 
Pr

od
oc

An
o 

pr
ev

is
to

 
pa

ra
 e

xe
cu

çã
o

St
at

us
In

di
ca

do
r

Co
m

en
tá

rio

4B
 - 

Im
pl

em
en

ta
çã

o 
da

 E
st

ra
té

gi
a 

de
 

Co
m

un
ic

aç
ão

 
Pú

bl
ic

a

4.
2.

8
O

fic
in

a 
de

 a
po

io
  à

 A
ge

nd
a 

Ág
ua

 A
TÉ

 A
G

O
ST

O
20

16
pe

nd
en

te
O

fic
in

as
 re

al
iz

ad
as

 

4.
2.

9
Ca

pa
ci

ta
çã

o 
de

 g
es

to
re

s a
m

bi
en

ta
is

 
 A

TÉ
 A

G
O

ST
O

20
16

em
 a

nd
am

en
to

Cu
rs

os
 d

e 
ca

pa
ci

ta
çã

o 
pa

ra
 

ge
st

or
es

 a
m

bi
en

ta
is

A
ss

oc
ia

r a
os

 g
es

to
re

s e
 co

m
 co

m
po

m
en

te
 2

4.
2.

10
Ca

pa
ci

ta
çã

o 
pa

ra
 F

ór
um

 P
op

ul
ar

 
20

12
re

al
iz

ad
o

Cu
rs

os
 ca

pa
ci

ta
çã

o
 

4.
2.

11
Im

pl
em

en
ta

çã
o 

de
 ca

m
pa

nh
a 

pa
ra

 
tu

ris
m

o 
su

st
en

tá
ve

l
 

 
pe

nd
en

te
Ca

pa
nh

a 
im

pl
em

en
ta

da
 

4.
2.

12
At

iv
id

ad
es

 n
a 

se
m

an
a 

de
 M

ei
o 

Am
bi

en
te

 A
TÉ

 A
G

O
ST

O
20

16
em

 a
nd

am
en

to
pa

rt
ici

pa
çã

o 
de

 
at

iv
id

ad
es

 d
a 

se
m

an
a 

do
 M

.A
.

 

4.
2.

13
Cr

ia
çã

o 
de

 v
iv

ei
ro

s
 

 
 

 
Pr

op
os

ta
 p

ar
a 

ca
nc

el
ar

 a
tiv

id
ad

e

4.
2.

14
Es

pe
cia

lis
ta

 e
m

 cu
rt

a-
m

et
ra

ge
m

JA
N

EI
RO

- S
ET

EM
BR

O
20

15
pe

nd
en

te
Pr

oj
et

o 
ex

ec
ut

ad
o

 

4.
2.

15
Co

ns
ul

ta
s à

 U
ni

ve
rs

id
ad

es
 A

TÉ
 A

G
O

ST
O

20
16

pe
nd

en
te

 
 

4.
2.

16
A

ss
is

te
nt

e 
pa

ra
 re

al
iz

ar
 co

nc
ur

so
 d

e 
cu

rt
a-

m
et

ra
ge

m
 

JA
N

EI
RO

- S
ET

EM
BR

O
20

15
pe

nd
en

te
Pr

oj
et

o 
ex

ec
ut

ad
o

 

4.
2.

17
Ev

en
to

 d
e 

Cu
rt

a 
M

et
ra

ge
m

JA
N

EI
RO

- S
ET

EM
BR

O
20

15
pe

nd
en

te
ev

en
to

 re
al

iz
ad

o
 

4.
2.

18
D

es
ig

n,
 m

ul
tip

lic
aç

ão
 e

 d
iss

em
in

aç
ão

 
de

 m
at

er
ia

is 
de

 C
P, 

ut
ili

za
nd

o 
um

a 
va

rie
da

de
 d

e 
m

íd
ia

 (fi
lm

es
 cu

rt
os

, 
pa

nfl
et

os
, s

po
ts

 d
e 

rá
di

o,
 e

tc
)

 A
TÉ

 A
G

O
ST

O
20

16
em

 a
nd

am
en

to
 

 

4.
2.

19
Es

pe
cia

lis
ta

 p
ar

a 
cr

ia
çã

o 
da

 id
en

tid
ad

e 
vi

su
al

 d
o 

Pr
oj

et
o

 
20

13
re

al
iz

ad
o

id
en

tid
ad

e 
de

fin
id

a
 

4.
2.

20
Es

pe
cia

lis
ta

 e
m

 co
m

un
ic

aç
ão

 
 

 
em

 a
nd

am
en

to
pl

an
o 

op
er

ac
io

na
l 

ex
ec

ut
ad

o
 

4.
2.

21
Fi

lm
e 

in
st

itu
cio

na
l

 
20

12
re

al
iz

ad
o

fil
m

es
 A

tiv
id

ad
e 

N
ov

a-
  n

ão
 e

st
av

a 
pr

ev
is

ta
 n

o 
PY

1

SP
X

Câ
m

er
a 

de
 V

id
eo

 e
 C

âm
er

a 
fo

to
gr

áfi
ca

 
20

12
re

al
iz

ad
o

ca
m

er
as

 a
dq

ui
rid

as
 



Mid-term evaluation of the Integrated Management of the Ilha Grande Bay Ecosystem (BIG) project

23
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na Universidade de Montana –USA em 2007; e, Curso de Manejo de Áreas Silvestres Tropicais, na 
OET - Organización para Estudios Tropicales - Costa Rica, em 1999. Trabalhou na SPVS – Sociedade 
de Pesquisa em Vida Selvagem e Educação Ambiental – SPVS como coordenadora de projeto, 
no período de 1996 até 1999, Consultora do PNUD no IBAMA na Diretoria de Ecossistemas - no 
período de 2000 a 2003, trabalhando com elaboração de projetos e planos de manejo de unidades 
de conservação, no WWF–Brasil, como especialista em Áreas Protegidas do Programa Amazônia, 
de 2005 até 2014. Atualmente é sócia-gerente da empresa de consultoria Árvore – Gestão 
SócioAmbiental, que tem sua atuação focada no planejamento estratégico e monitoramento 
de projetos sócio-ambientais e na facilitação de processos de diálogo para governança para a 
implementação de projetos de conservação.
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Annex 5: Plano de Trabalho da AMT e Agenda de 
Visitas de Campo – Projeto GCP/BRA/078/GFF

CGP/BRA 078/GEF 
Gestão Integrada do Ecossistema da Baia da Ilha Grande

Plano de Trabalho

1.	 Leitura e Análise de Documentos do Projeto

•	 Documento de Projeto (PRODOC) 

•	 Termos de Referência (responsabilidades dos Consultores do Projeto)

•	 Relatório de Apresentação para a Avaliação

•	 METT

•	 Relatórios de Progresso ou Anuais

•	 Política Nacional de Unidades de Conservação (SNUC)

•	 Relatório de Atividades do Projeto ou balanço de atividades e execução financeira de 
2013-14

•	 Relatórios de Reuniões com Associações ou ONGs

•	 Relatórios das Coordenações do Projeto

•	 Visão geral das Áreas de Referência e seu desenvolvimento

•	 Atas de Reunião do Comitê Diretor (CD) do Projeto

•	 Boletins e Videos

•	 Relatórios Técnicos de Progresso dos componentes do Projeto BIG 

•	 PIR 2011-12-13-14

•	 Instrumento METT 

•	 Third-Party Cost-Sharing Agreement 

•	 GEF/FAO - Guidance for Evaluation

•	 	Atas de Reuniões Tripartite	

2.	 Coleta de Dados: Pesquisa de Campo

Viagem de Campo: Projeto BIG

•	 Rio de Janeiro: 21 - 27 de Novembro, incluindo as idas à Angra dos Reis e à Paratí.

•	 Elaboração de relatórios de campo, com análise das atividades desenvolvidas ou em 
desenvolvimento.

•	 Relatório da reunião – briefing – 10 de Dezembro

Instituições Parceiras

•	 MMA

•	 ICMBio

•	 FAO

•	 INEA/Rio de Janeiro

Coleta de dados

•	 Identificação de fontes de informação: 

(a) técnicos que trabalham ou trabalharam no Projeto; 

(b) documentos relativos ao planejamento e formulação dos Planos de Manejo; 
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(c) documentos relativos às etapas de formulação dos Planos

(d) documentos relativos às reuniões do Conselho Diretor

(e) outros documentos a serem coletados em campo

1)	 questões relativas à efetividade do monitoramento dos indicadores que mediam o 
progresso do projeto;

2)	 questões de como se deu a participação da sociedade civil, ONGs e associações e de 
stakeholders;

3)	 este projeto pode ser replicável para outras Áreas de conservação da biodiversidade 
territorial e marinha?

4)	 Há vinculações com outros projetos ou programas?

5)	 Há possibilidade de incluir e incorporar parceiros à estes componentes em projetos 
futuros? O que recomendaria?

6)	 Qual seu parecer sobre a sustentabilidade das ações do Projeto BIG?

7)	 Qual, em sua opinião, seria o papel catalítico ou de impulsionador dos objetivos do 
Projeto?

8)	 Acha que o Projeto poderia ter uma correção em seu desenho ou em sua formulação?

9)	 Considera ser importante a disseminação dos resultados do Projeto?

10)	Como considera o nível de participação da sociedade civil, ONGs ou grupos locais nas 
discussões sobre a implementação dos componentes do Projeto?

11)	Quais seriam, a seu ver, as melhores práticas e as piores práticas advindas da execução 
do Projeto? E o impacto de seus resultados?

•	 A análise dos dados possibilitará levantar as descobertas e lições aprendidas pelo Projeto 
e possibilitará também levantar as recomendações para políticas públicas ambientais e 
territoriais em áreas da Baia de Ilha Grande.
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Buscar também responder às questões de Avaliação de Meio Termo 
(Documento “Office Evaluation - TOR)

Questões 

1) Relevância: Como se relaciona o projeto com os objetivos principais da área de interesse do 
GEF (conservação da biodiversidade) e com as prioridades ambientais e de desenvolvimento a 
nível local, regional e nacional?

..........................................................................................................................................................................................

..........................................................................................................................................................................................

..........................................................................................................................................................................................

2) Efetividade: Em que medida se tem alcançado os resultados e objetivos previstos do Projeto?

..........................................................................................................................................................................................

..........................................................................................................................................................................................

..........................................................................................................................................................................................

3) Eficiência: O Projeto tem tido implementação de maneira eficiente em conformidade com as 
normas e os estandares internacionais e nacionais?

..........................................................................................................................................................................................

..........................................................................................................................................................................................

..........................................................................................................................................................................................

4) Sustentabilidade: Em que medida há riscos financeiros, institucionais, socioeconômicos ou 
ambientais para sustentar os resultados do Projeto a longo prazo?

..........................................................................................................................................................................................

..........................................................................................................................................................................................

..........................................................................................................................................................................................

5) Impacto: Há indícios de que o Projeto tenha contribuído para reduzir a tensão ambiental ou 
melhorar o estado ecológico, ou que tenha permitido avanços para esses resultados?

..........................................................................................................................................................................................

..........................................................................................................................................................................................

..........................................................................................................................................................................................
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Questionário a ser discutido com o Coordenador Técnico do Projeto BIG e 
com os Participantes de sua execução, incluindo pessoal da FAO

Questionário a ser aplicado junto às Coordenações Regionais e Organizações 
Não-Governamentais

Nome: ...........................................................................................................................................................................

Função: .........................................................................................................................................................................

Instituição e/ou Organização: ............................................................................................................................

Data: ..............................................................................................................................................................................

1) Na visão do Sr (a) como é realizada a gestão de sua área de atuação? Ela é boa ou não? Podia 
ser melhor? Em quê ou como?

..........................................................................................................................................................................................

..........................................................................................................................................................................................

2) Como o Sr (a) descreveria a experiência de gestão de uma área de Mosáico? Quais as principais 
atividades desenvolvidas? Como vocês se articulam?

..........................................................................................................................................................................................

..........................................................................................................................................................................................

3) As instituições parceiras têm atuado diretamente junto às bases, ou seja, participado das 
discussões/resoluções dos problemas da área de atuação?

..........................................................................................................................................................................................

..........................................................................................................................................................................................

4) Na sua visão como tem sido a participação dos demais componentes do Comitê Diretor do 
Projeto, isto é do arranjo institucional no processo de gestão da área?

..........................................................................................................................................................................................

..........................................................................................................................................................................................

5) Para o Sr (a) quais são os limitantes/dificuldades para efetivar uma gestão que tem como 
objetivo conciliar o questões culturais com desenvolvimento sustentável  nas áreas da Baia da Ilha 
Grande? Quais os aspectos que podem melhorar nesta gestão?

..........................................................................................................................................................................................

..........................................................................................................................................................................................

6) Na sua visão, o arranjo institucional que implementa o Projeto BIG tem conseguido 
gradativamente alcançar os objetivos propostos? Por quê?

..........................................................................................................................................................................................

..........................................................................................................................................................................................
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7) Na sua opinião, os instrumentos de gestão existentes (Plano de Manejo e outros) tem contribuído 
para os objetivos do Projeto? Quais as suas maiores vantagens e em que poderia ser melhorado? 
Como?

..........................................................................................................................................................................................

..........................................................................................................................................................................................

8) A população Quilombolas da área foi envolvida na elaboração ou na revisão dos Planos? De 
que forma isso ocorreu?

..........................................................................................................................................................................................

..........................................................................................................................................................................................

9) Como se deu as capacitações para a melhoria da gestão das organizações locais e para um 
maior fortalecimento das organizações e no empoderamento da população?

..........................................................................................................................................................................................

..........................................................................................................................................................................................

10) Como o Sr (a) vê a atuação e influência das demais organizações (não integrantes do Conselho) 
na gestão? 

..........................................................................................................................................................................................

..........................................................................................................................................................................................

Questionário a ser aplicado junto à Comunidade

Nome: ...........................................................................................................................................................................

AR: .....................................................................................  Data: ..............................................................................

1) Na visão do Sr (a) como é realizada a gestão de sua Área de Atuação? É boa ou não? Podia ser 
melhor? Em quê ou como?

..........................................................................................................................................................................................

..........................................................................................................................................................................................

2) Como vocês contribuem ou participam na gestão da APP ou UC?

..........................................................................................................................................................................................

..........................................................................................................................................................................................

3) Como o Sr (a) vê a atuação e a influência das organizações locais na gestão? Quais as organizações 
que a seu ver são as mais importantes na gestão? Elas contribuem para o desenvolvimento da 
área e das unidades de conservação?

..........................................................................................................................................................................................

..........................................................................................................................................................................................
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4) Na sua opinião, quais os aspectos que mais dificultam a gestão da Área? Quais as que mais 
facilitam?

..........................................................................................................................................................................................

..........................................................................................................................................................................................

5) O que o Sr (a) acha das regras que existem para o uso dos recursos, como os Planos de Gestão 
e de Manejo? Estas regras têm servido para melhorar a vida da população? O que melhorou e o 
que piorou?

..........................................................................................................................................................................................

..........................................................................................................................................................................................

6) O Sr (a) acha que os planos poderiam ser melhores e atender melhor as necessidades das 
populações? O que vocês poderiam fazer para influir nisso?

..........................................................................................................................................................................................

..........................................................................................................................................................................................

7) Vocês foram convidados para participar da elaboração dos planos? Vocês conseguiram 
participar e como participaram?

..........................................................................................................................................................................................

..........................................................................................................................................................................................

8) Vocês acham que as opiniões de vocês foram consideradas no documento final desses planos?

..........................................................................................................................................................................................

..........................................................................................................................................................................................

9) De tudo que vem acontecendo em relação à Baia da Ilha Grande, o que vocês mais gostam e o 
que menos gostam?

......................................................................................................................................................................... 

10) Aqui na Área existe algum conflito com os vizinhos do entorno ou da Unidade de Conservação?

..........................................................................................................................................................................................

..........................................................................................................................................................................................

11) Na sua opinião, como é possível o desenvolvimento de meios de vida sustentáveis da Área com 
a conservação dos recursos naturais?

..........................................................................................................................................................................................

..........................................................................................................................................................................................
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AGENDA DE VISITAS DE CAMPO – PROJETO BRA/078
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Annex 6: Lista de entrevistados

Nome Cargo Relaçãoo com o 
projeto

Rosa Formiga Jhonson Diretora da Diretoria de Águas e Territórios
DIGAT/ INEA

Ponto Focal do 
Projeto pelo INEA , 
coordenada todos os 
componentes

Júlio Avelar Ex-Superintendente da Superintendência do INEA para  
Baia de Ilha Grande – Angra dos Reis 

Componente 1, 2 e 3

Carlos kazuo J. Tomaki Presidente da associação de maricultores da BIG e membro 
do Comitê de Bacias (classificado como usuário).

Componente 2 e 3

Ricardo Toledo Sub Secretário de Meio Ambiente - Prefeitura Angra dos 
Reis.

Componente 1, 2 e 3

Alexandre  Guilherme 
Oliveira Silva

Presidente do CODIG (Conselho de Defesa da Ilha Grande 
(CODIG), Diretor do Comitê da Bacia Hidrográfica da BIG, 
Comitê Coordenador do Mosaico Bocaína.

Componentes 1 e 2

(1)Júlio Magno

(2)Ronaldo Souza

(3)André Araújo 

1) Secretario de Pesca da Prefeitura Municipal de Angra 
dos Reis – SMAR;
(2) Sub secretário de Pesca e Aquicultura 
(3) Técnico da Secretaria de Pesca e Aquicultura

Componente 1 

Régis Pinto de Lima;

Eduardo Godoy

Chefe da ESEC Tamoios;

Analista ambiental.

Componente 2 e 3 

Felipe Spina Secretario Executivo do Conselho do Mosaico da Bocaina Componente 2

Rodrigo Rocha Gestor da Reserva Ecológica da Juatinga - INEA Componente 2 e 4

Vagner do Nascimento 
(Vaguinho)

AMOQ - 
Associação dos Morados do 
Quilombo do Campinho

Componente 2

Cristiane P.A. Mendes INEA- Gestora Parque Estadual do Cunhambebe Componente 2

Vagner do Nascimento Representante do Fórum das Comunidades Tradicionais.

Juliana Marcondes 
Bussolotti

Associação Cunhambebe da Ilha Anchieta – ACIA
Professora Universidade Taubaté – Centro de Educação a 
Distância.

(1) Geisy Leopoldo 

(2) Glauber Carvalhosa 

Gerência de Educação Ambiental – 
GEAM -INEA
(1) Gerente de Educação Ambiental

(2) Chefe de serviço

Componente 1

Leonardo  Silva 
Fernandes

Diretoria de Gestão das Águas e do Território - 
Gerência de Instrumentos de Gestão de Recursos Hídricos
Chefe de Serviço do Gerco 
- INEA – 

Componente 1

Lucia Barbosa 
Rodrigues Ribeiro

Assessora técnica da Vice-Presidência 
Ponto focal para as Superintendências 
Suplente do INEA no Conselho Estadual de Meio Ambiente

Apoia todo o projeto

Klaus Peters (Cacau) BR Marinas ;
Vice-presidente do Sindicato Estadual Patronal de Marinas; 
Participante e fomentador do Fórum Náutico Fluminense

Componente 3

Silvia Marie Ikemoto Gerência dos Instrumentos de Gerenciamento Territorial 
– GGTE
Gerente da Unidade

Apoia todo o projeto

(1) Ricardo Voivodic 
(2) Helen Rolim 
(3) Luiz 
(4) Karine 

(1) Diretor Nacional do Projeto  
Equipe técnica: 
(2) Coordenadora do Projeto e bióloga marinha
(3) Oceanógrafo 
(4) Geografa

Todos os 
componentes do 
Projeto
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