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About the Evaluation

Joint Evaluation: No

Report Language(s): English

Evaluation Type: Terminal Project Evaluation

Brief Description: This report is the terminal evaluation of the UNERGEFproject 1%HZERGIRK
the Nagoya Protocol in Countries of the Caribbean 6 IKISR{ implemented between July 2015
and May 2019.The project's overall development goal was to support countries of the

Caribbean to facilitate access to their genetic resources and benefit sharing in a fair and
equitable way, in line
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Executive Summary

1. In July 2015 the UNEPreceived approval from the Global Environmental Facility for the
Medium-7I~1H 4VSIIGX I%HZERGIRK XL1 2EKS]E 4VSXSGSP IR GSYRMIIW SJXL1 " EWFFIER 6 IKISRI
(GFL-5060-2711-4E67) for three years. The project commenced in February 2016 and was
completed in March 2019. This is the final report of the Terminal Evaluation that took place
between June and November 2019 and included field visits to three of the eight participating
countries, Costa Rica, and Panama, the regional headquarters for the UNEPwhere the Task
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of draft ABS Bills and regulations, and in the development of regional strategic
priorities for Nagoya Protocol implementation in the region.

Component 3: Implementation of the Nagoya Protocol and establishing an enabling
environment for the basic provisions of the NP. The objective of this component was
to assist countries in countries in developing the tools and guidelines required to
implement the basic measures of the Nagoya Protocol. These included assisting in
building awareness among stakeholders that are key for Nagoya Protocol
implementation to be effective, especially parliamentarians, officers of frontline
ministries, indigenous communities and researchers. Support will also be provided for
the development of institutional agreements and administrative procedures for ABS
Agreements such as Prior Informed Consent (PIC), Mutually Agreed Terms(MAT), and
Benefit Sharing, and capacity building to create a Roster of Caribbean ABS Experts.
This component also sought to
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factor, and some of those assumptions did not materialise in the anticipated time -frame,
several of the direct outcomes did not materialise.

9. While outputs were achieved, knowledge of genetic resources confirmed and
documented, awareness raised and tools provided to countries to point the way forward
towards ratification and incorporation of Access and Benefit Sharing mechanisms, the
number of countries that ratified the Nagoya Pro tocol increased from one to three. However,
not all Direct Outcomes and intended Impacts are clearly discernible, raising doubts regarding
their sustainability, now that it has ended.

10. Though all outputs were seen as important in achieving the Direct Outcomes, some
outputs can be deemed moreimportant than others. Those considered most important were
the preparation of an inventory of genetic resources, the development of Access and Benefit
Sharing Policy Documents, preparation of draft legislation , and the establishment of an online
forum in realising the intended impacts.

11. The project was successful in delivering on the Outputs and some of the Direct

Outcomes. Awareness of Access and Benefit Sharing implementation by identified
stakeholders increased, and knowledge of the importance of genet
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Context:

Lesson #3a:

Lesson #3b:

The project, both in the design and implementation phases, had a heavy bias towards
the public sector. While this is understandable, given the need to develop requisite
policies, legislation and ABS implementation tools and templates, there was little if
any provisions made for engagement with private sector entities whose commercial
interests could have acted as a powerful driver of change.

Bioprospecting has great relevance and importance to both the overall economy and
Indigenous Local Communities and can be a powerful d river of conservation and
sustainable use if its commercial value can be readily identified and recognised.
However, for the bioprospecting regime to function effectively, the enabling
conditions (institutional and legislative) must be established and made operational.

The private sector (commercial and research entities) as high-stake/ influence
agents of change as well as key beneficiaries of a functional ABS system are integral
to its implementation. In this regard, initiatives to attract their involve ment should
be undertaken at an early stage
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Lesson #5b  time and where possible, set the stage for initiating
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1.0 Introduction

17. In July 2015 the Global Environmental Facility (GEF) granted approval for the

undertaking of the Medium -7I"IH 4VSI1GX (%HZERGIRK XL1 2EKS]E 4VSXSGSP IR GSYRXVIIW SJ XLI

"EWFFIER 61KISR(, hereafter referred to as the ABSCaribbean Project for 36 months, with a

total budget of US$5,635,257. That amount was divided between the GEF corribution of
US$1,826,000 and US$3,809,257.00 in lkind co-financing from governments of participating

countries and other project partners. The project had as the overallgoal pXS WYTTSVX GSYRXV
of the Caribbean to facilitate access to their genetic resources and benefit sharing in a fair

ERH IUYMXEFPI [E]q

18. The Terminal Evaluation (TE)was undertaken after the project was completed to
assess project performance (in terms of relevance, effectiveness and efficiency), and
determine outcomes and impacts (actual and potential) stemming from the project, including
their sustainability. The evaluation has two primary purposes:

[ to provide evidence of results to meet accountability requirements, and

[ to promote operational improvement, learning and knowledge sharing through
results and lessons learned among UNEPand the project partners (Organisation of
Eastern Caribbean States (OECS), GlZ, International Uon for Conservation of
Nature- Regional Office for Mexico, Central America and the Caribbean (IUCN
ORMAQC), UN CBD Secretariat, Caribbean Community (CARICOM)

19. In this regard, the evaluation sought to identify lessons of operational relevance for
future project formulation and implementation, especially for follow -on projects pursuing the
uptake of the Nagoya Protocol and implementation of key measures to make the protocol
operational in the Caribbean.

20. Biodiversity conservation in the Caribbean is under threat, and high-valued genetic
resources face insurmountable hurdles due to several factors including land degradation,
climate change and invasive alien species. While Caribbeancountries are rich in traditional
knowledge, several have enacted legislation for the protection of their environment and
biodiversity, as well as laws governing forestry, land use and protected areas. However,
Caribbean countries lack the institutional and legal architecture to adequately manage their
biodiversity resources and provide the basis for the implementation of basic provisions of the
Nagoya Protocol. Most significantly, d ue to limited resources and experience in the ABS area,
there is still a lack of capacities (institutional, systemic and individual) within government,
local communities and among all key stakeholders in this regard. There is also a lack of
awareness of issues concerning ABS as well as inadequate support to implement strategies
and priority activities and limited resources for developing effective ABS me asures and
regimes.

21. The ABS-Caribbean project was implemented in eight countries # of the region, all of
whom are signatories of the Convention on Biological Diversity (CDB) and have made
consistent efforts to meet their obligations under that agreement as expressed in national
strategies, plans, regulations, and laws. Most relevant to the proposed project objectives are
the recent National Reports to the Convention on Biological Diversity, National Biodiversity
Strategy and Action Plans (all of which make specific reference to some aspect of access and

benefit sharing and traditional knowledge). The Project is aligned with the 2014 G 2017
Medium-Term Strategy (MTS) Environmental Governance Sub-Programme, which has as its
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progress reports from col laborating partners

relevant correspondence, including the Project Implementation Reviews (PIRS)
supervision mission reports, etc

GEF Tracking Tool

Steering Committee Minutes

quarterly expenditure reports

co-financing records

budget revisions

technical reports, studies, publications, outreach material, etc
Mid-Term Review/Evaluation of the project

Terminal Report of the project including final project output

audit report and final financial statements; and

~N R Y~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ —

other reports deemed useful to the terminal evaluation of the project.
2.2 Interviews

26. Interviews were undertaken with key stakeholders utilising various means of
communication, including face -to-face interviews, telephone/Skype, and emails. The
interviews used as a guide, the semistructured questionnaire developed by the evaluator,
based on the template provided by the UN Evaluation Office (See Annex B). The interviews
also involved the asking of some strategic questions especially those pertaining to the ToC to
determine the extent to which the drivers and assumptions, deemed most critical for the
achievement of impact, were found to hold.

27. Among the key stakeholders interviewed were:

UNEPTask Manager (TM)

IUCNProject Management Team

UNEPFund Management Officer (FMO)

Sub-Programme Coordinator

Project Partners, including CARICOM, GIZ, CBD Secretariat, OECS

~ O~ ~h ~h ~ ~—

National Focal Points, personnel in other Ministries (Attorney GIRIVEPis Office,
Foreign Affairs and Trade)

f National consultants
[ Representatives of Indigenous Persons and Non-Governmental Organisations.

28. The face-to-face interviews required field visits to several countries given the regional
physical spread, IA, EA and various partners (See Table 3). The field visits, particularly with
the Project Management Team was very important as it allowed for a focussed application of
the various survey instruments and a complete interaction with the individuals directly
involved in the implementation of the project. It also provides an opportunit y to observe first
hand, what initiatives were undertaken which are direct outcomes of the project and obtain a
better appreciation for the extent of the commitments expressed at the country or regional
level for any scaling up or replication that is deemed necessary.
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29. The evaluation engaged in assessing whether gender aspects were considered across
the life of the project (design, implementation, monitoring reporting and evaluation) and by
assessing the extent to which gender was considered and addressed. That involved
assessing the ProDoc to determine how gender issues were factored into the design of the
project and how it was implemented in the field.

30. The evaluation assessed whether, and to which extent, challenges facing

gender/marginali sed groups were addressed by the Project. It also assessed whether Project

Monitoring and Reporting reflected gender-differentiated achievements/ challenges. In that

regard, the Project Implementation Reviews (PIR), MTR, Workshop Reports and Steering
Committee minutes and other reporting material were consulted.

31. During the evaluation phase, most of the persons interviewed, including the
representative of the IP, were women and their views in respect of Gender and Human Rights
as it relates to the project were especially sought after.

2.3 Field Visits

32. Based on the above, field visits were undertaken to Costa Rica, Panama, Antigua and
Barbuda, Saint Lucia and Guyana Costa Rica was selected based on the fact that the regional
headquarters for [IUCN, the EA, is basedhere. The IA and Task Manager are based in Panama,
and given the fact that Panama is a mandatory stop on the route to Costa Rica, it madesense
to stop there to meet with the IA Management team. Visits to Costa Rica were scheduled for
the last leg of the field. This approach to evaluation allowed the Evaluator to cross -reference
findings gained from reviewing the various project reports as well as comments from
stakeholders in the various countries.

33. The field visits commenced with a stop in Antigua. Antigua and Barbudawas selected

because of their advanced effort in ratifying the Nagoya Protocol and making the ABS regime
an integral part of their national legislation. Tm 0 g5e
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Country Dates Visited No. of Days
Costa Rica September 22-24 3 days
Panama September 25 G 27 2 days

35. The most significant limita tion to the evaluation was the fact that the project did not
have an explicit theory of change which therefore needed to be reconstructed by the Evaluator.
Some difficulties were also encountered in setting up interviews/meetings with key
stakeholders.

36. The Evaluator encountered difficulties in contacting some national ABS Focal Points .
Efforts to interview personnel at the Secretariat of the Convention on Biodiversity proved futile.
The IUCNProject Management Team (PMT) sent notices of the impending eval uation to all
ABS Focal Points and Partner Organisations. The Evaluator followed up with introductory
letters (emails) requesting interviews (face to face or online). While most of the countries

responded and interview schedules established, no responses were received from Barbados
and Jamaica.

37. The request for interviews with the partner organisation in question did not ma terialise
because none of the persons contacted felt they were sufficiently knowledgeable about the
project to speak on its behalf. Their tenure with the project was brief, given the fact that they
had just recently replaced someone more familiar with the project.

38. During country visits, the Evaluator interviewed stakeholders from several sectors
(government, universities, contracted persons, ABS implementation trainees, NGO’s and
representatives of Indigenous Persons). While attempts were made to interview Indigenous
Persons in Guyana regarding their participating in training activities and other aspects of the
project, not much success was achieved due to logistical problems of either bringing them
together or going out to their respective villages. Either option would have involved time or
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Components

Outcome

Outputs

Component 4.
Regional
Coordination,

3.1.14 Business Model for Countries of the Caribbean which highlights multiple economic
scenarios possible through regulated bio -prospecting available as a tool for countries in their
national ABS decision-making and negotiation processes.

18|Page










Terminal Evaluation: “Advancing the Nagoya Protocol in Countries of the Caribbean Region”

Figure 1. Project Coordination Diagram

3.5 Changes in design during implementation
58.  8LIVI [IVI RS IZIRW XLEX EJJIGXIH XLI TVSNIGKW WGSTI SV WYFWXERXIEF] EPXIVIH XLI

implementation of activities. The Project had a planned start date of September 2015. However,
due to delays in the disbursement
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data and information on genetic resources and stakeholders are receptive to that informa tion and
willing to take action based on that information.

69. For DOs to be realised, several internal factors must be seen to have some influence to
allow the project to move beyond direct outcomes. These internal factors or drivers (D1 and D2,
influencing the causal link between Outputs and Direct Outcomes) include demonstrated interest
in bioprospecting, technical understanding of the importance of common genetic resources
which exist in the region, and continued commitment of the countries to the CBD and the NP,
continue to be a driving force for scientists, politicians and their constituents to advocate for
timely NP implementation.

70.
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legislation in some countries; Prior Informed Consent (PIC) and Mutually Agreed Terms (MAT)
templates granting access to genetic resources being used; and, the use of online mechanisms
for submitting licences adopted, were successfully realised, the absence of an established
institutional framework for fully operati onalising the ABS mechanism, and the slow pace at which
the other five countries® are moving with efforts to sign and ratify the NP suggests that
sustainability, in the absence of continued technical and financial, may not be realised in the
respective countries and consequently the Impact not realised.

6 Of the eight participating couries Barbados, Grenada, Jamaica, Saint L.ucia
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Figure 2: Theory of Change
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5.1.3 Relevance to Regional, Sub-regional and National Environmental Priorities

77. The Project had great strategic relevance as it sought, not only to address challenges
concerning the conservation of biodiversity but also to create a capacity for countries of the
region to harness their genetic resources to enhance livelihood. The Caribbean, as noted in
the ProDoc, is rich in genetic resources, but these are under great threat due to land
degradation, climate change, pollution from nutrients, unsustainable use and invasive alien
species. The region is also rich in traditional knowledge with a great variety of traditions that
relate to the use of fruits, plants and animals for medicinal purposes. However, many of the
countries, lack the institutional, legal, and financial capacity to establish the mechanisms
which would allow t hem to utilise their genetic resources in a manner that would not only meet
their goals of conservation and sustainable de
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95. While gender was mentioned as an issue which should be mainstreamed and equal
opportunities ensured, there was no stated plan outlined for ensuring or monitoring its
implementation. There were no provisions for reporting on gender mainstreaming until it was
included in the 2018/2019 PIR. Notwithstanding, the PMT sought to ensure gender issues
were addressed and reported on in the last PIR submitted.

Criteria Summary Assessment Rating

Quality of Project Design Barriers and constraints were correctly
identified , and for the most part, the p02 re W* n
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Guideline document was seen as important by the countries as it would provide several
benefits as follows:

[ Help countries in the Caribbean region avoid competing among themsel ves.

[ Increase bargaining power for the region and help to avoid a race to bottom between
countries seeking to get the benefits derived from the utili sation of genetic resources
and traditional knowledge.

[ Similar ABS frameworks will make it easier to navigate the access procedure,
IRGVIEWIRK VIWEIEVGL IVWi XVYWX IR XL 1 VIKISR ERH IRGVIEWIRK XL 1 GLances of receiving
benefits derived from the use of genetic resources.

[ Easier for countries to monitor compliance of the users if the countries are willing to
maintain open channels of communication between each other.

[ Help to devise new and innovative ways to deal with the issue of transboundary
resources and traditional transboundary knowledge. This issue can be of vital
importance in a region as connected as the Caribbean.

104. All forty-one of the Outputs were completed. While it is fair to state that all outputs
were completed, there is still no clear indication that all of the outputs have achieved or are
likely to achieve the intended Direct Outcomes. The Delivery of Outputs is rated Highly
Satisfactory (HS).

5.5.2 Achievement of direct outcomes

105. The achievement of Direct Outcomes was dependent on several drivers and
assumptions occurring or holding. The drivers are characterized by the strong support
provided by all the stakeholders, including partner organizations who provided support, both
at the national and regional levels to ensure that decision-makers, as well as users of genetic
resources and TK, are informed and aware of the need for new policies, legislaion, regulations
and other implementing tools as they relate to the ABS agenda. The realsation of these
outcomes was also dependent on the assumption that partner organi sations and ILC are
willing to share data and information on genetic resources and s takeholders are receptive to
that information and willing to take action based on that information.

106. For DO to be realsed, several internal and external factors must be seen to have some
influence to allow the project to move beyond direct outcomes. Thes e external factors
(Drivers) included the preparation of policy documents embracing the sustainable use of
genetic resources and the assumption that stakeholders, including the legislators and
implementing partners, take an interest in ABS and embrace the information conveyed and
the messages delivered by the various media.

107. While it is fair to state that awareness of the knowledge and importance of genetic

resources has been heightened and decision-makers are more aware of the importance of
bioprospecting, only three countries have ratified the Protocol (Antigua and Barbuda, Guyana,
and St. Kitts and Nevis). Also, none of the other countries has revised their legislative
framework to explicitly allow for PIC and participation of ILCs in biodiversity access

agreements (DO2). That absence of uptake is also evident in the fact that no significant
strides have been made in terms of increasing technical capacities and finances to facilitate

data collection (DO3) and there have been no strengthening of ABS legaland governance
structures to facilitate bioprospecting in the region (DO5). Also, the operationalisation of a

harmonised regional mechanism to promote the exchange of relevant informatio n among
countries (DOB6) is yet to materialise.
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108. Antigua and Barbuda have not only ratified the NP but have also revised their
Environmental Act, incorporating ABS/ Traditional Knowledge mechanisms into local
legislation. Meanwhile, Guyana, Grenada, Saint lucia and St. Kitts and Nevis have indicated
plans are underway to make similar changes to their legislation. Also, Guyana has instituted
an online system for the submission of application and issuing of permits to access biological
resources.

109. Taking all of the above into consideration, there is little doubt that some co untries
made strides in helping the project achieve some of the Direct Outcomes are yet to
materialise. However, not all the Direct Outcomes were realised. While it is stated that some
countries have expressed a desire to continue working towards achieving these outcomes, at
this stage of the evaluation, when the project has come to an end, these initiatives have not
yet care yet to outcomes are yet commenced. The rating for achieving direct outcomes is
Moderately Unsatisfactory (MU).

5.5.3 Likelihood of impact

110. The DOs were expected to lead to two Intermediate States (IS1 and 1S2), which were
the reformulated objectives and goals of the project as outlined in the ProDoc. 1S1 was
reformulated from the original objective to reflect the changed state resu lting from

operationalis
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the facts on which some assumptions were based. It does seem that there was an insufficient
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Assumptions

Reality

i. Local communities and indigenous peoples
take an interest in ABS, trust the awareness
raising message and embrace its content

j- Countries fully embrace the outputs of the
project and institutionali se required processes
and strategies in all ABS related activities,
including facilitation of personnel participation
in training and capacity building opportunities

Local communities and IP (Maroons in Jamaica
ERH +Y]ERE EP IQFVEGIH XLIW UR1 [
knowledge, particularly as it promised wider
acceptance and rewards for their traditional
knowledge.

They all recognised the need for Competent
National Authorities but making this a reality is
aslo
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GEF Funds wasUS$1.786mn with the remaining sum of US$40,000 to be utilised to cover the
cost of the Terminal Evaluation. On average, expenditure on various project elements
corresponded to the sums allocated within th e original budget; however, there were a few
exceptions.

117. Concerning the Co-Financing Cash and InKind values, the budgeted contribution from
Countries and institutions was US$3,809,257. Information received on Co-Financing
contributions indicated that in total the co-financing was valued at US$2,904,999.61. This
value, however, did not include information from Jamaica or CBD.

Table 7: Co-financing Table

UNEPown Government Other* Total Tota
) . Financing
Co-financin
(Type /Sourcg) (US$1,000) (US$1,000) (US$1,000) (US$1,000)
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financing letter to UNEPdated 11 April 2015 (Ref: SCBD/ABS/SBG/ET/jh184313),suggests
that it would LEZ1 IRGPYHIH (TVSZIWISR SJVIWSYVGI QEXIVIEPW TYFAWLIH F] XL1 7 IGVIXEWEX WXEJJ
time and co-organization of joint capacity -FYIPHIRK EGXIZIXIIWG 8L 1 =& TEVXIGITEXIH in Steering
Committee (SC) Meetings, co-organizing meetings such as the side-events at COP 14 and 15,
as well as participating in the provision of training to participating countries to demonstr ate
access to and use of the ABS Clearing House Mechanism.

120. In-Kind Contributions amounted to US$904,257 below the budgeted value. Except for
Barbados, Grenada and IUCN, the Kind contributions of the other countries and agencies
was therefore significantly less than the originally budgeted values. The total Project
contributions are shown in Table 7 above.

121. The Actual Cost of the Project was, therefore, US$4,690,999 or US$944,258 less than
the total Budgeted Cost. This figure consists of Countries Contributions which were
US$920,981 less than budgeted and the Contributions of Agencies whichwere $16,724 more
than budgeted.

122. Countries were provided with co-financing templates and instructions in completing
their reports. They were repeatedly urged to submit these reports on time. Unfortunately, not
all did, and several countries did not meet their full co-financing commitment.

123. The general conclusion to be drawn from the completeness of financial information is
that it was Moderately Satisfactory (MS).

5.6.2 Communication

124. The PMT at IUCNORMACC, which included the Project Financial Assistant, and the
UNEP Fund Management office (Panama) have expressed satisfaction with the
responsibilities executed by each other. Financial Reports were submitted on time and met
the satisfaction of the Fund Management Office. Some slight delays with disbursement
caused a delay in thestart-up of the project, and another disbursement delay midway through
the project again slowed the pace of delivery of some outputs. Inthe end, a request for a no
cost extension was made and approval granted.

125. 92)4iw 8EWO 1EREKIV, based at the Latin America and the Caribbean Office in
Panama, provides continuous support and works closely with project personnel in project
implementation asp ects related to UNEP and the GEF implementation.Good communications
between the IA and EA weremaintained throughout the Project implementa tion period, and
both offices were adequately aware of the status of the project funding. Table 9 summarises
the financial management of the Project.

Table 9: Financial Management Table

Financial management components: Rating® | Evidence/ Comments

Completeness of project financial S

information:

Provision of key documents to the evaluator HS

(based on the responses to A-G below)

A. Co-JIRERGIRK ERH 4VSKIGX ™ SWXIW XEFPIW Received copies of tables indicating
at design (by budget lines) Yes Co-financing and Project Costs at

design
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Financial management components: Rating® | Evidence/ Comments
C. All relevant project legal agreements HS All documents were shared with the
(e.g. SSFA, PCA, ICA) Evaluator
D. Proof of fund transfers HS All documents were shared with the
Evaluator
E. Proof of co-financing (cash and in- Partial. No information received from
kind) No Barbados concerning their cash
contribution. Jamaica and the CBD
provided no reports on co-financing.
F. % WYQQEV] VITSVX SR XL I TVSNIGXIW
exp_endltures durlng the life gf the Yes Summary Report received
project (by budget lines, project
components and/or annual level)
G. | Copies of any completed audits and Audits for 2016, 2017 and 2018/2019
management responses (where Yes .
. received
applicable)
e o™ | es | omtonon GEF spenaingand
' actual In-Kind Contributions received
Any gaps in terms of financial information Yes. Not all countries/ agencies
that could be indicative of shortcomings in Yes provided data on their In-Kind or Cash
XL1 TVSNIGXW GSQTPIERG I® with the UNEPor Contributions
donor rules
Project Manager, Task Manager and Fund Personnel, both at the EA and 1A
Management Officer responsiveness to S provided all the documents requested
financial requests during the evaluation and expressed no concern about the
process financial management of the project
Communication between finance and project
management staff
Project personnel at both EA (IUCN
AVSIIGX 1LEREKIVERH SV 8EWO LEREK IV PIZI? ORMACC) and the IA (UNER)
S confirmed their awareness of the

of ELEVIRIWW SJ XL 1 TVSNIGXIW JIRERGIEP WXEXYW

financial status having signed the
necessary approvals
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Criteria

Summary Assessment

Rating

Financial Management

1.Completeness of project
financial information

Overall Financial Management rating

All financial requirements between the EA and IA
were satisfied. Countries were provided with co-
financing templates and instructions in
completing their reports. However, not all
countries/agencies submitted their reports , and
several did not meet their full co-financing their

MS
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5.9 Sustainability

146. Sustainability, within the context of this evaluation exercise, is understood as the
probability of direct outcomes being maintained and developed after th e close of the project.
Several outputs, intended to ensure sustainability were delivered, including the development
of ABS policy documents, ABS guidelines and an online platform for the exchange of
information among participating countries. As indicated in section 5.5.3 above, several of
these outcomes were realised, however, given the fact that no sustainable legislative and
institutional framework was created at the national level to sustain those initiatives, as well
as the need for financial support, the likelihood of these outcomes being maintained is not
high.

147. The countries expressed great satisfaction with the outcomes as they not only
heightened their awareness of the importance of genetic resources and associated traditional
knowledge, but provided them with tools (e.g. ABS guidelines, Regional Strategy and Action
Plan, and tools for facilitating access GR and Traditional Knowledge such as PIC and MAT
Templates), and a model ABS Clearing House Mechanism. All of the documents produced
under this initiative, together with the training provided can be easily accessed and modified
to suit the needs of the participating countries as well as other countries desirous of using
those tools to enhance their capabilities in facilitating access to their GR / Traditional Knowledge
using existing national and regional institutions.

5.9.1 Socio-political Sustainability

148. All of the participating countries expressed a high degree of support for the project
and what it sought to achieve. Three of the eight participating countries ratified the NP,
however, only one,Antigua and Barbuda, has incorporated the ABS mechanism into national
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162. The shortcomings identified at the preparation stage had to do with some
overambitious objectives which did not take into consideration the challenges in mov ing from
the awareness phase to getting legislation in place to address problems identified. Among
the more obvious overambitious goals and incorrect assumptions were the following:

x Data on GR in the @ribbean is sparse, and the few institutions involved in research,
primarily the Universities or research entities guard their information very closely

x All countries recognised the need for and expressed support for an online forum.
However, challenges in finding an institution to host the forum as well as p rovide
ongoing management proved difficult

x Development of a Roster of Experts never materialised as these were not filled in by

the countries as was intended. While this may appear to suggest a lack of experts and
the absence of a large pool of resources
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gender and Indigenous People, ensuring their consideration was mainstreamed in all capacity
building processes.

169. While the PMT reached out to entities engaged in research activities (the University of
the West Indies and ILC) through their public awareness programmes to tour operators and
small scale business operators engaged in the sale of bio-pharmaceuticals and TK, there was
no specific programme or sustained effort to involve the private sector. That was due, in part,
to the fact that the document U&YWIRIWW A.SHI? JSV Access and Benefit Sharing in the
"EWFFIER 61KISRi the blueprint for EVIIGYPEXIRK ERH Umaximizing the economic potential of

biodiversity (i resources was not completed until the latter part of the final year of the project.
Also, the regional database of research activities in the Caribbean region, which would have
served as an information portal for sharing of information research ERH (the promotion of

public-private sector interactions on the Caribbeani [EW RIZIV JY?y developed and remained
underutilised.

170. The PMT used various communication mechanisms to engage with stakeholders.
SLIWI IRGPYHIH UHIVIGX QI IXIRKW IRXIVZII [W GSRWYPXEXISRW ERH XIPIGSRIIVIRGIWI 8[S side
event meetings at UNCBD COP 14 and 15 in Cancun Mexico and Egypt were well attended by
beneficiary countries, partner organisations and other interested stakeholders. High-Level
Meetings with Ministers proved a little more difficult. However, durin g Caribbean ABS wesk
1EVGL XLT LIRIWXTV SJ %KWGYPXYVE VITVIWIRXEXIZIW VSQ XL1 4VQI1 LIRIWXIVIW SJNGI
Permanent Secretaries from around the region attended. Also, several regional and national
institutions were represented, along with representatives from indige nous people and local
communities from Jamaica and Guyana, and local community groups and students
participated in the meetings.

171. The overall rating for Stakeholder Participation Moderately Satisfactory (MS).

5.10.4 Responsiveness to Human Rights and Gender Equality

172. The ProDoc, while not explicitly outlining any issues or concerns relating to human
rights, did specifically, however, express the need to mainstream issues of gender in all
capacity building initiatives. It also recognised the important contri bution of IPs to biodiversity
conservation and made allowance for their involvement in the implementation of the project.
In that regard, Component 3, Outcome 3.1 of the Logical project Framework, specifically
targeted Indigenous communities and provided resources for the production of public
awareness materials in the indigenous language, and in the development of templates for
Prior Informed Consent (PIC) and Mutually Agreed Terms (MAT).

173. Concerningthe implementati on of the project, a gender methodology was adopted and
implemented by the EA to ensure effective mainstreaming of gender by ensuring that IP was
included workshops convened and in materials developed to heighten awareness of the ABS
process. Likewise, concerning participation by women, there was a high number of women
involved in decision-making positions during the implementation of the project. Women
comprised almost 80 per cent of those in attendance at SC meetings, workshops and training
initiatives u ndertaken by the project.

174. Two workshops each were held in Jamaica and Guyana in January 2019, to ensure the
effective participation of women, indigenous peoples, local communities, particularly in the
consultation and design of protocols for PIC and MAT w ere convened under the project. The
workshops in Jamaica allowed for the participation of persons from the Rastafarians and
Maroon Community. The Guyana workshopwas held in Lethem and Georgetown, and present
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182. The communication channels were well established and observed during the
implementation phase. The role of the Steering Committee was very effective in acting as a
medium for disseminat ing and communicate decisions and procedures among countries and
key stakeholders. The project also developed a virtual platform, including a permitting system
and species database, for fostering effective communication amongst countries on ABS

issues which will further enhance the ratification process through effective communication

amongst parties on ABS.

183. Among the many initiatives undertaken by the project to achieve their objectives were
the preparation of videos, for TV and Radio, interviews on radio and television, theairing of
PSAs in alleight countries, the translation and production of videos in six different languages
for the ILCsin Guyana, and the erection of signboards at grategic locations in three countries.

184. These initiatives were complemented with the convening of training workshops for
two persons from each of the participating countries and over 30 inter -institutional workshops
in the eight participating countries.

Awareness-raising dialogues were held with environment ministers at two meetings of
the OECS ministers of environment. Cabinet notes were prepared for members of the cabinet
for all eight countries. Included in these notes was information on the Nagoya Prot ocol and
the road to ratification for each country. The convening of the Caribbean Access and Benefit
Sharing Week, which took place in Trinidad and Tobago from January 2931, was aimed at
generating awareness of and support for the Nagoya Protocol, under the Convention of
Biological Diversity (CBD).

186. While it is generally agreed that a considerable amount of activities was undertaken in
raising awareness of and support for the NP, participants acknowledged that much more is
still needed to increase awareness of the importance of genetic resources . This was saliently
captured by one participant who acknowledged that while there had been widespread public
education that reinforced [ the value of genetic resources and the traditional knowledge that
comes along ...there issom
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205. Though very few countries have formally initiated action to incorporate regulations and

guidelines given to them, several have indicated that they have already commenced use of the
PIC and MAT tenplates in the guidelines used to permit bioprospecting in their respective

countries. They do recognise that formal amendments are required to ensure a legal basis
for these measures, however until these can be achieved, they will continue using these
instruments to ensure that access to their genetic resources and Traditional Knowledge are
permitted on a fair and equitable basis. Going forward, however, will require continued
awareness-raising and it is anticipated that PIC and MAT Templates, along with online
facilitation of bioprospecting request will be replicated.

206. Notwithstanding the failure to realise those intended outcomes and impacts, the
project achieved a fair amount of success, some of which, if pursued by the countries could
still result in the long-term benefits being achieved. However, without financial support, and
given the structural and capacity constraints which were not adequately addressed, it is hardly
likely that the intended impacts will be fully realised.

Table 10: Evaluation Criteria and Rating Table

Criterion Summary Assessment Rating®®

A. Strategic Relevance HS
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Criterion

Summary Assessment

Rating®®

Category 5 hurricanes struck the region during project
implementation, but they had negligible impacts.

D. Effectiveness

MU

i. Delivery of Outputs

All of the outputs were com pleted, though there were
some delays with the delivery of some critical outputs.

HS

ii. Achievement of Direct
Outcomes

Only two of the six DOs were realised, making it difficult
to envisage that other intended impacts would be
realised.

iii. Likelihood of Impact

Three countries have ratified the NP, and several others
have commenced incorporation of some of the ABS
guidelines for PIC and MAT. However, without the
institutional support and a recognised legal framework
in place, it is hardly likely the intended Impact will be
realised.

E. Financial Management

MS

i. Completeness of project
financial information

All financial requirements between the EA and IA were
satisfied. Countries were provided with co-financing
templates and instructions i n completing their reports.
Not all countries/agencies submitted their reports, and
several did not meet their full co-financing
commitment.

MS

ii. Communication between
finance and project
management staff

Communications between the EA and IA were
excellent. There were two instances of disbursement
delays by the IA, but good relations were maintained
throughout the life of the project.

F. Efficiency

Efficiency was practised and achieved throughout the
life of the project. With a limited budget and tight time
frame, the project delivered all outputs within thirty -six
months. Other measures of effici ency included the
development of regional guidelines and templates,
adopting a common approach the drafting of roadmaps
and the use of virtual meetings to save cost on travel
and reduce the carbon footprint of the project

HS

G. Monitoring and Reporting

Owerall Monitoring and Reporting rating

i. Monitoring design and
budgeting

Monitoring and design are consistent with GEF/UNEP
guidelines.

HS

ii. Monitoring of project
implementation

All reports, including PIRs and financial reports, were
prepared. Thereporting format, however, did not allow
for objective monitoring of progress in implementation.

iii. Project reporting

Reports were prepared and submitted on time.

HS
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6.2 Lessons Learned

207. Thefollowing table presents a summary of the main lessons learned from some of the
TVSHIGXIW WYGG IWWIW ERH GLERIRKIW

Table 11: Main Lessons Learned

Context: The most significant comment aired in respect of the failure of the project to realise
all intended (IVIGX 3YXGSQIW ERH -QTEGW [EW UIRWYJJIGHIRX XIQ G SLIVI IW ZEMHIX] XS
this assertion given the fact that several of those outcomes required changes in policy
and regulations, both of which require time. That time may be relative; however, when
it requires the heightening of awareness of the NP and ABS mechanisms, the
preparation and approval of policy documents, and the drafting and adoption of laws
and regulations, that require the approval of Cabinet and the Parliament, these could
take years to materialise.

Lesson #1.: Projects intended to accomplish objectives that require structural changes and
necessary supporting policy, legislative and regulatory must provide adequate time
for those changes to be realised.

Application: | UNEP must ensure that in the designing of projects, that sufficient acknowledgement
is made of challenges inherent in adopting policy and necessary legislation and
regulations. In that regard, projects that require the adoption of new policies and
legislation should be phased such that more practical implemen tation targets could
be defined and executed.

Context: While there were not too many complaints about capacity constraints, it was, indeed
a major concern as none of the countries was able to assign to the project, one officer
tasked with its dedicated responsibility ensuring its successful implementation.
Persons assigned to the project were already engaged with other activities. This is
not unusual, given the financial and staffing constraints faced by small countries.
Provision was made in the project to assign a Project Coordinator to work with each
of the countries. However, funding to engage such support was only provided for a
total of 10 months out of the thirty -six-month implementation period of the project.

Lesson #2: Regionally executed projects should be provided with adequate technical and
financial support to provide for the implementation of projects. That support does
not necessarily mean full -time engagement of a consultant (P roject Coordinator),
but the allocation of a P roject Coordinator to adequately deal with issues such as
engagement with stakeholders and raising public awareness-raising to obtain buy-
in, particularly by High-Level stakeholders and decision -makers.

Application: | Implementing Agencies should ensure that adequate Technical Support is provided
for and clear sets of undertakings defined, to ensure that the efforts mainly target
outputs which are likely to be the most difficult to implement.
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time and where possible, initiate projects in local communities which can be use d as
models for replication in other communities.

When projects are not results -oriented, there may be a risk of project teams
becoming preoccupied with completion of activities and delivery of outputs, and
checking them off, with no real consideration of
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Annex 1. Response to stakeholder comme nts received but not (fully)

accepted by the evaluator

Statement and Stakeholder Comment

Response of Evaluator

#6. The intervention logic was based on a log
frame analytical methodology, which adequately
identified outputs and outcomes but was weak in
terms of identifying the pathways through which
Outputs would lead to Direct Outcomes,
Intermediary State and Impacts.

“I believe this is an oversimplification. The pathway
to achieving the outputs where identified, the reason
why some of the outcomes where not fully
achieved, in my opinion was a matter of timing
and/or unrealistic planning”.

%W RSXIH IR ERH XLEX [LIPE XL 1 U6 IWYPXW
Framework was useful in identifying Outputs to
Outcomes, the Outcomes were not directly linked
XS XLT 3YXTYXWi %WS [ the reconstructed ToC was
YRHIVXEOIR XS LIPT IWXEFPIWL XL 1 TVSNIGXW PSKIGEP
structure, identify causal links between Outputs,
Direct Outcomes, and the Inermediary States,
through to the realisation of Intended Impact, and
determine the likelihood that th e intended results
[P FIVIEAWIHG 8LEXVIUYWIH PIROIRK
assumptions and drivers with the respective Direct
Outcomes, Intermediary State and Impacts. While
several assumptions were made, not all of them
held, and timing and unrealistic planning were
significant issues, but so too was the absence of
HWZIW X IW XLIVIISVE RSX ER USZ IWHQTAIIGEXISR(
to say that the logical framework model was
inadequate. Reference is also made to Table 5:
Assumptions and Realities where a detailed
analysis is provided of the Assumptions and how
far some of them were from reality and the extent
to which there were gaps in the log frame model.

UWhat this meant was that as time became a
factor, and some of those assumptions did not
materialise in the anticipated t ime-frame, several
of the direct outcomes did not materialise.

(This is correct, but it is also correct to say that the
executing agency together with the steering
committee, did manage in most cases to substitute
the unfeasible outcomes for new feasible ones,
depending on the context”.

This has been acknowledged

#9. However, not all Direct Outcomes and intended
Impacts are clearly discernible, raising doubts
regarding their sustainability, now that it has
ended.

“In deed there are some sustainability questions, but
in most cases, the countries that did ratified the
protocol, are continuously making improvement to
apply the legislation (Antigua & Barbuda, Guyana
and SKN). In the case on Saint LUCIA (which did not
ratify), for example, there is an initiative to continue
the ABS regional project in order to work an ABS
project at national level. This is currently in
discussion with UNEnv.”

Personnel in Grenada, St. Kitts and Nevis and Saint
Lucia all expressed their intention to pursue follow
up activities to ensure ratification of the NP. The
OECS Commission as well as GIZ also indicated
their willingness to support Member States that
have expressed that desire to proceed with
ratification. However, it was also clear from
interviews with personnel in the respective
countries that some of the issues which hampered
ratification previously, such as capacity
constraints, and finances were still of some
concern, notwithstanding the promised assistance
from various agencies. This is a sustainability
issue which, at the time of evaluation, could not be
ignored.

6l|Page




Terminal Evaluation: “Advancing the Nagoya Protocol in Countries