GEF

Global Environment Facility 1818 H Street, NW
Washington, DC 20433 USA
Tel: 202.473.0508
Fax: 202.522.3240/3245
Internet: www.gefweb.org

March 2, 2004

Dear Council Member,

UNEDP, as the Implementing Agency for the project, Regional (Armenia, Bolivia,
Madagascar, Sri Lanka, Uzbekistan): In-situ Conservation of Crop Wild Relatives
through Enhanced Information Management and Field Application, has submitted the
attached proposed project document for CEO endorsement prior to final approval of the
project document in accordance with UNEP procedures.

The Secretariat has reviewed the project document. It is consistent with the
proposal approved by the Council in October 2002, and the proposed project remains
consistent with the Instrument and GEF policies and procedures. The attached
explanation prepared by UNEP satisfactorily details how Council’s comments and those
of the STAP have been addressed. I am, therefore, endorsing the project document.

We have today posted the proposed project document on the GEF website at
www.gefweb.org. If you do not have access to the Web, you may request the local field
office of the World Bank or UNDP to download the document for you. Alternatively,
you may request a copy of the document from the Secretariat. If you make such a
request, please confirm for us your current mailing address.

Sincerely,

/{ /4 il
/w Leonard Good
Chief Executive Officer and Chairman

cc: Alternate, Implementing Agencies, STAP
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Subject in situ Conservation of Crop Wild Relatives Through Enhanced

Information Management and Field Application

Please find attached the UNEP project document for the project: “In situ

Conservation of Crop Wild Relatives Through Enhanced Information
Management and Field Application” approved at the meeting of the GEF Council,
October 14-15, 2002 and now being submitted for CEO endorsement.

All concerns of the GEF Programme Manager have been previously

addressed and are in the project file at GEFSEC. The outstanding issue with regard to
co-financing of US$ 1 million is appropriately addressed.

Please note that the current document includes:

o Monitoring and Evaluation plan (Annex 9), and
o Amendment to Annex 10.E, Annex 10.E1, E.1 (a) and E.1 (b) to further clarify

project management framework and implementation arrangements.

Regards.




ANNEX 9. MONITORING, PROGRESS REPORTING, AND EVALUATION PLAN

The objective of monitoring and evaluation is to assist dl project participants in assessing project
performance and impact, with a view to maximizing both. Monitoring is the continuous or periodic
review and surveillance by management of the implementation of an activity to ensure that al
required actions are proceeding according to plan. Evaluation is a process for determining
systematically and objectively the relevance, efficiency, effectiveness and impact of the activities in
light of their objectives. Ongoing evaluation is the analysis, during the implementation phase, of
continuing relevance, efficiency and effectiveness and the present and likely future outputs, effects
and impact.

The genera and specific objectives of the project, and the list of its planned outputs, have
provided the basis for this M&E plan.

The project will be evaluated on the basis of execution performance, output delivery, and project
impact (outcomes per the project logframe.)

Execution performance. Execution monitoring will assess whether the management and supervision
of project activitiesis efficient and seek to improve efficiencies when needed so as to improve overal
effectiveness of project implementation. It is a continuous process, which will collect information
about the execution of activities programmed in the annual workplan (See Annex 2), avise on
improvements in method and performance, and compare accomplished with programmed tasks. This
activity will be the direct responsibility of the Project Management Unit (PMU), under the supervision
of the International Steering Committee. See Table 1 for the execution performance indicators. The
UNEP Task Manager will, in collaboration with the PMU, track these indicators.

Table 1: Indicatorsfor Evaluating Whether Project M anagement Unit and Steering
Committee are Effectively Oper ational

Indicator

Meansof Verification”

Half-yearly and annual activity and progress reports are prepared in atimely and
satisfactory manner

Arrival of reportsto UNEP

Quarterly expenditure reports are prepared in atimely and satisfactory manner.

Arrival of reports to UNEP

Performance targets, outputs, and outcomes are achieved as specified in the annual
work plans.

Semi annual and Annual
progress reports

Deviations from the annual work plans are corrected promptly and appropriately.
Requests for deviations from approved budgets are submitted in atimely fashion.

Work plans, minutes of SC
meetings, timely submission
of revised budget to UNEP
for approval

Disbursements are made on atimely basis, and procurement is achieved according
to the procurement plan.

Report on the procurement of non-expendabl e equipment against the project budget
filed in atimely manner.

IMIS system at UNEP and
Bank Account statements of
executing agency

Inventory of Non-
Expendable Equipment
reports

Audit reports and other reviews showing sound financial practices.

Audit statements

International Steering Committee (ISC) is tracking implementation progress and
project impact, and providing guidance on annual workplans and fulfilling TOR.

Minutes of 1SC meetings

ISC is providing policy guidance, especially on achievement of project impact.

Minutes of 1SC meetings

The responsible officer to track this will be the GEF project task manager in consultation with the project

manager.
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Delivered outputs. Ongoing monitoring will assess the project’s success in producing each of the
programmed outputs, both in quantity and quality. Interna assessment will be continuously provided
by the PMU, and mid-term and final evaluations of outputs will be carried out by external consultants
contracted by UNEP. See Table 2 for a summary of expected outputs by project component, and
Annex 2 (Project Workplan and Timetable) for a detailed list of project activities and corresponding
outputs.

Table 2: Description and timing of expected outputs by project component

PrOJECT COMPONENTS

Outputs (O) and Milestones (M)

1.

I nternational Information
M anagement

M Full information system design process completed. Month 6,
Y1

M Terminology for the information system developed and
agreed. Month 6, Y2.

M Information infrastructure established and metadata standard
defined. Month 12, Y2

M Data sourcesidentified. Month6 Y3

M Analytical toolsfor CWR data analysis identified

Month 12, Y2

O International CWR portal operationa. Month 12, Y 3.

O Detailed business plan for design and implementation of
system. Month 12, Y1

O Linkage to the nationa information systems. Month 12, Y3

2.

National Information Systems

M Agreements between national ingtitutions within countries
for information access and exchange. Month 12, Y1.

M Procedures and mechanisms for information exchange, data
management and analysis in place. Month 12, Y 3.

M Agreements and procedures to support linkage to the
international information system. Month 6, Y 3.

M Infrastructure, personnel and equipment established. Month
9 Y2

M National information system linked to international system.
Month 12, Y4.

M Meta-database catalogues and data definitions adopted.
Month 6, Y3.

M Analytical priorities and timelines defined and tools
identified. Month 6, Y3.

M Access procedures established. Month 12, Y 3.

O Collaborative agreements governing CWR information in
place and operationa in each country. Month 6, Y 3.

O Analytical toolsfor CWR data analysis integrated into
system operation. Month 12, Y 3.

O National information systems fully operational. Month 9,
Y5.

3.
Conservation

Enhanced Capacity and

Actions

M Working Agreements between key partnerson CWR
conservation and use established. Month 12, Y1.

M In country training framework in place. Month 12, Y2.
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M Analysis of National conservation legidation relevant to
CWR completed in each country. Month 6, Y 3

M Benefit sharing options for CWR conservation and
sustainable use assessed. Month 12, Y4.

M Guidelines and protocols for determining priority CWR taxa
and areas for conservation actions devel oped. Month 6, Y 3.

M Priority taxa and areas for conservation actions identified.
Month 12, Y3.

M Eco-geographic surveyson 3-5 priority taxa per country
carried out. Month 6, Y4.

M Monitoring procedures on CWR statusin protected areas
developed and tested on target taxa. Month 12, Y2.

M Monitoring of target taxa repeated and compared with Y 2
dataM12 Y4

M Demonstration models for successful use of CWR in
breeding. Month 12, Y4.

O Training of target goup on data management, analysis, red
listing, conservation and use of CWR and benefit sharing issues
undertaken. Month 6, Y5

O National conservation legidation relevant to CWR revised.
Month 12, Y5.

O National CWR red lists developed or revised. Month 12, Y 3.
O National Action Plans for CWR conservation and usein
context of NBSAP adopted in each country. Month 12, Y4.

O Management plans for priority CWR populationsin at least 5
protected areas (one per country) prepared and implemented.
Month 12, Y4.

O Conservation interventions on two priority taxain each
partner country initiated in year 4.

O Participatory research program on CWR established in each
country. Month 12, Y5.

O Selected national breeding programmes (1-3 per country)
haveinitiated activities involving CWR evaluation and usein
crossing. Month 12, Y5.

4, Public Awareness

M Identification of target groups

M Surveysto determine levels of understanding and most
effective communication channels. Month 12 Y3

M Preparation of promotional and education materials. Month
12, Y4,

O Dissemination of CWR information to target groups through
news papers, television, radio and other media. Month 12, Y5.
O Publications of scientific papers. Month 6, Y5

O CWR course materia available for use in education systems.
Month 12, Y5

O Displays on CWR conservation and use on show in protected
areas. Month 12, Y5
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Project impact. Evaluation of the project’s success in achieving its outcomes will be monitored continuously throughout the project through semi-annua
progress reports, annual summary progress reports, a mid-term and final evaluation al of which will use the project logframe as a monitoring, evauation,
and reporting tool (See Project Logframe in Annex 10B.). Table 3 presents a summary presentation of the logframe indicators that have been identified as
key performance indicators.

Table3. List of Key Performance I ndicators

Project Intervention strategy | Key performance indicator Baseline (if baselineisnot M ethod of data collection/Data collection
known, please identify how strategy (including frequency)
and when baseline will be
established)
Development objective
Improved global food security FAO indicators used for the 2" and 3" reports of Baselineis provided by “The Data will be collected by country partners and by FAO
through effective conservation the State of the World' s Plant Genetic Resources State of the World's Plant Genetic | s part of their duties in compiling 2 and 39 reports on
of crop wild relatives (CWR). for Food and Agriculture show improvement in Resources for Food and Sate of the World to the FAO Commission on Genetic
conservation and use status of crop wild relatives. Agriculture” FAO, Rome, 1998 resources.
These indicators include: pp. 510 and by country reports
. use of crop relativesin breeding from pedigree | submitted for compilation of that
anaysis; report (www.fao.org)
numbers of CWR inex situ collections;
numbers of identified in situ CWR actions.
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Project Intervention strategy

Immediate Objective
Enhanced conservation status
of selected CWR in Armenia,
Bolivia, Madagascar, Sri
Lanka, and Uzbekistan.

Key Performance Indicaor

National-level CWR Conservation and Sustainable
Use Action Plans devel oped, adopted and under
initial stages of implementation in the 5 partner
countries by year 4 of the project.

Management plans for CWR populations in at least
5 protected areas (one per country) devel oped and
under initial implementation by year 4.

Conservation interventions identified and initiated
on two priority taxain each partner country by year
4.

Baseline (if baselineisnot
known, please identify how
and when baseline will be
established)

National level plans specific to
crop wild relatives does not exist.
References in other national
conservation plans have been
collected and collated and
congtitute baseline

Management plans of the type
envisaged do not exist

Baseline status for each country
investigated during PDF B and
contained in PDF B Reports
(Annex 10K). Formalized at
project start to constitute baseline

Method of data collection/Data collection
strategy (including frequency)

Review of reports to national and international agencies
(Note: Baseline data collection and analysis in year 2-4
on taxa, population, threat status, etc. will form part of
the monitoring and evaluation plan for each CWR
National Action Plan and will permit analysis of impact
inyears 6, 9 and 12 from project start.)

Reports from identified protected areas and their
management plans will provide data asin dicated within
each plan for a CWR population. Baseline status will be
established and impact measured at year 6, 9 and 12
after project initiation. Indicative impact indicators
include: population numbers and sizes; seedling
recruitment; diversity.

The identified responsible country institutions will
provide data and reports as indicated viz: Baseline status
of target taxa will be established at year three and
impact measured at year 6, 9 and 12 after project
initiation. Indicative impact indicators include: numbers
and size of populations; seedling recruitment; diversity.
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Key performance indicator

Baseline (if baselineisnot
known, please identify how
and when baseline will be
established)

Method of data collection/Data collection
strategy (including frequency)

Output 1.

An internationally accessible
information system available
through theinternet that allows
accessto, processing and
utilization of CWR information
for conservation planning
amongst the institutionswithin
and outside of thetarget countries
of the project.

Conservation agencies in the 5 partner countries have
accessed and used information on the international
information system to:

a) developlrevise the CWR Conservation and
Sustainable Use Action Plans;
b) develop the CWR managemert plans for target

populations within one protected area per
country; and

design conservation interventions for two
priority taxain

each partner country.

0)

A single internet address connects users to national
and international CWR information surcesand is
accessed by aincreased number of users from
different countries. Basdline established at year 4 and
goa will be an increase of 25% by year 5 and
increasing at 10% over the next 5 years on atotal
number basis. Data will also be collected to measure
geographic diffusion of use. The goal will be to reach
usersin 10 countries by year 5 and in 40 countries
within 5 years of project end with 50% of countries
from centers of crop diversity or of plant species
diversity.

A 10% increase in users per year, the year after the
international information system availability, by non-
target countries for application in conservation
planning for CWR, the study of CWR and
information gathering.

Basdline is absence of an
international information system.

Basdline is absence of an
international information system.
A secondary baseline will be
established at year 4 once the
internet site is accessible

Relevant data include:

Web address accessible from partner countries.

Number of times country partners access website
Referencesin relevant plans to materials sourced through
international website.

Relevant datainclude:

Website address

Records of number of “hits” collated monthly and
analysed on an annua basis to determine rates of increase
and regiona and country coverage.

Internet based user survey will be conducted in final 6
months of project.

Output 2:

National information systemsare
operational and allow the efficient
collection, management, analysis,

and presentation of CWR

information in Armenia, Bolivia,

At year 3,100 % of the available CWR information
inthe 5 countriesis fully integrated in the
information systems. Thiswill include species name,
taxonomy, spatia information, conservation status

and threats, information on uses and users

Baseline variesfor different
countries eg. in

Armenia— no computerised
information system containing cwr
data currently exists. In other

Determination of available computerised data on cwr in
each country asfollows:

Species name

Taxonomy

Distribution




Madagascar, Sri Lanka and
Uzbekistan.

ingtitutional information.

International information system islinked to and
accessible by al partner ingtitutionsin the 5 countries
by year 4 of the project.

Analytica tools for CWR dataanalysis are devel oped
and used for the assessment of the CWR statusin
each country.

Assessments of CWR conservation status are used in
the production of management plans for CWR
populations in one protected area per country.

countries amounts of relevant
computerised data varies e.g. ex situ

conservation data computerised in
al countries, herbarium data not
fully computerised in any country
(see Annex 10 K) for determination
of relevant country basdlines.

The international information
system does not exists and no links
are present

Baseline includes various analysis
tools such as Red lisiting
procedures, Floramap, DIVA-GIS
and those used for ecogeographic
surveys (IPGRI)

CWR management plans do not
exist

Conservation status and threats

Uses and users

Institutions and organizations involved in conservation
Relevant country geographic information (roads,
population soils etc)

Presence of website address and data on use by country
partner institutions

List of existing tools and procedures available at baseline
increased and additional methods, protocols and
procedures provided as shown in software distributed,
manuals provided and results from analyses.

Reports setting out management plans for selected
protected area(s)

Output 3:

Enhanced capacity to apply
information management
technologiesin planning for in
situ conservation of CWR.

Developed guidelines and protocols for determining
national CWR conservation priorities by year 3 of the
project.

Analysis of national conservation legslation
conducted in each country for the appropriateness to
CWR by year three of project and under
consideration by legidative bodies by the end of the
project.

National-level CWR Conservation and Sustainable
Use Action Plans devel oped/revised and under initial
stages of implementation in 5 countries by year 4 of
project.

Monitoring procedures for target CWR taxa
developed and tested in year 2 and 4 of the project.

Guideines and protocols specific to
country decision making does not
exist. Publications exist which set
out generd principles.

At baseline no analysis existsin the
partner countries.

No plans exist beyond materia
collated and analysed in PDF B
phase of project which constitutes
basdline.

Baseline is constituted by relevant
monitoring procedures developed
for plant populations available in

each country and internationally.

Numbers of guidelines and protocols made available as
user manuals in national language of countries determined
at years3and 5.

Reports and publications presenting analysis at years 3 and
5 of project.

Numbers of reports prepared providing plans for
conservation and sustainable use of cwr; numbers of cwr
identified in plans; number of identifiable conservation
actionsproposed.

Documents describing monitoring procedures for cwr;
numbers of cwr taxa on which monitoring procedures
tested in years 2 and 4; data on status of target taxain
years 2 and 4 of project.




Developed or revised national CWR red lists by year
3 of project.

Management plans for CWR populationsin at least 5
protected areas (one per country) developed and
under initial implementation by year 4.

Conservation interventions on two priority taxain
each partner country initiated in year 4.

A participatory research program on CWR
conservation in each country by year 5.

Assessment of benefit sharing for CWR conservation
and sustainable use by year 4 in partner countries.

Selected (1-3 per country) nationa breeding
programmes have initiated activities involving CWR
evauation and use in crossing programmes.

All countries possess red lists
prepared according to national or
old international criteria.

The IUCN Red list 2003 also
provides a basdline.

Management plansfor CWR
populations populations do not in
any partner country protected area.

Baseline information on
conservation interventions provided
by PDF B (Annex K and national

reports).

Baseline provided by national
reports prepared during PDF B and
by Annex 10K.

No baseline exists as no assessment
has yet been carried out in any
partner country.

Baseline provided by national
reportsindicating low or absent
level of country activities.

Numbers of red listing reports prepared using currently
preferred methods for identified cwr taxain each country.
Number of cw taxaincluded in IUCN Red list.

Reports describing numbers of management plans
prepared; management plans and numbers of cwr included
for selected target areas.

Reports provide information on planned conservation
interventions and on activities. Surveysand field visits
determine status and effectiveness of interventions.

Site visits to organizations and communities involved in
programme; reports detailing numbers of taxa; numbers of
partners and research actions involved.

Documentation and reportsfrom FAO project; data
quantifying cost benefit relationships for target cwr
conserved and used in different ways; data on numbers of
beneficiaries, amounts of benefit and methods of sharing.

Datafrom:

numbers of crop wild relatives in evaluation tria sin years
3—5of project

numbers used as parents in preliminary crossesin pre
breeding or breeding programmes

Knowledge and public awar eness
of value of crop wild relativesare
increased.

Institutional and governmental statements and
documents indicating increased support for and
recognition of CWR.

Increased budget allocation for CWR conservation in
budgets for conservation programmes by year 5 of
project.

Increase in understanding and awareness from
different segments of segment (baseline established at

project start-up)

Baseline document provided as
reports prepared for PDF B and
summarized in national documents
and Annex 10K.

Baseline to be established for each
country inyear 1 using agreed
methods of identifying and costing
allocation to cwr.

Baseline established at project start
up through surveys

Numbers of documents and reports; numbers of statements
by politicians and government officials. Numbers of
relevant media reports.

Surveys and data collection of identified budget
dlocations and spending.

Surveysin years 3 and 5 of project designed to detect
understanding and awareness of cwr.

85




Table 4: Monitoring, Reporting and Evaluation Responsibilities

This table summarises the responsbilities of the project management entities regarding monitoring and reporting.

UNEP Global Project Information International Steering Technical Advisory National PMU National Steering | National
Management Unit Management Group Committee Committee ) Advisory
(PMU) Committees Committees
Monitor the agreed M&E plan Establish reporting Prepare halfyearly Receive halfyearly Receivehalf-yearly Ensure thet all Receive half Receive half
in accordance with the terms of guidelines for &l partners | progressreportsand progress reports, annual | Progress reports, national partners yearly progress yearly progress
agreement with GEFSEC in the project and ensure annua summary summary progress annuel summary meet reporting reports, annual reports, annual
that they meet reporting progressreportson reports and &l zrlogt;?;q;\?gs ad | datesand provide | summary progress ?:prz'&nszgg?r&
i 2 dates and provide reports international substantive reports, and reports of suitable reports and dl 7
;egaaxlsugd;%e?ng’ypgorgé% of suitabl epqudity s information provide pol ic?xg]ui dance | reportsand outputs. q?;)ity sqj:l)).;tmti ve reports ;J‘dbaﬂt'l/ne ffSPOfTS
reports, quarterly -financial management project | to the project on any Advise Project for respective ° iF\)/ef)ac')trner
reports and copies of all Prepare halfyearly components for PMU | meatters arising from a M 9 Unit on Prepare half partner country, coespecnt !
substantive reports from Project | Progressreportsand ‘ reading of these reports | = Z1oTE t g yearly progress and provide policy | COUMTY:
Management Unit. annual summary progress | Monitor developmert _ _ VarTt aspects reportsand annual | guidanceto the ] )
reports for UNEP, and of international and Assigt the Project project ) summary progress | Nationa PMU on | Advise National
Task manager to dtend and forward substantive and nationd sysemsfor | Management Unitin implementztion. reports for Globd | any matters arising | PMUS 00’} relevant
participate fully in mestings of qL_JarterIy fin_ancial reports, pompati bility and de_vel oping Iin_kages PMU, and forward | fromareading of mﬂg‘g?
the project Steering Committee with supporting implementation of with other projects, thus substantive and thesereports. p -
documentation as agreed protocols ensuring the wider quarterly financial
Task Manager to conduct appropriate, in atimely impact of project work reports, with Assst the Nationa
i - manner to UNEP. Communicate supporting PMUsin
grwln;al ass1J r?;\!gog;svmﬁ— progress and Provide overal documentation as developing
member(9) of the PMU to Cary outaprogrammeof | constraintsto guidance for the project appropriate, ina linkageswith
sdlected project sites and regular visits to project International Steering implementation. timely manner to other projects, thus
identify implementation iﬁ? 'tt(') supe‘(;/ise ” C(r)]mmittee andat IPGRI. 8031;1 ngf the Wg:jta
; jvities, an where gppropriate, imy I
Péoatl'r?t];s z]e(étijg %ﬁthfmjm atention to thggtgu seek aj\ﬁ‘c):e fF;om Cary out a work. P
Steering Committee. with serious Technica Advisory programme of
implementation problems | Committee members regular visitsto Provide overall
roject partners and| guidance for the
%gﬁig}?ﬁﬁ;ﬁﬁ?f ,?/T &E Monitor International gteisto ' igmpl ementation of
consultants to conduct the mic- Information System supervise activities, [ partner countries
term and final evaluations costs and budget and pay special project
attention tothose | components.

Fecilitate the selective review of
the project by STAP (as
appropriate)

Carry out other monitoring asis
determined in collaboration with
the project Steering Committee.

sites with serious
implementation
problems
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Table 5: Monitoring and progress r eports

This table describes the key content required in the bi-annual progress reports and quarterly financia reports.

Report Format and Content Timing Responsibility
Progress Reports

Document the completion of Reports will use standard UNEP Half-yearly, within Project Management Unit
planned activities, and describe | Progress Report format. 30 days of end of

progress in relation to the each reporting

annual operating/work plan. period,

Review any implementation
problems that impact on
performance

Summary of problems and
proposed action

Provide adequate substantive
data outcomes for inclusion in
consolidated project half-yearly
and annual progress reports

Highlights of achievements

The project logframe will be
attached to each report and progress
reported against outcome and output
indicators.

The Project Implementation Per GEFSEC format Yearly (after project | UNEP Task Manager
Review (PIR) reports has been under
implementation for
one year)
Consolidated Annual
Summary Progress Reports
Presents a consolidated Reports will use astandard format to | Yearly, within 45 Project Management Unit

summary review of progressin
the project asawhole, in each
of its activities and in each
output

Provides summary review and
assessment of progress under
each activity set out in the

be developed following the UNEP
Progress Report model

The project logframe will be
attached to each report and progress
reported against outcome and output
indicators.

A consolidated summary of the half-

days of end of the
reporting period
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anrual workplan, highlighting
significant results and progress
toward achievement of the
overall work programme

Provides a general source of
information, used in al genera
project reporting

yearly reports

Summary of progress and of all
project activities

Description of progress under each
activity and in each output

Review of delays and problems, and
of action proposed to deal with these

Review of plans for the following
period, with report on progress under
each heading

Financial reports

Report on confinancing that has | Use Annex 1C as found in project Annual Project Management Unit
been provided to project as document with supporting
originally estimated in project documentation of realized
proposal approved by GEF cofinancing
Financial reports
Details project expenses and Standardized UNEP format asfound | Quarterly Project Management Unit
disbursements in project document
Disbursements and expensesin
categories and format as set out in
standard UNEP format, together
with supporting documents as
necessary
Financial audits
Annua audit Audit of accounts for project Annual Project Management Unit

management and expenditures




ANNEX 10A
INCREMENTAL COST MATRIX

Cost/Benefit

Baseline (B)

Alternative (A)

Increment (A -B)

Domestic benefits

Distribution and conservation status of crop wild relatives
(CWR) in Armenia, Bolivia, Madagascar, Sri Lanka and
Uzbekistan (the 5 partner countries) unknown and
information not collated and analyzed .

Distribution and conservation status determined for 3 — 5
priority CWR in each of the 5 countries. Conservation
actions implemented for 2 priority taxa and 1 protected
area

Populations of CWR in the 5 partner countries lost through
land use changes, over-exploitation or neglect.

Procedures to identify Endangered populations and take
appropriate conservation actions formulated in the 5
countries and included in Conservation Action Plans.

Crop improvement programmes in the 5 partner countries
do not have adeguate access to useful variation present in
CWR.

Procedures for evauation of CWR for crop improvement
identified and their use initiated.

Global benefits

Information on CWR not easily accessible and usable to
support country conservation decision-making.

Information on CWR becomes accessible to users
throughout the world in non-partner countries.

CWR in the 5 countries of crops vital for global food
security are inadequately conserved and insufficiently
available for use.

Selected CWR of crops important for food security
adequately conserved and avallable for use by crop
improvement programmes in different international and
national institutions.

Value of CWR not recognized and ways of sharing benefits
from their use not available

Improved recognition of value of CWR and ways of
ensuring appropriate benefit sharing identified and made
available to countries throughout the world.




Cost/Benefit

Baseline (B)

Alternative (A)

Increment (A-B)

Cutput 1.

Aninternationally
accessible information
system available

Information on CWR held by international agencies
(IPGRI, IUCN, UNEP-WCMC, FAO and BGCI etc.) and
key institutions often difficult to identify and access.

A single internet address connects users to CWR
information held by international institutions.

Information on CWR difficult to use for decision making

Information on CWR held by international partners has

Increment total:

¢ owing to differences in terminology, database structure, etc. | appropriate form and structure to make common query and | 1,503,000

through theinternet and lack of system to bring information together for | analysis of different databases possible and useful for CWR

that allows access to, combined analysis. conservation. Co-finance:

processing and 1,503,000

utilization of CWR Baselinefor Output 1: Alternative for Output 1:

information for Cost to GEF: 0

conservation planning | 2.885,785 4,388,785

amongst the institutions

within and outside of

thetarget countries of

the project.

Output2. Information held by different institutions and agencies | Information on CWR taxonomy, species name, distribution,
(Ministries, botanic gardens, genebanks, herbaria etc.) is | conservation status, threats, use and users held by national

National information poorly'acc ble, cannot be brpught _together and used to ?nstitutio_ns in 5 Countri_es is integrated in nationa Arme_nia; 443,120
determine  CWR dtatus, distribution and to plan | information systems; analytical tools exist to support use of | Bolivia: 725,268

systems ar e oper ational
and allow the efficient
collection,
management, analysis,
and presentation of
CWRinformationin
Armenia, Bolivia,
Madagascar, Sri Lanka
and Uzbekistan.

conservation actions.

information system in CWR conservation decision making
information used to support preparation of national plans.

Information available in international and other leading
non-country institutions can not be easily accessed and
incorporated into CWR conservation needs analysis.

Through a single internet address international information
is available to the 5 countries; national and international
information systems allow information form the 2 sources

to be combined for CWR work.
Armeniaz 119,129 Armenia 562,249
Bolivia 60,879 Bolivia 786,147
Madagascar: 109,229 Madagascar: 741,189
Sri Lankas 214,129 Sri Lanka: 383,277

Uzbekistan: 31,529

Total: 534,895

Uzbekistan: 484,591

Total: 2,957,453

Madagascar: 631,960
Sri Lankas 169,148
Uzbekistan: 453,062

Total: 2,422,558

Co-finance:
899,287

Cost to GEF:
1,523,271




Cost/Benefit

Baseline (B)

Alternative (A)

Increment (A-B)

Qutput 3.

Enhanced capacity to
apply information
management
technologiesin
planningfor in situ

conservation of CWR.

Inadequate collaboration between actorsinvolved in CWR
conservation and use.

Collaboration agreements exist between relevant agencies
and ingtitutions that allow common decision-making and
coordinatedaction.

Inadequate policy framework to support CWR conservation
actions; lack of information on appropriate benefit sharing
mechanisms.

Policy and benefit sharing analyses used with technical
information to formulate national action plans in the 5
countries.

Lack of staff trained in CWR conservation activities
including information management and analysis, Red List
procedures, CWR conservation prioritization and decision-
making procedures.

National programme staff trained in CWR conservation
activities including information management and analysis,
Red List procedures, CWR conservation prioritization and
decision making procedures.

Useful variation present in CWR not identified and used in
crop improvement programmes.

Procedures for usng CWR in crop improvement
programmes in place and a least 1 model programme
initiated in each country.

Armeniaz 199,704
Bolivia: 272,404
Madagascar: 435,404
Sri Lanka: 155,604

Uzbekistan: 117,404

Total: 1,180,520

Armenia: 844,618
Bolivia: 1,539,884
Madagascar: 1,255,540
Sri Lanka: 731,799
Uzbekistan: 732,514

Total: 5,104,355

Armenia 644,914
Bolivia 1,267,480
Madagascar: 820,136
Sri Lanka: 576,195
Uzbekistan: 615,110

Total: 3,923,835

Co-finance:
1,915,029

Cost to GEF:
2,008,806




Cost/Benefit Baseline (B) Alternative (A) Increment (A-B)
Output 4 Policy makers and public not fully aware of need, | Policy makers and public aware of key aspects of [ Armenia 63,372
importance and value of CWR conservation and use. importance of CWR conservation and use. Bolivia 91,800

Knowledge and public
awar eness of value of
crop wild relativesare
increased.

Armenia: 14,024
Bolivia: 83,504
Madagascar: 12,904
Sri Lankas 30,904

Uzbekistan: 15,904

Total: 157,240

Armenia: 77,396
Bolivia: 175,304
Madagascar : 175,892
Sri Lanka: 103,820
Uzbekistan: 130,754

Total: 663,166

Madagascar: 162,988
Sri Lanka: 72,916
Uzbekistan: 114,850

Total: 505,926

Co-finance:
180,443

Cogt to GEF:
325,483

Pr oj ect management

Effective national and international collaboration to
produce project outputs with required standards of
monitoring, evaluation and stakeholder participation at
national and international levels.

Armenia 94,000
Bolivia 305,500
Madagascar: 324,000
Sri Lanka: 310,375
Uzbekistan: 93,800
Global: 2,521,000

Total: 3,648,675

Co-finance:
1,679,210

Cost to GEF:
1,969,465




ANNEX 10B
PROJECT PLANNING MATRIX

Table: Project Planning
Matrix (PPM)

PROJECT TITLE “IN-STU CONSERVATION OF CROPWILD RELATIVES
THROUGH ENHANCED | NFORMATION M ANAGEMENT AND FIELD APPLICATION"

2002-2006

Objectives

Indicators

M eans of verification

I mportant assumptions

Devel opment objective:

Improved global food security
through effective conservation
of crop wild relatives (CWR).

FAO indicators used for the 2 and 3¢ reports of the State of the
World's Plant Genetic Resources for Food and Agriculture show
improvement in conservation and use status of crop wild
relatives. These indicators include:

use of crop relatives in breeding from pedigree andysis,

numbers of CWR in exdtu collections;

numbers of identified in Stu CWR actions.

The 2" and 39 reports of the State of the World's Plant Genetic
Resources for Food and Agriculture prepared by FAO;

Research reports.

Global political and economic stability.

Immediate objective

Enhanced conservation status
of selected CWR in Armenia,
Bolivia, Madagascar, Sri
Lanka, and Uzbekistan.

Nationd{evel CWR Conservation and Sustainable Use Action
Plans developed, adopted and under initid stages of
implementation in the 5 partner countries by year 4 of the
project.

(Note Basdline data collection and analysis in year 24 on taxa,
population, threat status, etc. will form part of the monitoring and
evauation plan for each CWR Nationa Action Plan and will
permit analysis of impact in years 6, 9 and 12 from project start.)

Published CWR Conservation and Sustainable Use Action
Plans and monitoring and evauation reports of the
Consarvation Action Plans.

Countries maintain economic and
political stability and remain
committed to the PGR conservation.

Management plans for CWR populations in at least 5 protected
areas (one per country) developed and under initid
implementation by year 4.

(Note within each plan for a CWR population basdine status
will be established and impact measured &t year 6, 9 and 12 after
project initiation. Indicative impact indicators include:
population numbers and sizes; seedling recruitment; diversity.)

Management Plans with specific actions and milestones;
evaluation reports of CWR population status at year 6, 9 and
12.

Adequate pliciesfor PGR
conservation are in place in the partner
countries.

Conservation interventions identified and initiated on two priority
taxa in each partner country by year 4.

(Note Baseline status of target taxa will be established at year
three and impact measured at year 6, 9 and 12 after project
initiation. Indicative impact indicatorsinclude: numbers and size
of populations; seedling recruitment; diversity.)

Results from eco-geographic surveys of 2 priority taxa per
country and evalugtion reports.

National Governmentsremain
committed to CWR conservation
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Objectives

Indicators

M eans of verification

Important assumptions

Output 1:

1. An internationally accessible
information system available
through the internet that
allowsaccessto, processing
and utilization of CWR
information for conservation
planning amongst the
institutions within and outside
of the target countries of the
project.

Conservation agencies in the 5 partner countries have accessed

and used information on the internat ional information system to:

d) develop/revise the CWR Conservation and Sustainable Use
Action Plans;

e  develop the CWR management plans for target populations
within one protected area per country; and

f)  design consarvation interventions for two priority taxa in
each partner country.

Internet searches (measured hits on the websité by the 5 target

countries) and citationsreferences  within - the CWR
Conservation Action Plans of international database
informeation.

Information required for effective
conservation of crop wild relatives
exists and is made available by

international partners.

A sngle internet address connects users to nationa and
international CWR information sources and is accessed by a
increased number of users from different courtries. Baseline
established at year 4 and god will be an increase of 25% by year
5 and increasing at 10% over the next 5 years on a total number
basis. Data will also be collected to measure geographic diffusion
of use. The goa will be to reach usersin 10 countries by year 5
and in 40 countries within 5 years of project end with 50% of
countries from centers of crop diversity or of plant species
diversity.

Web site Log and record of user searches.

Suitably qualified personnel are
available to develop, test and use the
system in both international
organizations and countries.

A 10% increase in users per year, the year after the international
information system  availability, by non-target countries for
application in conservation planning for CWR, the study of CWR
and information gathering.

Internet searches (measured hits on the website) by non-target

countries; references to use of the website in literature through
keyword searches.

Internet access by national
conservation agencies.

Output 2:

National infor mation systems
are operational and allow the
efficient collection,
management, analysis, and
presentation of CWR
information in Armenia,
Bolivia, Madagascar, Sri
Lanka and Uzbekistan.

At year 3, 100 % of the avalable CWR information in the 5
countries is fully integrated in the information systems. This will
include species name, taxonomy, spatial information,
conservation status and threats, information on uses and users
ingtitutiond information.

Tests of information system operation through documented
case studies.

Countries maintain economic and
political stahility.

Governments' commitment to CWR
conservation maintained.

International information system is linked to and accessible by all
partner ingtitutions in the 5 countries by year 4 of the project.

Developed and agreed procedures between national partners for
information access, exchange and update.

Nationd CWR Conservation Action Plans and related
publications citing use of international information system and
actionsidentified.

National agencies and al relevant
stakeholders agree to share
information.

Nationa telecommunication systems
continue to improve.

Analytical tools for CWR data analysis are developed and used
for the assessment of the CWR gtatus in each courtry.

Published and unpublished reports for CWR conservation
status.

Capacity in place to use assessment
tools.

Assessments of CWR conservation status are used in the
production of management plans for CWR populations in one
protected area per country.

Management plans for CWR populations in one protected area
per country cite use of the information system’'s analytical
tools.

Governments' commitment to CWR
conservation maintained.

" The website will be desi gned to track thisinformation
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Objectives Indicators M eans of verification Important assumptions
Output 3: Developed guidelines and protocols for determining national | Collaborative agreemeits between partners Published CWR Continued participation and motivation
CWR conservation priorities by year 3 of the project. conservation guidelines in national languages. of stakeholders.
Enhanced capacity to apply

information management
technologiesin planning for in
Situ conser vation of CWR.

Anaysis of national conservation legislation conducted in each
country for the gppropriateness to CWR by year three of project
and under consideration by legidative bodies by the end of the
project.

Draft amendments and public documentation of legidation
being discussed.

The different relevant actors are
willing to cooperate.

Nationa {evel CWR Conservation and Sustainable Use Action
Pans deveopedirevised and under initid dages  of
implementation in 5 countries by year 4 of project.

Published CWR Conservation Action Plans.

Continuity of trained personnel and
availability to support CWR actions.

Government Agencies and Ministries
collaborate.

Monitoring procedures for target CWR taxa developed and tested
in year 2 and 4 of the project .

National eco-geographic surveys including GIS data sets of
physical, biotic and socio-economic parameters.

Published monitoring reports and distribution maps.

PA managers have resources to
develop and implement management
plans.

Developed or revised national CWR red lists by year 3 of project.

Published CWR red lists

All information is made available.

Management plans for CWR populations in at least 5 protected
areas (one per country) developed and under initid
implementation by yeer 4.

Adopted Management Plans under implementation.

Sites with endangered taxa can be
protected.

Continued participation ard motivation
of stakeholders.

Conservation interventions on two priority taxa in each partner
country initiated in year 4.

Reports and meeting records.

Suitable trained personnel available

A participatory research program on CWR in each country by
year 5.

Published protocols, formal agreements and research results.

Stakeholders are interested in a
participatory research program.

Assessment of benefit sharing for CWR conservation and
sustainable use by year 4 in partner countries.

Published reports and meeting records.

Communities are interested in benefit
sharing procedures.

Selected (1-3 per country) nationa breeding programmes have
initiated activities involving CWR evauation in use in crossing.

Published and unpublished results, meeting records
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Objectives

Indicators

Means of verification

Important assumptions

Output 4:

Knowledge and public
awar eness of value of crop wild
relativesareincreased.

Ingtitutional and governmental statements and documents
indicating increased support for and recognition of CWR.

TV, videos, newspaper and magazine articles, pamphlets.

Media continue to be interested in
nature conservation issues.

Theinterest of policy makers can be
engaged.

Increased budget allocation for CWR conservation in budgets for
conservation programmes by year 5 of project.

Conservation budgets and documents.

Positive political climate continues.

Increase in understanding and awareness from different segments
of society (basdline established at project start-up).

Survey reports.

Public awareness information reaches
appropriate stakeholders.
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ACTIVITIES

Output 1 1. Aninternationally accessibleinformation systam available through the internet that allows accessto, processing and utilization of
CWR information for conservation planning amongst the institutions within and outside of the target countries of the project.

1.1 Design the international information system

1.2 Develop an agreed terminology for the information system

1.3 Establish information infrastructure and define metadata standard

1.4 Identify and complete content

1.5 Analyse available information to confirm system operation

Output 2. National information systems are operational and allow the efficient collection, management, analysis, and presentation of CWR
information in Armenia, Bolivia, Madagascar, Sri Lanka and Uzbekistan.

2.1 Develop collaborative agreements

2.1.1 Develop collab orative agreements between partners within countries for information access and exchange

2.1.2 Develop agreed procedures and mechanisms for information exchange, data management, updating and analysis

2.1.3 Develop appropriate agreements and procedures to support linkage to the international information system

2.2 Develop and test national information system

2.2.1 Analyse existing national databases and other information sources (spatial and temporary datain botanical gardens, in/outside protected
aress, gene-banks, field gene-banks and other collections)

2.2.2 Review the accessibility of existing information

2.2.3 Establish necessary infrastructure, personnd and equipment

2.2.4 Design the national information system

2.2.5 Adopt meta-database catal ogues and data definitions appropriate to national databases

2.2.6 Complete content of national databases

2.2.7 Update information regularly

2.3 Develop analytical toolsfor conservation actions

2.3.1 Develop and test anadytical tools for CWR data andysis

2.3.2 Develop and test appropriate analytical approaches for making CWR conservation decisions (using GIS methods, distribution analyses etc.)

B-5




Output 3. Enhanced capacity to apply infor mation management technologiesin planning for in situ conservation of CWR.

3.1 Develop working arrangements

3.1.1 Develop collaborative agreements between key partners (ministries, institutions, NGOs) for CWR conservation programs

3.2 Plan and undertake training of appropriate target groups (e.g. reserch scientists, PA managers, information specialist, local communities workers, etc.)

3.2.1 Provide training in CWR database design and management

3.2.2 Provide training in analysis of CWR data (including GIS, statistical procedures, etc.)

3.2.3 Provide training in Red listing
3.2.4 Provide training in conservation decision making and improved use of CWR

3.2.5 Provide training in benefit sharing

3.3 Develop appropriate policy framework

3.3.1 Analyse national conservation legidation for appropriateness to CWR and draft appropriate amendments

3.3.2 Develop or revise National Action Plans for CWR conservation in context of Nationa Biodiversity Conservation Strategies

3.3.3 Develop or revise CWR red ligts

3.3.4 Develop and publish CWR conservation guidelines in nationa languages

3.3.5 Assess benefit from use of CWR by local communities and others using participatory approaches

3.3.6 Develop in consultation with stakeholders proposals for improved benefit sharing arrangements

3.4 Initiate conservation Actions

3.4.1 Develop and test guidelines and protocols for determining conservation priorities

3.4.2 |dentify priority taxa and areas for conservation actions

3.4.3 Prepare and begin to implement management plans for CWR populationsin at least 5 protected areas (one per country)

3.4.4 Carry out eco-geographic surveys on 3-5 priority taxa per country. ldentify and initiate conservation actions required

3.4.5 Develop and test monitoring procedures in protected areas (for 3-5 taxa per country)

3.4.6 Carry out participatory research program on CWR including indigenous communities, agriculturists, scientists and others.

3.5 Improve use of CWR in Breeding Programmes

3.5.1 Undertake demonstration models for successful use of CWR in breeding practices
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Output 4. Knowledge and public awar eness of value of crop wild relatives are increased.

4.1 Develop questionnaire and conduct survey of public understanding for CWR significance and vaue

4.2 Prepare, publish and distribute printed and video information materials about value, use and conservation of CWR

4.3 Seek support for TV, radio and newspaper publicity on CWR

4.4 Develop and implement TV and radio programs on CWR

4.5 Produce materials to support provision of information on CWR conservation and use to schools' and universities' education programs

4.6 Implement CWR awareness programs in protected areas

4.7 Prepare and publish scientific results of the project

4.8 Collaborate with plant breeders to prepare and initiate programmes involving evaluation and possible use of CWR
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WORK PLAN & TIME TABLE

Component

Y ear

Y ear

Year

Y ear

Y ear

1. Thelnternational Information System

1.1 Design the international information system

1.2 Develop an agreed terminology for the information system

1.3 Establish information infrastructure and define metadata standard

1.4 Identify and complete content

1.5 Analyse available information to confirm system operation

2. National Information System

2.1 Develop collaborative agreements

2.1.1 Develop collaborative agreements between partners within countries for information access and
exchange

2.1.2 Develop agreed procedures and mechanisms for information exchange, data management, updating
and andysis

2.1.3 Develop appropriate agreements and procedures to support linkage to the internationd information
system

2.2 Develop and test national information system

2.2.1 Analyse existing national databases and other information sources (spatial and temporary datain
botanical gardens, infoutside protected areas, gene- banks, field gene-banks and other collections)
2.2.2 Review the accessibility of existing information

2.2.3 Establish necessary infrastructure, personne and equipment

2.2.4 Design the national information system

2.2.5 Adopt meta-database catal ogues and data definitions appropriate to national databases

2.2.6 Complete content of national databases

2.3 Develop analytica toolsfor conservation actions

2.3.1 Develop and test analytical tools for CWR data analysis

2.3.2 Develop and test appropriate analytica approaches for making CWR conservation decisions (using
GIS methods, digtribution analyses etc.)
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Component

Y ear

Y ear

Year

Y ear

Y ear

3. Enhanced Capacity and Conservation Actions

3.1 Develop working arrangements

3.1.1 Develop collaborative agreements between key partners (ministries, ingtitutions, NGOs) for CWR
conservation programs

3.2 Plan and undertake training of appropriate target groups (e.g. research scientists, PA managers, information
specidist, local communities workers, etc.)

3.2.1. Provide training in CWR database design and management

3.2.2 Provide training in analysis of CWR data (including GIS, statistical procedures, etc.)
3.2.3 Provide training in Red listing

3.2.4 Provide training in conservation decision making and improved use of CWR

3.2.5 Provide training in benefit sharing issues

3.3 Develop appropriate policy framework

3.3.1 Andyze national conservation legidation for appropriateness to CWR and draft appropriate
amendments

3.3.2 Develop or revise Nationa Action Plans for CWR conservation in context of National Biodiversity
Conservation Strategies

3.3.3 Develop or revise CWR red ligts

3.3.4 Develop and publish CWR conservation guidelines in national languages

3.3.5 Assess benefit from use of CWR by local communities and others using participatory approaches

3.3.6 Develop in consultation with stakeholders proposals for improved benefit sharing arrangements

3.4 Initiate Conservation Actions

3.4.1 Develop and test guidelines and protocols for determining conservation priorities

3.4.2 Identify priority taxa and areas for conservation actions

34.3 Prepare and begin to implement management plans for CWR populations in at least 5 protected areas
(one per country)

3.4.4 Carry out eco-geographic surveys on 3-5 priority taxa per country. Identify and initiate conservation
actionsrequired

3.4.5 Develop and test monitoring procedures in protected areas (for 3-5 taxa per country)

3.4.6 Carry out participatory research program on CWR including indigenous communities, agriculturists,
scientists and others.
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Component

Y ear

Y ear

Year

Y ear

Y ear

3.5 Improve Use of CWR in Breeding Programmes

3.5.1 Undertake demonstration models for successful use of CWR in breeding practices

4. Public Awareness

4.1 Develop questionnaire and conduct survey of public understanding for CWR significance and value

4.2 Prepare, publish and distribute printed and video information materias about value, use and conservation of
CWR

4.3 Seek support for TV, radio and newspaper publicity on CWR

4.4 Develop and implement TV and radio programs on CWR

4.5 Produce materias to support provision of information on CWR conservation and use to schools' and
universities education programs

4.6 Implement CWR awareness programs in protected areas

4.7 Prepare and publish scientific results of the project

4.8 Collaborate with plant breeders to prepare and initiate programmes involving evaluation and possible use of
CWR

5. Project Management

5.1 Make arrangements for overdl project administration and implementation infrastructure

5.1.1 Hire global project co-ordinator

5.1.2 Hire project personnel in partner countries

5.1.3 Establish and equip nationa project offices

5.2 Establish and operate accounting and activity reporting system

5.3 Prepare work plans for partner country units

5.4 Conduct training workshops for project personnel in partner courtries

5.5 National Steering Committee meetings

5.6 International Steering Committee meetings

5.7 Perform midterm evaluation of the project and take necessary action to improve project delivery

5.8 Perform terminal evaluation of the project
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ANNEX 10C
STAPTECHNICAL REVIEW

T ECHNICAL REVIEW OF THE PROJECT “ IN SITU CONSERVATION OF CROP WILD RELATIVES
THROUGH ENHANCED INFORMATION MANAGEMENT AND FIELD APPLICATION” .

1. The overal judgement on the proposed project is favorable. The proposal has been
carefully prepared and worked through; as such it represents a lot of work and extensive
contacts with appropriate partners key to its success. The four major objectives of the Project
are sound and are part & any coherent strategy for the conservation of CWR (Crop Wild
Relatives) anywhere in the world. Given the relatively scarce and dispersed information
about CWR, it is quite logical to start with information gathering and with gathering
appropriate people and institutions producing and working on that information. These
objectives are fully valid in their own right, as a basic step towards the conservation of CWR.
It is however not clear to this Reviewer why the proposal should anticipate the type of future
conservation actions (“in situ”), or “oversdl” itself. The current project does not intend to
carry out in situ conservation activities per se, as the title would indicate. A result of the
proposed work might be in carrying out ex situ conservation actions or an integrate mix of in
Stu and ex situ conservation actions.

2. The selection of web based tools for the planned information is the right step. The partners
proposed for the development of that part of the project are the right ones, given their
expertise in the development of similar databases and web based tools. About activities under
1.1, as information technologies are changing very fast during these years, one wonders if
there is any warranty about the robustness of the international information system. How
sustainable will be the maintenance of the portal (point 24 page 14) at the end of the project,
is another important question. A reply to these questions could partly come with the
presentation of the final data product that the Project Team had in mind, but that concrete
example is lacking, and should be provided.

3. About activities under 2.1., are the participating countries willing to share information and
under which conditions? As explained in points 21 and 22 (p. 14), the rationale © bring
together existing information currently spread in the proposed countries and many more
institutions (genebanks, botanical gardens, herbaria) makes a lot of sense. But an important
assumption to verify in a context of increasing concern over intellectual property is the
willingness of partners to share information.

4. In point 26 p. 15, an accrued advantage of the proposed project is in the merging of
“international” data with nationa information. Is it actualy the case? In other words, for
instarce about wheat wild relatives, is it the intention to fuse together in the same porta
information coming from, say, ICARDA, USDA, Kew, and Uzbekistan (translated from the
Uzbek)? This may mean a “return” of information to the “country of origin”; do the poject
partners understand the sharing of information in this way?

5. In point 31, there is mention about “two priority taxa per country”. It is perhaps the first
mention about the target of the data gathering/ retrieval process. The whole project is abou
Crop Wild Relatives (= plant genera and species) and is about data of CWR, for which US$
5,827,025 are requested from GEF. Although the Reviewer understands that there are many
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important considerations introducing the subject matter, the principal purpose of the project
should be presented early on in the proposal. Given the sums involved (Table 1), thereislittle
discussion about the CWR for which data will be collated, and surprisingly this is also little
reflected in the Project Planning Matrix (AnnexB, pages B1 to B4). This shortcoming should
be addressed in priority. The country partners will be able to dedicate a fixed number of
hours during the five years to collate the information, they — as well as GEF — simply need to
know about the biological scope of the project: 100 species, 500 species, more? This matter
deserves full consideration if it is to attract interest by plant breeders and other industries for
CWR (which in turn will link to sustainability and economic/ social benefits, as we see
below).

6. In point 40 p. 19, the information that shall be collated should not be left as openended or
“inter aia’. The project will succeed in focusing on a determined number of genera and
species and on a specific number of data descriptors for which aprecise information shall be
collated. There is no need to oversell the project by the including of *“socio-economic
aspects’ that will prove impossible to collate in a concise and uniform format. GEF may fund
the project because of its relevance for the conservation of CWR (acknowledged in point
41!), and therefore the data should first of all concentrate on what is relevant to conservation
imperatives.

7. About Output 2 page A-11, the baseline shows the current level of expenses and
commitments (also reflected in Table 2). The Alternative depicts a much better situation —
sometimes idealistic — that countries would reach through a substantial co-financing and
thanks to the support of GEF. The comparison of the figures raises two questions: 1) how is it
possible that such important sources of co-financing can be made available to the planned
activities?, and 2) which activities currently carried out by the partners will be stopped for
undertaking the planned ones?

8. The timetable of the different activities has been elaborated with detail. Please note that
Activities 2.2.1 and 2.2.6. could well have a dlightly different timeframe (2.2.1. could extend
longer, and 2.2.6. could start early on). Please note that all training activities (3.2.) should be
developed during Year 2, earlier if possible.

9. Output 3 related to Capacity Building is a mgjor contribution of the Project and is well
structured. Activity 3.3.4. has been particularly appreciated and found relevant. About 3.3.6.
activity, it is not clear wtat can be done before hand if the benefits resulting from the use of
CWR have not yet been materiaized. This activity should be better spelled out in terms of
scope, or should be deleted.

10. In relation to Output 3, it is not clear to this Reviewer which additional “national
strategy” (point 28 page 16) has to be developed (also aluded to in point 44 p. 19). The five
proposed countries have aready established (point 5 page 10) their National Biodiversity
Strategic Action Plans. As indicated above, the establishment of data collation and retrieval
mechanisms for CWR, and indirectly the establishment of the human capacity for it, are fully
valid objectives in its own right. Are we sure that after five years al elements of a “national
strategy” will be available? The Project Proposal should perhaps not oversell itself nor
diverge outside its primary objectives.

11. About activity 3.4.6., its scope is so wide that its outcome is not clear. Detail should be
provided about contents and scope of this activity (or better say, group of activities). A
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narrower focusing shall be possible once the CWR have been determined in terms of crop
species. For instance, contracting an ethnobotanical study about the use of wild relatives of
wheat would make a lot of sense once wheat CWR have been selected. Otherwise, al
activities listed in 3.4. are relevant, and it is a merit of the project to carry out concrete field
work and to test the guidelines produced in 3.3.4.

12. About activity 3.5.1, the scope of this work is not clear: successful use of CWR has been
largely documented (e.g. cases of potato, tomato, cotton, etc) (also exemplified by Table A-2
on page A-6). If it is to tackle cases where no such compilations have been done, good
initiative, but it should be well spelled out!

13. On page 3, about “cofinancing”, there is mention of “1,204,000" as cash contribution,
without mentioning the source(s) providing it. It is noted that several international institutions
are making important contributions in-kind, while not obtaining support from GEF (aso
indicated on p. A-11). Assuming that they are not working “for free”, what is their return, and
which activities are they willing to interrupt or delay while working for this project? This is
important in order to have the same level of commitment across all partners to the Project.

14. It is not fully clear how point 32 about benefit sharing shall be addressed. As recognized
elsewhere, plant breeding is one of the most powerful mean to add value to CWR, and thus
provide incentives for their conservation.

15. Points 53 and 54 rightly recognize that conservation of CWR has been difficult because it
fals outside the competencies of ministries of agriculture or those of environment (also
acknowledged in point 11), or fals within the competencies of both of them. How can the
Project make sure that the context has radically changed? The Reviewer notes that in page B-
3 this is still considered as an important assumption. Alternatively, the Project Team may
consider countries where CWR are already considered under asingle entity.

16. In Table 2, about Project Management, one observes great disparities among countries,
and notes that shares about Project Management might be quite substantial as compared to
the shares allocated to the delivery of concrete outputs. This raises two questions:. 1) is there
any possibility to use an infrastructure already in place, and 2) is there any possibility to
reduce the managerial part within countries? The Reviewer notes that from Table 1 for
Project Management there would be no infrastructure in place to capitalize on, while for the
sake of the sustainability of the Project it might be highly desirable to rely on partners already
active in the conservation of CWR. Accordingly, activity 5.1.2 page B.10 considers the hiring
of project personnel in partner countries, while it might be better to take advantage of an
dready existing human infrastructure. Similarly, the overall governance (as presented in
point 62) should be reduced: the need for a steering committee, an information group, an
advisory committee, should be re-evaluated against benefits.

17. About Output 4, and in Table 2 p. 27, it is unclear why the situation of Madagascar
strongly differs from the other partner countries (referring to the disparities in budget
alocations) (the country report does not provide such information). The activities listed for
Output 4 on p. B-7 rightly use means of modern communication, and should produce a
lasting impact on the conservation of CWR. It is less clear what impact will produce the
workshops aluded to in point 48 (not listed as activities?!).
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18. About Table 1 and Table 2, it would have been useful to see the distribution of the budget
items among personnel expenses, consumables, services, and capital equipment. Although
some details are provided in Annex A, it would have been useful to see budget alocations in
staff time versus lasting equipment, etc. Similarly, it would have been useful to present the
budget allocations per group of activities for the different outputs, also including the budget
allocations for monitoring and evaluation. Overall, given the sums involved, the Project does
not provide the annual budget information with the level of detail expected in an international
project, ard this should be corrected.

19. Annex H, Table A1 and Table H1 present a worldwide compilation of CWR, namely in
terms of useful traits, geographic distribution, and activities in progress. From Table A1,
there are clear advantages in working with the five proposed partner countries. However,
taking into account a crop perspective, the reasons for selecting these five countries are a bit
less clear. For instance, about wheat wild relatives, it might be better to focus now in Turkey
or Iran. About banana wild relatives, it might be better to focus on New Guinea instead of Sri
Lanka. The Project Team might rightly argue about a long-term strategy for CWR, where
actions in the five proposed countries are needed anyway, but such a long-term strategy is not
explained. It isuseful for GEF and IUCN to know that this strategy exists.

20. As mentioned above, the first indicator that should appear against Output 2 in Table
Annex B on page B-2, should be a list of CWR genera and species for which the different
country partners agree to collate, review and synthesize a specific series of data critical for
future conservation action. This is apparently not the case, and this should be corrected. It is
Reviewer’s understanding that this process should start in the countries, bearing in mind that
a minimum of species shall be considered first, with possibilities to expand during years 24
of the project. That periodical re-assessment should be reflected in the monitoring (points 66
to 70).

21. In developing the list of CWR genera and species, it is likely that more than one
ecological zone will be involved. The Project Team might then re-visit the ecological zones
and stress further those including mountainous areas. In doing so, it will increase the global
environmental benefits: methodological aspects developed for mountainous systems and
aluded to in point 30 will be applicable to other areas. From a GEF perspective, it is urgent
to know which ecological areas should be protected in priority in order to support actions to
save as many CWR as possible, starting with food security imperatives.

22. The proposed project is fully aware of goals of GEF and existing relevant conventions
(CBD, International Treaty of Plant Genetic Resources, Global Plan of Action of FAQO). It is
indeed a merit of the Project to take well into account the relevant international conventions
and plans, and national plans as well. Asindicated above, it is aso an important merit of this
project to link together al the maor agencies dealing with CWR (i.e. BGCI, FAO, IPGRI,
IUCN, USDA, and WCMC), and with demonstrated capacity to implement such projects.
There is aggregating vaue in linking the major agencies to monitor CWR.

23. The project proposes to strengthen the capacity of Armenia, Bolivia, Madagascar, Sri
Lanka and Uzbekistan, to collate, handle, and anayze CWR information in view of
conservation actions. While there is little discussion about the validity of the selection of
these five countries (points 7 to 16), the comparative advantage of the proposed countries to
work together (as highlighted in point 4) is less clear. What do these countries have in
common that other countries don’t? How could the experience accumulated by Uzbekistan on
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CWR of wheat benefit Bolivia for the in dtu conservation of potato? Where is the
aggregating value on the side of countries hosting CWR? One could have envisioned two
other aternate strategies. One possibility could be to work through existing regional
networks, which are basically information-sharing mechanisms. For instance in the Andes,
the possibility exists to develop the proposed activities through the regional network
REDARFIT. Another strategy could be to convene countries in pair-wise subprojects, for
instance in the Andes Bolivia and Peru, or Bolivia and Chile. To this Reviewer, it makes
sense to have Armenia working together with Uzbekistan on wheat wild relatives (what can
contribute Bolivia or Madagascar on wheat CWR is less clear). The country reports of
uneven quality (Annex K) indicate strengths of Armenia and Bolivia, that would in turn incite
to consider a strategy by pairs on a sdected group of CWR (certainly not al listed by
Armenial). There are a couple of risks mentioned in point 53 that could be minimized under a
network or a two-country approach. Having said that, the Reviewer has noted the high degree
of involvement of the different stakeholders at the national level, and it is indeed a merit of
the Project.

24. The experiences with CWR of Madagascar and Sri Lanka, being idands with endemic
floras, are probably restricted to their particular insular situation. This in turn could limit the
replicability of parts of the Project to other countries. In terms of CWR, these two islands are
indeed interesting, but other regions of the world are definitely of much higher importance.
The Project Team may aternatively consider keeping one island, and adding another country
in another region, or focusing on fewer cases (for instance Peru and Bolivia, and Armenia
and Uzbekistan).

25. The proposed approach is highly replicable, from a country perspective, as well as from a
crop perspective. But because it is highly replicable, it would mean starting from scratch in
each country of every region with high crop diversity and richness in wild rdatives every
time. Although the Reviewer understands that after CBD most activities are decided, planned
and carried out at the national level, one wonders about the need to replicate this type of
project in each country. Thus the above suggestion to enlist part of the planned activities in
existing regional networks. IPGRI has been quite instrumenta in forming regional networks
in Latin America. This type of project might be an opportunity to increase synergic effects
among countries with same responsibilities and problems in the conservation of CWR (for
instance the Andean region towards CWR of potato, and thus tackled within the REDARFIT
network). From a GEF perspective, this suggestion might also help to reduce transaction
costs.

26. In point 57 on p. 22, the Project rightly recognizes that the long-term sustainability will
be achieved inasmuch it is of value to the different stakeholders. That point mentions the
value to international bodies, and surely the international partners will continue to rely on the
country partners for updated and reliable information. The Project should perhaps consider
further the value to the partners and stakeholders at the nationa level. With projects of this
kind involving international partners of such caliber, there is aways the risk to build up
highly sophisticate data warehouses and retrieval systems, with the likely consequence of
seeing them discontinued the day the project ends. Through the activities under 2.2 (page B -8
of Work Plan), there is ample provison to not undertake a system that will prove
unsustainable, but that aspect should be considered further. For instance, activities 2.3. could
start earlier than on Year 4 (p. B -8): countries will be willing to invest more in the building of
their own data sysems if they can perceive the benefits early on for the planning of
conservation actions.
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27. On the other hand, CWR will likely benefit plant breeding and crop enhancement efforts,
often outside the country of origin (as acknowledged in Table A. 2 and in page A-4). The
Project raises expectations on benefit sharing and participatory research, but does not indicate
much on how to fill these expectations in the future. As pointed out above, given a much
narrower crop focus, the Project could better link with user communities in plant breeding
and other agricultural sectors.

Dr Ir Daniel G. Debouck
Palmira, Colombia, 7 March 2002.
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ANNEX 10C.1. RESPONSE TO STAP REVIEW

We would like to record our thanks to the Reviewer for his constructive and helpful commernts
on the project. These have been carefully considered and our responses are noted below
(paragraph numbers refer to those in the Annex C. STAP Review, except where stated).

1. We note with appreciation the positive overall judgment of the reviewer, the recognition of the
soundness of the outputs and of the central importance of information. However, the project
design recognizes that information is not an end in itself, it needs to be trandated into
conservation activities that can test the information collation, management and use procedures.
The project will alow this to be done and the impact of specific conservation actions to be tested
(and hence the effectiveness of the information systems to be determined). Since the partners in
the different countries include those involved in managing ex situ conservation facilities, it is
expected that, wherever appropriate, complementary conservation actions will be undertaken
accorded to accepted plant genetic resources conservation practices. However, the primary focus
of project interventions will be in situ conservation.

2. Portal technologies are developing rapidly and new approaches currently under development
will need to be taken into account in implementing the project. Appropriate and robust solutions
are at present offered by the Tomaye approach (http://www.tomoye.com), which has been
implemented for FAO (http://onefish.org) and the World Bank. To enhance rabustness, the magjor
effort and resources in the project should focus on developing content, methodologies, models
and meta-data.

The long-term sustainability of the international information system is an important issue
identified by the reviewer. The implementation arrangements for International Treaty on Plant
Genetic Resources and the plans to develop a Global Conservation Trust provide two
opportunities for securing sustainability together with the international partners own
commitments to provide this information (see e.g. FAO's requirement to maintain the World
Information and Early Warning System on Plant Genetic Resources and other commitments
noted in para. 57 of the project document). Existing portal developments in this area (e.g.
SINGER) have proved to be sustainable.

3. The need for information sharing has been recognized and the information group meetings
held during the PDF B process recommended that model data transfer agreements should be
prepared to cover within country data exchange and sharing between partners for the global
information system. The PDF B Steering Committee reviewed these proposals and endorsed
them. The portal approach ensures that all partners retain physical control over the data they
contribute.

4. The portal gpproach ensures an efficient compilation of data from different sources but data
merging into single sets of databases are not envisaged. Instead partners have agreed to develop
similar data structures, data variable definitions, and data management protocols to ensure ease
of data exchange and allow data from different sources to be brought together for analysis and
use. Opportunities for repatriation of data to countries of origin do exist and will be pursued by
country partners and international collaborators.
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5. The reviewer rightly identifies selection of target crops and their crop wild relatives as a key
element in project execution. In fact, Annex F identifies the list of crops that have been identified
during the PDF B process as a priority for the partner countries. All partners have agreed to
consider wild relatives (within the same genus) of these crops as included in the project with
highest priority going to those included as part of the multilateral system in the International
Treaty on Plant Geretic Resources (marked in Annex F). Provision has been made within the
project for individual countries to add additional crops of national importance. PDF B findings
suggest that these are likely to be limited in number to 5 — 10 crops per country (see aso
Annexes K1 — Kb5). In practice, this means that individual country partners plan to focus on the
most important wild relatives of about 15 — 30 crops.

6. A list of data descriptors was prepared during the PDF B process that partners agreed would
provide a basic minimum list for al partners. This included information on taxonomy,
distribution, location and ecology information. Consistent with the GEF country driven approach
it was accepted that some partners might possess and wish to add further information fields for
key socio-economic variables that could provide information on threat and potential or actual use
of target species. Such information would aso be added through the activities involving GIS
analysis (e.g. Activity 3.4.4).

7. The project planning phase over the last two years has strengthened the recognition by the
partners of the importance of the work of this project. Letters have been received from al the
partners identifying the co-financing commitment they expect to make to the project. These
reflect the priority partners give to work in this area and the commitment they are prepared to
make.

8. This is a helpful suggestion that will be reflected in preparing the project implementation
plans.

9. We agree on the importance of capacity building activities. The work on benefit sharing was
discussed during the PDF B process and the fact that countries (and the international community)
are at a very early stage in addressing benefit sharing issues for crop wild relatives was
recognized. For this reason the activity speaks only of developing proposals. As para. 32 of the
project document notes. “The project will anayze how benefit sharing issues might be
incorporated into the national dialogue of each partner country” with the expectation that within
the lifetime of the project this will lead to proposals for developing a portfolio of relevant
approaches in the different countries.

10. The partners consider that national strategies are required specifically for crop wild relatives,
as such These are currently lacking in National Biodiversity Action Plans. These strategies will
need to reflect the available information and to identify and propose actions on any maor gaps
apparent as a result of project activities and this will be done within the lifetime of the project.
As aresult of the project, the procedures for developing and integrating strategic action plans for
crop wild relatives into National Biodiversity Action Plans will become available as models for
other countries to apply, based on the experience of this project.
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11. Activity 3.4.6 will provide an opportunity for participants in partner countries to identify and
analyze benefit sharing issue with respect to crop wild relatives. This includes confronting
problems of over-use and its necessary limitation for conservation objectives (e.g. over-grazing
of wild cereals) as well as exploring problems in determining the benefits from specific uses e.g.
plant breeding. Benefit sharing solutions will be crop and site specific based on knowledge
analyzed through the information systems developed. As the project progresses a portfolio of
possible benefit sharing options will be shared between partners and other interested countries.

12. The activity aims to ensure specific models and examples, relevant to each country’s
experience, are provided to users as an aid to supporting increased demand for crop wild
relatives in plant breeding (hence strengthening benefit flows from conservation). An example
would be the use of wild grape in Armenia currently being developed as an active breeding
programme.

13. Discussions are underway with the donor about this contribution and were not finalized at the
time of the STAP review. International partners have shown, through their commitment to
project design, and their co-financing statements, their recognition of the importance of this
project. Benefits will accrue through added value to their own information systems, testing of
specific conservation approaches and benefits to their national partners e.g. gene banks, botanic
gardens, €etc.

14. See above re comments 9 and 11. Each country has aso requested support from FAO Legal
Office in respect of work on benefit sharing issues for crop wild relatives and that office has
responded positively to their requests.

15. As the reviewer notes, the baseline situation for work on crop wild relatives in the partner
countries has revealed the lack of coordination and communication between different agencies
responsible for different aspects of conservation and use of crop wild relatives. A strength of
this project is that it includes activities to create a framework or platform for expertise housed in
the Ministries of Agriculture and Environment to work together. The PDF B phase has
succeeded in bringing together different ministries, agencies and ingtitutions in the partner
countries around a common set of conservation objectives. The project design and
implementation arrangements (detailed in Annex E) seek to ensure that this coordination is
sustained and all countries have emphasized that within their own in-country work.

16. The project implementation arrangements described in Annex E make fullest possible use of
existing ingtitutions and organizations. The lead agencies in each country are those with
significant responsibilities in relevant areas so that the need to create new centres or management
structures is minimized or avoided. Existing links have been utilized wherever possible and
organizational emphasis has gone into supporting any essertial new links and not to creating
unnecessary new structures. Overall governance has also been kept to the minimum effective.
The project aso includes activities to further strengthen these existing partnerships and create
new partnerships with existing institutions. In addition, the experience of the PDF B showed
specialist information expertise in the partner countries and international partners needed to be
engaged to solve key technical issues and ensure the products were useful at country level. The
international steering committee worked well to ensure that information products met the overall
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conservation objectives and provided a sound and efficient system of governance. In such a
complex project, involving new information and conservation issues, an expert advisory group
will be essential to ensure product quality in all areas.

17. 1t is to be expected that different countries have different needs and capacities in different
areas. The PDF B phase has alowed these differences to be identified and to be carefully
examined during in country meetings and compared at international steering committee
meetings. The budget reflects country realities and country driven needs.

18. Per GEF procedure, this level of detail is provided at the time of the submission of the UNEP
GEF Project Document for CEO endorsement.

19. The participating countries have all given conservation of crop wild relatives high priority in
their national conservation work for plant genetic resources. They al possess important crop
wild relatives of a variety of different crops (see Annexes K1 — K5). They have appropriate
infrastructure, skills, and experience to make the implementation of the project activities at
country level coherent and achievable. The country driven approach is more appropriate in the
case of this project because country based action will necessarily be the basis of information
systems and conservation decision-making as well as reflecting better the overall approach of the
GEF. A genepool (or crop based) approach has severe problems in that crop genepools usually
occur in many countries (increasing the number of partners very substantially) and are difficult to
apply within an ecosystem approach. Furthermore, effective regional conservation actions, of the
kind required to conserve a crop genepool, themselves require a strong country basis.

20. For a discussion of list of crop wild relatives genera and species, please see above, para. 5.
Taking account of the reviewer’s suggestion an indicator for the list of crops for each country
(the list at Annex F with specific additions for each country) will be added to Output 2 of the
Planning Matrix (Annex B) when the Project Document is prepared for CEO endorsement.

21. The project design assumes conservation actions are identified on a needs basis. Through the
proposed decison making procedures and guidelines, it is expected that more than one
ecological zone will be selected for target interventions, the criteria being the need for specific
conservation actions.

22. Noted

23. In addition to the points made above (para. 19) on the reasons why the 5 countries have
chosen to work together in this project, the project is planned to maximize globa benefits and
ensure that the solutions are rigoroudly tested in a range of different national circumstances. The
range of partners ensures this. Each partner is an important member of a regiona plant genetic
resources network (as well as other conservation networks). This will aid dissemination of the
project outputs, ensuring that each partner can share its experience regionaly and that al
partners can share their experience internationally (through SBSTTA, COP etc).

24. The idand nations that are participating in the project possess environments of global
significance including unique crop wild relatives of crops of global importance (e.g. the coffee
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species of Madagascar). Thelr experience is likely to provide added value and enhance the
global significance of the project outcomes.

25. We agree with the reviewer in recognizing the significance of replicability embedded in the
project. The importance of providing solutions that could be adopted by al countries has
underpinned the design of the project. For this reason the project emphasizes replicable solutions
and the development of global products (information system, guidelines etc).

26. This useful suggestion will be taken into account in developing the project implementation
plan.

27. During the preparation of the project, stakeholders includi